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Executive summary 
 
S1 Review objectives 
The main objective of the review was to examine future strategies for goose management in 
Scotland in terms of their probable efficacy and cost-effectiveness. Four areas of policy 
concern to the Scottish Government were examined: 

 The overall effectiveness of the national policy approach; 
 The cost-effectiveness of local goose management schemes; 
 Current and future sources of funding; and 
 Legal and policy definition of sustainable management of goose populations.  
 
S2 Methods 
The review was based upon an analysis of previous reports and publications relating to 
goose populations, management and policy in Scotland.  Interviews were conducted with all 
current Local Goose Management Groups (LGMGs), and with some other local and national 
stakeholders. The payment databases of each LGMG group were analysed as part of the 
investigation into cost-effectiveness. A number of stakeholders, including all organisations 
represented on the National Goose Monitoring Review Group (NGMRG), also provided 
written evidence to a structured questionnaire. Information was obtained on three areas with 
goose issues outside current LGMS areas to exemplify emerging issues across Scotland but 
a comprehensive assessment of goose-agriculture interactions was not within our remit.  
Information was obtained by correspondence on goose policy and intervention mechanisms 
in a number of other European countries. 

 
S3 Overall effectiveness of the national policy approach 
 
S3.1 National policy framework: structure and delivery  
The National Policy Framework (NPF) for goose management, established in 2000, put in 
place goose policy objectives and a delivery structure with a central role for the NGMRG. 
This group consists of national stakeholders, operating largely through consensus with a 
very limited range of instruments at its disposal. Its main mechanism is the ability to 
recommend the establishment of LGMGs.  Seven such groups have been formed, covering 
the major locations where damage from geese has been a significant issue to date: Islay, 
Kintyre, Solway, Loch of Strathbeg, and South Walls (winter and spring schemes including 
payments to farmers); and Tiree and Coll, and Uist (summer schemes with scaring and 
population management as the sole policy mechanisms).  The LGMGs act as local delivery 
agents, making bids to the NGMRG to fund payments to farmers and to finance other 
activities (including goose monitoring and scaring).  Total delivery costs were around £1.6m 
per year in 2009-10, of which £1.3m was in payments to farmers.  

The three current NPF policy objectives (and guiding principles) are: 

 To meet the UK‟s nature conservation obligations, within the context of wider biodiversity 
objectives; 

 To minimise economic losses experienced by farmers and crofters as a result of the 
presence of geese; and 

 To maximise the value for money of public expenditure. 
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Apart from meeting international obligations, which is reasonably specific, the policy space is 
largely undefined. The increasing costs of current delivery mechanisms together with major 
pressures on public expenditure were pertinent factors in this review.  

SNH also intervene in goose conservation, mainly through individual management 
agreements and site designation. Its intervention was found to complement that of the 
NGMRG.  

 

S3.2 National policy framework: effectiveness  
Policy delivery has been largely successful in meeting the UK‟s conservation objectives for 
naturally occurring populations of geese in Scotland, with the exception of the Greenland 
White-fronted Goose. Given the continuing decline of this population since 2000, more could 
have been done to prioritise Greenland Whitefront within policy.  Growth in total goose 
numbers in scheme areas of Scotland and on Orkney has been around 76% over the last 
decade (around 5.8% per year).  For scheme areas alone growth has averaged 2.2% per 
year.  The overall impact on agriculture is one of increasing potential damage with hence an 
associated social cost.  

Intervention has greatly reduced the economic losses from goose damage and reduced 
conflict between local interests that were problematic prior to 2000.  In two scheme areas in 
the Western Isles (where no payments are made), there remains dissatisfaction amongst 
some of the crofting community because economic losses from geese are continuing. This 
reflects in part the limitation on intervention tools imposed by the distribution of shooting 
rights in crofting communities.  

Although the basic rationale for policy intervention remains strong, there was little evidence 
that the delivery of the NPF now provides good value for money (VFM). The structure for 
delivery means that there is little incentive at either national or local level to improve VFM, 
especially if that places tension on consensus operation.  

 
S3.3 Weaknesses in the current structure and delivery 
Whilst NGMRG in its consensus-based implementation of the NPF has been highly 
successful in delivering a policy acceptable to most stakeholders, a number of weaknesses 
are evident: 

 Regulation – LGMGs operate in a semi-autonomous way and are mainly concerned with 
maximising budgets and reducing local conflict, rather than delivering cost-effective 
national policy. With some exceptions, obligations on farmers were minimal and 
compliance monitoring and enforcement not well developed. There was no incentive to 
seek VFM.  We suggest that much stronger conditions attached to the use of public 
funding in delivery are needed. 

 Information - annual assessments of local schemes were limited by reports that varied in 
content, quality and transparency, and were generally unsatisfactory for managing the 
delivery process.  We suggest that a much more uniform reporting system is needed with 
transparent databases for audit purposes. Detailed advice and direction is needed to 
ensure consistency in reporting 

 Governance and audit – governance at local level was weak and staff responsibilities not 
well defined. There was no formal scrutiny of payments and no one body accepted 
responsibility for audit.  We suggest that better defined and more publicly acceptable and 
accountable practices are required.  

 Communication between NGMRG and local groups – Slow and sporadic communication 
has caused concerns with some local groups. In part this reflects group decision making 
at NGMRG.  The current consensus-based NGMRG is not characterised by rapid action 
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but local chairman should be asked to present annual reports and an improved and 
faster method of downward response is needed.  

 Increasing goose populations and budgetary pressure – There is likely to be a need to 
both limit the social cost and pressure on budgets from increasing goose populations 
and to cut absolute public expenditure. The ability of the current structure to deliver 
satisfactorily on these issues is highly questionable. 

 

S3.4 Areas not currently subject to management regimes 
Goose damage has been reported in some areas of Scotland not covered by current 
schemes: we investigated goose issues on Orkney, in Caithness and in Lochaber as 
examples of geographical areas outside current policy.  Strictly the NGMRG cannot respond 
to such issues unless a local group is formed, and current policy has a predisposition against 
intervention for goose populations that are not regarded as requiring special protection 
(including Greylag Goose, the species currently responsible for the majority of issues outside 
of existing LGMSs).  A more coherent generic policy strategy is required, particularly for 
Greylag and Pink-footed Geese in the context of increasing populations and damage. In 
many cases effective intervention is limited by a lack of detailed and reliable monitoring data. 
We suggest that the responsibilities of NGMRG in obtaining these data need to be clarified 
and further funding may be necessary. 

 
S4 Cost-effectiveness of Local Goose Management Schemes 
 

S4.1 Current cost-effectiveness 
Five LGMSs made payments to farmers, whilst the two summer schemes in the Western 
Isles delivered policy through publicly finance shooting, egg oiling and scaring only. Payment 
schemes varied widely in their method of calculating payments. Although all differentiated 
between feeding and buffer areas and paid notionally on a per hectare basis, some 
converted this on a sliding goose density scale, such that payments were effectively per 
goose. Some used a zonal approach, which concentrated funding in specific feeding and 
associated buffer zones. Others used a distributed system, in which fields were selected on 
a least cost basis. In payment schemes, the total cost per goose counted on fields directly 
supported by payments varied from £15.70 to £52.20 per goose.  Payments to farmers 
varied from £13.80 to £36.60 per goose.  

Comparisons between areas must be made with caution because of differences in goose 
species and context. Even so, we consider that payment systems need a clearer rationale in 
their modus operandi. We are not convinced that the concentrated (zoned) schemes provide 
a lower cost route to goose management than distributed ones. 

 

S4.2  Increasing cost-effectiveness within the current structure 
The report notes specific cases where payments rates have been calculated inappropriately 
or where a lack of transparency raises questions about cost efficiency. Several possible 
routes were examined to increase cost-effectiveness and reduce budgetary costs. Of these, 
(i) removing fertilizer payments, and (ii) reducing the frequency of monitoring counts and 
publicly funded shooting and scaring in payments areas were those least likely to threaten 
policy delivery. Implementation of these suggested savings could reduce current total 
expenditure by 30%, with savings of up to 40% possible if additional measures were taken.  
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S5 Current and future sources of funding  
Voluntary sector funding contributes to goose management, especially through provision of 
reserves. Mixed funding in the form of an RSPB-led EU LIFE programme will contribute in a 
number of locations in the Western Isles for four years from 2010. However, these sources 
will not match the aggregate private costs associated with managing populations of wild 
geese. Hence continued goose management will require continued public funding. 

To date public finance has been derived from domestic (Scottish Government, SG) sources.  
There is an apparent gain to the SG budget from delivering via EU programmes (e.g. SRDP) 
in that the domestic contribution is reduced.  The SRDP also provides a mechanism for 
comparing the merits of different directions for development and environmental expenditure. 

However, in practice the overall level of SRDP funding is broadly fixed such that inclusion of 
geese could lead to (depending on prioritisation) increased competition and reduced security 
of funding, both for goose management and for other SRDP components. We suggest that 
conditions imposed by the European Commission in relation to governance, accountability 
and the role of public employees would have profound implications for the operation of 
goose schemes because much of the current modus operandi would be unacceptable. 
Funding via an SRDP route would also be almost universally unpopular with the goose 
stakeholder community. 

 

S6 Legal and policy definition of sustainable management of goose 
populations 
 

S6.1 Meeting of conservation obligations 
Five of the seven main naturally occurring goose populations in Scotland are larger now than 
in 2000 (and range has at least been maintained): Svalbard Barnacle Goose; Greenland 
Barnacle Goose; Native Greylag Goose and re-established Greylag Goose (which we treat 
as a single population); Icelandic Pink-footed Goose; and Taiga Bean Goose. This broadly 
suggests that goose policy has been successful in meeting conservation obligations to 
maintain the range and abundance of naturally occurring populations, although we cannot 
be certain to what extent the positive population changes have been driven by policy. The 
Scottish population of Greenland White-fronted Goose has continued to decline (by more 
than 30% since 2000) and despite evidence that declines may be driven at least in part by 
factors operating outside of Scotland, policy could have made this population a higher 
priority (particularly within the Islay LGMS). There has been a large shift in the distribution of 
Icelandic Greylag Geese, with the majority of the Scottish population now wintering on 
Orkney but policy failed to proactively address this change (e.g. by ensuring the collection of 
high quality monitoring information). There has been a large proportional increase in the 
Scottish population of the non-native Canada Goose and we suggest there are real risks that 
this species could: compete with native goose species for habitat; hybridize with native 
Greylag Geese; and cause other potentially serious environmental and economic impacts if 
the population rises further. For each of these failures to meet conservation obligations, we 
make suggestions in the report for future action. 

As total numbers of geese in Scotland are still increasing markedly, the balance between the 
three fundamental principles of the NPF may need to shift for some populations within future 
goose policy, and a greater emphasis placed on minimising economic losses and delivering 
value for money. Predictive population models have already been developed for some of the 
key goose populations, which we regard as a useful step towards sustainable adaptive 
management approaches. We suggest that the Scottish Government consider the 
US/Canadian approaches to managing wildfowl populations, and the lessons that can be 
learned from their experiences, during future policy development. 
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The modelling that has been carried out to date in Scotland needs some updating and 
refinement to make it fit for purpose for adaptive management purposes and we suggest 
steps that should be taken, with a focus on understanding better the uncertainty surrounding 
population predictions and the effect of different input parameters (e.g. survival rates, 
productivity estimates, numbers of birds shot) on this uncertainty. 

Much goose population size, productivity and survival (from ringing) information is collected 
by volunteers and thus generally represents good value for money and we suggest it would 
be risky to stop supporting the collection of such information at current levels until the 
suggested review of the modelling process can be undertaken (after which data collection 
could be prioritised more effectively). We suggest that some improved data collection is 
required to reduce the risk of defaulting on conservation obligations, including: improved 
counts of wintering Icelandic Greylag Geese and resident Greylags in the same areas 
(allowing their separation); and work to assess more fully the effects on Greenland Barnacle 
Geese and Greenland Whitefronts of the derogation to shoot under licence on Islay. In the 
event that cost savings must be made in the short-term, we provide in the report a 
suggested method of prioritising goose populations for information collection purposes. 

The level of hunting is one of the most important factors influencing population changes for 
Scottish quarry goose populations, and may be the most important factor for some (e.g. 
Icelandic Greylag Goose). Information on numbers shot annually is critical for population 
modelling purposes and meeting conservation obligations to ensure that populations are 
managed sustainably. We suggest that the lack of a comprehensive hunting bag reporting 
system in the UK should be addressed as a priority to underpin future management of 
Scottish goose populations. The majority of national stakeholders with goose interests also 
expressed concerns about the lack of a hunting bad reporting scheme. In the report we 
consider the pros and cons of voluntary versus mandatory approaches to hunting bag 
recording, and note that schemes are available in other European countries from which 
expertise could be tapped. 

 

S7 Policy delivery options for the future 
 
S7.1 Species (population)-specific policy: rationale 
Since different goose species (populations) are associated with different legislative 
obligations and restrictions, different public concerns, and different population dynamics, we 
suggest that policy should reflect these differences and that, to be effective, delivery should 
be species (population)-based, both at national and local levels. Most management actions 
under current goose policy (the Local Goose Management Schemes) are focused on a 
relatively small number of discrete geographical areas within Scotland, which have become 
defined as a result of their previous history of conflicts between geese and agriculture.  In 
the changing context in which goose policy in Scotland now sits  - increasing goose 
numbers, emerging issues outside of existing goose scheme areas and budgetary 
constraints – we suggest that future policy should take a more holistic, geographically 
inclusive and perhaps fairer stance.  A species (population)-focused stance is 
commensurate with this suggestion. 
 
Policy should also take into account: 

 Stakeholder interests (including impacts on farmers/crofters, and the preferences of the 
public and other interest groups). 

 The social and budgetary costs of intervention (and non-intervention). The current 
pressure on public expenditure emphasises the need to contain budgetary costs. 
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Based on economic research on the value of benefits to the public from geese, including 
public preference work, NGMRG (2005) concluded that payments to farmers for damage 
caused by wild geese represented good value for money to the taxpayer.  We have re-
interpreted the previous and rather limited economic preference research in the light of the 
increase in total goose numbers over the last decade. Our interpretation suggests that policy 
to enhance the Greenland White-fronted Goose population still provides VFM but that the 
available research now provides no support for a policy that supports further increases in the 
populations of Barnacle, Greylag and Pink-footed Geese. In so far as population changes 
reflect policy intervention, we question whether policy at the margin is now delivering VFM 
for Barnacle Geese (populations that are now more secure in conservation terms than they 
were a decade ago). 

The Scottish goose population has increased substantially in the last decade and if it 
continues to do so, this is almost certain to have some social cost where geese graze 
agricultural land. Public expenditure will increase if increased damage translates into 
increased payments. This is currently a particular issue for Greylag Geese. Marginal 
damage costs may be expected to be broadly the same as average costs (ca.£20 to £52 per 
goose in local schemes).  Policy has not addressed this issue adequately to date, and the 
risk is that, unless other constraints limit population size, there will be increasing budgetary 
costs associated with geese.  

 

S7.2 Options for species (population) management 
In the report we provide future management options (exploring rationale, relative costs, 
potential benefits, and risks and barriers to implementation) for all the main Scottish goose 
populations under four groups: 

 Populations currently considered vulnerable in Scotland (Greenland White-fronted 
Goose and Taiga Bean Goose); 

 Other non-quarry populations (Svarlbard and Greenland Barnacle Geese); 
 Quarry populations (Icelandic and resident Greylag Geese and Pink-footed Goose); and 
 Non-native species (principally Canada Goose). 
 
Greenland White-fronted Goose should receive high priority within future goose policy and 
we suggest work to gain a greater understanding of the part of the population on Islay and 
that current work to conserve the smaller flocks continues to be supported, and these small 
flocks protected. Measures to protect the small Scottish Bean Goose flock should also 
continue. 
 

For the two populations of Barnacle Geese, there are two main risks of maintaining the 
policy status quo: the likely growing public costs of managing the increasing populations 
(particularly on the Solway); and the concerns over the derogation for shooting currently in 
place on Islay. The marginal damage cost as implied by current payments is ca £25-30 per 
additional goose per year and there is now a stronger case for a policy of damage 
containment. Widening the geographical scope of the derogation to shoot would not be a 
popular option with conservation organisations but (even if publicly funded) would be a lower 
cost long-term option than meeting an increasing damage cost if each shot bird reduced the 
population of geese by at least one in the following year. Private shooting under licence (with 
bag limits) would incur no net cost but the effects might be less coordinated and impacts on 
the goose population are harder to predict than for publicly funded shooting. Revoking the 
derogation to shoot on Islay would have support amongst conservation organisations and 
would make substantial costs savings and address concerns about the effects of the 
shooting on both the Greenland Barnacle and Greenland White-fronted Goose populations 
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but effects on the goose population would be uncertain. There is a case for ceasing publicly-
funded shooting (because the cost per goose exceeds damage costs), and also to cease 
other forms of publicly-funded scaring (because of concerns over the effects of scaring on 
Greenland White-fronted Geese) but again impacts would be uncertain.  The effects of a 
change in the status of Barnacle Goose to a quarry species on hunter behaviour are difficult 
to predict, and we suggest there would be a high risk of defaulting on conservation 
obligations in the absence of an effective hunting bag recording system. 

For other Scottish quarry populations, and particularly Greylag Geese currently, there is a 
need for more coherent policy, including the procurement of better information on 
populations and impacts. We suggest that the lack of an appropriate policy response now 
will increase the possibility of increasing damage from increasing populations, which over 
time will almost certainly lead to increased stakeholder tension (and could be seen as failing 
to meet one of SG‟s main Strategic Objectives, that of seeking to make Scottish society 
fairer). Actions to facilitate private and commercial shooting are the least cost options, 
allowing farmers and landowners to take action (if they so wish) to increase shooting and 
further mitigate against agricultural damage. The feasibility of many of the possible options 
(within and outside the open season) would be greater if: better information to allow 
population modelling to predict the effects of increased take with reduced uncertainty was 
available; an appropriate system for recording hunting bag data were in place; and thus a 
process of adaptive management could be fully implemented. Without these safeguards, 
there would be risks of defaulting on conservation obligations. There are currently significant 
barriers to the utility of shooting as a management tool on land under crofting tenure (where 
shooting rights do not lie with the tenant), with particularly acute issues in the Uists.  We 
suggest that the alternative of egg oiling is not good value for money based on current 
evidence. Any move to allow the sale of goose carcasses or the large scale removal of 
geese from the naturally occurring populations (as advocated by some farming and crofting 
interests) would be risky in terms of conservation obligations without a suitable bag 
recording scheme and robust systems for regulation. 
Of the possible management options for quarry species, several are more feasible for 
managing non-native species (i.e. Canada Goose) because there is no conservation 
obligation to manage populations sustainably (and more obligation to reduce population size 
and impact). The main barriers to action in Scotland currently are the costs of, and likely 
public opposition to, population management. 

 
S7.3 Options for over-arching future policy delivery 
We examined seven funding and administrative options for future delivery of policy.  These 
are summarised with their rationale in Table S1. 

 Option 1 (No intervention) provides the maximum saving in budget costs but it is highly 
unlikely that policy could be delivered by legal mechanisms alone. The options would 
provoke strong reaction from farming interests due to the effects of goose damage on 
income and the loss of current measures.  

 Option 2 (Continued current delivery structure) has many undesirable features (including, 
poor governance and scrutiny, lack of transparency, expected inability to deliver policy 
change or constrain future policy costs).  Whilst several options exist for reducing the 
costs of current mechanisms (particularly the LGMSs; see S4.2), these would not 
remove the fundamental issues associated with the current weaknesses, which are 
considerable.  

 Option 3 (Modified current delivery structure) addresses many of the current weaknesses 
whilst retaining the NGMRG/LGMG structure. NGMRG would set budgets for each group 
linked to tight conditions on organization, governance and reporting. There would be the 
facility to establish groups, offer management agreements and intervene to obtain 
improved monitoring data. Nevertheless there is some doubt as to whether the existing 
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consensus structure is sufficiently robust to deliver substantial budget cuts or intervene 
to reduce damage by facilitating more flexibility in shooting or other methods.  

 In Option 4 (Centralised delivery) policy is delivered via SG/SNH with advisory groups at 
national and local levels, using management agreements offered to individual farmers on 
a least cost of provision basis. This option has the potential for a more focused and cost-
effective approach to policy delivery with the ability to deliver greater cuts in public 
expenditure. It has the possible demerit of removing the buffering system and local buy-
in provided by the current structure.  

 For Options 5 & 6 (delivery via SRDP) it is not possible to provide full evaluation because 
the characteristics of the new programme have yet to be decided (or appropriately 
negotiated if there is a desire to include more specific goose options within SRDP in 
future). It is doubtful whether SRDP, even when revised, could deliver goose policy 
effectively. However, it merits consideration because the inclusion of geese in a more 
unified structure has the potential for administrative gains, and trade-offs between 
different directions of expenditure would be more explicit.  

 Option 7 (SFP/National Envelopes/LFASS) has the attraction of administrative simplicity 
and geographical coverage, but reaching such a position would require adjustments to 
current arrangements that may be difficult to achieve and will in any case still result in 
only very blunt instruments, with poor targeting and flexibility. 

It is not possible to recommend a delivery option because we do not know to what extent 
goose policy will face budgetary pressure and options differ in their resilience to deliver cuts. 
Nor are the details of a revised SRDP available and this limits evaluation.  Even so, we 
consider that there is a case for continued intervention but that the current arrangements 
cannot satisfactorily deliver policy in the future. Both Options 3 and 4 would improve 
effectiveness and address current weaknesses. Option 4 has the merit of greater coherence 
in delivery and much improved governance at some cost to local ownership.  Option 6 
(SRDP) would not deliver goose policy very effectively without support from other 
mechanisms but it has merit as a cost-saving measure and inclusion of geese in a more 
integrated land use policy, although acceptability to stakeholders may be low. 
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Table S1: Alternative finance sources and policy mechanisms for future goose policy delivery.  
 

Options 
 

Funding  Description Rationale 

1. No intervention  Legal and 
monitoring 
only 

Intervention restricted to legal 
mechanisms and monitoring 
required for international 
obligations and policy review.  

To minimise public expenditure in a context of agricultural support provided by 
other mechanisms (including SFP, LFASS). 

2. Continued current 
delivery structure  

SG/SNH  Continuation of the current 
structure and delivery system 
without change or improvement. 

Current system is well tested and has been successful in improving the level of 
cooperation and harmony between interest groups.   

3. Modified current 
delivery structure  

SG/SNH  Retain the basic structure but 
introduce modifications to improve 
governance, accountability and 
delivery, and reduce costs. 

This option seeks to improve the current delivery system without changing its 
fundamental two-tier structure. It could also deliver substantial budgetary 
savings.  Removes many weaknesses from the current delivery system. 

4. Centralised delivery SG/SNH Delivery by SG/SNH with national 
and local advisory groups.  Direct 
management agreements with 
farmers.   

This option greatly improves governance and accountability, and links 
payments more closely to policy objectives. It reduces the limitations imposed 
by consensus management on policy delivery and value for money. Hence it 
provides a lower budget, cost-effective delivery mechanism.  

5. Delivery via bespoke 
SRDP options 

EU/SG Bespoke goose options within a 
revised SRDP. 

Uses part EU funding to finance goose management, thus lowering domestic 
funding needs. Fits well with the SG policy of greater integration of measures 
relating to land use and the environment.  This allows the trade-off between 
expenditure on geese and other environmental and development projects to be 
internalised in the selection process. In principle, this results in enhanced 
value for public expenditure and lower administration costs.  

6. Delivery via standard 
SRDP options. 

EU/SG Non-goose-specific SRDP options 
relating to (e.g.) grassland 
management. Under CCAGS, 
LMOs and RP. 

Uses part EU funding to finance goose management and thus lowers domestic 
funding needs.  Reliance on standard SRDP options avoids bespoke 
complexity and simplifies governance issues.  

7. Delivery via modified 
SFP, National 
Envelopes, LFASS 

EU/SG Simple per hectare payments Greater use of EU funding (especially SFP/National Envelopes, partly for 
LFASS) and thus less reliance on domestic funds.  Wide spatial coverage and 
relatively simple to administer. 

 



REVISED VERSION OCTOBER 2010 

 16 

 



REVISED VERSION OCTOBER 2010 

 17 

Acknowledgements 
Contract Steering Group: Barbara Bremner, SNH; Paul Walton, RSPB; Jonnie Hall, 
NFUS; Andrew Taylor, SG. 
 
Scientific and Policy advice: David Stroud, JNCC; Dr Ian Patterson, independent 
ecologist, Carl Mitchell, WWT; Dr Malcom Ogilvie, independent ecologist; Ian 
Bainbridge, SNH; Christine Urquhart, SNH; Larry Griffin; WWT; Richard Hearn, WWT;  
 
Anne Cotton (BTO; admin and literature searching support). 
 
Sue Evans, interviewer under contract to CJC Consulting, for interviews with farmers, 
crofters and Local Goose Management Groups, and all the interviewees: farmers, 
crofters, and goose folk from the Solway to Orkney for their time, hospitality and sharing 
of expertise. 
 
NGMRG representatives who participated in the national stakeholder analyses: Valerie 
MacNiven, RPID; Barbara Bremner, SNH;   Andrew Taylor, SG; Ian Bainbridge, SNH; 
Colin Shedden, BASC; Carl Mitchell WWT; Ena MacDonald and Patrick Krause, SCF;  
Drew MacFarlane-Slack, SRPBA; Paul Walton, RSPB; Jonnie Hall,  NFUS; Richard 
Hastings SG, licensing division. John Thomson, SNH. 
 
Additional respondees who participated in the national stakeholder analyses:  Lloyd 
Austin, RSPB; Ian Francis and Tony Fox, GWGS; David Jardine SOC; Gill Hartley, 
SASA; Ian Jardine, SNH; David Laing, SG licencing division; Adam Smith , GWCT. 
 
GSAG representatives: Eileen Rees, WWT; John Harradine, BASC, Simon Cohen, SNH; 
Christine Urquhart, SNH; Ian Bainbridge, SNH;  Paul Walton, RSPB (in place of Arjun 
Amar); Gill Hartley, SASA.  
 
LGMS Chairs (SGPID) : Alan Younie, Orkney; Bill Dundas , Uists/ Islay/ Kintyre/Tiree 
and Coll; Jennifer Kinnaird, Loch of Strathbeg; Quentin Donald, Solway.  
 
Local SNH staff involved with the LGMS: Margaret Morris, Islay; Morven Laurie, Islay; 
Rae Mackenzie, Islay; Hazel White, Kintyre; Alastair Watson, Strathbeg, Colin 
MacFarlane, Tiree and Coll; David Mackay, Uists; Roddy MacNinn; Uists;  Dylan 
deSilva, Orkney; Gail Churchill, Orkney; Graeme Dalby, Solway. 
 
RSPB local area staff who have involvement with LGMS: Eric Meek, Orkney; Alan 
Leitch, Orkney; Andy Knight, Orkney; Victoria Anderson, Loch of Strathbeg; John 
Bowler, Tiree; Ben Jones, Coll: James How, Islay; Jack Flemming, Islay, Martin Scott, 
Uists; Dave Fairlamb, Solway. 
 
Local SNH staff involved with other goose management: Ross Lilley, Liam Wright; 
Neville Mackan, Karen Judd. 
 
International contacts: Johan Mannson and Annie Wiberg at the Swedish University of 
Agricultural Sciences;  Ingunn Tombre, Institute for Nature Research (NINA) and Arild 
Espelien at the Norwegian Directorate for Nature Management;  Nickolai Petkov, 
Bulgarian Society for the Protection of Birds; Jesper Madsen and Tommy Asferg, 
National Environmental Research Institute, Denmark;  Vincent Schricke, Ministry of 



REVISED VERSION OCTOBER 2010 

 18 

Environment; Aevar Peterson, Icelandic Institute of Natural History and Bjarni Palsson, 
Environmental Agency of Iceland; Johan Mooij, Kreis Wesel Biology Station, Germany; 
Jens Bagger, Greenland Government; Kees Koffiberg, SOVON, the Netherlands; Aivar 
Leito, Institute of Agricultural and Environmental Sciences and Peep Mannil, 
Environment Ministry of Estonia;  Fabio Perco, Trieste University, Italy, and Phil Grice, 
Steve Pullan, John Bowman and Alan Bullivant, Natural England. 



REVISED VERSION OCTOBER 2010 

 19 

Acronyms used in text 
AEWA African-Eurasian Waterbird Agreement (Agreement on the Conservation of 

African-Eurasian Migratory Waterbirds)  
AMO Atlantic Multidecadal Oscillation Index 
AoA Agreement on Agriculture  
BAP Biodiversity Action Plan 
BASC The British Association for Shooting and Conservation (formerly Wildfowlers 

Association of Great Britain and Ireland) 
BoCC Birds of Conservation Concern 
BoEE Birds of Estuaries Enquiry (BTO precursor to WeBS) 
BRIG Biodiversity Reporting and Information Group 
BTO British Trust for Ornithology 
CAP Common Agriculture Policy 
CBD Convention on Biological Diversity (see Appendix B) 
CCAGS Crofting Counties Agricultural Grant Scheme (part of SRDP) 
CE Cost effectiveness 
CnES Comhairle nan Eilean Siar (Western Isles Council) 
CV Contingent Valuation 
Defra Department for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs (UK Government) 
EU European Union 
FACE Federation of Associations for Hunting and Conservation of the EU 
FPMC Food Processing, Marketing and Cooperation Scheme (part of SRDP) 
GAEC Good Agricultural and Environmental Condition 
GSAG Goose Science Advisory Group (scientific subgroup of the NGMRG) 
GSMP Goose and Swan Monitoring Programme (see Appendix E) 
GWCT Game & Wildlife Conservation Trust 
GWGS Greenland White-fronted Goose Study 
HAP Habitat Action Plan (under UKBAP) 
IGC Icelandic-breeding Goose Census (see Appendix E) 
IUCN International Union for the Conservation of Nature 
JNCC Joint Nature Conservation Committee 
LBAP Local Biodiversity Action Plan 
LFA Less Favoured Area (agricultural designation) 
LFASS Less Favoured Area Support Scheme (part of SRDP) 
LGMG Local Goose Management Group 
LGMS Local Goose Management Scheme 
LIFE European Commission Environment - LIFE Programme 
LMC Land Management Contract 
LMOs Land Managers‟ Options 
LUS Land Use Strategy (Scottish Government) 
MA Management Agreement 
NFUS National Farmers Union of Scotland 
NGC National Gamebag Census 
NGF National Goose Forum 
NGMRG National Goose Management Review Group 
NGO Non-Governmental Organisation 
NINA Institute for Nature Research (Norway) 
NNR National Nature Reserve 
NPAC National Proposal Appraisal Committee 
NPF National Policy Framework 
NTS National Trust for Scotland 
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NVZ Nitrate Vulnerable Zone 
NWC National Wildfowl Counts (WWT precursor to WeBS) 
PVA Population Viability Analysis 
Ramsar The Convention on Wetlands of International Importance (see Appendix B) 
RDC Rural Development Contract 
RDR Rural Development Regulation (EU) 
RP Rural Priorities 
RPAC Regional Proposal Appraisal Committee 
RPID Rural Payments & Inspections Directorate (Scottish Government) 
RSPB The Royal Society for the Protection of Birds 
SAC Special Area for Conservation 
SAC Scottish Agricultural College 
SAF Species Action Framework (SNH) 
SAP Species Action Plan (under UKBAP) 
SASA Science and Advice for Scottish Agriculture 
SBS Scottish Biodiversity Strategy 
SCF Scottish Crofting Foundation 
SCI Site of Community Importance (EU Habitats Directive) 
SEARS Scotland's Environmental and Rural Services 
SEERAD Scottish Executive Environment and Rural Affairs Department (now SGRPID) 

SFP Single Farm Payment 
SG Scottish Government 
SGRPID Scottish Government Rural Payments & Inspections Directorate (formerly 

SEERAD) 
SMR Statutory Management Requirements 
SNH Scottish Natural Heritage 
SOAEFD Scottish Office Agriculture, Environment and Fisheries Department 
SOC Scottish Ornithologists' Club 
SOVON Dutch Centre for Field Ornithology 
SPA Special Protection Area 
SPEC Species of European Conservation Concern 
SRDP Scottish Rural Development Programme 
SRPBA Scottish Rural Property and Business Association 
SSSI Site of Special Scientific Interest 
UBGGMS Uists and Barra Greylag Goose Management Scheme 
UKBAP United Kingdom Biodiversity Action Plan 
UN United Nations 
UNEP United Nations Environment Programme 
VFM Value for money 
WCA Wildlife and Countryside Act (1981) 
WeBS Wetland Bird Survey (See Appendix E) 
WSS Waterfowl Shooting Survey 
WTA Willingness to accept 
WTO World Trade Organisation 
WTP Willingness to pay 
WWT Wildfowl & Wetlands Trust 
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Scientific names for goose species and 
populations in Scotland 
 
Name used in text Scientific name 
Bar-headed Goose (UK naturalised) Anser indicus 
Barnacle Goose (all UK populations) Branta leucopsis 
Bean Goose Anser fabalis 
Brent Goose Branta bernicla 
Canada Goose (UK naturalised) Branta canadensis* 
Dark-bellied Brent Goose Branta bernicla bernicla 
East Atlantic Light-bellied Brent Goose Branta bernicla hrota 
European White-fronted Goose Anser albifrons albifrons 
Greater White-fronted Goose Anser albifrons 
Greenland Barnacle Goose Branta leucopsis 
Greenland White-fronted Goose Anser albifrons flavirostris 
Greylag Goose (all UK populations) Anser anser anser 
Icelandic Greylag Goose Anser anser anser 
Icelandic Pink-footed Goose Anser brachyrhynchus 
Native Greylag Goose Anser anser anser 
Naturalised (re-established) Greylag Goose Anser anser anser 
Pink-footed Goose Anser brachyrhynchus 
Snow Goose (UK naturalised) Anser caerulescens 
Svalbard Barnacle Goose Branta leucopsis 
Svalbard Light-bellied Brent Goose Branta bernicla hrota 
Taiga Bean Goose Anser fabalis fabalis 
Tundra Bean Goose Anser fablis rossicus 
West Atlantic Canadian Light-bellied Brent Goose Branta bernicla hrota 
White-fronted Goose Anser albifrons 
  
* Introduced population derived from birds of races canadensis and maxima 

 
 



REVISED VERSION OCTOBER 2010 

 22 

1 Introduction 
1.1 Background to current Scottish Goose Management 

Policy and Structure 
Scotland hosts a number of populations of wild geese, some migratory and some 
resident.  Such populations form an important part of Scotland‟s natural heritage, 
providing ecological, economic and social value in terms of their natural role in 
ecosystems and the benefits they bring to the public.  All wild geese are afforded 
protection under nature conservation legislation and some populations hosted in 
Scotland are subject to special protection because of low population size or other 
aspects of their ecology that render them vulnerable to adverse change.  The presence 
of geese can also impose costs in some situations, however, in terms of damage to 
agricultural activities and negative effects on other species and habitats.  Following a 
period of decline in the early to mid 20th Century, goose numbers increased in Scotland 
such that by the early 1990s farmers and crofters  affected by significant numbers of 
grazing geese came to regard them as agricultural pests in some areas, leading to 
conflict between agricultural and nature conservation interests.  Consequently, the 
management of wild goose populations in Scotland has been subject to policy 
interventions for some time. 
 
A number of local goose schemes were launched in the 1990s, accompanied by publicly 
funded assistance to mitigate potential damage and the costs incurred to improved 
grassland and other crops in localised areas.  In 1996, the Scottish Office Agriculture, 
Environment and Fisheries Department produced a discussion paper that reviewed the 
state of the relationship between geese and agriculture at that time and listed a range of 
possible measures that could be used to assist goose management in Scotland, 
including potential payments to farmers, greater use of scaring and measures that might 
encourage greater recreational shooting (SOAEFD 1996).  In 1997, to address what was 
perceived by farmers as an increasing problem and against a background of 
considerable tension in some geographical areas, the National Goose Forum (NGF) was 
established by Scottish Ministers to develop a National Policy Framework (NPF) for 
managing the interaction between geese and agriculture.  The NGF presented initial 
recommendations for goose policy, and an institutional structure as a delivery 
mechanism, to Scottish Ministers in February 2000 (Scottish Executive 2000).  Their 
report was adopted as the basis for a new NPF in April 2000, after consultation with 
interested stakeholders.  

The adopted (2000) NPF  had three core objectives as its guiding principles: 
 

 Meet the UK‟s nature conservation obligations. 
 Minimise the economic loss to farmers. 
 Maximise the value for money of public expenditure. 

 
The NPF was designed to resolve conflict and provide a structure for goose 
management by bringing together relevant interests to develop concensus management 
at both national and local levels.  Following the NGF recommendations on how policy 
should be implemented, the National Goose Management Review Group (NGMRG) was 
convened in May 2000 as a national body to coordinate implementation of the national 
policy framework and to advise Scottish Ministers on the effectiveness of, and any need 
to adjust, goose management in Scotland.  The NGMRG brought together appropriate 
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stakeholders from nature conservation, agricultural and shooting interests, under a 
Scottish Government Chair and Secretariat provided by Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH). 
It facilitates robust yet constructive debate between the competing interests. 
 
In addition to a strategic and advisory role, the NGMRG had a number of associated 
functions (Recommendation 24 of Scottish Executive 2000).  One of these core tasks 
was to evaluate proposals for setting up Local Goose Management Schemes (LGMSs), 
to assess any approved schemes on an annual basis, and provide advice to Scottish 
Ministers on whether to accept new schemes or continue existing schemes.  The first 
four LGMSs established under the new policy framework were recommended by 
NGMRG to Ministers for approval in 2000 and operated from the winter of 2000/2001 
onwards.  There are currently seven approved LGMSs operating in Scotland, each 
limited to a restricted geographical area (Figure 1.1): five of these focus on migratory 
goose species, operate in the winter and spring and seek to establish disturbance-free 
feeding areas for geese with associated buffer zones (Islay, Kintyre, Solway, Loch of 
Strathbeg and South Walls, Orkney); the two remaining schemes deal with resident 
populations of Greylag Geese, operate during the summer and seek to reduce the 
impact of goose damage to crops through scaring and shooting (on Tiree and Coll, and 
on the Uists). 
 

 
 
Figure 1.1 Approximate locations of areas currently eligible for Goose 

Management Schemes, Management Requirements and Payments 
(note that the map is intended only to show broad areas of 
Scotland, and areas eligible for payments may be more restricted). 

 
 
Scottish Government‟s current policy on when to intervene in goose management (i.e. 
when to support proposals to develop LGMSs) was agreed in 2000 (Scottish Executive 
2000).  In brief, intervention is a last resort measure mainly for specially protected 
populations where the aim should be to both protect the species and minimise 
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agricultural damage.  There is a general presumption against management schemes for 
goose populations not requiring special protection.  

Intervention has typically established undisturbed feeding areas (refuge areas) and 
buffer areas, so as to concentrate geese.  There is a presumption that this will minimise 
damage (and associated tension with farmers).  Delivery is largely devolved to Local 
Goose Management Groups (LGMGs), which arrange: (i) management agreements with 
farmers to provide undisturbed grazing; and (ii) provision for support in scaring and 
shooting.  LGMGs have considerable autonomy in organizing the schemes and this, 
together with diversity in local goose species, farming and land tenure, has resulted in a 
range of different approaches.  Although schemes vary in their design, public support is 
generally available to assist with scaring and to address agricultural income foregone 
from reduced output (e.g. less available grazing land) and additional costs (e.g. extra 
feedstuffs, higher fertiliser usage). 

 
A scientific sub-group of the NGMRG, known as the Goose Scientific Advisory Group 
(GSAG) was established to advise NGMRG and hence Scottish Ministers on monitoring, 
research and analysis of information on Scottish goose populations and related scientific 
issues, reflecting the desire that policy decisions relating to goose management should 
stem from a sound scientific evidence base. 
 
As part of its function agreed at the time of establishment, the NGMRG was required to 
conduct a multi-disciplinary review of the national policy framework every five years and 
to report its findings to Ministers.  The first of these reviews in 2005 (Scottish Executive 
2005), considered carefully the three core objectives guiding the policy framework and 
slightly eloborated the first two objectives to the current wording: 
 

 Meet the UK‟s nature conservation obligations for geese, within the context of 
wider biodiversity objectives. 

 Minimise economic losses experienced by farmers and crofters as a result of the 
presence of geese. 

 Maximise the value for money of public expenditure. 
 
These modifications reflected: (i) the acceptance that goose policies needed to be 
integrated as far as possible with wider biodiversity policy; and (ii) that crofters deserved 
to be mentioned explicitly because of the goose issues they were experiencing. 
 
The 2005 review stated that “policies for management of the interaction between geese 
and agriculture have worked” and concluded that “the approach to national and local 
partnership, the integration of the needs of conservation and agriculture, the evidence 
base of sound science and the growing recognition of the wider public benefits all 
contribute to the delivery of the objectives”.  It recognised that improvements could be 
made however, and two new recommendations were added to the 29 agreed previously 
(Scottish Executive 2000); the revised (31) recommendations were considered and 
adopted (Scottish Executive 2005). 
 
The 2005 review was carried out by a sub-group of the NGMRG itself, with input from 
other Scottish government staff.  The current report presents the results of the next 
required five-yearly review (2010), commisioned by the Scottish Government and 
undertaken by multi-disciplinary independent contractors with no previous representation 
on the NGMRG or GSAG. 
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1.2 Policy drivers and the need for review 
 
The context in which the Scottish goose National Polict Framework sits has altered 
substantially since its inception in 2000, in terms of: 
 
 Goose numbers and distribution in Scotland 
Most goose populations in Scotland have continued to increase since 2000 (Section 2.5 
and Table 2.5, and a major re-distribution of wintering numbers has occurred for at least 
one species, the Icelandic Greylag Goose, with a high percentage of the population now 
wintering on Orkney (Section 2.5.4).  In addition, numbers locally have increased in a 
number of Local Goose Management Schemes (Chapter 4 and Appendix G). 
Importantly, at least one population (of Greenland White-fronted Goose) has continued 
to decline however, and more localised declines of other species have been noted in 
recent years.  These changes mean that it is important for the current review to re-
evaluate the relative priority that should be attached to the first two guiding objectives of 
current goose policy: meeting conservation obligations versus minimizing economic 
losses across all the goose populations hosted in Scotland. 
 
 Climate change 
Climate change is becoming widely recognised as one of the major factors affecting 
species, habitats and ecosystems at the global scale.  Defra has produced a number of 
guiding principles for reducing the impacts of climate change on biodiversity whilst taking 
into account our (UK) international agreements and conservation obligations (Hopkins et 
al. 2007).  At devolved level, Scottish Government passed the Climate Change 
(Scotland) Act in 2009, which introduced legislation to reduce emissions of greenhouse 
gases by 80% from 1990 levels by 2050, with an interim milestone of a reduction of 42% 
by the year 20201.  The impacts of climate change on biodiversity have been manifested 
to date as changes in a whole range of biological and ecological parameters: phenology 
(timing of seasonal events); abundance of species; range of species; demography 
(including population size, survival and breeding success); habitat preference; and 
ecosystem function (Robinson et al. 2005; Hopkins et al. 2007).  Evidence for impacts of 
climate change on geese is not as comprehensive as for some other taxonomic groups 
but there have been a number of studies that have documented changes in timing of 
migration (e.g. Bauer et al. 2008; Tombre et al. 2008; Jonker et al. 2010), body condition 
and survival (e.g. Kery et al. 2006) and breeding success (e.g. Boyd and Fox 2008). 
Because there is so much uncertainty in how goose populations may respond to climatic 
perturbations, future principles of Scottish goose management policy must be sufficiently 
flexible to allow adaptation through time if climate-related changes do occur. 
 
 Other potential threats to goose populations 
Renewable energy has been identified as a key component of meeting the Climate 
Change (Scotland) Act interim targets, as set out in the Scottish Government‟s Climate 
Change Delivery Plan (Scottish Government 2009).  Scotland has committed to 

                                                 
1 http://www.legislation.gov.uk/asp/2009/12/pdfs/asp_20090012_en.pdf 
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generating up to 80% of the country‟s electricity from renewable sources by 20202, which 
will be met largely through hydro and onshore wind energy.  In addition, the Scottish 
Government has signed up to the delivery of significant wind and tidal energy by 2030, 
which will require substantial investment in the associated (often novel) technology and 
infrastructure.  The ecological impacts associated with wind farm development have 
been reviewed (Langston and Pullan 2003) and the following have been identified as of 
high importance for geese (through evidence derived largely from onshore sites): 
disturbance leading to displacement or exclusion from suitable habitat; and collision 
mortality caused by direct bird strikes.  Some specific reviewing of goose collision risk 
has also been undertaken (Patterson 2006; Fernley et al. 2006; Pendlebury 2006).  
More recently concerns have been raised for migratory geese with respect to proposed 
offshore wind farms (e.g. Svalbard Barnacle Geese and Pink-footed Geese for the site of 
the proposed Forth Array offshore windfarm; Fred Olsen Renewables 2010).  Evidence 
to assess the likely impacts of such offshore developments on geese is very much in the 
early stages of collation, and further environmental impact assessments will be required 
before there is a sounder basis for the likely magnitude of threats to populations.  
 
 Changes in the drivers of agricultural policy 
Precursors to the current goose management schemes originated under a Common 
Agricultural Policy (CAP) that was very different to the one now in place.  In particular, 
whereas previous schemes had a backdrop of coupled payments, current schemes 
operate in the context of the decoupled Single Farm Payment (SFP) and an increased 
policy emphasis (although not necessarily budget allocation) on agri-environmental and 
rural development measures, more recently expanded to include food and energy 
security in the face of climate change.  Ongoing reform of the CAP is likely to lead to 
further changes, as may reductions in the overall CAP budget and the availability of 
domestic funding for co-financing purposes.  Moreover, a desire for better joining-up 
between different policy areas and delivery functions is frequently stated, for example 
through formulation of the SG‟s Land Use Strategy (LUS) and the SEARS initiative 
(Scotland‟s Environmental and Rural Services). 
 
 Other policy drivers 
Scotland now has its own Biodiversity Strategy (Scottish Executive 2004; see Section 
2.4.2) to support the statutory duty imposed on all Scottish public bodies by the Nature 
Conservation (Scotland) Act 2004.  As a result, three goose species (Greater White-
fronted, Barnacle and Bean Goose) feature on the Scottish Biodiversity List, an inventory 
of flora and fauna considered of principal importance for biodiversity conservation in 
Scotland.  One goose population, that of the Greenland White-fronted Goose, is listed on 
the SNH Species Action Framework3 as one of 32 species for which targeted 
management development should take place. Scotland has also become a partner to the 
Invasive Non-Native Species Framework Strategy for Great Britain (Defra 2008), which 
has implications for non-native goose species, particularly Canada Goose (see Section 
2.5.9). 
 

                                                 
2 Announcement was made on 23 September 2010 (see 
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/News/Releases/2010/09/23134359) 
3 See http://www.snh.gov.uk/protecting-scotlands-nature/species-action-framework/ 
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A new Government Economic Strategy was introduced in 2007 (Scottish Government 
2007), which established sustainable economic growth as the Government‟s “central 
Purpose, to which all else in government is directed and contributes”.  This Purpose is 
guided by five strategic objectives to make Scotland: 
 

 Wealthier and Fairer; 
 Smarter; 
 Healthier; 
 Safer and Stronger; and 
 Greener. 

 
These objectives are underpinned by five strategic priorities relating to: learning, skills 
and well-being; a supportive business environment; infrastructure development and 
place; effective government; and equity.  The related National Performance Framework 
sets out a range of longer-term aspirational and shorter-term targets to measure 
progress under the Economic Strategy, and aspects of agriculture and the natural 
environment have a role in contributing to many of these targets (Slee et al. 2009). 
Although not mentioned explicitly within such high-level documents, goose policy is 
consistent with their key principles, and indeed demonstrates some of the synergies and 
trade-offs between different components of growth (see Appendix I). 
 
 Economic climate 
The seven current Local Goose Management Schemes constitute the most expensive 
element of the SNH Natural Care budget, with an expenditure of ca £1.5m in 2009/10.  
In an era of anticipated public sector austerity, it seems unlikely that discretionary 
expenditure on environmental policy interventions will escape closer scrutiny and budget 
cuts.  Thus objective three of current goose policy (that of maximizing the value for 
money of public expenditure) will come under increasing scrutiny.  The current five-year 
LGMSs expired in May 2010 and funding for the winter schemes has been rolled over for 
one winter only (that of 2010/11), pending the outcome of the current review.   
 
In order to remain effective and compatible with other strands of policy, any future 
Scottish goose policy framework must adapt and be sufficiently flexible to meet these 
and likely future challenges, not all of which will necessarily be affordable alongside, nor 
compatible with, goose management: trade-offs may be required and political and 
current budgetary commitments to goose management may not necessarily be secure. 
 

1.3 Remit of the current review 
The overall purpose of the current review was to examine future strategies for goose 
management in Scotland in terms of their probable efficacy and cost-effectiveness. 
Current policy seeks to facilitate adoption of adaptive management techniques as a 
means to deliver social and economic sustainability of land management businesses in 
areas frequented by significant goose populations, whilst also ensuring compliance with 
legal obligations under the EU Birds Directive.  The review also fulfils the commitment 
contained within the 2000 policy framework document (Scottish Executive 2000) to 
review national goose policy on a five-yearly basis. 
 
The objectives of the review reflect four main areas of policy concern to the Scottish 
Government, and were as follows: 
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A Overall Effectiveness of Current National Policy Approach 
A.1 An assessment of the national goose management policy framework to consider 

whether it is still fit for purpose, including an assessment of whether current policy 
is effective in delivering Scottish Government Strategic Objectives. 

 
A.2 A stakeholder analysis, including an assessment of the remit and effectiveness of 

the National Goose Review Management Group, Local Goose Management 
Groups and the Goose Science Advisory Group in delivering SG Strategic 
Objectives. 

 
A.3 An assessment of the effectiveness of current policy on management of goose 

populations in delivering national and international conservation obligations, 
including consideration of the extent to which goose population management 
should be organised to take account of the broader international context (e.g. 
through updated/improved flyway plans). 

 
A.4 An assessment of the effectiveness of current policy and management regimes for 

habitats and species.  That assessment should consider all goose schemes, with 
particular emphasis on those directly controlled by the NGMRG, and their effects 
on regional biodiversity priorities. 

 
A.5 An assessment of the extent to which previous review recommendations contained 

within the Report of the National Goose Management Review Group: Review of 
the National Policy Framework for Goose Management in Scotland have been 
delivered.  

 
B Cost effectiveness of local goose management schemes,  
B.1 An assessment of whether current funding arrangements for local goose 

management schemes and management agreements and future projected 
management scenarios provide value for public money by reference to the benefits 
delivered locally and nationally. 

 
B.2 An assessment of the absolute and relative cost-effectiveness of current local 

goose management schemes. 
 
B.3 Whether Local Goose Management Scheme differences are justified by 

circumstances and whether there are lessons to be learned for future scheme 
design.  This should include, for example, consideration of: the significance of 
collaborative management approaches to the success of management schemes; 
and of the optimal scale of collaboration (local or national); and whether there are 
other legal mechanisms which are not currently being used by Local Goose 
Management Scheme that could be introduced into one or more of the schemes.  

 
B.4 A comparison of LGMSs and individual goose management agreements in 

Scotland with arrangements for goose management in EU and Scandinavia, 
including assessment of funding arrangements and legislative provision. 

 
C Current and future funding 
C.1 An assessment of options for utilising other available public funding mechanisms 

including the Scotland Rural Development Programme (SRDP), Less Favoured 
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Areas Scheme (LFASS) and any other options which might arise, for example, as 
result of the CAP Health Check and including for each option, assessment of the 
likely impact on policy goals, public accountability and value for money. 

 
D Legal and policy definitions of sustainable management of goose 

populations 
D.1 A review of the status of goose populations occurring in Scotland, considering the 

information available from the most recent contracted Population Viability 
Analyses.   

 
D.2 An assessment of areas where improvements to information and data gathering 

may be required to inform effective goose management policy and management in 
the future, including consideration of any need for bag data and proposing options 
for future population monitoring and research, including an assessment of value for 
money for each option. 

 
D.3 A brief assessment of the impact that regulation has had on goose populations and 

their conservation status.  This to include any recommendations for possible 
changes in the legislative status of the goose species as justified by their past, 
current and projected population sizes, or which is considered necessary to achieve 
current or likely future policy objectives.  Specifically to consider whether there is 
evidence to retain or amend the sustainable use of wild geese, including the sale of 
carcasses.   

 

1.4 Methods of the current review 
Information for this review was obtained from a range of sources including: 

 Written and verbal evidence from the national stakeholders represented on the 
NGMRG and from the Goose Scientific Advisory group (GSAG). 

We gave each stakeholder organisation an opportunity to respond in writing to a 
questionnaire (which will be published on the Scottish Government website) and then to 
attend a follow-up meeting to discuss important issues in more detail. 
 
 Meetings and telephone interviews with relevant Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) 

and Scottish Government (SG) officials at national and local levels, and a meeting 
with GSAG. 
 

 Meetings with the seven LGMGs and with a sample of participant and non-participant 
farmers/crofters in each LGMG location. 

Each LGMG was offered the opportunity to make a written submission to the review 
team after the face-to-face meeting.  Details of meetings held are provided in Appendix 
G. There was a limited budget available for these meetings, so that in some cases the 
sample of stakeholders (particularly farmers and crofters) outside of the Local Goose 
Management Groups that we were able to speak to directly was small. We sought to 
speak to as representative a sample of such stakeholders as possible, and we have no 
reason to believe that the views of these stakeholders presented in the report are 
notably biased, particularly as we also held discussions with the two major national 
organizations representing their views (the NFUS and SCF). Nevertheless, it is important 
to note that the views expressed are not necessarily derived from a full (and random) 



REVISED VERSION OCTOBER 2010 

 30 

sample of that particular stakeholder population (which would be required to assess 
quantitatively the strength of feeling of that community to the various goose issues). 
 
 Interviews with farmers/crofters and local SNH/SGRPID staff in three other locations 

with goose issues. 
 

 Minutes of the NGMRG and GSAG. 
 

 
 Information on the structure and performance of goose schemes and hunting 

systems in other European countries. 
As far as possible, we made contact with resident experts within government agencies 
and relevant academic institutes, but note that the time allocated within the project for 
this part of the review was very limited (i.e. it precluded major translation of documents 
that were provided in languages other than English or comprehensive correspondence 
with all possible sources of information). 
 
 Research studies on goose ecology, management, economics and policy. 
These included peer reviewed scientific papers, grey literature (non peer-reviewed 
reports) and direct correspondence with authors and relevant experts. 



REVISED VERSION OCTOBER 2010 

 31 

2 The status of Scottish goose populations: 
conservation obligations, objectives and 
knowledge gaps 

In this chapter we review the obligations that result from current conservation and 
hunting legislation, and the impact that regulation has had on goose populations in the 
UK to date.  We then review the status and population trajectories of all Scottish goose 
populations, with particular focus on changes that have taken place since the inception 
of the current policy in 2000, and since the previous review of policy in 2005.  We 
consider specifically whether any of the relevant 31 recommendations (Scottish 
Executive 2000, 2005) need altering in the light of our findings.  We explore the 
interaction between goose policy and wider biodiversity policy in Scotland.  Finally, we 
draw conclusions regarding gaps in knowledge that limit policy decisions at the current 
time, and suggest some priorities for addressing significant knowledge gaps. 
 

2.1 The legislation governing goose management in the UK 
There are a number of international treaties or conventions that have been orchestrated 
to ensure the conservation of birds and their associated habitats through international 
co-operation.  These treaties have been transposed into European and country-based 
actions through European and domestic legislation, and have relevance for goose policy 
because they result in conservation obligations. 
 
Information on the most relevant treaties and conventions is provided in Appendix B. 
Here we summarise the obligations and constraints that the various national and 
international legislative instruments and agreements place on the Scottish Government 
with respect to goose populations.  The key legal instruments that dictate Scotland‟s 
conservation obligations for geese (see Appendix B for further details) are: 
 

 The EU Birds Directive 1979 (referred to below as the Birds Directive); 
 The EU Habitats Directive 1992 (referred to below as the Habitats Directive); 
 The UK Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (referred to below as the WCA; 

implements the Birds Directive in the UK); 
 The UK Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) Regulations 1994 (referred to below 

as the Conservation Regulations; implements the Habitats Directive in the UK); 
 The Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act 2009 (amends various parts of the WCA 

specifically for Scotland). 
 
In addition, the UK is a signatory to the African-Eurasian Waterbird Agreement 1999, 
under the Bonn Convention 1985 (referred to below as the AEWA), which provides some 
clear (and internationally accepted) interpretation and development of definitions 
(specifically for waterbirds including geese) of obligations that are only conceptualised in 
the Birds Directive and WCA.  The UK is also a signatory to the Convention on Biological 
Diversity (CBD, 1992, see Appendix B).  International conventions and agreement are 
often not seen as legally binding in the same sense as the legislative instruments listed 
above (as there is no one formal mechanism for ensuring compliance from signatories). 
Nevertheless they confer important voluntary obligations on signatories, and pathways 
for settelment of disputes through arbitration do exist (see for example Chapter 5 in 
Fasham and Trumper 2001). 
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2.1.1 Underlying philosophy and generic conservation obligations 
The following key principles are established through international conventions and 
agreements, and the international (EU) and national legislation resulting from the 
conventions: 
 
Protection of species 

 All naturally occurring bird species in Scotland are protected by law against 
deliberate killing and the destruction of eggs and nests (EU Birds Directive 1979 
Articles 1, 5; and WCA 1981 as amended Section 1). 

 All species are protected during the breeding season (which includes the period 
when migratory species are returning to their breeding grounds). 

 
Hunting (use and take of species) 

 The legislation protects all species and then defines specific circumstances under 
which species can be killed or taken (e.g. hunted or taken for other reasons). 

 These specific circumstances depend on the range, numbers and vulnerability of 
individual species, which are used to place them on a series of Annexes (see 
Table 2.1). 

 The EU Birds Directive (as implemented in the UK by the WCA 1981) makes the 
distinction between quarry species, which may killed or taken (hunted) during an 
open season, and non-quarry species that cannot be killed or taken except by 
special derogation/provision (Table 2.1). 

 The EU Birds Directive deems that “hunting constitutes acceptable exploitation 
where certain limits are established and respected” and, as such, that ”hunting 
must be compatible with maintenance of the population of these species at a 
satisfactory level”.  Species for which hunting is allowed are deemed suitable to 
place on the appropriate Annexes “because of their high population level, 
geographical distribution and reproductive rate within the Community as a 
whole”. 

 The EU Birds Directive prohibits methods of large-scale or non-selective killing as 
given in Annex IV (such as use of nets, traps, poison baits, semi-automatic or 
automatic weapons), which is translated into the UK WCA 1981. 

 There is a general ban on marketing (live or dead birds) within the EU Birds 
Directive, with only specific species being made exceptions (because their 
“biological status permits”), and these exceptions being specific to the different 
regions of the EU.  The UK WCA 1981 prohibits all sale of geese. 

 
Exceptional provisions (derogations) 

 Provision is made within the EU Birds Directive (Article 9) for Member States to 
except themselves or “derogate” from the overall protection clauses for a species 
for a number of reasons (including for the prevention of serious damage to crops, 
which is of the most relevance for goose policy). They may only do so where 
there is “no other satisfactory solution”.  This provision has been translated 
directly into the UK WCA 1981 (as amended) and into the AEWA. 

 “No other satisfactory solution” has not been defined legally but there is general 
acceptance amongst conservation practitioners that the feasibility of use of 
alternatives to lethal killing (e.g. scaring techniques) is investigated fully before 
derogations are implemented.  There is also no formal definition of “serious 
damage to crops…”. 
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 In Scotland, licences have been issued for egg control (oiling) for Greylag Geese 
in the Western Isles on the basis of the prevention of serious damage to crops 
(as above; see also Sections 4.4.7 and 16.7.6). One conservation NGO 
stakeholder has questioned the legality of this use of derogation on the basis that 
it is fully grown birds not eggs that cause agricultural damage.  Whilst there is no 
definitive answer to this legal question (in the absence of a test case), it is 
certainly the case that it is generally more difficult to make the direct link between 
the geographical location of goose damage to agriculture and eggs in a nest than 
it is to link fully grown geese feeding in specific fields to goose damage in those 
fields. 

 
Sustainability 

 The EU Birds Directive (Article 2) commits Member States to maintain the 
population of each naturally occurring bird species to “a level which 
corresponds in particular to ecological, scientific and cultural 
requirements, while taking account of economic and recreational 
requirements” or to “adapt the population of these species to that level”. 
The Berne Convention (1982) confers similar responsibility on signatories.  The 
EU Directive states that: “Conservation is aimed at the long-term protection and 
management of natural resources as an integral part of the heritage of the 
peoples of Europe.  It makes it possible to control natural resources and governs 
their use on the basis of the measures necessary for the maintenance and 
adjustment of the natural balances between species as far as is reasonably 
possible”. 

 The Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals (Bonn 
Convention, 1979) sets a definition for the “conservation status of a migratory 
species” as “the sum of the influences acting on the migratory species that may 
affect its long-term distribution and abundance”. 

 The EU Habitats Directive (1992; Article 2)  similarly goes on to define the 
“conservation status of a species” as “the sum of the influences acting on the 
species concerned that may affect long-term distribution and abundance of its 
population within the territory referred to in Article 2”.  It then defines the 
conservation of a species as “favourable” when: (i) “population dynamics data on 
the species concerned indicate that it is maintaining itself on a long-term basis as 
a viable component of its natural habitats”; (ii) “the natural range of the species is 
neither being reduced nor is likely to be reduced for the foreseeable future”; and 
(iii) “there is, and will probably continue to be, a sufficiently large habitat to 
maintain its populations on a long-term basis”.  Whilst this definition is not applied 
to any bird species in the Habitats Directive itself, it should be seen as indicative 
of a wider legislative definition of favourable conservation status and a 
qualification of obligations on maintaining population “level” stated in Article 2 of 
the Birds Directive (above). 

 The Agreement on the Conservation of African-Eurasian Migratory Waterbirds 
(AEWA, 2008; an agreement under the Bonn Convention), to which the UK is a 
signatory, sets the fundamental principle (Article II) that: “Parties shall take 
coordinated measures to maintain migratory waterbirds in a favourable 
conservation status or to restore them to such a status”.  Implicit in these 
statements is the need to maintain both numbers and range of migratory 
waterbirds covered by the Agreement (all migratory goose species in Scotland 
are covered; see Table 2.2). 
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 Under the general conservation measures specified in the AEWA (Article III), any 
use of migratory waterbirds (i.e. hunting) should be “based on an assessment of 
the best available knowledge of their ecology” and be “sustainable for the species 
as well as for the ecological systems that support them”.  Table 1 of the AEWA 
lists all the migratory goose species (and populations) according to their current 
population size and vulnerability (see Table 2.2 for categories).  For species 
listed as category „A‟, the AEWA Action Plan stipulates that signatories should: 
prohibit taking of these species or their eggs; prohibit any deliberate disturbance 
that would be of significance for their conservation; and prohibit trade.  For 
species listed as category „B‟, taking should be regulated to be sustainable 
(including regulation of timing of take, mode of take, establishing limits on take 
and controls to show these limits are observed, and prohibiting any trade in 
contravention of the regulations).  The AEWA reflects the EU Birds Directive (and 
UK WCA 1981) by permitting exemptions to the above prohibitions for some 
specified purposes, one of which is to “prevent serious damage to crops, water 
and fisheries”. 

 
Non-native species 

 With respect to non-native (introduced) species, Article 8(h) of the Convention on 
Biological Diversity calls on Contracting Parties to “prevent the introduction of, 
control or eradicate those alien species which threaten ecosystems, habitats or 
species.”.  In signing, the UK agreed to reduce significantly the current rate of 
biodiversity loss by 2010, including by reducing the threat of invasive non-native 
species. 

 The AEWA general conservation measures (Article III) in relation to non-native 
species specify that signatories should “take all appropriate measures to prevent 
these species from becoming a potential threat to indigenous species”, and 
particularly (from the AEWA Action Plan 2.5.3) other waterbird species listed in 
the AEWA Table 1. 

 The UK legislation does not currently deal specifically with the control of non-
native species in a consistent manner.  Section 1 of the WCA prohibits the killing 
of any wild bird except under licence (and this applies equally to native and 
established non-native species; Fasham & Trumper 2001), and special 
conditions must apply for licences to be issued (e.g. to prevent damage to 
agriculture or to conserve other fauna or flora; as for native species above).  The 
situation is different for e.g. introduced mammals, which are only protected 
against inhumane killing (see Fasham & Trumper 2001 for further consideration 
of these issues for non-native species). 

 
Designated sites 

 The creation of protected areas is required under the EU Birds Directive (Article 
3) as one of a suite of measures to “preserve, maintain or re-establish a sufficient 
diversity and area of habitats for all the species of birds referred to in Annex 1”. 

 The UK response has been to establish a series of Special Protection Areas 
(SPAs) for each appropriate species, and for the protection of wetlands of 
international importance (as stipulated in Article 4 of the Directive).  These SPAs, 
and the equivalent Special Areas for Conservation (SACs) designated under the 
EU (1992) Habitats Directive (Appendix B), form the UK contribution to the EU 
„Natura‟ site network. 
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 The principal criteria for designation of a site as an SPA are: that it supports 1% 
or more of the UK population of any Annex 1 species; or 1% of the 
biogeographical population of a regularly occurring migratory species; or it 
supports over 20,000 waterfowl in any season (see Appendix B for more 
information). 

 It has been UK Government policy to underpin SPAs by first designating them as 
Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) under UK legislation.  The latter aim to 
protect natural habitats and the species dependent on them through site-based 
mechanisms/agreements.  This has meant that cropped habitats, including semi-
improved and reseeded grasslands which are of high importance to geese as a 
foraging habitat, have largely been excluded from the SPA designation process 
to date, with the result that SPAs for geese have included roosting sites only, not 
the related goose feeding areas.  However the EU Birds Directive does not 
preclude the designation of SPAs in what are considered artificial habitats.  
JNCC is currently funding a review (led by the BTO) of the SPA and Ramsar 
networks, which will include the development of a decision making tool for the 
inclusion of cropped habitats, for the following species of geese: Bean, Pink-
footed, European White-fronted, Greenland White-fronted, Icelandic Greylag, 
Greenland Barnacle, Dark-bellied Brent, and East Atlantic Light-bellied Brent 
Goose.  The draft tool is expected by spring 2011. 

 There are SSSIs in Scotland designated under the WCA 1981 as amended that 
are not SPAs but have geese as notified features and therefore confer 
conservation obligations (e.g. those including native Greylag Geese as notified 
features). 
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Table 2.1  Status of Scottish goose populations under national and 
international legislation 

   
Goose population Bern Convention 

(1982) NOTE 1 
Bonn 
Convention 
(1985) NOTE 2 

EC Birds 
Directive 
(1979) NOTE 3 

UK Wildlife and 
Countryside 
(1981) Act NOTE 4 

Svalbard Barnacle Appendix II Appendix II  Annex I Unscheduled 
Greenland Barnacle Appendix II Appendix II  Annex I Unscheduled 
Greenland (Greater) 
White-fronted  

Appendix III  Appendix II  Annex I Unscheduled NOTE 5 

Native Greylag Appendix III  Appendix II Annex II/1, 
Annex III/2 

Schedule 1, Part II NOTE 6 

Re-established 
Greylag  

N/A N/A Annex II/1, 
Annex III/2 

Schedule 2, Part I 

Icelandic Greylag Appendix III  Appendix II Annex II/1, 
Annex III/2 

Schedule 2, Part I 

Pink-footed  Appendix III  Appendix II Annex II/2  Schedule 2, Part I 
Taiga Bean Goose Appendix III Appendix II Annex II/1 Unscheduled 
Canada Goose N/A N/A Annex II/I Schedule 2, Part I NOTE 7 
 
NOTE 1 Bern Convention (1982) 
Appendix II – Fully protected at all times 
Appendix III – Protected but may be subject to regulated exploitation 
 
NOTE 2 Bonn Convention (1985) 
Appendix I – Species threatened with extinction 
Appendix II – Species that need or would benefit from international cooperation 
 
NOTE 3 EC Birds Directive (1979) 
Annex I – Shall be the subject of special conservation measures concerning their habitat 
Annex II/I – May be hunted throughout the EC 
Annex II/2 – May be hunted in specified EU Member States only 
Annex III/2 – May be legally sold, subject to consultation with the European Commission to 
assess whether sustainable 
 
NOTE 4 UK Wildlife and Countryside (1981) Act as amended in Scotland 
Unscheduled – Fully protected at all times 
Schedule 1, Part II – Protected by special penalties during the close season 
Schedule 2, Part I – May be killed or taken outside the close season 
Schedule 2, Part II – May be killed or taken under an open general licence during the close 
season by an authorized person for a restricted number of purposes (including to protect crops) 
No goose species may be sold 
 
NOTE 5 
In England and Wales, the European (Greater) White-fronted Goose is Schedule 2, Part 1 
 
NOTE 6 
The “Scottish” native Greylag Goose population is not explicitly recognized in the Act. Rather, the 
Act gives special protection to Greylags breeding in the “Outer Hebrides, Caithness & Sutherland 
and Wester Ross only”. Because they cannot be separated in the field, naturalized Greylag 
Geese or any Icelandic Greylags staying to breed in these areas will also therefore be afforded 
the same degree of protection. 
 
NOTE 7 
In England the Canada Goose is on Schedule 2, Part II  
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Table 2.2  Conservation status of the main goose populations in Scotland 
 
Species Birds of Conservation 

Concern 3NOTE 1 
Species of 
European 
Conservation 
ConcernNOTE 2 

IUCN global 
red list 
criteria 

AEWA status NOTE 3 

Svalbard 
Barnacle 

Amber (species) 
WL 

Non SPECE 

Secure 
Least Concern 
(species) 

B1  
(formerly A2- 
downgraded in 2009) 

Greenland 
Barnacle 

Amber (species) 
WL 

Non SPECE 

Secure 
Least Concern 
(Species) 

B1 

Greenland 
White-
fronted  

Red (race only) 
WL;WI;IUCN;SPEC 

Non SPEC 
Secure 

Least Concern 
(Species) 

A2 NOTE 4 
(formerly A3c- 
upgraded in 2009) 

Native 
Greylag 

Amber (species) 
WL;WI 

Non SPEC 
Secure 

Least Concern 
(Species) 

B1 

Icelandic 
Greylag 

Amber (species) 
WL;WI 

Non SPEC 
Secure 

Least Concern 
(Species) 

B1 

Pink-
footed  

Amber (species) 
WL;WI 

Non SPEC 
Secure 

Least Concern 
(Species) 

B2a 

Taiga 
Bean 

Red (race only) 
WR; IUCN;SPEC 

Non SPEC 
Secure 

Least Concern 
(Species) 

B1 

 
NOTE 1 BoCC3 designations 
WL – Winter localisation at least 50% of wintering population found in 10 or fewer sites   
WI – International importance – UK holds at least 20% of international population 
WR – Rare non-breeder (fewer than 900 individuals) 
IUCN – race awarded “pseudo-assessment” for BOCC3 purposes only  
SPEC – race awarded “pseudo-assessment” for BOCC3 purposes only 
 
NOTE 2 Species of European Conservation Concern designations 
Non-SPECE – Concentrated in Europe but with a favourable conservation status 
non-SPEC – Not concentrated in Europe but with a favourable conservation status 
SPEC 3 – Not concentrated in Europe but with an unfavourable conservation status 
 
NOTE 3 AEWA listing 
A1c: Populations which number less than around 10,000 individuals  
A2:  Populations numbering between around 10,000 and around 25,000 individuals 
A3c: Populations numbering between 25,000 and 100,000 and considered to be at risk as a result of 
significant long term decline 
B1 Populations numbering between 25,000 and around 100,000 (which do not fulfil the criteria for inclusion 
under A) 
B2a Populations numbering between 25,000 and 100,000 and considered to be at risk as a result of 
concentration onto a small number of sites at any stage of their life cycle 
 
NOTE 4 For this AEWA „Column A‟ species, hunting could continue on a sustainable basis only where 
hunting is a long-established cultural practice (AEWA Action Plan 2.1) 
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2.1.2 A practical summary of current conservation obligations with respect to 

geese in Scotland 
It is clear from the above that Scotland‟s key obligations for all naturally occurring goose 
species are: 
 

 To ensure maintenance of range and abundance; and 
 To ensure sustainable use, for populations that may be hunted legitimately. 

 
None of the legislative instruments or voluntary agreements precludes the management 
of populations to meet cultural and economic needs as well as conservation needs, so 
long as such management results in sustainable populations (implicit in this is the need 
for any management to be „adaptive‟, such that it can be altered in response to 
population changes and external factors; see Section 2.7.1 for further consideration of 
the principles and practice of adaptive management as applied to wildlife populations). 
There is also strong legal obligation to ensure the provision of adequate information on 
which to base decisions about whether management is sustainable. 
 
In practice, working definitions of range and abundance can be difficult to establish 
because they cannot simply be based on scientific evidence.  Whilst not legally binding, 
the AEWA Agreement, and the status categories for waterbirds therein, provide some 
working population thresholds (e.g. in relation to those populations that should and 
should not be subject to quarry status) but these can only ever be a guide, as the extent 
to which any population can be hunted (or managed through control of numbers) 
sustainably will always depend on specific aspects of the population biology and ecology 
of that population.  It is clear that legally any goose policy cannot allow goose 
populations to be driven to extinction.  In practice, public preference and stakeholder 
pressure also come into play in attempting to agree acceptable range and abundance 
definitions.  Our interviews with stakeholders suggested that there has been a reluctance 
to date amongst the stakeholder community to set target population levels (i.e. 
acceptable levels of abundance) for Scottish goose populations.  Existing policy has 
quite correctly placed emphasis on population modelling approaches to guide and inform 
sustainable management to date (see Section 2.5).  However, the information available 
for population modelling to date has been lacking in a number of areas, which we will 
explore in more detail in the sections that follow. 
 
For non-native species of geese (the most widespread of which is the Canada Goose in 
Scotland), there are no such obligations under EU legislation to maintain range and 
abundance or to manage populations sustainably but domestic legislation dictates that 
any control of such populations still has to be justified on the basis of, for example, 
damage to agricultural or other nature conservation interests. 
 

2.2 Hunting arrangements in the UK and reporting systems 
as they apply to geese 

 
2.2.1 Shooting rights 
Shooting rights belong to the owner of the land unless transferred to others.  A 
landowner can authorise others to carry out shooting providing they meet other legal 
requirements (e.g. gun licensing).  Wildfowling, as defined as the shooting of geese, 
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ducks and waders below the high water mark, is part of the public right to recreation in 
Scotland.  
 
2.2.2 Licencing arrangements for the possession of guns 
In order to be in possession of either firearms or rifles, sportsmen or women are required 
by law to hold a shotgun or firearm certificate.  These are granted following checks on 
medical history and liaison with local police.  Renewal of licences is carried out on a five 
year basis and is subject to a fee.  It is also possible to shoot in the UK without holding a 
certificate, as firearms and rifles can be borrowed from a licenced person under 
supervision and used on land with the landowner‟s permission.  In order for a non-UK 
resident to shoot they must obtain a UK visitor‟s permit from the local police, which must 
be endorsed by a resident sponsor.  They must also provide proof that they are legally 
allowed to be in possession of any firearm imported into the country (e.g. hold an EU 
Firearms Pass).   
 
2.2.3 Goose quarry species 
“Quarry species” (as listed as Schedule 2 part 1 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 
1981) can be shot during the “open season”, which varies according to the species 
concerned.  For ducks and geese that are listed as quarry, the open season in Britain 
(including Scotland) falls between September 1st and January 31st for inland areas and 
between September 1st and February 20th for areas below the high water mark.  The use 
of artificial or dead decoys is permitted but the use of live decoys is strictly prohibited. 
There are three species of geese listed as quarry in Scotland: Canada, Greylag (all 
populations) and Pink-footed Goose. 
 
2.2.4 Bag limits for quarry species and reporting systems for bag numbers 
BASC recommend bag limits (per hunter per day) of two Greylag and five Pink-footed 
Goose: this is a voluntary code of practice for clients of goose guides rather than a legal 
requirement.  
 
During the open season, quarry species can be taken in Scotland by hunters resident 
within Scotland, elsewhere in the UK, or hunters from abroad who shoot under a UK 
visitor permit.  The proportions of geese shot by international hunters can be a significant 
proportion of the total shot.  On Orkney, for example, the vast majority of wintering 
Greylag Geese are thought to be shot by European hunters, notably Italians (BASC 
2009). 
 
There is no statutory requirement in the UK for hunters to report the numbers of quarry 
species shot during the open season.  Consequently there is no mandatory bag 
reporting scheme in the UK and the numbers shot per quarry species per annum are not 
known.  Under the EU Birds Directive, the UK is required to ensure that any hunting 
conforms to the “principles of wise use” and “ecologically balanced control of the species 
of birds concerned”.  Data on the hunting mortality of geese, in combination with other 
demographic information, are critical for management of goose populations under EU 
law.  It could therefore be argued that the UK by not implementing a bag reporting 
system is failing to meet is international obligations, particularly for any declining goose 
populations. 
 
The Federation of Associations for Hunting and Conservation of the European Union has 
launched an initiative to provide information on the bag scheme operating in Europe 
under a project called ARTEMIS (http://www.artemis-face.eu/).  The ultimate aim is to 
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develop a coordinated, centralised databse of bag data across the EU that will facilitate 
analyses and interpretation.  The UK is a part of this project through involvement by 
GWCT and BASC who co-ordinate the National Game Bird Census and the former WSS 
survey (see Section 2.7.3 for further information). 
 
2.2.5 Out of season licences for shooting species causing agricultural damage 
Licences to shoot (to kill) species during the closed season are issued by central 
Scottish Government Rural Payments and Inspections Directorate (SGRPID) staff and 
can be administered via local SGRPID offices.  In order for these licences to be granted, 
it must have been demonstrated that serious agricultural damage to crops has occurred 
and other (non-lethal) solutions (e.g. scaring techniques) have been tried and shown to 
be ineffective (Section 2.1).  The basis for the issue of such licences for shooting geese 
is to support the use of non-lethal scaring techniques and they are not granted for the 
purpose of population control.  Out of season licences impose a strict bag limit per 
species that can be shot and specify named locations where shooting can take place. 
The use of decoys is also strictly prohibited on the basis that the licences are granted to 
reduce agricultural damage not to draw in additional birds to control numbers.  To date, 
such licences have been granted for Greylag, Pink-footed, Greenland Barnacle (Islay 
only) and Canada Geese in Scotland.  
 
Licences can be issued either to the owner or occupier of the land, provided that they 
have been granted shooting rights.  In addition to the named licence holder, an 
additional three persons can be authorised in writing to carry out shooting under any 
given licence.  If the main licence holder does not personally carry out shooting, then up 
to four people can be authorised in writing to carry out the shooting.  Changes in the 
person authorised can be made as long as the maximum number is not exceeded.  
 
The licences issued for the shooting of Greenland Barnacle Goose, a non quarry 
species, on Islay have been issued by SGRPID staff in Edinburgh and administered in 
conjunction with locally based SNH staff.  These licences are granted under special 
derogation from the EU Birds Directive on the grounds of preventing serious damage to 
crops.  The use of a derogation in this instance has been controversial since 
conservation organisations have claimed that there is no evidence to prove that lethal 
shooting is more effective at protecting crops than non lethal scaring techniques.  The 
methods employed for collecting count and shooting data on Islay, and the lack of an 
experimental design to address possible confounding influences, have precluded 
rigorous testing for differences in the effectiveness of lethal versus non-lethal scaring 
techniques to date (Douglas et al. 2009). 
 
2.2.6 Reporting system for bag numbers for out of season licences 
As a condition of the licence, reports that detail the numbers of each species that have 
been taken must be submitted annually by the licensee.  There are currently some 
problems with the reporting of these figures: 

 SGRPID has not been consistent when summarising information, which makes it 
difficult to look at trends in numbers taken for species over the years. 

 There are inaccuracies within the SGRPID summary tables, which mean that 
figures often do not tally. 

 Each year there appears to be a small proportion of licence holders failing to 
report back the numbers shot (thought by SGPRID staff to be largely from 
licencees who have applied for licences on a one off basis). 
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Reporting of bag numbers to SGRPID has been improved from 2009 and information is 
now also available at the scale of the individual Local Goose Management Schemes (in 
addition to at the local RPID office and national scales). 
  
The numbers of birds shot under out of season licences are likely to be small compared 
to the numbers shot during the open season for the quarry species (Greylag, Pink-footed 
and possibly also Canada Goose), so in the absence of a current system for recording 
hunting bag data (Section 2.7.3), the tightening up of recording of numbers shot under 
licence is of a priority (and will do far less to improve predictive population modelling) 
than for non-quarry species.  Greenland Barnacle Geese can only be shot under out of 
season licences and the special derogation (Section 2.2.5), and hence the accurate 
reporting of numbers taken is of high priority for this species. 
 
2.2.7 Bag limits for out of season licences 
The bag limits set by SNH for Icelandic Greylag and Icelandic Pink-footed Geese have 
been based on the numbers of birds shot in 2006, which was argued as being 
appropriate as numbers of geese were not declining in response to that level of shooting 
pressure.  It was assumed that only 60% of the numbers set by the bag limits were 
actually shot.  It is not possible to adapt bag limits according to changes in shooting 
levels because there is no comprehensive bag reporting scheme (Section 2.7.3).  In 
addition, regional variation in the numbers shot by  SGRPID area (see Figure 2.1 for 
current areas) were also taken into account in the calculations and the current bag limits 
are shown in Table 2.1.  It is recognised in some regions that breeding native and re-
established Greylag Geese pose problems for setting bag limits where they overlap in 
their distribution with Icelandic Greylag Geese, but to date this issue has not been 
resolved.  There is no formal bag limit guidance for native Greylag Geese. 
 
Table 2.9 Bag limits (per licence holder) for wintering quarry goose species 

(out of season licences). 
 

SEERAD Area  
(see Figure 2.1 

Icelandic 
Greylag 
Goose bag 
limit 

 
Icelandic 
Pink-footed 
Goose 
bag limit 
 

Comment 

Northern (includes Northern 
Isles and Caithness & 
Sutherland) 

10 5 
Few Pink-footed 
Geese occur in 
this area 

Highland 10 15  

Grampian (includes Moray) 10 20  

Central (Angus, Perth & 
Kinross) 5 10  

South Eastern Scotland 5 5  
 
Bag limits for Greenland Barnacle Geese on Islay were set in 2000 under guidance from 
SNH.  PVA work carried out in1999 based on the Islay population (taken from data up to 
1995) indicated that a shooting level of 3.6% of the population resulted in predicted 
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population growth of zero (Pettifor et al. 1999).  The NGF then agreed that an overall 
limit of 5% of the Islay population could be placed on licences each year.  Bag limits for 
Barnacle Geese were then derived differently for non-SPA and SPA areas of Islay.  In 
non-SPA areas, bag limits per farm unit were derived using the three-year average of 
goose count data, field size, and age of the grass crop.  The age of grass crop was 
taken into account based on the findings of Percival (1996).  For SPA areas, it was 
decided that a maximum of 1% of the overall total of feeding geese within each SPA 
could be shot (based on the three-year average goose count).  This value is then broken 
down into individual farm units, taking into account the areas of fields in which scaring is 
to take place and the three-year mean of goose numbers.  
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Figure 2.1  Boundaries of SGRPID (formerly SEERAD) areas and locations of 

offices. 
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2.3 Historical changes in legislation and possible impacts on 
goose populations 

 
The impacts of changes in regulation on goose populations and consequently on goose 
conservation status are difficult to prove as, at best, the evidence is correlative and 
changes in regulations are often temporally confounded with other factors.  For example, 
changes in agricultural practices may have occurred at the same times as the impacts of 
legislative change were taking place.  More specifically, in the 1970s there were major 
changes in agricultural subsidies that led to the widespread reseeding of former rough 
hill ground providing highly palatable and nutritious grass that geese were able to exploit 
(Mitchell et al. 2010), and these changes coincided with the introduction of the EU Birds 
Directive.  These and other such changes will have impacted on goose populations 
alongside changes in legislation over the years.  We have referred to reports and 
published papers on changes in goose populations, and these have identified the 
following acts and conventions implemented within the UK where there is some evidence 
for an impact of the change in regulation on goose populations.  It is important to note, 
however, that any suggestions of legislative impact given below and not given as the 
sole reasons underpinning goose population changes (for the reasons given above). 
 
2.3.1 National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act (1949)  
National Nature Reserves (NNRs) were first declared under the National Parks and 
Access to the Countryside Act (1949) and later reinforced by the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act (1981).  Their designation places obligations upon those that own and 
manage them to do so in an appropriate manner.  There are a total of 51 NNRs in 
Scotland at present. 
 
The establishment of Caerlaverock NNR in 1957 is cited as helping the recovery of the 
Svalbard Barnacle Goose population (Owen and Black 1999; Mitchell et al. submitted). 
The NNR at Loch Druidibeg was designated because of the presence of breeding Native 
Greylag Geese and has also been credited with increases in the population (Mitchell et 
al. 2010).    
 
2.3.2 Protection of Birds Act (1954) 
Major reforms to UK hunting legislation came about with the Protection of Birds Act 
1954.  This resulted in a number of species being given full protection from shooting, 
including the Barnacle Goose (with no differentiation between the Greenland and 
Svalbard populations).  There was however, a partial reversal of the act by an order 
passed in 1955, which permitted an open season for the Barnacle Goose from 1 
December to 31 January for all islands west of 5°W (to allow shooting on Islay). 
Restrictions on hunting were also imposed by the use of a list of species that could be 
killed or taken outside the closed season only and those species included Bean, 
Canada, Pink-footed and White-fronted Geese (for the latter there was no differentiation 
between Greater and European).  Greylag Geese were listed as birds, which along with 
their eggs, were protected by special penalties during the close season.  The sale of wild 
geese was also permitted outwith the period of 28th February and 31st August.  The act 
prohibited the taking of eggs from all wild bird populations.  
 
As population numbers of Svalbard Barnacle Geese were shown to increase in response 
to a lack of shooting, the Protection of Birds Act 1954, in combination with a lack of 
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shooting in Svalbard from 1995, have been acknowledged subsequently as being 
important steps in the recovery of the population (Owen and Black 1999).  Populations of 
Icelandic Pink-footed Geese have also increased since the 1950s and this in part has 
been attributed to restrictions on shooting imposed by the Protection of Birds Act 
(Mitchell et al. 1999).  Numbers of Greylag Geese, both Icelandic and native populations, 
were found to increase following the Protection of Birds Act and this again has been 
thought to be due to a lack of shooting pressure.  However, we cannot conclude for 
certain the degree to which the 1954 Act contributed to increasing goose populations, 
not least because there are no comprehensive hunting bag data to monitor directly 
numbers of birds shot. 
 
The banning of the taking of eggs has been cited as helping the native Greylag Goose 
population increase in numbers (Mitchell et al. 2010). 
 
2.3.3 Protection of Birds (1967) Act  
In 1967 there was an amendment to the Protection of Birds Act.  This included an 
extension of the prohibition of the sale of wild geese to be in effect for the whole year. 
This was implemented at the behest of conservation organisations and WAGBI (the 
predecessor to BASC), due to concerns over the relatively low numbers of geese at that 
time. 
 
2.3.4  European Birds Directive (1979) 
Special Protection Areas (SPAs) are designated under the EU Birds Directive and are 
designed to provide special protection for rare and vulnerable species as listed in Annex 
1 of the Directive, and for the protection of wetlands of international importance.   SPAs 
for geese are largely designated to confer protection on roost sites and staging areas, 
and only recently has consideration been given to the protection of feeding areas 
(Appendix B, Section 2.6).  
 
The recovery of the Icelandic Pink-footed and Greylag Goose populations has been 
attributed partly to the safeguard of their winter roosts through SPA designation (Mitchell 
et al. 1999; Mitchell and Sigfusson 1999). 
 
2.3.5 Wildlife and Countryside (1981) Act 
The Protection of Birds Act was largely superseded by the Wildlife and Countryside Act 
in 1981.  Major changes included providing the Greenland Barnacle Goose and 
Greenland White-fronted Goose with full protection from shooting (European White-
fronted Geese were not included).  Greylag Geese were also added to the list of species 
that could be taken during the open season as a quarry species, along with Canada and 
Pink footed Geese.  Conversely, special penalties were introduced against the taking of 
native Greylag Geese (as defined as those present in the Outer Hebrides, Caithness, 
Sutherland and Wester Ross) outwith the open season. 
 
Greenland White-fronted Goose numbers rose subsequent to the implementation of the 
Wildlife and Countryside Act.  The Act is therefore cited along with the hunting 
moratorium in Ireland (which was introduced in 1982 but was not fully implemented until 
1989) as having a positive impact on the population of Greenland White-fronted Geese, 
before the major population declines began in the late 1990s (Fox et al. 1998).  
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2.4 Obligations and opportunities for goose policy within 
wider biodiversity policy  

 
2.4.1 The UK Biodiversity Action Plan process 
The UK Biodiversity Action Plan (UKBAP; 1994) is the UK Government‟s response to the 
Convention on Biological Diversity (1993; see www.cbd.int/convention).  UKBAP 
involves developing action plans for the most threatened species and habitats (Species 
Action Plans, SAP, and Habitat Action Plans, HAP), to outline the status of each species 
and the main threats faced.  The plans include key objectives and a number of 
associated targets designed to help achieve recovery of these priority species and 
habitats, and to monitor success of delivery.  At present there are 65 priority habitats and 
1151 priority species at the UK level.  UK HAPs are unlikely to be directly relevant to 
geese due to the lack of targeting actions.  Therefore, although some of the priority 
habitats (see Appendix C) may support populations of geese, management is not aimed 
to benefit geese specifically.  There are three priority goose species at the UK level 
(Biodiversity Reporting and Information Group, 2007): the European (Greater) White-
fronted Goose, the Greenland (Greater) White-fronted Goose and Dark-bellied Brent 
Goose, although only the former has a UK SAP to date (Appendix C).  UKBAP therefore 
has only limited scope to deliver benefits for Scottish goose populations, either directly 
through the SAP (for Greenland Whitefront) or indirectly through HAPs. 
 
In Scotland 26 of the 32 local authority areas also have their own Local Biodiversity 
Action Plans (LBAPs).  As for UKBAPs, they include the generation of HAPs and SAPs. 
Three of these have HAPs that mention specifically species of geese supported by these 
particular habitats, and include Greenland Barnacle, Greenland White-fronted, Greylag 
and Pink-footed Goose.  As for UK HAPs, there are no specific targeting actions for 
geese however.  Three Scottish LBAPS have written SAPs for the following species of 
geese: Greenland Barnacle, Greenland White-fronted and Bean Goose (see Appendix 
C).  Objectives vary according to each LBAP but include maintaining the status at a local 
level and promoting tourism. 
 
2.4.2 The Scottish Biodiversity Strategy  
The Scottish Biodiversity Strategy (SBS; Scottish Executive 2004) is Scotland‟s 
response to the Convention on Biological Diversity and its implementation through the 
UKBAP.  One of the key outputs of the SBS has been the publication of the Scottish 
Biodiversity List, an inventory of flora, fauna and habitats that are considered to be of 
principle importance for biodiversity conservation.  Three goose species have been 
selected for inclusion: Greater White-fronted, Barnacle and Bean Goose.  In response to 
the SBS, a strategic approach to species management has been developed by SNH, 
referred to as the Species Action Framework (SAF; see www.snh.gov.uk/protecting-
scotlands-nature/species-action-framework/). The SAF identifies 32 species for inclusion 
on a Species Action List, for which targeted management development should be carried 
out. 
 
The Greenland White-fronted Goose is the only goose species listed as requiring 
conservation action under the SAF, and a five year implementation plan running from 
2007-2012 is now in effect for this species (Appendix C).  The Actions (Appendix C) 
include “to ensure effective measures for managing potential conflict with agriculture 
(local goose management schemes) are retained and extended as appropriate”. 
 



REVISED VERSION OCTOBER 2010 

 47 

There is a UKBAP Habitat Action Plan (HAP) for machair habitat, for which SNH is the 
lead partner.  Its principal aim is to restore improved machair grassland to traditional 
mixed management with no over-grazing, with concomitant reductions in stocking levels 
to avoid over-grazing of machair (and it has targets directed at a staged delivery of this 
aim4).  A consortium lead by RSPB has obtained EU LIFE funding to run a project to 
address these HAB objectives for Natura sites in the Western Isles (RSPB 2009a, b), 
including appropriate sites on Coll and Tiree and in the Uists.  The Local Goose 
Management Schemes in these two areas will be supported by this funding for four 
years (until 2014). 
 
2.4.3 The Scottish Rural Development Programme 
The current Scottish Rural Development Programme (SRDP) sets out how 
approximately £1.6bn of public expenditure will be deployed over the period 2007-2013 
across a range of policy measures broadly relating to rural land management and rural 
development and split into three “Axes”: Axis I relates to business competitiveness; Axis 
II to agri-environment; and Axis III to rural development. 

Funding for these policy measures draws on a mix of Scottish and European Union (EU) 
sources, with relative contributions and their distribution across different measures being 
guided by the EU‟s Rural Development Regulation (RDR) and by domestic political 
priorities.  The period beyond 2013 will be covered by a new SRDP, the details of which 
can not emerge until EU-level negotiations have confirmed the overall structure and 
funding of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) moving forward. 

Within the current SRDP, a number of separate schemes are used to distribute funding 
across land managers.  These are: the Crofting Counties Agricultural Grant Scheme 
(CCAGS); the Forestry Challenge Funds; the Food Processing, Marketing and 
Cooperation (FPMC) scheme; the Less Favoured Area Support Scheme (LFASS); 
LEADER, a Skills Development Scheme; and Rural Development Contracts (RDCs), 
with the latter split further into Land Managers Options (LMOs) and Rural Priorities (RP).  
Some schemes sit wholly within one Axis whilst others span two or more axes. 

Of the various schemes, RPs are potentially most directly relevant to goose 
management in that they offer some scope for detailed agri-envrionment management 
prescriptions.  Moreover, they account for around 50% of SRDP expenditure and of this 
around 60% is already devoted to agri-environment measures under Axis II.  Options 
under each of the Axes are listed in Appendix D.  There is now expectation that SNH 
Natural Care Schemes, including individual SNH Management Agreements, will be 
funded through Rural Development Contracts-Rural Priorities in future, in particular for 
paying for the management of SSSIs and Natura5 sites.  Consequently, in future SNH 
may only be able to offer Management Agreements for specialised activities that are not 
available through Rural Priorities. 

For Rural Priorities, the Scottish Rural Development Programme (SRDP) divides 
Scotland into 11 regions, and each has set its own regional priorities under nine themes. 
Some of these relate to business competitiveness and community development, but 
other are linked explicitly to agri-environmental concerns.  For example, the priorities 
under the theme of Biodiversity are designed to “focus on halting the loss of biodiversity 

                                                 
4 see http://www.ukbap-reporting.org.uk/plans/targets.asp?HAP=%7B7DA4CA59%-
2DAFDD%2D4D10%2DA15A%2D140E3A55A337%7D&SAP=&M=2 
5 See http://www.snh.gov.uk/protecting-scotlands-nature/protected-areas/international-designations/natura-
sites/. 



REVISED VERSION OCTOBER 2010 

 48 

and reversal of previous losses through management, conservation and enhancement”. 
Also providing “protection of rare/endangered species, reducing threat from non-
native/invasive species, achieving 'favourable condition' on SSSIs and increase in area 
of connected natural habitats are all encouraged.” 

There is a commitment to carry out the following actions, which have been adapted for 
each of the regions: 

 
 Halt the loss in biodiversity and reverse previous losses through targeted action (this 

also falls under the Scottish Biodiversity Strategy) which can be achieved through 
specific management which restores, conserves or enhances Biodiversity Action 
Plans (BAPs).  

 Ensure that the special features on Scotland‟s nationally important nature sites are in 
favourable condition (95% by 2010). 

 Carry out improved conservation management for viable populations of rare/and or 
endangered species that have been listed for priority action in the Species Action 
Framework for Scotland (this includes Greenland White-fronted Goose) and through 
targeted action identified in priority species action plans. 

 Reduce the threat of non-native species through actions to eradicate or control target 
species.  

 Increase the area of connected natural habitats and ecological features through 
collaboration between land managers to adopt a landscape scale, particularly in 
instances where the threat from climate change is at its highest or where beneficial 
species could increase their range. 

 
Five of the Scottish SRDP regions have Local Goose Management Schemes operating 
within their boundaries.  In addition, there are SNH goose Management Agreements in 
three of the regions (see Table 2.4).  None of the biodiversity priorities in any of these 11 
regions currently refer to geese however and any inclusion of goose objectives would 
probably be alongside rather than above other regional priorities.  Moreover, no RP 
options currently posses the same degree of local flexibility of management 
prescriptions, payment rates or co-ordination across contiguous parcels of land deemed 
important in the current local goose management schemes.  Hence the effectiveness of 
current RP options in addressing specific goose issues would be debatable. 

Outwith Rural Priorities, other parts of the SRDP could also possibly be relevant to 
goose management.  In particular, LMOs and CCAGS bear some similarities to RP 
options.  However, despite accounting for around 10% of SRDP expenditure, LMOs 
generally involve only small sums per farm and relatively simple measures.  As such 
they are unlikely to be able to address significant goose pressures in terms of payments 
or complex management prescriptions or indeed co-ordination of management across 
neighbouring land.  Similarly, although CCAGS offers grants for (amongst other things) 
grassland improvement, the prescriptions are not tailored to goose management and the 
grant is for investment purposes rather than on-going management.  Moreover, since 
eligibility is restricted to crofters, it would not be available in all areas affected by geese 
and even within crofting areas, co-ordination across neighbours might not be 
straightforward.   
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Hence, although existing grassland measures under RP, LMOs and CCAGS could be 
relevant to goose management, none is currently aimed specifically at geese.6  They 
lack the flexibility of existing local goose schemes in terms of management prescriptions, 
payment rates and direct involvement of public sector employees.  Importantly, they also 
lack an explicit prioritisation of goose management over competing calls on funding.  
Whilst such issues could possibly be addressed within the current or next SRDP, doing 
so would not be easy.  The Forestry Challenge Funds, Food Processing and Marketing 
Scheme, and Skills Development Scheme are not considered relevant to goose 
management.  LFASS is considered later, alongside the Single Farm Payment (see 
Chapter 7). 

The practicalities in terms of funding arrangements and administrative issues for 
incorporating goose management schemes into the SRDP are discussed further 
elsewhere (Section 6 and 7).  We conclude that, at present, the SRDP provides little 
opportunity for goose management. 

 
Table 2.4 Existing goose management arrangements by SRDP region 
 

SRDP region LGMS Other goose management arrangements 
Northern Isles South Walls - 
Highland - - 
Grampian Strathbeg - 
Tayside - - 
Outer Hebrides Uists SNH individual Management Agreements 

(North Uist)  
Argyll Islay, Kintyre, and  Coll 

and Tiree  
SNH individual Management Agreements 
(Danna and Luig) 

Forth - Slammanan Bean Goose Scheme 
Clyde Valley - - 
Ayrshire - - 
Borders - - 
Dumfries and 
Galloway 

Solway - 

 
 

2.5 Status of Scottish goose populations and conservation 
obligations 

The UK hosts large populations of geese that spend the winter within its border and has 
obligations to safeguard a number of goose populations and their associated habitats 
under national and international law (section 2.1).  Moreover, several of these wintering 
populations are located mainly within Scotland, such that Scottish Government policy 
becomes paramount for their sustainable conservation management.  
 
This section covers what are considered to be the main wintering goose populations in 
Scotland: Barnacle (Svalbard and Greenland populations), Greater White-fronted 
                                                 
6 Although this in part reflects earlier decisions not to use the SRDP to address goose issues whilst other 
explicit schemes existed outwith the SRDP. 
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(Greenland population), Greylag (Icelandic population), Pink-footed (Icelandic 
population) and Bean (Taiga population) geese.  Also included are the resident 
populations of Greylag (native and naturalised populations), as well as brief reference to 
the wintering populations of East Atlantic and Canadian Light-bellied Brent Geese and 
the naturalised populations of Canada, Snow and Bar-headed Geese.  The Canada 
Goose is of particular importance in this context as it is likely to have increased in 
numbers since the 2005 policy review and may represent a future policy challenge.  A 
number of other goose species can occur in very small numbers in Scotland, either due 
to escape from captivity or as vagrants with migrant geese, but these do not currently 
warrant further consideration as part of future goose policy. 
 
Sources of biological information: numbers and demography 
The policy decisions required to balance the needs to meet national and international 
conservation obligations but also sustainable economic growth need a sound evidence 
base in terms of goose population ecology.  Various types of biological evidence are 
required: population sizes and trends; demographic information (survival, productivity, 
movements); knowledge of numbers hunted; and knowledge of other likely constraints 
on population size (perceived and known threats).  The main monitoring programmes 
that operate for goose populations within the UK are the WWT/JNCC/SNH Goose and 
Swan Monitoring Programme, under which a number of single-species surveys are co-
ordinated, and the BTO/RSPB/JNCC Wetland Bird Survey in association with WWT (see  
Appendix E for further details of these schemes).   Population estimates and trends from 
these programmes have been further supported by the collation of demographic data 
(such as productivity, survival and age assessment) to help identify the underlying 
causes behind increases or decreases in populations.  
 
Sources of biological information: Population Viability Analyses (PVAs) 
Population Viability Analysis (PVA) is a well established technique in the management of 
animal populations.  Although PVAs were initially designed to predict extinction risks and 
compare different management options of endangered or rare species (Brook et al. 
2000), they are now being used for more common and widespread species, including 
geese.  To date SNH have commissioned a number of PVAs for the following 
populations: Svalbard Barnacle, Greenland Barnacle, Icelandic Greylag, Icelandic 
Pinkfoot and Greenland White-fronted Goose.  In addition there has recently been an 
assessment of the current state and analyses of future trends for the native Greylag 
Goose population.  
 
The PVAs carried out for Scottish goose populations have generated predictions based 
on various scenarios including: (a) no changes in management or environmental 
conditions (baseline models); (b) changes in non-natural mortality rates (e.g. simulating 
variation in shooting pressure on the population); and (c) reducing productivity (e.g. 
simulating pressures at the breeding grounds).  In general several key outputs are 
generated: the predicted population in 25 years; and the likelihood of a population falling 
below set threshold populations7, which are referred to as quasi extinction thresholds.  
When constructing the models for geese, the relationship between population size and 
other demographic parameters (such as breeding success) has been tested for density 
dependence, and if none can be found, then model outputs have been generated for 
both density dependent and density independent population processes. 
 
                                                 
7 The thresholds are based on AEWA population thresholds for waterbirds (see Section 2.1 and Table 2.2). 
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As the outputs of the population modelling are rather critical for making decisions about 
the feasibility of, and risks associated with, future management scenarios, there were 
several aspects of the current modelling available that were important to review: 

 How well the modelling has performed to date in predicting population changes 
(by comparison with empirical count data); 

 The sensitivity of the modelling to variation in the various input parameters 
(demographic rates; information on numbers shot); and 

 The quality of the information (input parameters) available for each goose 
species (in particular the degree of uncertainty that they introduce into the model 
predictions) and hence priority gaps in knowledge. 

 
It is important to raise some limitations of the population modelling that has been carried 
out to date at the outset.  We found it difficult to make comparisons between the PVA 
outputs generated for each goose species, due the high degree of variation in how the 
results have been reported to date.  There was a lack of reporting of samples sizes when 
estimating demographic parameters for inclusion into the PVA models, which meant it 
was not possible to evaluate the reliability of the estimates (i.e. the extent to which the 
population as a whole was represented).  Moreover, the graphs generated for the model 
predictions were hard to read predictions from, and hence any values cited in the 
following sections of this report are limited to those quoted in the text within the PVA 
reports.  There was also an issue of quoting only the median population estimates in 25 
years but it was apparent from the graphs that there was often very large variation in the 
confidence limits of these values.  Thus it was difficult for us to judge objectively how 
well predicted trajectories were supported by observed population changes during the 
period since the modelling was undertaken.  It was not always clear how the sensitivity 
analyses had been performed, and how changes in demographic rates could affect the 
population projections.  
 
There was also an issue in terms of how the results are used and related to policy.  The 
PVA analyses sometimes lack a clear direction in terms of the desired end result (e.g. 
allow populations to increase, maintain the current levels or decrease the current 
numbers).  This is of particular relevance for species which are continuing to increase in 
numbers resulting in increased damage to crops and/or increments in public expenditure 
through the Local Goose Management Schemes where payments are made based on 
goose numbers.  
 
Changes since policy inception in 2000 
In each of the species accounts that follow, we highlight important changes in numbers, 
demography or threats to populations that have occurred since the inception of current 
goose management policy in 2000.  Changes in numbers since the inception of policy in 
2000 are summarized in Table 2.5. 
 
Changes since the 2005 review and recommendations 
In each of the species accounts that follow, we highlight important changes in numbers, 
demography or threats to populations that have occurred since the 2005 policy review 
and assess the implications of these changes for the 31 recommendations in the 2005 
review (Scottish Executive 2000, 2005) and future goose policy. 
 
Current conservation and quarry status 
A summary of the conservation and quarry status of each of the main Scottish goose 
species is provided in Tables 2.1 and 2.2.  In addition to their status under EU and UK 
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legislation and international agreements (as explained in Section 2.1), three other 
relevant conservation classifications are provided: 
 

 Birds of Conservation Concern (BOCC3, Eaton et al. 2009) is an assessment by 
a partnership of non-governmental organizations of the status of birds occurring 
in the UK, the Channel Islands and the Isle of Man.  Most naturally occurring 
Scottish goose species are amber listed due to their relatively localised winter 
distributions, with two exceptions.  The Greenland White-fronted Goose and the 
Taiga Bean Goose are both red listed because they qualify as Endangered and 
Vulnerable respectively under IUCN Red List criteria. 
 

 The Species of European Conservation Concern (SPEC, Birdlife International 
2004) is an assessment made by BirdLife International of the European status of 
bird species.  All goose species occurring naturally in Scotland are listed as „Non-
SPEC Secure‟ but the two populations of Barnacle Goose are flagged because 
they are both concentrated in Europe. 
 
 

 The IUCN Red List identifies those species that are at a high risk of global 
extinction (http://www.iucnredlist.org/).  Although all goose species occurring 
naturally in Scotland are listed as of „least concern‟, BOCC3 have carried out 
pseudo assessments of the races and have classified Greenland White-fronted 
Goose and Taiga Bean Goose as IUCN red listed races.  

 
In each of the species accounts that follow, we report on any important changes to 
status since the 2005 review, and any implications of current status for future policy. 
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Table 2.5  Population changes over the period that the NGMRG has been in existence (2000-2010).  
 

 
 
Species 

BiogeographicalNOTE 1 Scotland NOTE 1 Local NOTE 2 

Population 
(year) 

Population 
(year) 

Relative 
change 

Population 
(year) 

Population 
(year) 

Relative 
change Name Population 

(year) 
Population 

(year) Change Pattern of change 

Svalbard 
Barnacle 

24,000 app 
(99/00) 

 

32,800 
(09/10) 

+ 25% 
 

24,000 app 
(99/00) 

32,800 
(09/10) + 37% 

 
Solway LGMS 
 

NA NA NA Likely increase 

Greenland 
Barnacle 

53,823 
(98/99) 

70,501 
(07/08) + 31% 45,159 

(98/99) 
58,269 
(07/08) + 29% 

Islay  
(WWT 5 year 
national census) 

35,172 
(98/99) 

44,961 
(07/08) + 28% Increase  

Islay LGMS 
(international 
counts) 

34,620 

(00/01) 
 

37,745 

(09/10) 
 

+ 8% 
Increase but 
declines since 
2007 

South Walls LGMS 
(scheme counts) 

1,357 
(00/01) 

1,272 
(09/10) - 6% Fairly stable 

Uists LGMS 
(scheme counts) 

1,391 

(01) 
 

2,392 
(10) + 71% Increase with 

fluctuations 

Tiree and Coll 
LGMS 

2,160 
(00/01) 

4,609 
(09/10) + 88% Increase with 

fluctuations 

Kintyre LGMS 
(scheme counts) 

41 
(00/01) 

117 
(09/10) 

 
+ 285% Increase 

Greenland 
(Greater) 
White- 
Fronted  

32,204 
(99/00) 

23,162 
(08/09) - 28% 19,017 

(99/00) 
12,505 
(08/09) - 34% 

Islay LGMS 
(international 
counts) 

12,277 
(00/01) 

6,005 
(09/10) - 51% Decline 

Kintyre LGMS 
(scheme/ 
international 
counts) 

3,600 
(00/01) 

 

3,360 
(09/10) -  7% Stable 

Tiree and Coll 
LGMS 

1,781 
(00/01) 

1,253 
(09/10) - 30% Decrease with 

fluctuations 
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Species 

BiogeographicalNOTE 1 Scotland NOTE 1 Local NOTE 2 

Population 
(year) 

Population 
(year) 

Relative 
change 

Population 
(year) 

Population 
(year) 

Relative 
change Name Population 

(year) 
Population 

(year) Change Pattern of change 

Native 
Greylag 
NOTE 3 

10,000 
(97) 

 

34,500 
(08/09) + 345% 

10,000 
(97) 

 

34,500 
(08/09) + 345% 

Uists LGMS 4,991 
(00) 

6,098 
(09) + 21% 

Increase but 
decrease since 
2007 

Coll and Tiree 
LGMS 

3,214 

(00) 
4,091 
(09) 2% 

Increase but 
decline since 
2006 

Naturalised 
Greylag  

19,000 
(1991, UK 

only) 

26,540 
(2000, UK 

only) 
39% 2,673 

(91) 
12,985 
(08/09) + 486% 

Orkney 
(RSPB counts) 

110 
(00) 

10,000 
(08) + 9090% Increase 

Islay LGMS 
 Not known 1800 

(09)  Increase 

Icelandic 
Greylag 
NOTE 4 

80,324 
(00/01) 

98,291 
(08/09) + 22% 

 
75,822 
(00/01) 

 

74,324 
(08/09) -2% 

Orkney NOTE 5 
(WWT IGC) 

14,414 
(00/01) 

58,349 
(08/09) 

Ca 
+ 305% Increase 

Kintyre 
LGMS NOTE 6 915 898 - 2% Stable 

Icelandic 
Pink-footed  

245,349 
(00/01) 

351,118 
(08/09) + 43% 223,903 

(00/01) 
248,153 
(08/09) 
NOTE 8 

+11% Loch of Strathbeg 9,682 
(April 00) 

18,570 
(March10) NOTE 7 Fluctuating, no 

clear trend 

Taiga Bean 
Goose 100000 

70,000 to 
90,000 
(2006) 

- 10 to 
-30% 

ca 180 
(00/01) 

265 
(08/09) + 47% Slammanan ca 180 

(00/01) 
265 

(08/09) + 47% Increase 

Total - - - 400,927 470,901 + 17%  - - - - 
 
NOTE 1 
Global and Scotland population data derived from: Svalbard Barnacle = Mitchell et al. (submitted), Griffin et al. 2009; Greenland Barnacle = 
Worden et al. 2004, Mitchell et al. 2008; Greenland (Greater) White Fronted = Fox et al. 2009, International Species Action Plan 2009; 2010 
GSAG report; Native Greylag = Mitchell et al. 2000, Mitchell et al. 2010; Re-established Greylag = Brown and Dick 1991, Mitchell et al. 2010; 
Icelandic Greylag = Hearn 2002; Mitchell 2009; WWT pers.comm.; Pink-footed = Hearn 2002; Mitchell 2009; Taiga Bean Goose = AEWA 2002, 
Waterbird Estimates 2006. 
 
NOTE 2 
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Local scheme population data were taken either from annual GSAG report or the local offices. Exceptions were the: Greenland Whitefronts on 
Islay (International annual census based on seasonal averages of the adopted counts used in the GSAG reports rather than the peak counts 
currently used by the LGMG); Svalbard Barnacle goose on Solway (National annual censuses); Taiga Bean goose on Slammanan from Maciver 
(2009); Native greylag (Trinder et al. 2009); Pink footed geese at Loch of Strathbeg (based on the max of the March and April roost counts 
provided by RSPB); Greylag geese on Orkney based on late autumn count peak (RSPB) and on Islay data provided by John Armitage (Local 
Recorder). 
 
NOTE 3  
The numbers of Native Greylag Geese may also include naturalized Greylag Geese, particularly in the latter survey of 2008/2009.  
 
NOTE 4 
The biogeographical population counts for this species were already corrected by removing estimated numbers of resident (breeding) Greylags 
from the totals. Scottish population estimates were calculated from data provided from the national censuses of 2000/2001 and 2008/2009 (Hearn 
2002; Mitchell 2009) and were adjusted to remove the estimated non-Icelandic Greylag population). 
 
NOTE 5 
Orkney totals are calculated after removing estimates of 1500 and 10,000 resident breeding Greylags from the counts for 2000/2001 and 
2008/2009 respectively (based on WWT IGC data). 
 
NOTE 6 
May include breeding Greylag Geese (as no counts of breeding/summering birds are available for this area). 
 
NOTE 7 
The numbers of geese within the scheme are not directly counted and data are taken from the spring roost counts of March and April at Loch of 
Strathbeg, which fluctuate over the years (see Local Scheme accounts in Appendix G). 
 
NOTE 8 
Derivation of a true estimate of the „Scottish wintering population‟ is problematic due to the high turnover of birds that move through Scotland 
during the winter. At present the counts in October are used to derive population estimates. WWT have suggested that counts carried out in 
January, outwith the autumn and spring movement, would be more appropriate to derive a Scottish specific estimate but there are very few years 
of data available to date.
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2.5.1 Svalbard Barnacle Goose 
 
Status and long-term change 
Two distinct populations of Barnacle Geese occur in Scotland (excluding a small 
naturalised population): Greenland and Svalbard. Although these populations are 
morphologically indistinguishable from one another they are geographically isolated.  
 
The Svalbard population of the Barnacle Goose winters mainly on the Solway Firth, 
particularly on the Scottish side, with very small numbers recorded in northeast Scotland 
during the early winter (which are occasionally known to stay for the whole winter 
period). 
 
In 1948 the global (British) population was estimated as ca 300 birds, which was the 
lowest count ever on record (Owen and Black 1999).  However, by the 1960s, the 
population had recovered to ca 2,500-3000 birds and since then the population has 
increased steadily (Figure 2.2) reaching an adopted population count of 32,800 
individuals in the winter of 2009/2010 (GSAG 2010). 
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Figure 2.2      Counts of the biogeographic Svalbard Barnacle Goose population on 

the Solway  (Data provided by Eileen Rees, WWT. For details of 
counts see Section 16.3.3 and Appendix E). 

 
Potential threats and hunting pressures 
A catastrophic event (such as a disease outbreak or major pollution issue) at the 
restricted wintering area is considered the greatest risk to this population.  Impacts of 
predation of eggs by Polar Bears on the breeding grounds have been raised recently. 
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Anecdotally this is been shown to have a large impact at a localised level at the breeding 
sites (e.g. at one colony over 70% of nests were lost through predation, Prop and 
Wolters 2009).  Concerns have also been raised over a possible offshore windfarm in 
the Solway Firth (Fred Olsen Renewables 2010). 
 
Population modelling 
The most recent PVA analyses were carried out on data taken from 1957 to 2003, at 
which time the population was estimated at ca 27,000 birds (Trinder et al. 2005).  The 
results and key recommendations were reported in the last review in 2005.  Since then 
the population has continued to increase and was estimated at just under 32,800 birds in 
the winter of 2008/2009 (GSAG 2010).  The 2008/2009 population is already higher than 
the density dependent predicted population estimate for 2028 of 29,000 individuals; the 
density independent estimate for 2028 is 63,000, assuming no change in demography or 
shooting pressures (see Table 2.6).  
 
Table 2.6     Predicted population sizes and quasi extinction probabilities (for the 

thresholds 1000, 5000, 10000) for Svalbard Barnacle geese for 
baseline models and additional mortality models. Italics indicate 
model parameters that generated a stable population. Taken from 
Trinder et al. (2005). Predictions given are limited to those provided in 
the text of Trinder et al. (2005). 

 

Model Predicted 
population in 25 

years (2028) 

Quasi extinction probability 
Threshold 

1000 
Threshold 

5000 
Threshold 

10,000 

DD DI DD DI DD DI DD DI 
Baseline 
No mortality 

29,000 63,000 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Extra mortality 350 p.a. 27,000 - - - - - - - 
Extra mortality 1000 p.a. 22,500 - <0.1% 1% 0.1% 2.5% 1% 6% 
Extra mortality 1500 p.a. - 27,000- - - - - - 25% 
Extra mortality 2000 p.a. - - 36% 42% 48% 48% 66% 55% 
Extra mortality 3000 p.a. - - 99% 88% 99% 89% 99% 92% 
 
The PVA needs to be updated for this species, to assess how the predicted population 
trajectory compares with current population estimates and assess any further evidence 
for the onset of density dependent processes.  The updated analysis could benefit from 
the inclusion of data from over 10,000 individuals dating back to the 1960s that were 
excluded previously and the authors suggest could have improved the survival 
estimates. 
 
Changes since policy inception in 2000 

 The Scottish population of Svalbard Barnacle Goose has showed a sustained 
increase (of 37%) since 1999/2000 (Table 2.5; Figure 2.2).  

 
Changes since the 2005 review and recommendations 

 AEWA has recently revised the status of Svalbard Barnacle Goose, downgrading 
it in 2009 from category A2 to B1 to reflect the population now exceeding 25,000 
individuals (Table 2.2).  It now has the same AEWA status as Greenland 
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Barnacle Goose, making a derogation to shoot for the purposes of mitigating 
agricultural damage (if required by future policy) equally as valid as for Greenland 
Barnacle Goose in terms of the conditions of AEWA. 

 Both populations of Barnacle Goose remain on Annex I of the EU Birds Directive 
(as non-quarry species). 

 Concerns have been raised very recently, however, over predation of Svalbard 
Barnacle Goose eggs by Polar Bears during the breeding season and over a 
possible offshore windfarm in the Solway Firth.  

 International collaboration will be required to establish the impacts of Polar Bear 
predation on the Svalbard Barnacle Goose population. 

 There is a need to update the population modelling for this species in order to: 
compare rigorously predicted population trajectories with observed changes; 
further investigate whether density dependence is acting; to take account of 
recent adverse changes in breeding success; and to potentially include additional 
data to improve estimates of annual survival rates. 
 

2.5.2 Greenland Barnacle Goose 
 
Status and long-term change 
Greenland Barnacle Geese winter almost exclusively in Scotland and Ireland.  The 
majority of the wintering population is hosted on a number of key sites, namely Islay, Coll 
and Tiree, and South Walls, Orkney. 
 
In 1959, the global population (Britain and Ireland) was estimated at 8277 birds, of which 
7000 were thought to occur in Scotland.  Over the last 50 years, there has been a steady 
increase in numbers (Figure 2.3a), apart from a notable drop in numbers in 1983, which 
was followed by rapid recovery in the following census of 1988.  The most recent 
comprehensive survey in 2008 estimated a global wintering population of 70,501, of 
which 58,269 (83%) were in Scotland (Mitchell et al. 2008).  This represented a 23% 
increase in numbers within Scotland and a 25% increase at the global level since the 
last international survey in 2003. Most of the steady increase in population is attributable 
to the increased numbers on Islay (Figure 2.3a), which holds an estimated 63.8% of the 
total wintering population (Mitchell et al. 2008). 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



REVISED VERSION OCTOBER 2010 

 59 

0

10000

20000

30000

40000

50000

60000

70000

80000

59
/60

62
/63

65
/66

68
/69

71
/72

74
/75

77
/78

80
/81

83
/84

86
/87

89
/90

92
/93

95
/96

98
/99

01
/02

04
/05

07
/08

Year

G
re

en
la

nd
 B

ar
na

cl
e 

nu
m

be
rs

Biogeographic Scotland Islay Ireland
 

 
Figure 2.3a    Counts of Greenland Barnacle Geese for the biogeographic, 

Scottish, Irish and Islay populations based on the International 
Censuses (Data provided by Carl Mitchell, WWT from 
WWT/GSMP/National Parks and Wildlife Service in Ireland: see 
Appendix E). Note that counts for Islay here vary slightly compared to the 
international count data  used for the local scheme reports  (see Figure 
G1) because a different selection of seasonal counts is used for each 
purpose. 
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Figure 2.3b    Counts of Greenland Barnacle Geese within local goose 

management scheme areas: Islay = seasonal average of adopted 
counts based on the international counts (see Section 16.1.3); Uists 
= February counts (see Section 16.7.2); South Walls = peak counts 
(see Section 16.5.3); Kintyre = peak counts (see Section16.2.3); and 
Coll and Tiree = peak counts (see Section 16.6.3) (Data sources 
:Islay and Uists data from 2010 GSAG report via Simon Cohen, SNH; 
South Walls data from LGMS annual reports; Coll and Tiree data 
from Ben Jones and John Bowler RSPB; see also Appendix G). 

 
Potential threats and hunting pressures 
Although the Barnacle Goose is not listed as a quarry species in the EU, a derogation 
exists under the Birds Directive to permit shooting of Greenland Barnacle Geese to 
prevent agricultural damage on Islay. Information on the numbers shot is collated 
annually by the Scottish Government and in 2009, a total of 656 Barnacle Geese were 
shot (based on bag limits, a further 93 birds may have yet to be reported).  Greenland 
Barnacle Geese can also be shot in Iceland during the open season and an average of 
1700 was shot each year between 1995 and 2002 (Trinder et al. 2005). 
 
Population modelling 
The most recent PVA analyses were carried out on data taken from 1966 to 2003 based 
on the Islay population, at which time numbers were estimated at ca 36,000 birds 
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(Trinder et al. 2005).  The results and key recommendations were reported in the last 
review in 2005. Since then the population on Islay has continued to increase, reaching a 
peak in the winter of 2006-2007 of over 50,000 birds (GSAG, 2010).  This already 
exceeds the density dependent predicted population of 34,000 for 2028; the predicted 
population size for 2028 from the density independent modelling is 100,000 individuals 
(see Table 2.7).  Despite the PVA population predictions, there have been declines in 
the numbers on Islay over the three winters since 2007/2008, with the population 
estimated at ca 42,000 individuals in 2009/2010.  
 
Table 2.7        Predicted population sizes and quasi extinction probabilities (for the 

thresholds 1000, 5000, 10000) for  Greenland Barnacle geese for 
baseline models and additional mortality models.  Italics indicate 
model parameters that generated a stable population. Taken from 
Trinder et al. (2005). Predictions given are limited to those provided 
in the text of Trinder et al. (2005). 

 

Model 

Predicted 
population in 25 

years (2028) 

Quasi extinction probability 
Threshold 

1000 
Threshold 

5000 
Threshold 

10,000 

DD DI DD DI DD DI DD DI 
Baseline 
(500 shot in 
UK and 1,700 
in Iceland) 

34,000 100,000 0% 0% <0.01% 0% <0.01% <0.01% 

Extra 
mortality 500 
p.a. 

<30,000 - <0.01% <0.01% <0.01% <0.01% 2.5% 0.01% 

Extra 
mortality 1500 
p.a. 

<10,000 35,000 19% 11% 27% 15% 42% 21% 

Extra 
mortality 2500 
p.a.  

- - 9% 57% 94% 62% 97% 67% 

 
The PVA needs to be updated for this species, particularly as the current models for 
Islay (whether density dependent or independent) appear to predict population growth 
against empirical evidence for population decline over the past three winters.  There is 
evidence that there have been recent changes to demographic rates (breeding success; 
below), the inclusion of which might improve the modelling predictions.  Resighting 
information (from colour marked individuals from areas other than Islay) was not 
included in the PVAs, and inclusion of that information could improve the survival 
estimates (according to Trinder et al. 2005).   Also, no attempt was made to differentiate 
between natural and shooting mortality, which should be addressed in future if possible. 
 
Changes since policy inception in 2000 

 The Scottish population of Greenland Barnacle Goose as a whole increased by 
29% between 1998/1999 and the last full census in 2007/2008 (Table 2.5; Figure 
2.3a). 
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 Local Goose Managament Scheme counts from the Uists and Kintyre have 
shown increases over the period since 2000, and numbers on South Walls have 
been fairly stable (Table 2.5; Figure 2.3b). 

 Numbers on the Uists and Tiree and Coll have shown some increase since 2000 
(Table 2.5; Figure 2.3b). 

 Numbers on Islay have fallen over the three winters since 2007/2008 but were 
still ca 8% higher in 2009/2010 than in the winter of 2000/2001 (Table 2.5; Figure 
2.3b). 

 The status of the global population cannot be assessed fully until the next 
international survey takes place (currently programmed for 2013). 

 There have also been possible declines in the last four years in the breeding 
success of the geese wintering on Islay (GSAG 2010). 

 
Changes since the 2005 review and recommendations 

 Annual counts of Greenland Barnacle Geese on Islay have indicated a decrease 
over the last three years of more than 10,000 birds (Figure 2.3b; GSAG 2010). 
This could indicate either a true decrease in the global population or a change in 
geographic distribution. 

 We have considered carefully the likelihood that geese could have moved away 
from Islay (due to scaring disturbance or for other reasons) to winter elsewhere. 
There is no evidence from ringing for significant mixing with the Svalbard 
population on the Solway (the last Islay ringed birds sighted there was a pair in 
February 2006 with only odd birds, less than annual, prior to that, L. Griffin, pers. 
comm.). Of the key Scottish wintering sites for Greenland Barnacles that are 
counted every year, trends over the last few years have been variable (Table 2.5; 
Figure 2.3b; WWT 2010). However, the last aerial survey of Ireland in 2008 
showed a ca 35% increase in numbers there compared to the 2003 survey, some 
sites in Ireland have shown substantial recent increases (e.g. a doubling of birds 
wintering in Sligo from ca 2000 to 4000; C. Mitchell, pers. comm.) and only ca 
50% of the Irish wintering population is watched intensively and checked for rings 
on an annual basis. In addition, the numbers of Greenland Barnacle Geese 
ringed on Islay have decreased in recent years (C. Mitchell, pers. comm.), which 
will reduce the probability of detecting Islay birds elsewhere even if they occur. 

 The current numbers on Islay are still ca 8% higher than those reported in 
2000/2001. 

 The mean breeding success of Greenland Barnacle Geese on Islay, as 
represented by the percentage of young, over the period 2006-2009 was lower 
than the mean for 2001-2010 (with particularly low breeding success in 2006 and 
2009; GSAG 2010). 

 There is a need to update the population modelling for this population because: 
predicted population trajectories appear not to reflect observed population 
changes in the most recent years; breeding success may have changed 
(decreased); information on movements should be incorporated if sufficient to 
improve modelling; natural and shooting mortality should be treated separately if 
possible. 

 There is a need to update the global and Scottish censuses for this population to 
check whether the population decreases on Islay are real decreases or a result of 
population redistribution. 

 There has been an increased emphasis on goose scaring under the Islay Local 
Goose Management Scheme since 2005/2006, making it compulsory to shoot 
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over all new reseeds.  Evidence available for the winters of 2002/2003 to 
2006/2007 suggested that the policy change resulted in both an increase in the 
numbers of fields shot over from 2005/2006 onwards (Table 3 in Douglas et al. 
2009) and in an almost doubling of fields in which non-shooting scaring was 
implemented (Table 1 in Douglas et al. 2009). 

 The current derogation allowing the lethal shooting of Greenland Barnacle Geese 
on Islay is perceived by some stakeholders as being contrary to the EU 
legislation because: it has not been demonstrated that lethal shooting is more 
effective at mitigating economic losses than shooting to scare or other non-
shooting scaring methods (from the results of Douglas et al. 2009); and it 
involves geographical areas of Islay close to SPAs for Greenland Barnacle 
Geese (a conflict of conservation versus mitigation interests).  Given the recent 
declines in numbers of Greenland Barnacle Geese on Islay, suspected recent 
declines in breeding success and uncertainties surrounding the results of the 
population modelling carried out to date, a precautionary approach would dictate 
reverting the derogation (see also 2.5.3, 2.7.6 and 2.8).  At the very least, the 
population modelling and full census of this population should be updated and 
the degree of uncertainty in predicted population trajectories assessed explicitly. 
It is important to establish whether any redistribution of the population is 
occurring (e.g. to winter in parts of Ireland not surveyed annually). 

 Serious consideration should also be given to previous suggestions to take more 
of an experimental approach to assessing the affects of scaring on Islay, either 
via direct counts (e.g. Douglas et al. 2009) or using grass growth as a proxi for 
goose numbers (e.g. RSPB pers. comm.). 

 
 
2.5.3 Greenland (Greater) White-fronted Goose 
 
Status and long-term change 
There are two subspecies of the Greater White-fronted Goose that occur in the UK: the 
Greenland and the European (of which only the former is of relevance for Scotland). 
  
The Greenland population of the Greater White-fronted Goose overwinters almost 
exclusively in the north and west of Scotland and in Ireland (Wexford Slobs in the south 
east, and and in the west and north Midlands of Ireland).  Small numbers also known to 
occur in Norway.  Apart from on Islay (the key site in Scotland), this species tends to 
occur in relatively small and isolated flocks along the west coast of Scotland (see 
www.greenlandwhitefront.org/gb-site-inventory). 
 
Increases in the global population (Britain and Ireland) have been observed from 16,541 
birds recorded in 1983 to a peak of 35,692 in 1999, when 62% of the population was 
wintering in Scotland (International Species Action Plan 2009).  From 2000 onwards, 
numbers have declined steadily however (Figure 2.4a).  The last published report based 
on counts in 2009 estimated a global population of 23,162, of which 54% wintered in 
Scotland (Fox et al. 2009).  Of the 17 wintering sites holding fewer than 200 birds, eight 
currently show declining numbers and extinctions have occurred already at a further nine 
sites during the last 26 years (GWGS, 2010). 
 
In terms of Scottish goose populations, the Greenland White-fronted Goose is the only 
species to have a Species Action Plan under the AEWA, although the plan has yet to be 
finalised.  The plan will be published as an AEWA Technical Report, although formal 
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endorsement will not take place until Spring 2012 when the next meeting of the Parties 
is due to take place.  The Greenland White-fronted Goose is „red-listed‟ in Birds of 
Conservation Concern due to concerns over the status of its population (see Table 2.2). 
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Figure. 2.4a    Counts of Greenland White-fronted Geese for the biogeographic, 

Scottish and Islay populations based on the International Census 
(Data provided by Tony Fox, GWGS: see Appendix E). Note that 
hollow symbols for the biogeographic population indicate years in which 
the counts were incomplete due to lack of coverage in Ireland and hence 
are minimum estimates. No data were collected in 2001 due to the 
outbreak of Foot and Mouth disease. 
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Figure. 2.4b   Counts of Greenland White-fronted Geese for the biogeographic, 

Irish and Wexford populations based on the International Census 
(Data provided by Tony Fox, GWGS: see Appendix E). Note that 
hollow symbols for the biogeographic population indicate years in which 
the counts were incomplete due to lack of coverage in Ireland and hence 
are minimum estimates. No data were collected in 2001 due to the 
outbreak of Foot and Mouth disease. 
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Figure. 2.4c    Counts of Greenland White-fronted Geese within local goose 

management scheme areas: Islay =seasonal average of adopted 
counts (see Section 16.1.3); Kintyre = peak counts (see Section 
16.2.3); and Coll and Tiree = peak counts (see Section 16.6.3) (Data 
for local schemes were provided as follows: Islay data from 2010 
GSAG report via Simon Cohen, SNH; Kintyre data from Hazel White, 
SNH; and Coll/Tiree data from Ben Jones and John Bowler RSPB). 

 
Potential threats and hunting pressures 
Changes in productivity have to date been accepted as the principle driver of population 
decline (International Species Action Plan 2009), and population declines have been 
attributed largely to changes on the breeding grounds. 
 
The Canada Goose has recently expanded its range and is now found breeding 
extensively in the west of Greenland.  Canada Geese are thought to behaviourally 
dominant to Greenland White-fronted Geese (Malecki et al. 2000 cited by Trinder 
2010a).  Likely interactions include displacement from breeding territories, although 
direct evidence is hard to provide particularly at a large scale (Fox et al. 2006).   During 
the the wing moult period, when birds are very restricted in their movement, Greenland 
White-fronted Geese in the presence of Canada Geese can change from feeding on 
their preferred food type and have a lower food intake  (Kristiansen and Jarrett 2002). 
 
Breeding success has been shown to be consistently lower for the period 1995-2007 for 
the Greenland White-fronted Geese that winter on Islay and at Wexford Slobs, Ireland 
(Boyd and Fox 2008).  This change is concurrent with change in the values of the 
Atlantic Multidecadal Oscillation Index (AMO) to consistently positive values (resulting in 
both higher levels and higher annual variation in precipitation during the winter and 
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spring, which at this time will fall as snow, at the breeding grounds).  In other arctic 
nesting geese a negative relationship has been demonstrated between snow cover and 
breeding success (e.g. Pink-footed geese on Svalbard; Madsen et al. 2007).  This is 
likely to be mediated through a delay to the onset of breeding, depleting the reserves of 
energy built up at the wintering grounds or reducing the availability of foraging sites. In 
extreme cases, where snow melt is insufficient, birds may abandon nesting attempts 
altogether (e.g. Red-breasted Geese in Siberia: Kostin and Mooij 1995).  Although, there 
is no empirical snow cover data for the area of the breeding grounds in Greenland where 
Greenland White-fronted Goose breed, breeding success may have been reduced by a 
increase in snow cover (Boyd and Fox 2008) according to the mechanisms suggested 
for arctic-nesting geese in other areas (above). 
 
Hunting of Greenland White-fronted Geese has been banned in the UK since 1982, 
apart from some shooting under licence between 1985 and 1989 in Wexford, Ireland. 
Similarly an embargo on hunting of Greenland Whitefronts was imposed in Iceland in 
2006, where previously up to 3,300 birds were thought to be shot annually.  More recent 
bag information has shown that up to 300 birds were shot illegally in the two years 
subsequent to the hunting ban in Iceland.  Until recently up to 100-200 birds were also 
estimated to be shot in Greenland but a ban was also imposed in Greenland in 2009. 
Hunting of the Greater White-fronted goose is permitted in England and Wales but this is 
likely to have a minimum impact on the Greenland population. 
 
It is agreed that reductions in breeding success, due to the above factors, are sufficient 
in magnitude to account for the majority of the decline in numbers shown in recent years, 
and numbers appear to have stablised somewhat (Figure 2.4)since the ban on shooting 
in Iceland in autumn 2006 (T. Fox pers. comm.).  However, numbers on Islay have 
shown a disproportionately large decline compared to some other areas (Figure 2.4) and 
it is not possible for us to conclude definitively that changes in the wintering areas are 
not a contributory factor.  It is possible that Greenland Whitefronts are experiencing 
competition from the increased numbers of Greenland Barnacle Geese on Islay, 
particularly given the increased use of intensively managed grasslands by the 
Whitefronts in the last 20 years and the faster intake rate of the smaller Barnacle Geese, 
which theoretically could provide them with a competitive advantage (T. Fox pers. 
comm.). 
 
The Scottish wintering population of Greenland White-fronted Goose comprises a 
number of relatively small flocks (excluding the population on Islay).  Greenland White-
fronted Geese are known to be highly site faithful and flocks are thought to restrict their 
habitat use to a small number of fields.  Therefore changes at a localised scale (e.g. 
alterations in  farming practices at the scale of a farm unit) could have a significant 
impact on these small wintering flocks, potentially renders small populations them at high 
risk of extinctions.  To date it has been difficult to make habitat management 
recommendations to benefit Greenland White-fronted Geese during the winter period. 
Traditionally the species foraged on natural wetlands, including oceanic blanket mires 
and raised bog systems, but over recent years the birds have been shown to also feed 
on intensively managed grasslands.  This change is unlikely to be due to habitat 
destruction however.  Flocks foraging solely on improved grassland and arable stubble 
during the winter have been shown to have higher breeding success compared to those 
exclusively feeding on bogland habitats (Fox et al. 2005).  This was contrary to popular 
belief at the time that Greenland Whitefronts were likely to perform better when feeding 
in their traditional foraging habitat.  An ongoing joint study between the Greenland 
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White-fronted Goose Study Group, WWT and SNH will collate habitat use, land use and 
conservation issues for small wintering flock sites in Scotland.   This work is not due to 
be completed until 2011 but it is anticipated that it will provide crucial information on how 
to best manage for these small and isolated populations of Greenland White-fronted 
Geese. 
 
Other factors that have been identified as being of importance have little supporting 
evidence and are not discussed further at this stage: disturbance at either roost or 
feeding sites; collision with wind turbines or power lines; degradation of habitat through 
poor management /mining activities; disease and pollution (International Species Action 
Plan 2009). 
 
Population modelling 
The most recent PVA analyses were carried out on data collected from 1998 to 2007; 
the Scottish population was estimated at ca 13,000 in 2007 (Trinder 2010a).  The 
baseline models, density dependent and density independent, both predicted a 
population increase over 25 years, with estimates of 25,000 and 30,000 respectively 
(see Table 2.8).  The quasi extinction risks of the population falling below 10,000 for 
these simulations were 0 and 3% respectively.  The most recent Scottish population 
estimate indicates that the population has continued to decline, however, with a 
population estimate of ca 12,500 individuals for the winter of 2008/2009 (Fox et al. 
2009).  
 
The modelling considered the impact of resuming higher levels of shooting (e.g. back to 
the levels when Icelanders were hunting Whitefronts in the years prior to 1996): the 
predicted populations from both the density dependent and density independent models 
were zero in 25 years.  Even an extra mortality of 2000 and 1300 birds per annum, for 
density dependent and density independent models respectively, resulted in a quasi 
extinction risk to a threshold below 10,000 of 100%.  Hence it was rightly recommended 
that the Icelandic hunting ban be kept in place. 
 
The modelling also considered possible changes in the numbers of breeding pairs under 
two scenarios: 

(i) due to the relatively low reproductive output of the population, which appears 
to have declined further over the last decade (possibly as a result of 
competition with Canada Geese in western Greenland during the post-
breeding moult period); and 

(ii) a converse scenario in which the area available for Greenland White-fronts to 
breed might actually increase if climate change were to result in the reduction 
of the extent of the Greenland ice-cap (one predicted scenario according to 
Trinder 2010a) 

 
It was shown that if the density-dependent threshold number that can breed at the 
maximum rate was reduced by 800 breeding birds per annum,  there was a 24% chance 
of the population falling below the threshold of 20,000 (compared to just 12% predicted 
from the baseline model).  If the threshold number was increased by 800, then there was 
only a 7% probability of the population falling below 20,000. 
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Table 2.8        Predicted population sizes and quasi extinction probabilities (for the 
thresholds 10000, 20000) for Greenland White-fronted goose for 
baseline, additional mortality and reduced breeding success 
models.  Taken from Trinder 2010a. Predictions given are limited to 
those provided in the text of Trinder 2010a.  

 
Model Predicted population 

in 25 years  
Quasi extinction probability 

Threshold 
10,000 

Threshold 
20,000 

DD DI DD DI DD DI 
Baseline 
(post moratorium - 300 
shot) 

25,000 30,000 0% 3% 12% - 

Extra mortality 1000 p.a. - - 15% 97% - - 
Extra mortality 1300 pa.  - - - - - 100% 
Extra mortality >2000 p.a.  - - 100% 100% 100% - 
Extra mortality 3000 p.a.  0 0 - - - - 
Decrease density 
dependent threshold for 
birds breeding at maximum 
rate by 800 p.a 

- - - -- 24% - 

Increase density dependent 
threshold for birds breeding 
at maximum rate by 800 p.a 

- - - - 7% - 

 
The modelling did consider the ban on shooting of Whitefronts in Iceland in autumn 2006 
(prior to which ca 3300 birds were shot per annum).  It is important to note, however, that 
at the time the modelling was carried out, 100-200 Whitefronts were still being shot on 
an annual basis in Greenland (Fox and Stroud 2002) but a ban was introduced in 
Greenland in 2009.  This should now be reduced, with the exception of perhaps 100 
birds that may be shot accidentally each year (Trinder 2010a).  Sensitivity modelling 
carried out as part of the PVA analyses indicated that factors which influence adult 
survival will have the highest relative impact on the population growth rate (compared to 
juvenile survival and mean brood size).  Therefore even relatively modest numbers of 
birds no longer being shot (in Greenland) on an annual basis may have an impact on the 
baseline population predictions and, in this case, predicted increases from the baseline 
model could actually be greater than those of Trinder (2010a). 
 
Changes since policy inception in 2000 

 The Scottish Greenland White-fronted Goose population has shown a steady 
decrease of 34% between 1999/2000 and 2008/2009 (Table 2.5; Figure 2.4a), 
with the global population showing a 28% decline over the same period. These 
declines had already started to occur in 1999. 

 Numbers on Islay, which hosts the largest number of Whitefronts in Scotland, 
declined by 51% between 1999/2000 and 2008/2009, numbers on Tiree and Coll 
decreased by 30%, whilst numbers in Kintyre showed only a minor change over 
the same period (Table 2.5; Figure 2.4c).  Numbers in Wexford (the other major 
concentration) also did not show any marked decline (AEWA Species Action Plan 
2010; Figure 2.4b).  
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 Numbers of Whitefronts in the smaller isolated flocks have continued to decline, 
although there is no evidence to suggest that the rates of decline have changed 
since 2000 (T. Fox pers. comm.).  

 
Changes since the 2005 review and recommendations 

 AEWA upgraded the status of Greenland White-fronted Goose in 2009 from A3c 
to A2, reflecting the fall in the population to below 25,000 individuals (see Table 
2.2). 

 Iceland introduced a ban on hunting in 2006 (prior to which ca 3300 birds were 
shot annually).  Greenland introduced a ban on hunting in 2009 (prior to that date 
100-200 individuals were thought to be shot annually.  The bans on shooting in 
Iceland and Greenland need to be maintained while the population is still in 
decline and is of high conservation concern. 

 There is a need to update the population modelling for this species because: 
predicted population trajectories (which predict increases) do not reflect observed 
population changes (continued decrease, particularly on Islay); less birds should 
now be being shot due to the shooting ban in Greenland and the models (adult 
survival estimates) could be particularly sensitive to this change. 

 There has been an increased emphasis on goose scaring under the Islay Local 
Goose Management Scheme since 2005/2006, making it compulsory to shoot 
over all new reseeds. Evidence available for the winters of 2002/2003 to 
2006/2007 suggested that this policy change resulted in both an increase in the 
numbers of fields shot over from 2005/2006 onwards (Table 3 in Douglas et al. 
2009) and in an almost doubling of the number of fields in which non-shooting 
scaring was implemented (Table 1 in Douglas et al. 2009). 

 Whilst there prevails a concensus view that declines in Greenland White-fronted 
Goose numbers are being driven largely by changes on the breeding grounds 
(potential competition with Canada Geese and/or increased snow cover) and the 
very recent decrease in hunting pressure (helping numbers to stabilize), the 
observed decline on Islay is not entirely consistent with the evidence (and the 
declining numbers on Islay since 2000/2001 have contributed disproportionately 
to the overall decline in numbers observed over the last 10 years).  Competition 
with Greenland Barnacle Geese on Islay, and indirect effects of scaring under the 
Islay LGMS cannot be completely discounted as contributing to the Whitefront 
decline on Islay. 

 Given the high conservation concern attached to this species (including the 
upgrading of AEWA status), it should be of highest conservation priority under 
future goose management policy. 

 If taking a precautionary approach, it is not possible to conclude for certain that 
the scaring undertaken on Islay under the LGMS is not having a negative affect 
on the species‟ conservation (contravening the AEWA Action Plan as it applies to 
AEWA Column A species). 

 However, contrary to this, if Whitefronts on Islay are experiencing increased 
competition from Barnacle Geese, appropriately targeted scaring of Barnacles 
could have a positive influence on the Whitefronts.  We simply do not know how 
the two species interact on Islay, or how they respond to current scaring 
pressures. 

 On Islay, we recommend that in future Greenland White-fronted Geese and 
Barnacle Geese receive specific and separate treatment in the LGMS objectives 
and recording protocols.  In particular: numbers and species of geese should be 
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recorded in fields immediately before they are shot over (which has not 
happened to date; Douglas et al. 2009); comprehensive field-by-field information 
should be collected on the implementation of non-shooting scaring devices, and 
the use of gas guns (which has not happened to date; Douglas et al. 2009); and 
more information should be collected and assessed regarding interactions 
between the two goose species. 

 Serious consideration should also be given to previous suggestions to take more 
of an experimental approach to assessing the affects of scaring on Islay, either 
via direct counts (e.g. Douglas et al. 2009) or using grass growth as a proxi for 
goose numbers (e.g. RSPB pers. comm.). 

 Greenland White-fronted Goose should also continue to be prioritized in terms of 
conservation objectives and information collection under other LGMSs where the 
species occurs (Kintyre). 

 To fulfil obligations concerning maintenance of species range, future goose 
management policy should prioritise and support the positive conservation 
management of small flocks (and the current Greenland White-fronted Goose 
Study of land-use and conservation at small wintering sites in Scotland; GWGS 
April 2010). 

 
2.5.4 Icelandic Greylag Goose 
 
Status and long-term change 
There are three populations of Greylag Goose that occur in the Scotland.  Two of these 
are resident all year round: the native and naturalised/re-established populations 
(below).  The third population, of the Icelandic Greylag goose, is only present in Scotland 
outside the breeding season.  Morphologically birds from these populations are thought 
to be identical and in recent years it has become apparent that the ranges of the 
different populations may overlap in certain areas.  The Icelandic population is by far the 
most abundant compared to the other sedentary populations. 
 
The Icelandic population of Greylag Goose winters mainly in Britain and Ireland, with 
much smaller numbers occurring in south west Norway and the Faroe Islands (Mitchell 
et al.1999).  
 
Numbers of Icelandic Greylag Geese have increased since 1960, when approximately 
30,000 birds were estimated, until 1991, when a peak of ca 110,000 birds was attained. 
Subsequently there was a decline in numbers over the next decade, with an apparent 
low of ca 73,000 birds in the winter of 2002/2003 (Figure 2.5a).  The low count in 
2002/03 was likely to be due to the late arrival of birds from Iceland and the lack on 
inclusion of a number of sites in the survey in 2002 (Hearn 2004).  Numbers since then 
have started to increase again (Figure 2.5a) and the most recent published UK 
population estimate of wintering birds in 2008/2009 was 98,291 birds, of which 74,324 
occurred in Scotland (Mitchell 2009). 
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Figure 2.5a    Counts of the biogeographical population of Icelandic Greylag 

Goose based on the International Census (Data provided by Carl 
Mitchell, WWT from WWT/GSMP/Trinder et al. in press; see also 
Appendix E). Note that these data  include counts from Iceland, Faroes, 
South-west Norway and Ireland from the late 1990s onwards. The data 
have been corrected from 1985 onwards to remove the resident 
population of birds on Orkney that were formerly included in the totals 
(following Trinder et al. in press). The annual local goose management 
scheme reports have a more basic (and less accurate) correction factor 
applied and WWT intend to adopt the new annual population estimates at 
the end of the year. 
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Figure 2.5b   Numbers of wintering Greylag Geese on Orkney (Data provided by 
RSPB). Note that these counts include both wintering Icelandic and 
resident Greylag Geese. 

 
Potential threats and hunting pressures 
Previous estimates for the UK annual shooting bag total of Icelandic Greylag geese were 
ca 15,000-20,000 (Hart and Harradine 2003) and 20,000 -25,000 (Frederiksen 2002) 
were being shot around the start of the 21st Century.  There are likely to have been 
changes in the numbers shot in recent years due to the significant redistribution of 
wintering birds (concentrated on Orkney).  Total numbers shot in the UK in recent years 
have been estimated as 10,000-15,000 per year, based on a reduction in the population 
exposed to shooting and the estimated annual shooting bag of 3,000-4,000 on Orkney 
(Trinder 2010b).  In Iceland, the mean number of Greylag Geese shot annually between 
1996 and 2000 was 36,608 (Frederiksen 2002). 
  
There is current concern that hydropower developments in Iceland may reduce the 
extent of breeding habitat available for Greylag Geese.  Although the actual impact of 
development on the availability of breeding habitat has not been assessed, it has been 
suggested that a single development which was recently finished could affect up to 2000 
pairs (Trinder 2010b). 
 
Population modelling 
The most recent PVA analyses were carried out on data collected from to 1998 to 2007; 
the UK population was estimated at ca 100,000 individuals in 2007 (Trinder 2010b).  For 
the purposes of the modelling, the UK population estimate for Icelandic Greylag Goose 
was corrected back to 1986, using an estimated growth rate of the Orkney resident 
population to allow subtraction of the resident birds from the total counts.  Adjustments 
were also made to the estimates of numbers shot, as it was assumed likely that the 
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population will experience lower shooting pressures; it was estimated that ca 8000 less 
birds per annum were being shot (compared to the 60,000 per annum that were thought 
to be shot in the late 1990s in the UK and abroad).  Taking this as the baseline model 
(with 52,000 birds shot per annum in total), the predicted population in 25 years was 
220,000.  If shooting pressure resumed to the levels experienced in the 1990s however, 
the population could decline to 55,000 individuals and there was a 6% probability that 
the population would fall below 25,000 birds.  
 
The impacts of the potential loss of breeding habitat due to concerns over hydropower 
developments in Iceland were also modelled (this was achieved by reducing the 
breeding population).  The risk of the population falling below 50,000 was less than 1% 
until more than 2,000 pairs were prevented from breeding.  However, the risk of decline 
below 50,000 birds increased to over 50% if more than 3,300 pairs were prevented from 
breeding (see Table 2.9).   The risks of the population declining below 25,000 or 10,000 
birds remained less than 1% until the number of pairs prevented from breeding 
exceeded 2,400 or 2,600 respectively (Trinder 2010b). 
 
Table 2.9        Predicted population sizes and quasi extinction probabilities (for the 

thresholds Icelandic greylag geese for different shooting levels and 
reduction in breeding pairs. Predictions given are limited to those 
provided in the text of Trinder 2010b. 

 
Model Predicted 

population 
in 25 years 

Quasi extinction probability 
Threshold 

10,000 
Threshold 

25,000 
Threshold 

50,000 
1990s shooting levels 
(60,000 p.a.) 55,000 - 6% - 

Reduced shooting levels 
(57,000 p.a.) - - - 0.5% 

Current shooting levels ≈ baseline 
(52,000 p.a. adjusted for Orkney 
shift)  

220,000 - 5% - 

Reduced breeding  
(loss of >2000 pairs) - - - 1% 

Reduced breeding  
(loss of >3300 pairs) - - -- 30% 

Reduced breeding  
(loss of >5000 pairs) - - - 100% 

 
The PVA modelling for this species is constrained by the lack of hunting bag data: 
inaccurate estimates of numbers shot (or survival rates) will have a large impact on the 
model predictions and the models must assume that hunting mortality is additive rather 
than compensatory.  At the time of the modelling, it was estimated that the northward 
shift in the wintering area (from 1% of the population wintering on Orkney at the 
beginning of the 1990s to more than 60%), may have resulted in up to 15,000 less birds 
being shot each winter in the UK. However, this apparent reduction in shooting pressure 
had not manifested as an increase in annual survival rates at the time that the modelling 
was undertaken, which Trinder (2010b) suggested might be due to the short period since 
the shooting changes took place. However, the fewer data on survival collected in recent 
years may also have reduced the power to detect changes in survival rates. 
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Changes since policy inception in 2000 

 The Scottish (and UK) population of Icelandic Greylag Goose has increased 
slowly since 2000, during a period when the biogeographical population 
increased by ca 22% (largely through increases in the Icelandic wintering 
component;Table 2.5; Figure 2.5a). 

 Since policy inception there has also been a notable shift in the distribution of the 
Scottish wintering population.  Previously, Icelandic Greylags occurred early in 
the winter in the north and east of Scotland and over the following couple of 
months they redistributed into the southern regions of Scotland and down into 
England (Mitchell and Sigfusson 1999).  Over the last ten years, however, there 
has been a dramatic shift in the distribution, with a major proportion of the 
Icelandic Greylag Goose population now wintering on the archipelago of Orkney 
(Figure 2.5b). 

 The most recent published figures report ca 58,349 Icelandic Greylags on Orkney 
in the winter of 2008/2009, the equivalent of over half the biogeographical 
population (Mitchell 2009) and almost 80% of the Scottish wintering population, 
and an increase of more than 300% since 2000/2001 (Table 2.5). The 
(unpublished) count on Orkney in the winter of 2009/2010 may be as high as 
70,000 birds (Eric Meek pers. comm.). 

 It has also been reported that some Icelandic Greylags are starting to overwinter 
in Iceland (Mitchell 2009). 

 Counts of resident (during the breeding season) Greylag Geese on Orkney are 
not carried out comprehensively every year now however (Eric Meek, pers. 
comm.; Section 2.5.5), which is making it increasingly difficult to assess with 
accuracy the size of the Orkney (and Scottish) wintering population of Icelandic 
birds because birds of the two populations are indistinguishable in the field. 

 
Changes since the 2005 review and recommendations 

 The increasing aggregation of wintering birds on Orkney has continued since 
2005, although conflicts with agriculture are still somewhat focused on problems 
during the breeding season caused by resident birds (Chapter 4 and Appendix H 
Section 17.2). 

 Because of this major shift in the distribution of wintering Icelandic birds, 
comprehensive counts of the Orkney resident (breeding season) population of 
Greylags (Section 2.7.3) are required in order to continue to assess numbers of 
wintering Icelandic birds with any degree of accuracy. 

 With the increasing concentration of wintering Icelandic Greylags on Orkney, 
counting is becoming harder due to the remoteness/lack of accessibility of some 
parts of Orkney and methods of counting may need to change (e.g. it may be 
useful to investigate the feasibility and potential cost of aerial surveys on 
Orkney). 

 The increasing concentration of the wintering population on Orkney may place 
the population at greater risk of a stochastic threat (such as a disease outbreak; 
see section 4.7.2), and this should be taken into account when deciding how to 
manage the population. 

 Current population modelling is limited by the lack of hunting bag information. 
 Better co-ordination between countries in carrying out the winter censuses is 

required to ensure accuracy of biogeographical population counts. 
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 Further collaboration with researchers working in Iceland is required to better 
quantify the potential loss of breeding habitat for Greylag Geese and the extent of 
risk to the biogeographica (and Scottish) population. 

 
 
2.5.5 Native and naturalised Greylag Goose 
 
Status and long-term change (native breeders) 
The native Greylag is the only native breeding goose in the UK and is generally 
regarded as being sedentary (e.g. very few records exceeding 100 km from the breeding 
site; Mitchell 1999).  At one time the resident native Greylag population was restricted to 
the Uists but these birds have since expanded their range to other areas of Scotland, 
including to Lewis and Harris, Coll andTiree, and the north and west regions of the 
mainland (Mitchell 1999).  The most recent survey of breeding Greylag Geese in 
Scotland suggested that birds that occur north and west of the Great Glen Fault 
represent the native breeding population (Mitchell et al. 2010). 
 
The lowest recorded numbers of native Greylag Geese occurred in the 1930s, when 
there was thought to be a population of only 500 birds on the Uists (Berry 1939 cited by 
Mitchell et al. submitted).  By 1997, the population estimate of native Greylags was 
thought to be a minimum of 10,000 individuals (Mitchell et al. 2000), and by 2008/2009 it 
was estimated that there were 34,500 native Greylag Geese, representing a significant 
proportion of the total population estimate of 47,405 breeding Greylag Geese in Scotland 
(Mitchell et al. 2010). 
 
Status and long-term change (naturalised population) 
The presence of the naturalised Greylag Goose population is largely due to the efforts of 
wildfowlers who carried out a coordinated scheme to reintroduce the Greylag Goose into 
area of Scotland and England, using eggs and goslings collected from the native stock 
between the 1930s and 1970s.  This was largely in response to the large decline in 
numbers of the native Greylag Goose at the start of the 20th Century. The most recent 
survey of breeding Greylag Geese in Scotland suggested that birds which occur south 
and east of the Great Glen fault represent the naturalised breeding population (Mitchell 
et al. 2000).  The naturalised Greylag Goose population of Scotland was estimated at 
2,673 birds in 1991 (Brown and Dick 1992).  In 2008/2009 this had increased to an 
estimated 12,985 individuals, of the combined Scottish breeding Greylag Goose 
population total of 47,405 (Mitchell et al. 2010). 
 
The naturalised goose population of the UK was estimated in 1991 at 19,000 individuals 
(Delany 1992) but by 2000 the numbers had increased to 26,540 (Rowell et al. 2004). 
Survey coverage in Scotland was not particularly good in the former year however (see 
Appendix E) 
  
Population threats and hunting pressure (native population) 
On Tiree, hunting bag data have been collected since 1997 by SNH: the numbers shot 
show no overall trend and range from ca 200 to 1,700 per annum (although this upper 
estimate has been questioned subsequently; Trinder et al. 2009).  Licences to shoot 
legally during the closed season were first issued on Tiree in 2004, which has had 
substantial effect on the numbers shot (Trinder et al. 2009).  On the Uists, where bag 
data are also collated by SNH, the numbers shot increased steadily from the mid 1980s 
(when ca 100-300 birds were shot per annum) to ca 1,200-1,400 birds per annum in the 
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late 1990s and early 2000s, with a figure of 1,606 reportedly shot in 2009 (Appendix G, 
Section 16.7.5). 
 
Population modelling (native population) 
The modelling carried out for this species has not used PVA analyses per se but rather 
has predicted future trends assuming various scenarios for the two sub populations of 
Coll and Tiree, and the Uists (Trinder et al. 2009).  Two types of population management 
were considered: shooting and the removal of eggs. In addition, models were run to 
consider two levels of population control: (i) population control imposed regardless of 
population size and; (ii) population control only imposed when the population exceeded 
a set threshold. 
  
When population control was imposed with no reference to a lower threshold, the 
baseline models for both Tiree and Coll and the Uists predicted that the populations will 
continue to increase (see Table 2.10).  In addition, the predicted population sizes were 
very sensitive to any form of population management, either causing the population to 
decline towards zero or display exponential growth.  For example, the predicted median 
population for the Uists ranged from less than 1,000 individuals to over 10,000 by 
altering the annual shooting bag by only 10%.  All models predicted that shooting was 
more efficient as a means of population regulation than the removal of broods.  In 
general, shooting pressure has been shown to be higher on both Tiree and Coll and the 
Uists in more recent years, and if these raised shooting levels are sustained over the 
next 25 years then the populations are predicted to decline dramatically or even 
approach extinction (see Table 2.10). 
 
If population control was only implemented above threshold population sizes, the 
predicted population sizes were far less sensitive to any form of population control. 
Consequently, it was recommended that in order to carry out effective management, 
such management should be varied according to the population size and growth rate. 
This would be consistent with an adaptive management approach to manage 
populations in future.  
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Table 2.10       Predicted population sizes and risks of falling below population of 
1000.  Figures for population control above a lower threshold were 
not given and cannot be presented for comparison.  Predictions 
given are limited to those provided in the text of Trinder et al. 2009. 

 
Model Predicted 

population in 25 
years 

Risk of falling 
below 1000 

Risk of falling 
below 2000 

Tiree/Coll 
Baseline   
Conditions 1998-2007 

7,300 0.5% - 

Constant population control  
15% population shot p.a. 
≈ mean 1998-2007 

<3,000* - - 

Constant population control  
31% shot p.a. 
≈ mean 2005-2008 

0** 100% - 

Uists 
Baseline   
Conditions 1986-2003 

15,700 - 0.1% 

Constant population control  
20% population shot p.a. 
≈ mean 1986-2003 

<6,500* - - 

Constant population control  
26.5% population shot pa. 
≈ mean 2000, 2003, 2006, 2007 

616 - 99%*** 

 
* population was stated to fall below current population 
** predictions indicated that population could fall to zero around 2020. 
*** this was the value cited for the risk of falling below 1800 
 
The modelling for this species has assumed a lack of density dependence, whereby the 
shooting mortality is additive to natural mortality (increased shooting rates are assumed 
not to be compensated for a by a decrease in natural mortality).  If there was 
compensation in natural mortality however, then the predicted declines in populations 
would not be as pronounced.  The modelling has been limited by a lack of demographic 
data for large areas of the north and west of Scotland where the native Greylag Goose 
occurs, and modelling has not considered the naturalized population elsewhere in 
Scotland.  There is also some evidence that colour-marked individuals have moved 
between the Uists and Coll and Tiree but information on movements is still relatively 
scant, particularly for other regions.  It is not known how changes in intensification of 
shooting effort would affect emigration rates.  
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Figure 2.6       Population counts of  Native Greylag Geese within two local goose 

management scheme areas: Uists = August counts (see Section 
16.7.2);  and Coll and Tiree = peak counts (see Section 16.6.3). Islay 
data are from the 2010 GSAG report via Simon Cohen, SNH; and 
Coll/Tiree data from Ben Jones and John Bowler, RSPB. 

 
Changes since policy inception in 2000 

 Populations of native and naturalised Greylag Geese are now thought to overlap 
but the true extent of this overlap is unknown.  Moreover, the populations of 
resident native or naturalised geese are now known to overlap with the wintering 
population of Icelandic greylag, which presents a problem when trying to estimate 
their true numbers. 

 The population estimates available for the native and naturalized population 
(north and west of the Great Glen Fault) indicate an increase in this population of 
>300% to ca 34,500 birds between1997 and 2008/2009 (Table 2.5).  The 
naturalized population (south and east of the Great Glen Fault) increased by 
more than 450% over the same period to ca 13,000 birds. 

 Numbers of native birds in areas with summer LGMSs have apparently either 
stabilised or started to decline in very recent years (Figure 2.6), which has raised 
some concerns over levels of shooting (see Appendix G). 

 Numbers of naturalized birds have risen from 110 (2000) to ca 10,000 
(2008/2009) on Orkney and increases have also occurred on Islay (to ca 1800 
birds in 2009; Table 2.5). 

 
Changes since the 2005 review and recommendations 

 It is becoming increasingly difficult to differentiate between the native and 
naturalised populations because their ranges overlap, and the two „populations‟ 
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are not believed to be genetically distinct (although the empirical evidence for this 
is still scant).  We concur with SNH and Mitchell et al. (2010) that the two 
„populations‟ should now be treated as one (i.e. “native breeding”). 

 If the native and naturalized populations are to be treated as a single population 
in future (as we recommend, after Mitchell et al. 2010), and given the continued 
substantial increases in the numbers of the Native Greylag Goose, we 
recommend that the special protected status under the Wildlife and Countryside 
Act (additional penalty measures during the closed season; Schedule 1 Part II) of 
this species should be reviewed.  This recommendation is based on the 
recognition that the range and numbers of native Greylag geese have increased 
markedly since 1981, when this legislation was introduced (although there is little 
evidence that it has ever had to be enforced).  

 More regular surveys (during the breeding season) are now vital for monitoring 
changes in population size, particularly in areas where native breeding Greylags 
overlap with wintering populations of Icelandic Greylag Geese.  For example, the 
size of the breeding population and nature of the terrain on Orkney make it very 
difficult to count comprehenisively on Orkney each year with the resources 
currently available (Eric Meek, RSPB pers. comm.). 

 Demographic data collected from a range of sites would allow improved 
modelling of future trends and provide inputs into a PVA for the Scottish “native 
breeding” population (which should include the naturalised population in order to 
predict future population changes and thus the potential scale of future 
problems). 

 The complete elimination of this species from some islands (particularly the west 
coast islands of Scotland; the preferred outcome for some stakeholders) would 
be at odds with UK obligations to maintain the range of this naturally occurring 
species. 

 
 
2.5.6 Icelandic Pink-footed Goose  
 
Status and long-term change 
The Icelandic/Greenland Pink-footed goose winters almost entirely in Britain but small 
numbers are also now known to winter on the Faroe Islands, in Norway and in Ireland 
(Mitchell 1999). Within Scotland, these geese are concentrated in the east and south of 
the country. 
 
The long term trend for the Icelandic/Greenland Pink-footed goose population is a 
steady increase since the 1960s (Figure 2.7), when ca 50,000 birds were estimated to 
winter in the UK. A notable rise in numbers occurred from the mid 1980s, and the most 
recent published UK population estimate (for 2008/09) was 351,118 birds, of which 
248,153 were located in Scotland (Mitchell 2009). 
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Figure 2.7       Counts of the biogeographical population of Icelandic Pink-footed 

Goose from the International Census (Data provided by Carl 
Mitchell, WWT from WWT/GSMP, see Appendix E). Note that derivaion 
of a true estimate of the „Scottish wintering population‟ is problematic due 
to the high turnover of birds that move through Scotland during the winter. 
At present the counts in October are used to derive population estimates. 
WWT have suggested that counts carried out in January, outwith the 
autumn and spring movement, would be more appropriate to derive a 
Scottish specific estimate but there are very few years of data available to 
date. 

 
Potential threats and hunting pressure 
There have been concerns raised that Pink-footed Goose breeding habitat could be 
impacted by possible hydropower developments in Iceland.  The extent to which this 
may have had an impact is likely to be minimal, as indicated by the last PVA analyses 
which suggested that a rather large proportion of the breeding grounds (>25%) would 
have to be impacted before a notable population declined would be observed (Trinder et 
al. 2005).  
 
Hunting at the current levels appears to have little impact on the population of Pink- 
footed Goose.  As there is no formal bag reporting system in the UK, the exact numbers 
of Pink-footed Geese that are shot each year are unknown. It has been estimated that 
ca 25,000 geese are shot each year in the UK (Hart and Harradine 2003; Frederiksen 
2002).  Based on mandatory bag data from 1995-2002, it is known that over 13,000 
Pink-footed Geese are also shot annually in Iceland (Trinder et al. 2005).  The shift of 
the UK wintering population of Icelandic Greylag goose further north and onto Orkney 
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may mean that Pink-footed Geese become subject to higher shooting pressure within 
the UK in future (e.g. GSAG 2009). 
 
Population modelling 
The most recent PVA analyses were carried out on data collected from 1950 to 2002 
(the UK population was estimated at ca 210,000 in 2002) and results were reported in 
the last review in 2005 (Trinder et al. 2005).  The current estimate of the UK population 
(based on data from 2008/2009) is over 350,000 birds, which is already much higher 
than the predicted population estimate of 220,000 in around 2028 (based on the 
baseline model- see Table 2.11).  The modelling also explored a range of scenarios for 
altering shooting pressures (Table 2.11). 
 
Table 2.11      Predicted population sizes and quasi extinction probabilities (for the 

thresholds 10,000,20,000,30,000) for Icelandic Pink-footed geese for 
baseline models and additional mortality models. Predictions given 
are limited to those provided in the text of Trinder et al. 2005. 

 
Model Predicted 

population 
in 25 years 

Quasi extinction probability 
Threshold 

10,000 
Threshold 

25,000 
Threshold 

50,000 
Reduced mortality (5000 p.a.) 277,335 0 0 <0.01% 
Baseline (13,000 shot in Iceland and 
25,000 in UK p.a.) 

220,000 0% <0.01% 2% 

Extra mortality (5000 p.a.) 180,000 3% 5% 11% 
Extra mortality  
(10000 p.a.) 

109,000 24% 27% 34% 

Extra mortality (15000 p.a.) 47,000 57% 60% 66% 
 
Given the amount of time that has elapsed since the last PVA, and the current 
population estimates (which far exceed any of the predicted population estimates for 
2028), the outputs have limited use in terms of setting possible management guidance 
for the next five years.  Accurate predictions of population change for this quarry species 
will be dependent on high quality shooting bag information (Trinder et al. 2005). 
  
Changes since policy inception in 2000 

 The population of Iceland/Greenland Pink-footed Geese wintering in Scotland 
increased by 11% between 2000/2001 and 2008/2009, in the context of an 
increase of 43% in the biogeographica population over the same period.  

 
Changes since the 2005 review and recommendations 

 There is no evidence to support a change in conservation status as the 
population continues to increase (Figure 2.7); the species is already on the 
quarry list. 

 Although the current levels of shooting appear to be sustainable, it is important to 
obtain improved UK hunting bag estimates for the Icelandic Pink-footed Goose 
population. 

 Continued international collaboration on shooting mortality data is also required. 
 There is a need to carry out updated PVA analyses, particularly as levels of 

shooting pressure within the UK may increase for this species with the shift of the 
wintering range of Icelandic Greylag Geese northwards and away from mainland 
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Scotland. However, we suggest that PVA model predictions are bound to remain 
uncertain until improved information on shooting take (hunting bag information) is 
available. 

 
2.5.7 Taiga Bean Goose 
 
Status and long-term change 
There are five races of the Bean Goose, only two of which occur in Britain. Only one, the 
Taiga Bean goose, is dealt with as part of the current review (the other, the Tundra Bean 
Goose, occurs mainly in eastern England). 
 
The main wintering grounds of the Taiga Bean Goose are in southern Sweden, Denmark 
and, to a lesser degree, in northern Germany and Poland (Madsen et al. 1999). 
Relatively few Taiga Bean Geese winter in the UK and they are restricted to two sites: 
the Slamannan Plateau, central Scotland; and the Yare Valley in Norfolk. Hence they are 
classified as a scarce winter visitor to the UK. 
 
Numbers of Taiga Bean Geese on the Slamannan Plateau were recorded at ca 100 
birds in the winter of 1985/1986.  Since annual monitoring began, numbers have risen 
consistently until the mid 2000s, when numbers appeared to stabilise between 250 and 
300 birds.  The most recently published count was 265 in 2008/2009 (based on peak 
counts, Maciver 2009).  Taiga Bean Goose numbers at the Yare Valley (England) in the 
1960s were less than 50 birds but by the mid 1980s and early 1990s numbers had 
reached a peak of 400-500 individuals. Subsequently numbers have fallen to just over 
100 birds in 2008/2009 (Mitchell 2010). 
 
Potential threats and hunting pressure 
The Scottish wintering population of Taiga Bean Geese has been relatively stable. The 
main risk is a catastrophic event, which could have a significant impact as the population 
is restricted to a localised area.  Factors identified as risks to the Scottish population 
include disturbance and changes in land use (e.g. forestry, wind farms and opencast 
mining are all mentioned in the LBAP SAP for this population). 
 
Population modelling 
None available 
 
Changes since policy inception in 2000 

 Between 2000/2001 and 2008/2009 numbers in the Scottish wintering area 
(Slammanan Plateau) increased by 47% (180 to 265 individuals; Table 2.5). 

 
Changes since the 2005 review and recommendations 

 There is no evidence to suggest a change in the conservation status of the 
Scottish population. 

 Due to the status of Taiga Bean Goose as a scarce winter visitor to the UK, 
future goose policy should continue to support positive conservation 
management of the Scottish flock centred on the Slamannan Plateau. 
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2.5.8 Brent Geese 
 
East Atlantic Light-bellied Brent Goose  
The main wintering grounds for the East Atlantic Light-bellied Brent Goose are in  
Denmark and on Lindisfarne, northern England but very small numbers occur regularly 
on the Inner Moray Firth, Inverness and the Eden Estuary in Fife (Mitchell et al. 
submitted).  The UK population of the East Atlantic light-bellied Brent Goose has 
increased from 1959/1960, when less than 1000 birds were recorded, to reach a peak of 
just under 5000 birds in 2001/2002.  The most recent estimate of the population was just 
under 3000 birds in 2008/2009.   With respect to birds wintering in Scotland, the five 
year mean for the numbers wintering on the Inner Moray/Firth of Inverness and the Eden 
Estuary have been calculated as 47 and 28 respectively (Holt et al. 2009).  There have 
been no notable changes in this population since the 2005 review. 
 
Eastern Canadian Light-bellied Brent Goose 
The main wintering grounds for the Eastern Canadian Light-bellied Brent Goose are 
almost wholly in Ireland, with smaller numbers reaching the Channel Islands and 
western France (Merne et al., 1999).  In Scotland small numbers occur on passage in 
late winter and spring in the Hebrides and Dumfries and Galloway. 
 
The UK and Irish population of the Eastern Canadian Light-bellied Brent Goose has 
increased from 11,900 in 1960/61, when the first complete census was undertaken to 
over 19,000 in the winter of 1999/2000 (Robinson, et al. 2004).  However, since then 
numbers have increased to 35,000-40,000 in 2007 (Colhoun 2008). No Scottish sites 
hold internationally important numbers but sites may be used as temporary refuges in 
response to weather conditions (Robinson, et al. 2004).  During the early 1990s, small 
numbers began to winter in Dumfries and Galloway, and since 2000, 20-50 (and up to ca 
150) individuals have been counted regularly (overwintering) at Loch Ryan or Luce Bay, 
Dumfries and Galloway (Mitchell & Ogilvie 2007; Ian Bainbridge pers. Comm.). 
Overwintering birds may move between Strangford Lough, Northern Ireland and 
Dumfires and Galloway (there is limited ringing evidence for this; Mitchell & Ogilvie 
2007).  The five year mean for the numbers wintering on Loch Ryan (Dumfries and 
Galloway), Broadford Bay (Skye) and Loch Gruinart (Islay) are 52, 41 and 73 
respectively (Calbrade et al. 2010).  Recent winter counts at Loch Gruinart have been 
much lower and 20-25 birds are now recorded wintering at Loch Indaal (Islay).  Autumn 
passage through Islay has increased from 9000 in 1960‟s to 20,000 at present and these 
are mostly recorded at Loch Gruinart (ap Rheinhalt et al. 2007).  Small passage flocks 
are also reported on the Outer Hebrides from Harris to Barra. 
 
2.5.9 Naturalised Canada Goose 
 
Status and long-term change 
This is an introduced species, which has naturalised extensively throughout the UK but 
notably within England.  From the first population estimate of 3,906 Canada Geese in 
1953 there has been a steady increase in numbers in the UK.  By the 1991 survey, the 
population estimate had reached a peak of 63,581 birds, accompanied by large 
increases in range (Delany 1992).  The most recent survey in 2000 estimated a Canada 
Goose population of 54,587 birds (14% decline relative to the 1991 survey).  Most of the 
Canada Goose population is located in England and population estimates for Scotland 
are limited to two censuses only.  In 1991, the Scottish population of Canada Geese was 
1088 (Delany 1992) and by 2000 it had risen to 1,244 with the highest numbers found on 
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the Beauly Firth and Cromarty Firth (Rowell et al. 2004). There has not been a more 
recent population estimate, but from anecdotal records and annual monitoring it is likely 
there has been a further increase in the Scottish population (Figure 2.8), and some 
stakeholders mentioned that flocks have been noted in a number of areas. 
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Figure 2.8      Annual trends (indices) in wintering (resident) Canada Geese 

numbers in Great Britain, Scotland, Wales, and England (Data 
provided by Neil Calbrade, BTO based on counts from the 
BTO/RSPB/JNCC WeBS in association with WWT; see Appendix E). 
Indexing techniques are used to track relative changes in numbers from 
incomplete data (when sites have not been visited an expected count is 
used based on the previous pattern of counts; only sites with over 50% 
coverage are used). Annual indices are expressed relative to the most 
recent year for data are available, which takes an arbitary value of 100. 
The trends presented here have been smoothed using generalized 
additive modelling. 

 
Population modelling 
None available 
 
Changes since policy inception in 2000 

 According to anecdotal records and annual monitoring of wintering numbers, the 
Canada Goose appears to be increasing in Scotland (Figure 2.8). 

 During the last national (UK) survey in 2000 the main concentrations of birds in 
Scotland were found on the Beauly and Cromarty Firths. Previously, these 
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Canada Geese largely migrated from their breeding grounds in central England 
to moult in Scotland, and returned following moulting (Wernham et al. 2002). 

 However, whether birds from these moulting flocks are staying in Scotland to 
breed, or others are moving into Scotland, provisional data collected as part of 
the BTO/BWI/SOC Bird Atlas 2007-11 project suggest large increases in the 
range of breeding Canada Geese in Scotland since the previous atlas survey in 
1988-91, particularly in the central and mid-west of Scotland (D. Balmer BTO 
pers. comm.). 

 The Wetland Bird Survey (WeBS) index for the winter population of species 
shows a sustained increase of ca 40% between 2000/2001 and 2008/2009 (N. 
Calbrade BTO pers. comm.; Figure 2.8). 

 
Changes since the 2005 review and recommendations 

 Given the continued increase in the Scottish population and risks posed by it, 
future goose policy in Scotland should consider carefully and immediately 
whether Canada Goose should be added to Schedule 2 Part II of the 1981 
Wildlife and Countryside Act (as passed in England in 2010). We recommend 
that at the very least the effects of adding Canada Goose to Schedule 2 Part II in 
England are reviewed in five years time to assess whether the legislative change 
has had any discernable effect on population levels in England (see also Section 
2.7.6). 

 
2.5.10 Naturalised Snow Goose 
 
Status and long-term change 
In 1991, a total of 140 Snow geese was found in the UK, of which only four were found 
in Scotland, on the island of Mull (Delany, 1993). In 2000, 86 Snow geese were located, 
of which less than five geese were in Scotland (Rowell et al. 2004).  A small feral 
population is present on north-west Mull and Coll, with a high count of 57 on Mull in 
1981. All breeding now occurs on Coll, where 24 adults and 10 young were recorded in 
2002 (ap Rheinallt et al. 2007). 
 
Changes since the 2005 review and recommendations 
None 
 
2.5.11 Naturalised Bar-headed Goose 
 
Status and long-term change 
A total of 85 Bar-headed geese was recorded in 1991 throughout the UK, with 11 
records from Scotland (Castle Loch, Dumfries and Galloway, South Ronaldsay, Loch 
Tummel, Tayside and Tyninghame, Lothian; Delaney 1993).  In 2000, a total of 83 Bar-
headed geese was reported, of which six were found in Scotland at a single site (Castle 
Loch, Dumfries and Galloway) and two at a unnamed site in Tayside (Rowell et al. 
2004). A small flock possibly exists near Oban, Argyll with 15 reported in 2002, 5 in 2004 
and 4 in 2006 (ap Rheinallt et al. 2007). 
 
Changes since the 2005 review and recommendations 
None 
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2.6 Has the Scottish National Policy Framework succeeded in 
meeting conservation obligations for geese?  

 
The National Policy Framework (NPF) for goose management in Scotland came into 
force in 2000.  Across the combined total population of geese in Scotland (wintering and 
resident) there has been a ca 17% increase in numbers since 2000, and a number of 
species have shown much larger increases (Table 2.5).  This broad evidence suggests 
that policy has, in general terms, served Scottish geese well in terms of the first principle 
objective of the NPF to “Meet the UK‟s nature conservation obligations, within the 
context of wider biodiversity objectives”8.  The majority of stakeholders concur with this 
broad view (see national questionnaire responses on SG website).  It is not possible to 
provide a clear picture of what the counterfactual would have been in terms of delivering 
conservation obligations however (i.e. what would have happened since 2000 in the 
complete absence of any goose policy over and above legal mechanisms).  It is not 
possible to predict with any certainty to what extent the range of stakeholders with goose 
interests (conservation organisations, farmers, hunters) would have taken independent 
actions to rectify the problems that were perceived, and how this balance of actions 
would have affected the overall conservation status of the goose populations involved. 
 
There are two exceptions to the general trend of increasing goose numbers in Scotland 
since the inception of current policy in 2000.  The Greenland White-fronted Goose 
population has shown a steady decrease in the Scottish population of 34% since policy 
inception and its population was given elevated AEWA (conservation concern) status in 
2009 (Section 2.5.3). This suggests that Scottish goose policy is not meeting its 
conservation obligations for this species, a view shared by a number of stakeholders 
including SNH9.  The extent to which this population is limited by factors operating in the 
wintering area (Scotland) is unclear however.  There was evidence for declines prior to 
2000, and there is substantial evidence to suggest that factors outside of Scotland may 
be contributing to the decrease in this population (Section 2.5.3). GSAG has kept 
abreast of the research and evidence for this species, and supported the GWGS in 
development of a project to take forward improved management of small flocks in 
Scotland.   We conclude, however, that the NPF could have done more to prioritise this 
species within policy, particularly within the Islay Local Goose Management Scheme 
(Section 2.5.3).  
 
The Icelandic Greylag Goose population wintering in Scotland is at similar numbers in 
2008/2009 to those found in 2000/2001 but a major shift in its wintering area has 
occurred (to Orkney; see Section 2.5.4).  We conclude that the NPF has met 
conservation obligations for this species since 2000 but could have done more in terms 
of reacting to the changes in distribution, for example by better supporting the collection 
of appropriate evidence (e.g. count data) from Orkney to allow enhanced monitoring of 
this and the breeding season (resident) Greylag population (which has been monitored 
by RSPB and volunteers on Orkney for many years but is becoming increasingly difficult 
to count accurately because of rising numbers and a wider distribution on Orkney). This 

                                                 
8 However, increases in population are likely to be associated with increased damage to agriculture and 
hence an increased cost to society (see Chapter 4).  
9 We would conclude that Scotland‟s conservation obligations were being met if: (i) the population could be 
stabilised; (ii) flocks were not being lost from smaller sites; or (iii) that we could be sure that the factors 
causing the decline were operating exclusively outside of Scotland (UK). 
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shortfall is a reflection of an overall weakness of the NPF (and NGMRG) in the extent to 
which it has been proactive in tackling emerging goose issues throughout Scotland 
(particularly those involving Greylag Geese) during the period since its inception 
(Chapter 3). 
 

The derogation to shoot Greenland Barnacle Geese on Islay has not been accepted by 
all stakeholders in Scotland as contributing appropriately to goose policy in terms of 
meeting the UK‟s nature conservation obligations (Section 2.5.2).  We conclude that 
further evidence is emerging that supports the need to review the situation on Islay fully 
with respect to scaring, in terms of impacts on both Greenland Barnacle and Greenland 
White-fronted Geese (Sections 2.5.2 and 2.5.3). 

The fact that the UK SPA network is incomplete for geese because it fails to protect 
goose feeding areas was highlighted by at least one stakeholder during the current 
review. This is now being addressed at a UK scale through a JNCC review (Section 
2.1.1).  The current NPF has offered some facility to enhance protection of feeding areas 
around SPAs where exceptional circumstances have prevailed (e.g. at Loch of Strathbeg 
through the LGMS there).  The scaring and lethal shooting of Barnacle Geese close to 
SPAs on Islay could be viewed as contrary to meeting conservation obligations if the 
disturbance affects the feeding areas for geese roosting on the neighbouring SPAs. The 
JNCC decision tool for designating feeding areas associated with SPAs will be rather 
critical in this respect for clarifying the situation on Islay and more generally for goose 
policy in terms of defining legitimate management actions in future. 

We conclude overall then that the Scottish Goose NPF has been only partially 
successful in meeting the UK‟s conservation obligations for geese. 
 

2.7 Gaps in knowledge and suggested actions 
 
The populations of most Scottish geese are now stable or increasing. Thus it is important 
that future policy development evaluates carefully the balance required between the first 
two fundamental objectives: on the one hand appropriate protection (to meet 
conservation obligations); and on the other hand active management (to mitigate 
economic loss).  We later suggest that the Scottish Government takes a species-
focussed approach to future policy (Section 7.4) because the balance of priorities 
between the two basic objectives of the current National Policy Framework varies 
between goose species. In Table 2.12 we set out recommendations for the overall level 
of priority that each of the main Scottish goose species should receive within future 
policy based on: (i) the current risk of Scotland defaulting on its conservation obligations 
and agreements for that species; and (ii) the likely future costs posed by each species to 
society (in terms of the likelihood of increases in conflicts with agriculture and thus 
increasing economic costs). 
 
The current economic climate, and generally increasing number of geese in Scotland, 
also means that the third fundamental objective of policy (ensuring value for money) is 
increasing in importance. We now highlight the main gaps in knowledge that we have 
identified as limiting the Scottish Government‟s ability to make effective goose policy 
decisions currently, and attempt to prioritise these according to their importance and 
hence relative value for money. The following sections should be read keeping the 
above considerations in mind. 
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Table 2.12 Recommendations for the categorization of the main Scottish goose species according to the degree to which 
they should receive priority under future Scottish goose management policy. Additional information in 
support of these recommendations is given in Section 2.5 for each species. 

 
 

Population 
 

Conservation obligations 
(NPF Objective 1) 

Mitigation against economic loss 
(NPF Objective 2) 

Overall 
recommended 
priority within 
future goose 
management 
policy NOTE 1 

Risk of 
defaulting on 
conservation 
obligations 

Justification 

Risk of 
increased 
future costs 
to society 

Justification  

Taiga Bean Goose High Risk of loss of range in UK Low Conflicts with agriculture are very 
localized and population is small High 

Greenland White-
fronted Goose High 

Species is of highest 
conservation priority of all the 
Scottish goose species and 
population is declining 

Low Population is currently declining High 

Icelandic Pink-footed 
Goose Low Population is still increasing 

markedly Medium 
There are known to be some localized 
conflicts with agriculture outside 
current Strathbeg LGMS 

Low 

Icelandic Greylag 
Goose Medium 

Scottish population has 
stabilized and is becoming 
increasingly concentrated on 
Orkney increasing its 
vulnerability 

Medium 
Increased concentration on Orkney 
likely to increase conflicts with 
agriculture 

Medium 

Resident Greylag 
Goose Low 

Overall population is 
expanding except in areas 
with current population 
management 

High 
Expanding population and potential 
costs to other biodiversity as well as 
agriculture 

High 
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Greenland Barnacle 
Goose Medium 

Decrease in Islay population 
is unexplained at present and 
restricted wintering area 
renders the population 
vulnerable 

Medium Population still increasing (with the 
exception of Islay) Medium 

Svalbard Barnacle 
Goose Medium 

Restricted wintering area 
renders the population 
vulnerable 

Medium Population still increasing Medium 

Canada Goose None Introduced species Medium 
Population likely to be increasing, with 
risk of future conflicts with agriculture 
and other biodiversity interests 

Low 

 
NOTE 1 – OVERALL PRIORITY 
 
HIGH: The species scores “high” priority either in terms of the risk of defaulting on conservation obligations or the risk of increased costs 

to Scottish society 
MEDIUM: The species scores “medium” priority in terms of both the risk of defaulting on conservation obligations and the risk of increased 

costs to Scottish society 
LOW: The species scores one “medium” score for either the risk of defaulting on conservation obligations or the risk of increased costs 

to Scottish society, or lower priority scores for both criteria
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2.7.1 Predicting future population sizes and adaptive management of 

populations 
The current project was given in a clear remit, which stated that the current National 
Policy Framework “seeks to facilitate adoption of adaptive management techniques as a 
means to deliver social and economic sustainability of land management businesses in 
areas frequented by significant goose populations, while also ensuring compliance with 
legal obligations under the EU Birds Directive”. 
 
In the broadest sense, the concept of adaptive management involves the continual 
evolution (improvement) of management practices through time in response to periodic 
evaluation of the success of the management in delivering its agreed objectives.  Also in 
the broadest sense the NPF (with NGMRG at its core; Chapter 3), with its regular 
stipulated review periods, has been designed to deliver this adaptive management role. 
 
In a stricter conservation management sense, the term adaptive (harvest) management 
has been used to describe a process by which populations of a given species can be 
utilized for human needs (e.g. hunted) in a sustainable manner by ensuring that (Nichols 
et al. 2007): 
 

 The objectives of management are clear (e.g. targets for acceptable population 
size are set according to ecological, socio-economic and cultural needs); 

 A series of alternative management actions (scenarios) are agreed; 
 A series of models are used to predict responses of the population to any off-take 

or harvest (e.g. by modelling population change and explicitly incorporating 
uncertainty); and 

 A fit for purpose monitoring programme is in place to allow models to be 
benchmarked against observed population changes on a regular (often annual) 
basis, and management (e.g. off-take) is adjusted accordingly (in the light of 
lessons learned) to maintain a sustainable population. 

 
Adaptive harvest management has been used by the US Fish and Wildlife Service as a 
means of sustainably allowing the hunting of ducks since the mid 1990s (Nichols et al. 
1995; Williams and Johnson 1995; Johnson 2001; US Fish and Wildlife Service 2010). 
 
More recently, the approach has been extended to goose management abroad (e.g. by 
the Canadian Wildlife Service for Greater Snow Goose; by the US Fish and Wildlife 
Service for Greater and Lesser Snow Geese and Ross‟s Goose; e.g. Bélanger and 
Lefebvre 2006; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2007).  The approach in its entirety has 
not received such wide use in Europe, although its use for the management of European 
duck populations has been recommended (Elmberg et al. 2006).  There is now progress 
towards the development of an international adaptive management plan for the Svalbard 
Pink-footed Goose (under AEWA, through a trilateral agreement between the 
Netherlands, Germany and Denmark; J. Madsen, pers. comm.). 
 
Nichols et al. (2007) provide a concise summary of the adaptive harvest management 
framework adopted in the US, its strengths, and lessons learned since its inception in the 
mid-1990s.  They also consider and discuss some of the reasons put forward previously 
for not adopting a similar approach in Europe, and conclude that the arguments in favour 
of adaptive management are still compelling.  We agree that there is much that could be 
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taken from the adaptive harvest management approaches that have been used in North 
America to facilitiate better management of geese in Scotland but the resources 
available for the current review precluded a detailed review of systems in there. 
  
We suggest that SG consider in more detail the US and Canadian approaches to 
adaptive management, and any lessons that have been learnt from their 
experiences, during future policy development. 
 
2.7.2 Current state of modelling of Scottish goose populations 
The current Scottish goose NPF (through the advice of NGMRG and GSAG) has already 
established a firm basis to predicting changes in Scottish goose populations (an 
appropriate part of any adaptive management process; Section 2.7.1) through recently 
commissioned and updated PVA and similar analyses for the key Scottish species 
(Section 2.5). 
 
The largest omission from the modelling that has been carried out to date (Section 2.5) 
is a consistent, comprehensive and transparent treatment of the high degree of 
uncertainty in the modelling predictions, and thus the extent to which appropriate 
management decisions (e.g. to increase numbers shot) can be taken with an acceptable 
level of risk in terms of conservation obligations.  In many cases the confidence limits 
surrounding predictions are very wide and, whilst these are often presented graphically, 
the level of uncertainty is not adequately reflected when the information is discussed and 
summarized in the reports (which would make it more fit for purpose in terms of 
adaptively managing populations).  Similarly, future predictive modelling to inform 
national goose policy would benefit from clearer management scenarios at the outset (as 
is the requirement for effective adaptive management). 
 
For a number of the Scottish goose populations for which modelling has been 
undertaken to date (Section 2.5), it is clear that population trajectories are particularly 
sensitive to adult survival rates (and hence also numbers shot) but, once again, the 
relative sensitivities of the population predictions to variation in the different model input 
parameters (e.g. productivity, annual survival, numbers shot) have not always been 
examined clearly and comprehensively.  Whilst there are clear knowledge gaps in terms 
of some of these demographic and shooting parameters highlighted in the modelling 
reports, it is difficult to prioritise future data collection and make judgments about the 
relative value for money of specific monitoring enhancements (specifically in the applied 
context of goose management) when it is not clear to what extent these enhancements 
would benefit future model predictions for individual species. 
 
For a number of the Scottish goose populations for which modelling has been 
undertaken to date, it is already apparent that observed population changes following 
modelling do not reflect the predicted population trajectories.  At worst, in two cases 
(Greenland White-fronted Goose and Greenland Barnacle Goose), the models predicted 
population growth in contrast to observed population declines subsequent to the 
modelling.  In such cases, it is important that a careful investigation is undertaken to 
establish the mostly likely cause of the mismatch and allow incorporation of this extra 
uncertainty when informing future management decisions. 
 
We suggest that before any further PVA/population modelling work is 
commissioned, a clear standard framework is set up, which stipulates: (i) clear 
population/management objectives or scenarios; (ii) explicit and comprehensive 
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treatment and reporting of uncertainty/risk; and (iii) clear and comprehensive 
assessment of the sensitivity of model predictions to variation in all input 
parameters.  This would ensure that each new piece of modelling, in following the 
framework guidance, and will include critical assessment of model performance 
and thus render the modelling of greater utility for applied goose management 
purposes.
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Table 2.13  Summary of priorities for continuing and enhancing collection of biological information on the main Scottish 
goose populations, based on a review by GSAG (GSAG 2009) and updated to reflect the findings of the 
current review. 

 

Population 
NOTE 1 Current monitoring 

Priority for 
continuation 

of current 
monitoring 

Additional monitoring 
recommendations (see Section 
2.5 for each species for more 

information) 

Priority for 
additional 
monitoring 

Taiga Bean Goose Monthly counts, annual population estimate High - - 
Annual productivity High - - 

Greenland White-fronted 
Goose 

Bi-annual international counts, annual 
population estimate High - - 

Annual productivity estimates in core areas High Enhance coverage of productivity 
estimates to other parts of range High 

Field/habitat use 
Not  

monitored 
currently 

Include spatial recording of habitat 
type in surveys whenever possible High 

Field use in relation to scaring/interaction 
with Greenland Barnacle Goose 

Not  
monitored 
currently 

Enhance recording of field use in 
relation to scaring on Islay High 

Icelandic Pink-footed Goose 
Bi-annual international counts, annual 
population estimate High - - 

Annual productivity High - - 

Icelandic Greylag Goose 
Annual international counts, annual 
population estimate High 

Enhanced monitoring of resident 
Greylag Geese on Orkney (as 
below) NOTE 3 

High 

Annual productivity High - - 

Resident Greylag Goose 

Annual counts of core areas High Expand core areas to include 
annual surveys on Orkney High 

Periodic national census High - - 

Annual productivity estimates in core areas High Expand core areas to include 
annual estimates on Orkney High 

Greenland Barnacle Goose 

Annual counts of core areas High - - 

Periodic national census High More regular national census (2- or 
4-year cycle) High 

Annual productivity estimates in core areas High - - 
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Field use in relation to scaring/interaction 
with Greenland White-fronted Goose 

Not  
monitored 
currently 

Enhance recording of field use in 
relation to scaring on Islay High 

Svalbard Barnacle Goose Annual population estimate High - - 
Annual productivity High - - 

Canada Goose (and other 
non-native species) 

Annual index  High - - 
Periodic Census NOTE 2 Medium - - 

 
NOTE 1 
We have omitted the two Brent Goose populations from the table but concur with GSAG (2009) in that it is important that their numbers in 
Scotland continue to be monitored annually via WeBS. 
 
NOTE 2 
Consider including resident Greylag Geese outside of their core breeding range in the north and west of Scotland. 
 
NOTE 3 
This is also important on other areas where there is overlap in the wintering areas of Icelandic Greylag Geese and resident breeding Greylags 
(e.g. Shetland). It is seen as beneficial to coordinate censusing of Icelandic Greylags in Scotland with the census in Iceland. 



REVISED VERSION OCTOBER 2010 

 96 

2.7.3 Current quality of Scottish goose biological information to underpin 
population modelling and population management 

 
Population estimates and productivity information 
The 2005 review of national goose management policy recommended that GSAG agree 
a five-year plan for monitoring and research (GSAG 2009). In general we agree with the 
recommendations of GSAG with respect to their priorities for the continuation of data 
collection on population size and productivity for the main Scottish goose populations 
(Table 2.13).  Successful and cost-effective management of Scottish goose populations 
in future, and the careful balancing of the three fundamental objectives of the National 
Policy Framework, will depend on the modelling of management scenarios.  Periodic 
population size assessments are critical in predicting future population trajectories and 
judging how well the predictive models perform (and the degree of risk involved in 
management decisions). In addition, many of the long-term surveys from which this 
information is obtained are carried out largely by volunteers (see Appendix E), and 
provide very good value for money.  We would concur with the view of GSAG that 
because of this, those surveys that are carried out on an annual basis should continue to 
run annually, because otherwise volunteers may move away from goose monitoring in 
the period between surveys (for example if surveying were reduced from annual to 
biennial).  Thus we generally score the continuation of population monitoring as high 
priority across all the main goose species (Table 2.13).  Productivity information is often 
also collected by volunteers or at little extra cost. It is certainly cheaper to obtain 
information on productivity to inform population models than on survival rates (below), 
such that the availability of rigorous productivity information will serve to reduce some of 
the uncertainty in population prediction at minimal cost, and we place high priority on 
continuing to collect this data for most species (Table 2.13). 
 
Information on survival and movements (from mark-recapture) 
Mark-recapture data (from ringing and other forms of colour marking) provides important 
information on: (i) the annual survival (or mortality) rates of geese; and (ii) movements 
(the degree of interchange) of geese between different wintering areas.  This type of 
information is essential for a number of purposes relating to goose management 
decisions and policy questions: 

 Survival (mortality) estimates are important in population modelling, to predict 
future changes in populations and understand the effects of hunting (i.e. whether 
mortality from shooting is additive to other forms of (natural) mortality or whether 
compensation occurs); 

 Information on immigration and emigration is important to allow survival 
estimates from resightings to be corrected for birds that have left the local 
population (otherwise local survival will be underestimated); 

 Information on movements of geese is essential for ensuring that monitoring of 
numbers is carried out effectively and surveys are designed and improved 
appropriately if the distribution of the population changes through time. 

 Information on movements of geese is essential for interpreting survey results if 
populations change (e.g. to assess whether decreases at particular sites are due 
to true change in breeding success or mortality, or due to a redistribution of the 
species in question). 

 
Much ringing in the UK is carried out by volunteers, and there is an established network 
through which volunteers submit resightings of marked birds (see www.bto.org/ringing). 
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Despite this established infrastructure and volunteer base, goose ringing is a specialist 
activity that requires considerable time commitment on the part of the volunteers and, at 
the very least, resources for professional coordination to ensure that allocation of ringing 
effort is as strategic as possible, and to encourage groups of volunteers to keep active 
(provided by WWT to date).  The collection of resighting information also requires 
dedicated volunteers (a limited number of volunteers do the majority of this at present) 
and these volunteers need continual encouragement from a coordinating organization in 
order to maintain their interest and effort.  Collection of ringing information currently 
represents good value for money because of the high volunteer effort involved but it is 
our belief that the value for money could be even greater if a small amount of additional 
support were available to the main coordinating organization (WWT) to coordinate the 
ringing strategically. 
 
Ringing information tends to be more costly to analyse than productivity information 
because in general it demands a more complex analytical process (rather than the 
relatively simple summarisation of data collected in the field for productivity estimates). 
The 2005 review of the NPF (Scottish Executive 2005) concluded that ring-resighting 
information was most in need of improvement for Native Greylag Goose and Greenland 
Barnacle Goose (at locations away from Islay). 
 
The current review concludes that the lack of information on survival rates and/or 
movements between sites has limited the population modelling available to date for at 
least five of the main goose populations considered in this review: Greenland White-
fronted Goose; Icelandic Greylag Goose; Native Greylag Goose; and Svalbard and 
Greenland Barnacle Geese (Section 2.5).  
 
We suggest that following implementation of our suggestion to set out a standard 
framework to guide PVA/modelling analyses (Section 2.7.2), future PVAs should 
address explicitly the sensitivity of the modelling to the demographic input 
parameters (including survival rates).  The results could then be used to further 
prioritise data collection by species more efficiently, both in terms of individual 
priority species and sample sizes required. 
 
We suggest that ringing should be supported at least at current levels for 
Greenland White-fronted Goose, Icelandic Greylag Goose and Svalbard Barnacle 
Goose, and improved if possible for Native Greylag Goose and Greenland 
Barnacle Goose, until such time as PVAs/modelling can be revised to address 
sensitivity and uncertainty explicitly (as suggested above).  In the event that 
funding is insufficient to support this, ringing of these species should be 
prioritized in accordance with the overall priority suggested in Table 2.12. 
 
 
Information on numbers shot (quarry species) 
The EU Birds Directive deems that “hunting constitutes acceptable exploitation where 
certain limits are established and respected” and, as such, that ”hunting must be 
compatible with maintenance of the population of these species at a satisfactory level”. 
Thus the UK has a legal obligation to ensure that any hunting (or take) is sustainable 
(Section 2.1).  Information on numbers of birds hunted (termed hunting bag data) is 
important to allow the establishment of appropriate “limits” and ensure that hunting does 
not jeopardize the sustainability of populations.  The population modelling carried out for 
Scottish goose species to date has shown that predicted population trajectories are most 
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sensitive to survival rates for most populations (Section 2.5), and numbers of birds shot 
are necessary to allow density-dependent processes to be adequately reflected in the 
modelling (i.e. whether mortality from shooting is additive or compensatory).  Improved 
information on numbers shot is therefore essential for managing the populations of any 
species that can be shot anywhere on their flyway. 
 
To date, however, only estimates of bag data of quarry species have been available for 
use in the modelling (Section 2.5).  Moreover, the notable shift in the wintering 
distribution of Icelandic Greylags (Section 2.5.4) has introduced more uncertainty over 
the UK bag estimates (because other grey goose species may experience increased 
shooting pressures in the absence of so many Icelandic Greylags south of Orkney). For 
the Icelandic Greylag Goose, shooting may be the most important factor determining the 
population numbers and hence status (Trinder 2010), and the level of shooting mortality 
will also have an important influence on the population trajectories of the other resident 
Greylag population and that of the Pink-footed Goose (Sections 2.5.5 and 2.5.6).  A lack 
of accurate bag data has also meant that it is largely impossible to differentiate between 
natural and shooting mortality in the population models to date, which increases the 
uncertainty of model predictions.  
 
We conclude that there is an urgent need to consider options for obtaining improved bag 
data within the UK.  This was also a recommendation of the 2005 review (Appendix A). 
The majority of stakeholders that contributed opinions to this review (those sitting on 
NGMRG and others) believe that hunting bag information is not currently adequate for 
goose management policy purposes (see national stakeholder questionnaire responses 
on the SG website).  Bag data could be collected via voluntary or mandatory systems. 
We consider the strengths, weaknesses and constraints in implementing either approach 
in Table 2.14. 
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Table 2.14 Contrasting a voluntary versus mandatory system for collecting 
huntingbag data in Scotland: some strengths, weaknesses and 
constraints 

 
Attribute Voluntary scheme Mandatory scheme 
Geographical 
scale of 
operation I 

Could be Scotland (or region) 
specific. 

Would have to be UK (or Scotland) wide 
(due to governing legislation). A system in 
Scotland only would omit collecting data on 
Pink-footed Geese (many) and Icelandic 
Greylags (less) wintering south of the 
border. 

Geographical 
scale of 
operation II 

A Scotland- or region-specific 
scheme would not provide bag 
information from England for those 
species that also winter south of the 
border. 

Would ensure data from the whole of 
Scotland (or preferably UK) were available. 

Quality of data Would need to be bench-marked 
initially and periodically against 
whole hunter population to minimize 
bias and ensure sample sizes 
sufficient to generate data of 
sufficient precision for population 
modelling. 

Would be comprehensive (subject to a 
small number of non-returns perhaps) or 
could be carried out on a rigorous sample 
basis to reduce annual costs. 

Inclusion of 
information 
from non-
Scotland 
shooters 
hunting in 
Scotland 

Foreign hunters not included 
explicitly in voluntary schemes to 
date (some returns from foreign 
hunters probably included in NGC 
but probably few if any in WSS. 

Could ensure (via legislation) that all 
shooters hunting in the UK (or Scotland) 
were obliged to make bag returns. 

Set-up 
requirements 

NGC already runs but WSS has 
lapsed since 2002. Would need (i) 
bench-marking study; (ii) power 
analyses study; and (iii) set-up 
costs for BASC and costs to 
enhance survey after (i) and (ii) 
carried out. 

Change to primary legislation to introduce a 
permit system with renewals on an annual 
basis. 
 
Expectation of proficiency testing seen as a 
possible barrier (below). 

Experiences 
from abroad 
(EU) 
(see Appendix 
F) 

Few voluntary schemes abroad 
(Sweden; Bulgaria; France) 

Many countries have mandatory schemes 
(Iceland and Denmark may beparticularly 
worthy of further investigation). 
 
Many countries have proficiency testing as 
an integral part of hunting legislation. 

Species 
coverage 

Sample survey unlikely to produce 
adequate samples (precision) for all 
quarry species. 

Comprehensive mandatory system would 
ensure coverage of all quarry species (not 
just geese), giving added VFM and fulfiling 
wider obligations under EU legislation. 
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Following the 2005 review of goose management policy in Scotland (Scottish Executive 
2005), a study was commissioned (Aebischer and Harradine 2007) to explore the 
potential for developing two voluntary hunting bag schemes - the National Gamebag 
Census (NGC) and the Waterfowl Shooting Survey (WSS), as coordinated by GWCT 
and BASC respectively - into a more comprehensive bag data scheme for waders, 
gamebirds, ducks and geese. For geese, using existing data from these two voluntary 
recording schemes, it was possible to derive species-specific annual bag indices for 
Pink-footed and Greylag Goose at both the UK and Scottish level, and for Canada 
Goose at the UK and English level only. We concur with the key recommendations of 
Aebischer and Harradine (2007) that in order to develop an effective voluntary bag 
scheme for the future it would be important to: 
 

 Carry out an independent review of the extent to which the NGC and WSS were 
representative of the wider community of hunters (to ensure that trends from the 
data were also representative; and essential if absolute numbers shot are to be 
derived from such a scheme); and 

 Carry out power analyses to determine the minimum samples sizes required for 
each of the species to be monitored by any future scheme, and to guide the 
likely precision of resulting estimates of overall numbers shot from such a 
scheme.   

 
One potential benefit of a voluntary scheme would be the flexibility to operate it at a 
geographical scale smaller than the whole of the UK. It would be possible to implement a 
scheme at a country level for species that occur almost exclusively in Scotland (such as 
the resident Greylag Goose and now also the Icelandic Greylag Goose) or at a regional 
level (e.g. for species which tend to concentrate at key sites such as Icelandic Greylag 
geese on Orkney). Drawbacks with a voluntary scheme include the fact that BASC 
stopped the collation of data under the WSS in 2002, and there would therefore be new 
start-up costs if a future voluntary scheme involved WSS (which would be required for 
geese).  A voluntary approach, although perhaps adequate to provide indices (patterns 
of change) in numbers shot, might be insufficient to provide absolute numbers shot with 
any degree of precision.  Also, without a regular bench-marking exercise biases could 
occur through time that would render the sample non-representative of the population of 
hunters as a whole (leading to biased estimates of numbers shot). 
 
Mandatory schemes for the reporting of hunting bag data are already in operation in a 
number of other European countries (see Appendix  F: Table F3) and there is clearly 
scope for adopting similar approaches in the UK. The need to make fundamental 
changes to primary hunting legislation within the UK has been reviewed as a barrier to 
putting such a mandatory system in place to date.  Most EU countries have annual 
systems for hunting permit renewal, however, and a number of them have bag returns 
linked to this (see Appendix  F: Table F3).  There is also a precedent set in a number 
(the majority) of other EU countries, where hunters must pass proficiency exams as a 
prerequisite to a shooting licence being granted. In order to implement an effective 
mandatory system, hunting permits would need to be renewed on an annual basis and 
the submission of bag data made a condition of renewal.  In the UK, shotgun/firearm 
certificates are currently issued every five years with no such stipulation imposed on the 
licencee.  
 
Iceland and Denmark were noted by stakeholders as having efficient and effective 
hunting bag collection systems. Iceland has operated and mandatory system since 
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1995.  Hunting „cards‟ (licences) are renewed on an annual basis and renewal is 
conditional on: (i) bag returns from the previous year being submitted; and (ii) payment 
of an administrative fee that covers the cost of the permit and bag return system (A. 
Peterson, pers. comm.).  Over 90% of Icelandic hunters are thought to comply with these 
conditions (B. Palsson, pers. comm.).  The high degree of compliance may be in part 
due to the way that the system operates: although the new permit application and bag 
return are submitted at the same time, the latter is anonymous in that it is separated 
immediately from the former upon receipt.  We have been led to believe that this system 
has led to Icelandic hunters being very honest about numbers and species of geese shot 
(including accidental illegal shooting of non-quarry species; Sigfússon et al. 2003).  The 
danish system is less comprehensive (based on wing returns and returns are believed to 
be obtained from 71% of Danish hunters and 54.5% of foreigners shooting in Denmark 
(for 2009/2010; J. Madsen, pers. comm.). 
 
Reporting from international hunters shooting within the UK (Scotland) needs to be given 
a sufficiently high priority in any bag scheme that is introduced, as they may be 
responsible for shooting a substantial proportion of the total bag.  Options for how this 
could be achieved should be considered carefully, including implementation via 
individual hunters versus via goose guides. 
 
We conclude that the implementation of a rigorous system for collecting hunting bag 
information for quarry species in Scotland is essential if future policy is to manage goose 
populations effectively, and a successful balance between the three principal objectives 
of the NPF be achieved. We believe that without satisfactory population models (with a 
manageable level of uncertainty within population trajectories under various 
management scenarios), it will not be possible to manage the growing goose population 
without an unacceptable level of risk.  
 
We suggest that further steps towards the implementation of a rigorous hunting 
bag reporting system in Scotland are taken without further delay.  We recommend 
that further detailed information and critique on operation is obtained from 
countries that already have voluntary and mandatory systems (indicated in Table 
F3), to better inform decision making.  There may be an opportunity to include 
domestic hunting bag reporting legislation in the new Wildlife and Natural 
Enviroment Bill that is currently under consideration10. 
 
 
2.7.4 Bag limits 
Out of season licences 
The out of season bag limits for geese were set following guidance from SNH (Section 
2.2.7).  There appears to be little demand to increase the current bag limits for 
Greenland Barnacle, Pink-footed or Canada Goose, as the numbers shot under licence 
are generally less than the quota.  There may be merit in revising these figures within the 
next five years however.  There is a more urgent need to critically consider the bag limits 
for the Scottish populations of Greylag Goose. 
 
At present, there is no official guidance for out of season bag limits for the Native 
Greylag Goose population, and figures are simply derived from the historical numbers 

                                                 
10 See http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/Environment/Wildlife-Habitats/WildNatEnvBill. 
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shot.  In part, this is due to the lack of regular monitoring data to provide reasonable 
population estimates (these are available only for 1997 and 2008/2009; Section 2.5.5), 
compounded by problems with the ever increasing spatial overlap with the naturalised 
Greylag Goose population.  We propose that these two populations should now be 
treated collectively as the native breeding population of Greylag Geese and that it is 
critical that bag limits for this population are now set with some rigour.  Improved 
monitoring of the breeding Greylag Goose population must be carried out to derive 
improved population estimates, which are necessary to inform decisions over 
sustainable bag limits for this population. 
 
Bag limits for out of season shooting of Icelandic Greylag Geese are currently based on 
numbers shot in 2006, on the assumption that the population at the time was not 
declining in response to that level of shooting pressure.  These figures have not been 
reviewed with the continuing redistribution of the wintering population to Orkney (Section 
2.5.4).  There are also other areas in which the resident and wintering populations of 
Greylags overlap (e.g. Kintyre).  Hence when shooting Icelandic Greylags under an out 
of season licence, the resident population can also be targeted unintentionally.  Regular 
monitoring of the breeding population is therefore of highest importance in areas that 
also hold a wintering population, so that counts can be used to correct the latter 
population estimates accordingly.  These figures should then be used to adjust the 
annual quota (bag limits) for native breeding and wintering Icelandic Greylag Goose 
populations. 
 
We suggest that improved monitoring of the wintering population of Icelandic 
Greylag Geese is ensured through improved counts of breeding Greylags in areas 
of overlap, and the use of the enhanced population estimates to check current bag 
limits and adjust them accordingly. 
 
Quarry shooting 
There appears to be little need to impose statutory bag limits in Scotland for quarry 
species at present. Also bag limits for quarry species are generally not in place for other 
countries within the EU (see Appendices F: Table F3).  It is important to note however, 
that the numbers shot as quarry can be several orders of magnitude higher than those 
shot under out of season licences (e.g. for Pink-footed Geese 20,000-25,000 are thought 
to be shot during the open season compared with a bag limit for out of season licences 
of ca 700 birds in 2009).  If numbers of quarry species do decline however, there will be 
an urgent need to consider setting bag limits and this will have to underpinned by an 
adequate bag reporting system (Section 2.7.3).  
 
2.7.5 Sale of carcasses 
Given the recovery of most goose populations within Scotland and the UK to levels 
higher than previously reported in the last century, calls have been made to review 
whether there could be scope for selling geese either for local use or as an important 
Scottish produce (enhancing the value of geese to local communities in Scotland).  Only 
species listed on Annex III/2 of the EU Birds Directive may be sold (Table 2.1), and the 
sale of geese is permitted in a number of EU countries (see Appendix F– Table F3).  The 
Wildlife and Countryside (1981) Act currently prohibits the sale of geese in the UK 
however.  The extent to which sales are regulated varies between countries (see 
Appendix F– Table F3).  
 



REVISED VERSION OCTOBER 2010 

 103 

We suggest that: 
 In the absence of careful regulation, there is a legitimate fear that making goose 

sales legal once more could lead to over-exploitation (either at a national or local 
level) as occurred previously. 

 The lack of a bag reporting system for quarry species in the UK (to monitor 
numbers shot on an annual basis; Section 2.7.3) would render allowing carcass 
sales risky in terms of ensuring sustainable management of quarry goose 
populations, because population modelling to predict the likely effects on 
populations would involve too much uncertainty. 

 It is not clear currently how much business opportunity there is for the sale of 
goose products in Scotland.  However, in order to maintain populations 
sustainably, it would be important to ensure that the level of take was dictated by 
a formal adaptive management process (Section 2.7.1), and not by commercial 
demand. 

 Robust systems would be required for tracking the origins of carcasses (and the 
species taken). 

 Any businesses supported by the opportunity would have to be robust to any 
years when populations were not sufficient to allow hunting to take place. 

 
However, given calls from some stakeholders in parts of Scotland for the complete 
removal of Greylag Geese and the reinstatement of permission to sell carcasses 
(Section 4.4), it would be prudent to consider whether allowing limited carcass sales 
would place higher local value on maintaining goose populations in the future.  
 
We suggest that a scoping study is commissioned to investigate further: (i)  the 
market opportunities for goose products (and other goose benefits) across 
Scotland, with a particular emphasis on Greylags on the Western and Northern 
Isles; and (ii) practical options for tracking the origins of goose carcasses were 
permission to sell them to be reinstated. However, we conclude that any move to 
reinstate carcass sales in Scotland in the absence of a comprehensive hunting 
bag reporting system would involve a high risk of defaulting on conservation 
obligations.  
 
2.7.6 Non-native species 
A large increase in the Scottish Canada Goose population is likely to have taken place 
since 2000 (Section 2.5.9).  We believe that there is a real risk that this species could 
compete with native goose species and that this risk may be greater in Scotland than 
south of the border (the Canada Goose is perhaps more of an urban/sub-urban species 
in England).  There may also be a future risk to the native Greylag population through 
hybridization.  A recent review of the impacts of alien (non-native) birds in Europe 
(Kumschick & Nentwig 2010) identified Canada Goose as having the highest potential to 
cause environmental impact and economic impact within Europe (from a list of 26 bird 
species).  The UK has international obligation to control the impacts of such non-native 
species under the CBD (Section 2.1) but any such control is likely to be costly (it would 
need to be carried out over a large part of the range of the species in the UK) and there 
would probably be public opposition to large scale control of numbers.  However, in 
England an action has recently (2010) been taken to add Canada Goose to Schedule 2 
Part II of the 1981 Wildlife and Countryside Act (to allow „general licensing‟ for the 
species to be taken during the closed season).  Whilst this action alone may not be 
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sufficient to manage increasing numbers of Canada Geese, we suggest that it is a step 
in the right direction in terms of managing future risks posed by the species. 
 
We suggest that future goose policy in Scotland should consider carefully and 
immediately whether Canada Goose should be added to Schedule 2 Part II of the 
1981 Wildlife and Countryside Act (as passed in England in 2010).  At the very 
least, future goose policy must keep a careful watching brief on the Scottish 
Canada Goose population, including maintaining the periodic national surveys of 
naturalized goose species.  We also suggest that the effects of placing Canada 
Goose on the general licence in England are reviewed in five years time to assess 
whether the legislative change has had any discernable effect on population levels 
in England. 
 
2.7.7 Derogation to shoot Barnacle Geese 
Given the recent declines in numbers of Greenland Barnacle Geese on Islay, suspected 
recent declines in breeding success and uncertainties surrounding the results of the 
population modelling carried out to date (Section 2.5.2), a strictly precautionary 
approach would dictate reverting the derogation to shoot Barnacle Geese there.  At the 
very least, the population modelling and full census of the population of this race should 
be updated and levels of uncertainty in population trajectories considered explicitly. 
 
Whilst it appears that changes in Greenland White-fronted Goose numbers on Islay are 
being driven at least in part by negative changes on the breeding grounds (potential 
competition with Canada Geese and/or increased snow cover) and the very recent 
decrease in hunting pressure (allowing the population to stabilize), the observed decline 
on Islay is not entirely consistent with the evidence, and the declining numbers on Islay 
since 2000/2001 have contributed disproportionately to the overall decline in numbers 
observed over the last 10 years (Section 5.5.3).  Competition with Greenland Barnacle 
Geese on Islay and indirect effects of scaring under the Islay LGMS cannot be 
completely discounted as contributing to the Whitefront decline on Islay.  If taking a 
precautionary approach, it is not possible to conclude for certain that the scaring 
undertaken on Islay under the LGMS is not having a negative affect on the species‟ 
conservation (contravening the AEWA Action Plan as it applies to AEWA Column A 
species).  However, contrary to this, if Whitefronts on Islay are experiencing increased 
competition from Barnacle Geese, appropriately targeted scaring of Barnacles could 
conceivably have a positive influence on the Whitefronts. We simply do not know how 
the two species interact on Islay, or how they respond to current scaring pressures 
(Section 2.5.3). 
 
We note that the continued increase in the Svalbard Barnacle goose population (since 
the 2005 review) and the downgrading of its AEWA status (in 2009) mean that this 
population now has the same AEWA status as Greenland Barnacle Goose if a 
derogation were to be sought for the purposes of mitigating agricultural damage in 
future, although recent concerns over reduced breeding success would also have to be 
taken into consideration, as would establishing the degree of current uncertainty 
surrounding PVA modelling outputs. 
 
We suggest that the derogation for shooting Greenland Barnacle Geese on Islay is 
reviewed and, at the very least, the population modelling and census information 
is updated and levels of uncertainty in population trajectories considered 
explicitly. 
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We suggest that in future Greenland White-fronted Geese and Barnacle Geese on 
Islay receive specific and separate treatment in the LGMS objectives and 
recording protocols. In particular: numbers and species of geese should be 
recorded in fields immediately before they are shot over; comprehensive field-by-
field information should be collected on the implementation of non-shooting 
scaring devices, and the use of gas guns; and every opportunity should be taken 
to assemble more information regarding interactions between the two goose 
species. 
 
We suggest that serious consideration be given to previous suggestions to take 
more of an experimental approach to assessing the affects of scaring on Islay, 
either via direct counts or using grass growth as a proxi for goose numbers, and a 
draft protocol with costings should be commissioned from an independent 
source.  Given the concern over Whitefronts, an approach which records actual 
goose numbers in response to scaring for at least a sample of areas would be 
appropriate. 
 

2.8 Implementation of the 31 existing goose management 
policy recommendations  

 
Appendix A provides a summary of the 31 recommendations underpinning current goose 
management policy in Scotland (Scottish Executive 2000, 2005) and indicates the 
implications of the current review for those that relate to the conservation status of 
Scottish goose species. 
 

2.9 Conclusions 
 
For all naturally occurring species, Scotland (UK) has a legal obligation to ensure: (i) 
maintenance of range and abundance; and (ii) sustainable use for populations that may 
be hunted legally.  Legally it is clear that: (i) naturally occurring populations cannot be 
driven to extinction; and (ii) adaptive management of populations to meet cultural and 
economic as well as conservation needs is acceptable as long as resultant populations 
are sustainable (Section 2.1). 
 
Working definitions of acceptable range and abundance can be difficult to establish 
however.  For waterbirds specifically, AEWA provides indicative threshold population 
levels and there is a presumption against hunting populations that are listed as AEWA 
„Column A‟. In practice, public preference and stakeholder pressure also come into play 
in attempting to agree acceptable population levels for any species, and goose policy to 
date has, in our opinion, quite correctly moved towards the use of population models to 
inform the sustainable management of populations. 
 
However, the information available for population modelling to date has been lacking in a 
number of areas (most importantly in accurate bag data for quarry species and adult 
survival information for a number of species; Section 2.7).  In a number of cases, the 
predicted population trajectories from the modelling exercise have not reflected observed 
population changes but results from modelling have not always been presented in a way 
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that allows uncertainty/risk to be assessed transparently.  The sensitivity of population 
predictions to variation (uncertainty) in the various input parameters needs to be 
explored in more detail and used to prioritise future data collection to improve modelling 
predictions. 
 
For each of the Scottish goose populations we reviewed changes that have occurred 
since the inception of current goose policy in 2000, and changes that have occurred 
since the previous review in 2005 (Section 2.5).  For five of the seven main (naturally 
occurring) goose populations, the Scottish population as a whole is higher now than in 
2000 (and range has at least been maintained): Svalbard Barnacle Goose; Greenland 
Barnacle Goose; Native Greylag Goose and naturalised Greylag Goose (which we now 
treat as a single population); Icelandic Pink-footed Goose; and Taiga Bean Goose. In 
view of these population trends, we conclude that goose policy over the last decade has 
been at least partially successful in meeting the first guiding policy objective to meet UK 
conservation obligations (with the proviso that we cannot say for certain how a lack of 
any over-arching goose policy would have affected the conservation status of these 
species).  
 
The Scottish population of Greenland White-fronted Goose declined by 34% between 
1999/2000 and 2008/2009. The part of the population that winters on Islay showed the 
largest decline (-51% between 2000/2001 and 2009/2010) but some other flocks also 
showed decreases and some of the smaller flocks have disappeared over recent 
decades (Section 2.5.3).  Whilst there is strong evidence that factors outside Scotland 
(on the breeding grounds) are contributing to the decline, we conclude that policy could 
have done more for this species in terms of prioritising it within the Islay LGMS. The lack 
of understanding of the habitat requirements of Greenland White-fronted Goose, and of 
the interaction between this species and Greenland Barnacle Goose on Islay (including 
with respect to the effects of scaring) need to be addressed by treating the two species 
separately within the Islay LGMS and through improved recording protocols and 
potentially some experimental work. 
 
The Scottish population of Icelandic Greylag Goose has remained approximately stable 
since 2000 but a large shift in the wintering distribution has occurred so that the majority 
of the Scottish population now winters on Orkney rather than further south (Section 
2.5.4).  We conclude that national goose policy could have done more to react to this 
change by ensuring the collection of better quality information to inform the changes 
(such as appropriate count data on Orkney).  We see this shortfall as a reflection of an 
overall weakness of the current National Policy Framework in the extent to which it has 
the remit to be proactive in tackling emerging goose issues (See Chapter 3). 
 
The part of the population of Greenland Barnacle Geese that winters on Islay (which is 
covered by a derogation allowing licensed shooting of this species to mitigate against 
economic losses) has shown a decline (of more than 10,000 birds) over the last three 
winters (Section 5.5.2).  There is some evidence that breeding success has decreased 
and most evidence suggests that birds have not redistributed from Islay to winter 
elsewhere. However, given the degree of uncertainty surrounding the recent decline, we 
recommend that at the very least the population modelling and survey information for 
this species should be updated and the degree of uncertainty in the model predictions 
considered explicitly. Whether the derogation to shoot this species is justified should 
then be reviewed fully, including the possible impacts of the scaring (disturbance) on 
Greenland Whitefronts on Islay. 
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3 National policy framework: structure, 
delivery and effectiveness 

3.1 Institutional structure 
 
The structure set up by the Scottish Executive in 2000 to deliver the National Policy 
Framework (NPF) consists of: the NGMRG, the national consensus building and 
coordinating body; local goose management groups (LGMGs) which were also 
designed as consensus building and policy delivery institutions at local level; and 
GSAG, a scientific advisory body.  SNH is heavily involved in supporting the 
framework by acting as the funding conduit and providing administrative capacity at 
both local and national levels. It also intervenes independently in goose 
management.  

The key characteristics of the NPF are:  

 Core objectives sufficiently broad to allow negotiated policy development within 
the constraint of meeting the UK‟s conservation obligations.  

 Consensus seeking at both national and local levels as a central element in the 
process of reviewing and delivering policy.  

 A high measure of devolved management to local level. 
Here we review the effectiveness of the various institutions in their delivery of the 
NPF. 

 

3.2 National Goose Management Review Group 
 
The NGMRG convened in 2000 to implement the framework11.  Its main functions 
were to (Scottish Government, 2010):  

 Implement the national policy framework. 
 Advise Scottish Ministers on goose management in Scotland in relation to the 

effectiveness of, and any potential need for adjustment to, goose management in 
Scotland. 

 Conduct a multi-disciplinary review of the national policy framework every five 
years. 

 Evaluate (and approve or not approve) proposals for new schemes. 
 Carry out an annual assessment of existing schemes. 
 Assess the results of monitoring of goose populations.  
 

The powers given to the NGMRG are central to its ability to deliver on the NGF 
objectives. NGMRG does not have explicit powers to proactively establish LGMGs or 
to make robust interventions into the activities of LGMGs once they are approved, 
although it does have the power to recommend termination of a LGMS if necessary.  
In principle, it cannot intervene directly to secure policy objectives unless a LGMG is 
formed and puts a proposal for a LGMS before the NGMRG. In the absence of such 
action, the NGMRG must act indirectly to influence policy by providing appropriate 
advice to Scottish Ministers. However, in practice the NGMRG can attempt to 
negotiate changes in structures or mechanisms that it considers desirable.  The 

                                                 
11 More detailed information on the establishment and structure of the NGMRG is given in its 2005 
review (NGMRG, 2005). 
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NGMRG commands a budget indirectly through Scottish Ministers. Thus NGMRG 
contrasts with SNH, which can set up and direct management agreements and 
schemes proactively.  

 

3.2.1 Recommendations of the 2005 review 
The NGMRG (2005) review produced 31 recommendations which included re-
formulated objectives, recommendations regarding the status and protection of 
different goose species and guidelines for LGMSs set up by local groups. The slightly 
modified objectives proposed by NGMRG in the 2005 review were as follows: 
 To meet the UK‟s nature conservation obligations, within the context of wider 

biodiversity objectives; 
 To minimise economic losses experienced by farmers and crofters as a result of 

the presence of geese; and 
 To maximise the value for money of public expenditure. 
 
These objectives together with the 31 recommendations act as a set of principles that 
have underpinned policy and its delivery since 2005. In Appendix A the 
implementation of each of the 31 recommendations is reviewed.  The majority have 
been implemented satisfactorily or involve no change from policy in 2000.  A small 
number are either not formulated in such as way as to allow implementation (either 
through a lack of clear definition or because the mechanisms for implementation do 
not exist) or do not indicate clear responsibilities for implementation. 
 
3.2.2 Effectiveness of NGMRG in delivering the remit 
The NGMRG was set up to deliver the NPF and fulfil other functions as indicated 
above. Implicitly it was also expected to deliver the NPF core objectives.  The 
NGMRG recommended the establishment of seven local goose management groups 
(LGMGs) covering the major locations where there were significant administrative 
goose issues.   LGMGs are assessed mainly through annual reports to the NGMRG, 
periodic visits by NGMRG representatives to examine how schemes operate in 
practice, and direct contact with SG and SNH representatives. NGMRG conducted a 
review in 2005, which was well received by Scottish Ministers who approved its 
recommendations.  

The NGMRG has played a successful part in reducing tension on goose issues in 
most locations where LGMSs are in operation, and in establishing effective 
collaboration between stakeholder groups at national level.  Both Scottish Ministers 
in their comments on the 2005 review and all other national stakeholders considered 
the NGMRG a valuable, consensus-building and partnership activity. Many 
stakeholder representatives on the NGMRG were appreciative of the opportunity to 
contribute positively to goose management. In political terms, the NGMRG provides a 
useful forum to which SG and SNH can refer goose issues for advice and action.  

However, in terms of delivering on the policy objectives, success appears less 
categorical. SNH consider that the UK has failed to deliver on its legal obligations for 
the Greenland White-fronted Goose because of the decline in numbers and the 
disappearance of several small wintering flocks.  Nevertheless it is not clear that 
NGMRG could have contributed more given the restricted range of influencing 
mechanisms open to NGMRG and the uncertainty concerning the factors responsible 
for population decline (see Section 2.5.3).  NGMRG and GSAG have certainly 
discussed the issues surrounding the decline of Greenland White-fronted Geese in 
Scotland and thus ensured that Scottish Government was made aware of these 
issues. NGMRG and GSAG do not appear to have explicitly addressed the fact that 
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the Islay Local Goose Management Scheme may not have given specific focus to 
Greenland White-fronted Geese in their intervention mechanisms on Islay. 

More generally, implementation of the NPF has resulted in generally increasing 
goose populations with an increasing social and public expenditure cost associated 
with damage to agriculture, and possible negative impacts on other species (e.g. as 
reported in the Uist 2009 scheme report to the NGMRG). The NGMRG has thus 
contributed to the formulation and delivery of SG policy that is increasing costly to 
maintain and for which there are no in-built limits provided by target populations or 
budgetary ceilings. The only limits that may exist are thus natural (environmental 
carrying capacity; predators).  Policy has supported substantial increases in 
Barnacle, Greylag and Pink-footed populations to a point where the value for money 
of increased numbers is questionable, and in an era of reduced public expenditure 
possibly unsustainable12.  

Our discussions with stakeholders and our examination of how the institutions 
operate indicate a number of other aspects of policy delivery that are worthy of 
comment. These are:  

 Information  - The annual assessment of schemes is limited by a lack of detailed 
information and analysis13.  Not all LGMGs report their monitoring and payment 
systems in a consistent and transparent way, such that information is often 
difficult to interpret14.  This makes the assessment of schemes difficult and the 
more detailed analysis in the current review is sometimes at variance with the 
assessments given in the NGMRG minutes.  Improved information and analysis 
are required in order that the NGMRG can base its interventions on appropriate 
reporting of local scheme data and its analysis.  

 Governance and audit  - We have been unable to locate any formal scrutiny or 
audit of LGMG payment systems.   Neither SG or SNH have been able to identify 
clear lines of responsibility for audit, although it would appear that NGMRG has 
some relevant powers in that it has intervened to correct financial 
mismanagement on more than one occasion.  Given a situation in which those 
directly or indirectly instrumental in determining the allocation of funding are also 
recipients of funding, the establishment of more transparent allocation processes 
and formal procedures for scrutiny would be highly desirable.   

 Delivery of national policy - Following the annual assessments of LGMSs, and at 
other times, the NGMRG typically responded to local groups by „expressing 
concern‟ over certain matters.  These concerns have often not been acted upon 
by the LGMGs, presumably because an LGMG takes a view different from the 
NGMRG and is under little pressure to change.  The evidence is that NGMRG 
has not always been able to effect modifications to aspects of schemes that it 
finds unsatisfactory.  This is presumably because the NGMRG finds it difficult to 
operate except through negotiation and consensus, its policy delivery powers 
being limited by the balance between centralised and distributed decision 
making.  

 Success of local groups15 – The success or otherwise of local groups in part 
reflects the role of the NGMRG in agreeing to their proposed structure and 
funding. In terms of achieving a local consensus (which underpinned the NPF) 
five of the seven groups have performed well in creating excellent partnerships 
between the interest groups and minimising tension between potentially 
conflicting interests (see below).  Two (Uist, and Tiree and Coll) have been less 

                                                 
12 These aspects are examined in detail in Section 4.  
13 The need for improved information was a recommendation of Annex 6 in the 2005 review.   
14 The need for improved information was a recommendation of Annex 6 in the 2005 review.   
15 A summary of the performance of the LGMGs is given in Appendix G. 
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successful although this is in part a reflection of the limitations on intervention 
imposed by the existing distribution of shooting rights on land under crofting 
tenure. 

 Communication between NGMRG and the LGMGs - A number of local groups felt 
that communication between the NGMRG and the local group could be improved 
to increase the effectiveness of the schemes:  One LGMG commented that 
“communication from the NGMRG to the groups is sporadic, slow to filter down 
and often focuses on issues which could have been dealt with very quickly if the 
local group chairman had been able to attend NGMRG meetings to answer 
questions.  Links to wider stakeholders through the national group could be 
improved”. The slow response presumably reflects the fact that the NGMRG 
meets quarterly and decisions are mainly left to such meetings in order to ensure 
consensus. 

  

3.3 Local goose management groups 
 
3.3.1  Remit and situation 
Seven LGMGs have been established following acceptance of their proposals by the 
NGMRG.  As such they have no constitution and no remit other than the objectives 
contained in their proposals and any conditions initially imposed by the NGMRG.   All 
LGMGs stated that they have adopted the national objectives given in the 2005 
recommendations (See Appendix G), although some do not list these in their annual 
reports.  Most LGMGs have felt it necessary to define local objectives, in part 
because the national objectives provide a substantial degree of policy space and 
local group objectives need to be more focussed.  

Table 3.1 gives some basic characteristics of the seven local groups.  The schemes 
are quite diverse and many stakeholders regarded this as a strength of the NGF 
structure – that schemes were designed to fit local circumstances.  To a degree this 
is essential because schemes must account for the variability in farming enterprises 
(and associated damage), variation in the seasons at which damage occurs and 
differences in the aspirations of farmer/crofters in how best to respond to damage.  It 
was surprising that some schemes had substantial populations of more than one 
species but in their reports (which presumably reflected their activities) did not 
specify the species present or differentiate their policy according to species. This 
casts some doubt on the effectiveness of such schemes in delivering conservation 
objectives for individual species.  

Appendix G describes each of the seven local groups and analyses their activities, 
cost and impacts in detail.  Chapter 4 deals in more detail with the cost-effectiveness 
and value for money of the groups. Here we discuss some generic aspects of the 
effectiveness of the groups structure in: 

 Meeting conservation obligations.  
 Minimising economic losses experienced by farmers and crofters 
 Reducing conflict. 
 Delivering value for money. 
 Communicating with the NGMRG. 
 Implementing NGMRG recommendations.
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Table 3.1 Characteristics of the local goose management groups 
Local goose 
management 
group 

Species 
targeted 

Season Management 
agreements 
with farmers 
or crofters 
(payments 
made) 

Shooting 
occurs on 
farms/crofts 
within 
scheme? 

Conflict 
reduction in 
the farming 
or crofting 
community 

Islay LGMG Barnacle 
and 
Greenland 
White-
fronted   

Winter Yes Barnacle 
under licence 

Good 

Kintyre LGMG Greenland 
White-
fronted  

Winter Yes No Good 

Solway 
Barnacle 
Goose 
Management 
Scheme 

Barnacle Winter Yes No Some 
concerns 
from 
excluded 
farmers 

Loch of 
Strathbeg 
LGMG 

Not 
specified 
but mainly 
pink-footed 

Spring Yes Greylag and 
Pink-footed  

Good 

South Walls 
LGMG 

Barnacle Winter Yes No Concerns 
from 
excluded 
farmers and 
those not 
receiving 
payments 

Tiree and Coll 
Goose 
Management 
Scheme 

Not 
specified 
but 
principally 
Greylag  

Summer No Greylag Partial 

Uist Greylag 
Goose 
Management 
Scheme 

Greylag Summer No Greylag Partial 

 

   
Meeting conservation obligations 

The extent to which the goose NPF has been successful in meeting the UK‟s 
conservation obligations is addressed in Section 2.6). 

Minimising economic losses experienced by farmers and crofters 

Measuring the absolute costs of goose damage was not within the agreed remit of 
the current review. However, participation levels approaching 100% of those eligible 
in most of the payment schemes (see Appendix G for details) and the contentment 
with payment rates evident in our interviews indicated that payment rates were 
sufficient to more than cover the costs of contract obligations (restrictions on scaring 
etc.) in most cases.  A small number of farmers were dissatisfied either because they 
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considered the goose counts were too low or because they were excluded from 
schemes despite suffering damage. Appendix G gives more detail on these aspects.  

In the Western Isles (where no payments were made) there was dissatisfaction 
amongst some of the crofting community because economic losses were continuing 
despite the existence of the scheme.  However, considerable progress had been 
made in addressing the cause of the damage by reducing the Greylag Goose 
population and it is not clear how any scheme could remove all goose damage while 
geese remained present (see Appendix G).  

Reducing conflict 

The National Policy Framework was developed to resolve a situation of major conflict 
particularly on Islay and principally between farmers and SNH. Damage from geese, 
the impact on farm incomes and the inability of farmers to act because of perceived 
restrictions on shooting resulted in a politically fraught situation.   

National and local stakeholders were generally very positive about the success of 
groups in reducing these historic goose-related tensions.  SNH, for example, valued 
the structure because the group was the key to resolving issues and this had 
produced positive benefits in terms of good relations with the farming community 
which allowed conservation (not just goose-related conservation) to proceed more 
cooperatively.  

In five cases, the groups had achieved very good working relations amongst the 
interests represented (Table 3.1).  In Solway, for example, the group reported “broad 
support for the Scheme which had considerably reduced the animosity towards 
geese that had developed prior to the Scheme.  Overall, the Scheme has allowed a 
conflict situation to be resolved and a considerable degree of co-operation achieved 
in the management of geese”. 

On Islay, the scheme has delivered very good working relationships with all interests, 
and the Islay LGMG note that “the current arrangement has resulted in more efficient 
delivery, a joined up approach, and better protection of geese.  The flexibility within 
the scheme has meant adjustments to suit local situations have been quick and easy 
to make, particularly as most of the day to day decision making can be done on the 
island”. 

The Kintyre LGMG considered that “the local set up with statutory organisations, 
farmers and stakeholders making up the membership of the local goose group has 
resulted in a better understanding of all the issues relating to goose management 
across the board, a feeling of local involvement, use of local expertise in the 
development of the scheme and a sense of local ownership in the day to day running 
of the scheme”.  These comments are typical of the majority of the groups.  

However, some groups have adopted policies aimed at concentrating geese in 
certain areas and this has left excluded farmers suffering goose damage without any 
direct contribution to costs.  The Islay group (which does not have this policy) noted 
that “in the past individual goose management agreements focussed on a few areas 
located within protected sites.   Whilst these agreements worked to the satisfaction of 
the individual farmers they did not contain the goose population within the protected 
sites and there was a great deal of dissatisfaction from farmers outwith these areas 
who could not enter into these agreements but who still had to support feeding 
geese”.  LGMSs which aim at concentrating geese (Solway, South Walls) both have 
tensions from farmers not receiving payments.  It is true to say, however, that tension 
would be much greater were there to be no scheme at all.  

The Western Isles LGMGs (Table 3.1) did not appear to have achieved a good 
consensus and the schemes were not totally fulfilling local ambitions (see Appendix 
G 2), although considerable progress had been made during the five-year life of the 
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schemes. The ambitions of the crofting community for reductions in the population of 
geese (and hence damage) are difficult (and may well be impossible) to achieve due 
to the control of shooting rights by the estates and a budget that was insufficient to 
enable more complete goose control, even if further control was deemed acceptable 
from a population management viewpoint.  

Delivering value for money 

The cost-benefit analysis undertaken for NGMRG (2005) concluded that 
“compensation payments made by the government to farmers for damage caused by 
wild geese represent good value for money to the tax-payer”.  Local schemes used 
this as the basis for arguing that their schemes delivered VFM.  However, we 
question the continuing validity of this conclusion in areas where goose numbers 
have increased.  This is discussed in Section 4.   

None of the participants in local schemes had any strong incentive to improve the 
VFM of their schemes.  The overriding concern in the majority of cases was to obtain 
sufficient funding to remove tensions between farmers, conservation interests and 
government.   This is entirely explicable because good relations with farmers improve 
the quality of life for those officers involved and allow other environmental objectives 
to be more easily delivered.  

It could be argued that the SGRPID chairman and SNH secretary have a particular 
responsibility to ensure payment rates represent good value. But this is unrealistic 
under the current arrangements.  With a goose budget separate from the SNH 
budget there is no in-built trade-off that would affect the ability of SNH to deliver on 
its other obligations, and hence no incentive to moderate budgets. The SGRPID 
chairs are confronted with the dual and ambiguous roles of SGRPID representative 
and independent chairperson, which represents a conflict of interest in the context of 
seeking VFM.  The chairs also have little incentive to restrain bids for funding since 
maintaining a local consensus is inevitably their primary aim.  

Communication with the NGMRG 

We found the annual reports from the LGMGs extremely variable in information and 
quality.  Whilst some were thorough and provided a clear picture of the performance 
of the scheme others did not give adequate data on numbers, trends or payments 
that would allow any serious assessment of the scheme. This could represent a 
strategic decision to under-inform the national group. On the other hand it may reflect 
an inadequacy in local SNH or SGRPID resources allocated to the group and 
uncertainty about what information the NGMRG require.  Whatever the reason, it 
leads to difficulties in interpreting the reports.  

Some chairmen would have valued representation on the NGMRG but the national 
stakeholders were not generally in favour of this because of the risk of concentrating 
on local rather than national or more strategic issues at meetings.  We concur with 
this view but asking chairmen to present and discuss their reports in person or via 
video conferencing at one meeting annually would facilitate improved communication 
and feedback.  

Implementing NGMRG recommendations  

All the LGMGs considered that they had implemented these recommendations in the 
sense that the schemes conformed to the recommendations (Appendix G).  None 
indicated that scheme design or operation had changed as a consequence of the 
recommendations, nor was it clear that in all cases LGMG committees had 
considered them.  Some recommendations were difficult to interpret (e.g. as regards 
the achievement of value for money) and others were ambiguous (as regards 
innovation and dissemination of best practice and the setting of targets).  Whilst all 
groups claimed that they adhered to the core NGMRG (2005) objectives this was not 



REVISED VERSION OCTOBER 2010 

 114 

apparent in all annual reports.  Even so, in broad terms we concluded that all 
schemes could argue that they were compliant with those recommendations that 
were within their remit to adopt. 

  

3.4 GSAG 
GSAG was set up primarily to advise the NGMRG on scientific issues regarding 
Scottish goose populations.  The group is chaired by SNH‟s Head of Science. 
Secretariat support was formerly provided by SG but this role has been temporarily 
adopted by SNH until other arrangements can be made.  The group meets at least 
once a year and minutes are usually uploaded to SG web pages (although there 
have been omissions over the last few years due to the uncoordinated change-over 
of the Secretariat role).  Representatives on GSAG are from SNH, RSPB, BASC, 
WWT and SASA who are all employed as scientists within their own organisations.  

GSAG is responsible for overseeing and making recommendations for the monitoring 
of goose populations in Scotland. It also reviews the monitoring from the LGMSs and 
advise NGMRG of any notable changes in population numbers.  In addition, GSAG 
has advised SNH on the commissioning of a series of Population Viability Analyses 
(PVAs) for the main wintering population of geese and reported back to NGMRG the 
main findings and the implications for future management and policy making.  The 
group is also involved in making recommendations for future research into goose 
populations. 

Strengths of GSAG include the ability to draw on a wide range of strong scientific 
expertise and applied experience from a number of organisations with varying goose-
related interests.  These include representatives from a number of NGOs, who 
provide their input voluntarily and this in-kind advice represents very good VFM.  It is 
important to ensure that representatives of organisations sitting on GSAG remain of 
high scientific standing in the future.  Recommendations made by the group are 
reached by consensus and should be based on objective evaluation of the scientific 
evidence presented.  The experience of the current review has been that the advice 
provided by GSAG is scientifically rigorous and objective, and does not stray into 
policy advice.  However, this may be more difficult to ensure in future if there is an 
increasing need for GSAG to advise on adaptive management-type approaches to 
managing goose populations more proactively16. 

The Chair and Secretary of GSAG play key roles in terms of taking forward the 
advice of GSAG effectively, and interfacing effectively with NGMRG.  It is important 
that these key staff have sufficient time allocated each year for these GSAG 
responsibilities.  

One criticism of GSAG has been made by LGMGs over the lack of dissemination of 
relevant research.  GSAG feel that there is scope to provide a website to publish 
summaries of the main findings and from which reports could be downloaded.  We 
conclude that the ability of GSAG to communicate their scientific advice and findings 
more widely (e.g. with LGMGs) is limited by resources.  The translation of documents 
discussed by the scientists on GSAG into a form suitable for wider dissemination 
requires time and appropriate expertise (from scientists who work regularly at the 
interface between science and public understanding).  It would be useful for GSAG to 
produce short briefings in an accessible style on the key issues that they discuss, for 

                                                 
16 The current make-up of GSAG has some very experienced goose scientists. It may not always be 
possible for the key stakeholder organisations to field such expert scientists in future, and it may be 
appropriate to consider involving other independent scientists in GSAG, either routinely or (perhaps 
better) to give periodic advice on key issues. 
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regular dissemination to all the LGMGs (links to a website providing more information 
could be offered). 

 

3.5 SNH  
 
3.5.1 Role in the National Policy Framework 
SNH provides the Secretariat for the NGMRG and currently also GSAG. It provides 
the funding conduit for the local schemes, organises the contracts with farmers and 
administrates the schemes at local level through their regional offices.  It also 
intervenes in goose management with its own schemes and agreements.  

Within the NPF payment schemes there was strong appreciation from participants 
with regard to the efficiency with which contracts and payments were administered, 
and with the general responsiveness of staff to issues.  The most common negative 
comment from a small minority of participants was that counting systems in use 
underestimated the total number of geese on their fields during the year.  SNH also 
organise scaring and shooting where this is part of the LGMG plan.  There was 
criticism from some farmers as regards the level of support and its responsiveness to 
perceived needs but overall SNH delivered these services well.  

The payment schemes, with the exception of Strathbeg, are „light touch‟ with few 
contractual obligations, minimal compliance monitoring and minimal penalties for 
non-compliance.  SNH was unclear on where responsibility lay for the financial 
probity and auditing of payments.  This clearly needs clarification.  The effectiveness 
of the scheme would be improved with levels of scrutiny and penalties for non-
compliance typical of the SRDP, with which farmers are familiar.  

There are no payments under the summer schemes so financial and scrutiny issues 
are less relevant.  But there was less enthusiastic comment from crofters and 
farmers on the SNH roles in the summer goose schemes and this reflected the 
schemes‟ lack of success in building local partnerships and meeting local needs. 
These aspects are discussed in Appendix G.   

 

3.5.2  Direct intervention in goose management 
SNH launched a 5-year Species Action Framework in 2005 (SNH, 2005) with the 
Greenland White-fronted Goose as a named species.  The aim was to halt the 
decline in the population by 2010, and to maintain and, where possible, enhance its 
wintering range. The limited measures proposed under the Framework were 
additional to the measures introduced through NGMRG. SNH has not yet reported on 
the outcomes of the Framework.  

SNH operates a number of Management Agreements (MAs) that relate partially or 
wholly to geese.  Brief details of these are included for completeness in Appendix H.  
They are typically small scale and often relate to a single farm where (EU Birds 
Directive Annex 1) geese graze.  These expenditures and their effectiveness have 
not been formally reviewed as part of the current study.  

The SNH management agreements fit well with the larger NGMRG/LGMG schemes 
in providing a comprehensive suite of mechanisms for the delivery of policy. 
Stakeholders have indicated that SNH confer with NGMRG on how best to respond 
to new challenges that relate to geese.  
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3.6 Conclusions 
 
The NGMRG in its delivery of the NPF has produced a degree of harmony between 
interest groups, and contributed to substantial increases in some Annex 1 goose 
populations, but at considerable and increasing cost to the taxpayer.  Whilst it can be 
said to have generally delivered on its objectives (conservation obligations for 
Greenland White-fronts apart), these objectives define a very broad policy space and 
one which has little focus.   

The institutional structure has been less successful in delivering in areas where 
farmers/crofters‟ preferences are for reduced goose populations rather than 
management agreements (with payments involved).  A number of factors may 
explain this lack of effectiveness.  A consensus for population control/reduction is 
harder to achieve than one based on management agreements and this has limited 
the extent to which conservation interests will support such a policy.  In addition, 
where shooting licences are essential to secure effective population management, 
the level of shooting is typically restricted by constraints in the licensing system. 
Finally, the ownership of shooting rights may be such as to restrict shooting 
especially on crofts.  In general, there has not been a coherent intervention through 
policy to limit the increasing damage cost associated with the expansion of the 
Scottish goose population and this has left a situation that remains to be addressed. 

There are several areas where it appeared that the institutions could operate more 
effectively.  The NGMRG could be better informed about the operations of local 
schemes and undertake or require more rigorous analysis of effectiveness.  Neither 
the annual reports nor the local databases provide the information that the NGMRG 
needs to assess policy delivery.  The responsiveness of NGMRG to local schemes 
was slow, although this might reflect the constraints imposed by consensus 
management or the resources available (NGMRG Chair and Secretariat).  Local 
governance was at times questionable and responsibility for scrutiny and audit 
uncertain.   The extent to which schemes could be said to be equitable also differed.  

SNH has no specific goose policy but does intervene through the Species Action 
Framework (Greenland White-fronted Goose), designated sites, and Natural Care 
(Management Agreements).  Its activities appear to complement those of the 
NGMRG.   

This review concludes that GSAG is successful within its original remit of providing 
advice to NGMRG on scientific issues relating to geese.  This is largely due to having 
the involvement of experienced scientists from a wide range of organizations, who 
reach a consensus and objective view of key scientific evidence for dissemination to 
NGMRG.  There is scope however to improve reporting back directly to LGMGs and 
making them aware of evidence available, which could help inform management of 
goose populations within their schemes.  GSAG may find it more difficult to stay 
focused on science issues and not stray into policy in future if there is an increasing 
need to advise on proactive management of goose populations, and external 
independent scientific advice may be required as additional policy support. 

In summary, the NGMRG in its implementation of the NPF has been highly 
successful in delivering a policy acceptable to most stakeholders and reducing 
tension that existed previously. Policy now needs to address the consequences of 
increasing populations of most species with associated increases in damage costs17 
and escalating budgetary expenditure.  These changes raise questions about the 
longer-term effectiveness of the framework, its delivery and the associated 

                                                 
17 Discussed more fully in Section 4.7. 
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legislation.  The resilience of the consensus-based framework in the face of any 
substantial cut in the budget is also questionable.  
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4 The economics of goose management: its 
public benefits, value for money and cost-
effectiveness  

4.1 An economic perspective 
From an abstract economic perspective, the policy “problem” arising from wild geese 
populations may be interpreted as one of market failure.  Specifically, the mobile 
nature of geese and the lack of private ownership of them mean that (in the absence 
of public policy interventions) private management of geese is unlikely to be 
economically or ecologically optimal. 

For example, under-management (i.e. overly large populations and associated over-
grazing) may lead to negative externalities in the form of damage to agricultural crops 
and to other species (with a possible loss of environmental features and biodiversity).  
Equally over-management (i.e. too severe control of goose numbers) may also lead 
to negative effects not only on goose population viability but also on the functioning 
of ecosystems of which they are part. 

The degree of protection specified in the EU Birds Directive reflects scientific 
concerns over the ecological vulnerability of particular species populations and their 
biodiversity importance, with different species attracting different degrees of 
protection.   

Under an adaptive management approach, the policy task becomes one of 
determining an acceptable (target) population level for each species and then 
selecting the level and type of policy effort needed to achieve and sustain this.  
Whilst the first element essentially lies with the European Commission18 and 
scientific advice on population viability and adaptive management (not least since the 
migratory behaviour of geese requires population analysis to be conducted at a pan-
European if not wider scale), the second element rests at the domestic level.  That is, 
what is the most effective mix of policy instruments to ensure compliance at least 
domestic cost?  

 

4.2 Economic value of geese 
 
The economic value of geese is primarily derived indirectly through their contribution 
to ecosystem services rather than directly through income and employment 
generation in the provision of marketable goods and services.  That is, whilst there 
are some commercial opportunities for tourism-related enterprises (e.g. birdwatching 
visits, shooting trips), the majority of the benefits arising from wild geese are 
distributed diffusely across current and future members of society in terms 
ecosystems‟ supporting and regulating functions and quality of life benefits. On the 
negative side, geese may cause damage to agriculture and impact negatively on 
biodiversity.  

 

4.2.1 Opportunities for goose-related income and tourism 
Geese may also provide benefits to farmers and landowners through shooting 
(private and commercial) and also to local communities if geese induce additional 
visits to an area. Our interviews indicated that commercial shooting of quarry species 

                                                 
18 Member States may apply for derogations from the Directive but, since the Directive is designed to 
meet various international obligations, the EC is not itself unconstrained on such policy decisions. 
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(principally Greylag and Pink-footed Geese) can produce significant revenue in 
certain areas of Scotland although farmers and estates were reluctant to quantify the 
magnitude of the income they received. The RSPB/BASC (1998) study estimated 
that goose shooters injected £1.96m per year into the Scottish economy although 
only £202,000 of this was in payments to farmers. 

The income from shooting may partially or totally compensate for the costs of 
damage by geese, with the result that in some areas geese are not an issue despite 
considerable numbers. A goose issue may arise if commercial shooting is restricted 
or not allowed (e.g. problems occur outside of the shooting season) and damage 
occurs for which there is no countervailing income opportunity.  

Commercial shooting is not an option for specially protected species, which can only 
be shot under licence. Hence in the LGMG areas, it is only around the Loch of 
Strathbeg and in the Western Isles that there is commercial shooting.  

Our interviews with farmers and crofters located few opportunities for increasing 
incomes from goose watching or associated activities (e.g. goose-related bed and 
breakfast).  Geese, can undoubtedly provide an important reason for tourism in areas 
where large numbers are present (e.g. Islay) and RSPB/BASC (1998) estimated that 
goose watching brought expenditures of £269,000-£346,000 per year to Islay‟s 
economy and £1.5m to Scotland.  Even so, at the margin, it seems most unlikely that 
even substantial changes in goose numbers in these areas would have any impact 
on tourism because considerable opportunities for viewing exist, the numbers are 
large and the geese widespread. In the chapters that follow, we have decided 
therefore that geese tourism should not be considered a major driver of future goose 
policy.  

Consequently, despite incurring costs, there are practical limits to the ability of land 
managers to capture the public good value of geese in the form of monetary 
exchanges between producers and consumers.  This highlights a tension under the 
Scottish Government‟s (SG) economic strategy in that promoting environmental 
quality through regulation can be at odds with promoting commercial productivity and 
competitiveness. 
 
4.2.2 Public benefits from geese 
The only valuation of the public benefits from geese is that of Macmillan et al. (2001) 
(also reported by Hanley et al. (2003)). It used choice experiments and contingent 
valuation (CV) to elicit the preferences of different groups of people19 and their 
willingness to pay (WTP) for goose management.  The aggregate public benefit (the 
Scottish population‟s WTP) for policies that avoided a 10% fall in „endangered‟ goose 
species was £6.8m per year. The benefit from a 10% increase in the population of 
endangered species was £10.2m per year. There was no evidence for a WTP for 
increases in goose numbers beyond 10%: in fact Islay residents were willing to pay 
£13 per household to prevent a 50% increase in numbers – indicating that large 
increases in goose populations result in welfare losses to local residents and that 
they are wiling to pay to prevent such increases.  

The qualitative and quantitative research suggested that the public favoured 
conservation polices that targeted endangered20 species. The public were not 
prepared to pay more for conservation measures that extended conservation to non-
endangered species. To interpret this within the current policy context it is necessary 
to identify which species (if any) can be classed as endangered.  It seems that 
Macmillan et al. (2001) did not define this term clearly and in order to apply their 
                                                 
19 The general public in Scotland, Islay residents, Islay visitors, Loch of Strathbeg residents, Loch of 
Strathbeg visitors. 
20 Although it is not clear how this term was defined in the research.  



REVISED VERSION OCTOBER 2010 

 120 

results we need to make some assumptions. We consider that only the Greenland 
White-fronted Goose might now be so classed since other species are in favourable 
conservation status, at least at a Scottish scale.  Hence the preference research 
suggests that, in terms of conservation measures, the public may only be wiling to 
pay for policies that focus on this species.  

Even if the benefit estimates were to be scaled down to reflect recent changes in 
disposable incomes the aggregate benefits from protecting endangered species 
remain large and much higher than the public expenditure costs of current policy (ca 
£1.6m per year).  NGMRG (2005) concluded from an assessment of the same basic 
data that “the compensation payments made by the government to farmers for 
damage caused by wild geese represented good value for money to the taxpayer”.  
In so far as these payments assist in preventing a population becoming endangered, 
the conclusion is still justified. However, the overall Scottish goose population 
increased substantially between 2000 and 2010 and this changes the interpretation 
of the preference study from that given in Scottish Executive (2005). 

The increase in the total number of geese in the main areas of policy concern 
(scheme areas21 plus Orkney22) is around 76% for the 10 years 2000-2009 (see 
Table 2.5). The increase in the Scottish goose population is approximately 17% 
(Table 2.5) over the same ten years. The preference research was unclear about the 
benefits from a 17% increase but gave no evidence of public support for increases of 
the magnitude of 76%. Local residents indicated a WTP to avoid major increases in 
goose populations. 

In the light of the increase in total goose numbers over the last decade the 
preference research can be re-interpreted.  The research suggests that policy to 
enhance the Greenland White-fronted Goose population (assuming this is considered 
to be „endangered‟) provides VFM. But the research provides no support for a policy 
that benefits further increases in the populations of Barnacle, Greylag and Pink-
footed Geese if these are considered non-„endangered‟ species. There is no support 
for further increases in the total goose population. In so far as population changes 
reflect policy intervention, we question whether policy at the margin is delivering VFM 
for Barnacle Geese (where population growth has been 29-37% over the last 
decade) and there is no support for any expansion in the overall goose population.  

 

4.3 Population growth and the costs of damage 
 
Growth in the goose population in scheme areas and Orkney has been around 76% 
over the last decade (around 5.8% per year).  For scheme areas alone, it has 
averaged 2.2% per year. While it may be desirable that the populations of certain 
species are maintained or increased, the overall impact on agriculture is one of 
increasing potential damage.  Any increase in population is likely to have a social 
cost where geese graze agricultural land, and this will impact on public expenditure if 
additional payment schemes are instituted.  

Damage costs as measured by payment rates in the LGMSs vary from around £15 to 
£52 per goose (see Table 4.3).  Marginal damage costs within existing schemes are 
likely to be similar, particularly where payments are linked to goose density. The 
evidence from Daw and Daw (2001) suggests that marginal damage costs may be 
higher than average costs in areas where densities are low but increasing.  

                                                 
21 Applying the Scottish Svalbard Barnacle population data for Solway.   
22 Excluding Orkney , the increase is around 24%.  
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Using the lower end of the cost range (say £20 per additional goose), a continuing 
increase at 2.2% per year implies an additional damage cost of around £87k23 per 
year rising to £958k after ten years if the population expands unchecked and at this 
rate.  A continuing increase of 5.8% per year would have much more dramatic cost 
implications.   

In practice, it is to be expected that other factors may limit the rate of population 
growth and associated damage.  Nevertheless, the risk remains that, without 
intervention to control increasing damage, social costs could rise very substantially 
without any compensating public benefits. It might be argued that farmers should 
bear some of the damage cost, at least for non-Annex 1 species, if they are given the 
opportunity to address the causes of damage. However, experience indicates that 
when damage becomes uncontrollable there is pressure for public support.  There 
could therefore be a high budgetary cost associated with a policy that fails to address 
the potential for further increases in goose numbers.  

The initial route for controlling damage is to address any legal constraints that 
currently restrict farmers‟ ability to control damage by legitimate shooting.  This has 
zero budgetary cost (from the current goose scheme budget at least) and responds 
to the preferences indicated by the farming interests consulted as part of the current 
study. Even with some relaxation of constraints, there is no guarantee that farmer 
and sport shooting will adequately contain the level of damage in all cases.  This 
aspect is discussed below.  

 

4.4 Shooting, sale of carcasses and egg control measures 
 
4.4.1 Public preferences in relation to shooting  
Respondents in the public surveys (Macmillan et al. 2001) were asked about 
preferences for or against shooting.  They were offered a choice of „means of 
control‟: either habitat management; or habitat management plus shooting.  The 
general public and visitors to areas had a preference against shooting, although this 
was not the case with Islay or Strathbeg residents.  

There are two problems with interpreting these results. First, the habitat management 
alternative to shooting was not described to respondents, and it is not clear what it 
comprises or whether it exists as a feasible alternative. Hence the choice set was 
unclear and this could have biased the WTP. Hanley et al. (2003) have questioned 
the extent to which the general public‟s responses take account of conservation 
realities. 

Second, preferences differed amongst subsets of the population and it is not clear 
whose preferences are most important for policy - those affected by the policy 
(residents) or those paying for the policy (the general public) (Hanley et al. 2003).  
Nevertheless, we conclude that where management of numbers is a policy goal, 
shooting is not a generally preferred option if other options exist. However residents 
in the areas studied were indifferent to shooting – for them control was more 
important than the method by which it was achieved.  

  

4.4.2 Background to management within LGMSs 
Table 4.2 indicates where shooting or lethal scaring takes place under the LGMSs. 
Publicly funded shooting of Barnacle Geese takes place under licence as part of the 
LGMS on Islay, and of Greylag Geese on Tiree and Coll, and on the Uists.  

                                                 
23 Based on a population of 197,160 in the local schemes plus Orkney. .  
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Commercial shooting of quarry goose species is important around Loch of Strathbeg, 
on Tiree and Coll, and on the Uists.  On Tiree and Coll and the Uists, reducing goose 
damage through population management was the prime concern expressed to us by 
the crofting community.  However, shooting rights lie with the estates who are 
generally unwilling to allow crofters to shoot because of interference with the estates‟ 
commercial shooting interest (Sections 16.6 and 16.7). The NFUS has also proposed 
this as the method of choice in areas where (principally Greylag) goose damage is 
increasing (e.g. Orkney). On Orkney, Greylag Geese are legal quarry during the 
open season but farmers wish to see some relaxation of shooting regulations 
(Section 17.2). The desire expressed by these stakeholders is to manage 
populations at an acceptable level in order to maintain agricultural activities and 
incomes without reliance on direct payments to farmers.   

 
Table 4.2:  Shooting in relation to location and scheme 

Local goose management group Commerical 
shooting of quarry 
geese? 

Shooting funded under the 
LGMS? 

Islay LGMG No Yes (lethal scaring of 
Barnacles) 

Kintyre LGMG No No 

Solway Barnacle Goose 
Management Scheme No No 

Loch of Strathbeg LGMG Yes No 

South Walls LGMG No No 

Tiree and Coll Goose Management 
Scheme Yes Yes (Greylag) 

Uist Greylag Goose Management 
Scheme Yes Yes (Greylag) 

 

On Islay, around 650 Barnacle Geese are currently shot annually to reinforce non-
lethal scaring techniques and reduce the level of agricultural damage. This is 
permitted under derogation from the EU Birds Directive, although the legality of the 
activity has been questioned by some stakeholders (Section 2.2.5).  

There has been widespread representation to this review from farmers and crofters, 
especially those suffering Greylag Goose damage, regarding measures that would 
facilitate shooting as a damage control mechanism.  

 

4.4.3 Licences to shoot: stakeholder views 
The current licensing legislation and its implementation are considered by many 
farmers to be unduly restrictive, for the following reasons: 

 The perceived delay and bureaucracy involved in granting licences is said to 
deter farmers from applying and may mean that damage is already severe before 
a licence is granted.  SGRPID has not been able to provide us with detailed 
information on the delay that occurs between licence applications and decisions 
and how this relates to the two bodies involved (SNH and SGRPID).  SGRPID 
quote 14 days as an average time between application and granting of a licence.  
Instances of much longer delays have been brought to our attention, although it 
appears that, in situations where damage is routine, turnaround can be fast. 
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 Licences have conditions attached that place restrictions on who can shoot and 
the type of shooting that can take place.  These constraints restrict damage 
control and increase policy costs and have no clear benefits in the goose context. 

 Some stakeholders suggested that an extension of the open season for quarry 
species would help to facilitate damage control but others doubted that this would 
increase sport shooting, which has a well-defined winter season. 

 Some stakeholders requested that Greylag Goose should be added to the 
„general licence‟ (Schedule 2 Part II of the Wildlife and Countryside Act), to permit 
shooting throughout the year.  They believe this would have a significant impact 
on the ability of farmers to engage in shooting and lethal scaring in the current 
closed season, when resident geese can cause damage.  Given the considerable 
population growth and increased damage that has occurred in the last decade, 
this is perceived as the single most effective route to reducing the social cost of 
geese. It would be a move welcomed by farming interests. 

 

We deal with these suggestions further under policy options in Chapter 7. 

 

4.4.4 Sale of carcasses: stakeholder views 
A number of stakeholders have argued for the removal of restrictions on the sale of 
goose meat, both to provide more financial incentive for shooting, easier disposal of 
carcasses (which may limit shooting, particularly if numbers shot increase), and to 
allow the production of goose products as a source of local income.  Conservation 
interests have pointed out: that restrictions on sale to date have been an effective 
conservation mechanism; it would be important to restrict legal sale to specified 
species and have mechanisms in place to trace the source; and to guard against a 
change leading to the shooting and sale of vulnerable species (particularly Greenland 
White-fronted Goose). 

Stakeholders felt that carcass values are unlikely to provide a major, additional 
incentive to shoot, either by farmers or for sport.  But removing a restriction on 
farmers‟ ability to address the causes of goose damage would be welcomed by 
farming interests. 

We have not assessed the market opportunities for geese and goose products 
because this would require a separate study that covers a wider range of 
stakeholders (see Section 2.7.5). 

 

4.4.5 Bag limits: stakeholder views 
A number of stakeholders held the view that the basis for setting limits is not always 
clear, and that there is a case for reviewing procedures, especially for out of season 
licences, in areas facing rapid population growth of quarry species.  In such cases 
some find it difficult to see any justification for bag limits.  The current derivation of 
bag limits and future recommendations are covered in Sections 2.2.4, 2.2.7 and 
2.7.4. 

 

4.4.6 Reporting: stakeholder views 
The majority of stakeholders expressed concerns about inadequacies in reporting of 
numbers shot, both under out-of-season licence (although there has been marked 
improvement in this in recent years; Section 2.2.6) and more importantly for quarry 
species. We consider the shortfalls for recording numbers shot for quarry species in 
Section 2.7.3. 
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4.4.7 Egg control measures: stakeholder views 
Egg oiling measures for Greylag Geese have been taken under licence in the Uists 
(see Appendix G for details) and we understand that a licence has been issued for 
egg oiling in 2010.   The costs of egg oiling as compared with shooting are not clear 
because of the limited experience with oiling and the fact that costs will vary 
depending on the location and accessibility of nests.  It is clear, however, that egg 
oiling is not as effective at reducing numbers of geese (and thus reducing damage) 
as removal of adult birds (Trinder et al. 2009).  Some local people have been 
enthusiastic about engaging with egg oiling to reduce evident damage, giving a 
strong case for facilitation.  This is particularly so in crofting areas where shooting 
rights remain with the landlord, such that crofters cannot directly address damage by 
shooting.  In other areas with increasing Greylag Goose issues, such as Orkney, it is 
less clear how oiling could operate without public assistance and oiling was not 
raised by farmers as a preferred mechanism for addressing damage. We consider 
egg control as one of the suite of measures available for reducing agricultural 
damage further in Chapter 7. 

 

4.5 Costs of local schemes  
 
The seven local schemes are described in detail in Appendix G and individual 
scheme data are provided on the scheme areas, numbers of farmers receiving 
payments and so on. Summaries are given in Table 4.3. The total cost of operating 
these schemes in 2009-10 is expected to be around £1.56m, £1.30m of which is in 
payments to farmers.  The cost per goose data are taken from Appendix G and 
based on 2009/10 or 2008/09 data depending on availability. Costs for the two years 
are generally very similar because schemes changed little between these years. The 
goose numbers used to derive costs per goose in the payment schemes refer to 
those counted on areas receiving payments within the schemes. For the non-
payment schemes the total Greylag count is used.  
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Table 4.3        Costs of the local goose management schemes: the total cost per 
goose includes all costs of operating the scheme. The number of 
geese supported in payment schemes refers to geese counted on 
fields where farmers receive payments and is the number used in 
the calculation of payments. In non-payment schemes, the total 
number of geese is used. Numbers supported (and costs per 
goose) will vary with year. Note that it was not possible to make 
meaningful calculations of the area (hectarage) of each scheme 
or number of payment recipients that would allow comparisons 
between schemes because of the differing methods schemes use 
to present these data (see Appendix G). 

 

Local goose 
management group 

Total cost 
(2009-10) 
(£‟000) 

Cost of 
payments 
to farmers 
(2009-10 
(£‟000) 

Approximate 
number of 
geese on 
farms 
receiving 
payments  

Total 
cost (£ 
per 
goose) 

Cost of 
payments (£ 
per goose) 

Payment schemes      

Islay LGMG 997 908 45,700 21.8 19.9 
Kintyre LGMG 110 77.4 2,110 52.2 36.6 
Solway Barnacle 
Goose Management 
Scheme 

241 220 6,740 35.6 32.6 

Loch of Strathbeg 
LGMG24 85.4 74.9 5,450 15.7 13.8 

South Walls LGMG 27.8 21.8 930 30.0 23.5 
Non-payment 
schemes   Number of 

greylags   

Tiree and Coll Goose 
Management 
Scheme 

35.4 0 4,270 8.3 N/A 

Uist Greylag Goose 
Management 
Scheme 

64.2 0 6,100 10.5 N/A 

 
4.5.1 Comparison between schemes 
Table 4.3 gives the costs of operating the schemes and the cost per goose 
supported.  For schemes that make payments to farmers, we have used counts 
made on fields receiving payments as the best indicator of the population supported 
by the schemes.  This includes payments for scaring areas on Islay, although these 
are so small that their exclusion changes goose numbers by only 0.4%.  We exclude 
geese counted on scaring zones not receiving payments since local schemes differ in 
the size of these zones, and scaring zone areas could be increased as a ploy to 
reduce the apparent cost per goose. 

Nevertheless, comparisons must be made with care because of differences in 
scheme structure, systems of payment, farming systems, goose species (their 

                                                 
24 Goose days are uncorrected for dropping loss which if incorporated would reduce the cost per goose 
by 12.8% (see Table G28). All data are for the spring 2009 season. 
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weight25 and grazing habits) and length of the grazing period.  Total costs vary 
between £15.70 and £52.20 per goose (Table 4.3).  The Kintyre and Solway 
schemes appear the most costly per goose directly supported but in dairying areas 
account has to be taken of the opportunity cost of dairy output which is typically 
higher than for other livestock (SAC, 2009b).  In Kintyre there are „overpayments‟ 
mainly due to the way the per ha rates are scaled in relation to goose density (see 
Appendix G).  The Solway count and payment data are less reliable than those from 
the other areas since the local group was unable to provide us with a comprehensive 
and transparent database that linked goose counts to farms/fields and payments, 
which was available for each of the other payment schemes.  This is indicative of the 
variability in the transparency of reporting systems that is noted elsewhere in this 
report, and may in part reflect different level of staff resourcing available to the local 
goose groups in each area. 

The Strathbeg scheme has the lowest cost per goose of the schemes that involve 
payments to farmers, and this reflects not only the short operational period of the 
scheme (2 months) but careful selection of fields by the group to provide grazing for 
the largest number of geese possible within the budget.  

Costs per goose overall are lowest for the Coll and Tiree, and Uist schemes.  Here, 
expenditure is only on scaring and shooting and the costs cannot be directly 
compared with those for the payment schemes.   

Whist schemes vary in cost per goose supported, they may also vary in their 
effectiveness in delivering policy. For example, the relatively low cost scheme (per 
goose) on Islay does not appear to be delivering policy objectives for the Greenland 
Whitefronts there (Section 2.5.3).  This is not to say that that increasing expenditure 
would resolve the situation or produce any additional policy benefits. It indicates that 
differences between species and contexts make the concept of cost-effectiveness 
(CE) very difficult to apply across schemes. It is more productive to assess how the 
CE of individual schemes may be improved. 

  

4.6 Increasing the cost-effectiveness of payment schemes  
 
4.6.1 Damage estimates 
It was not within the remit of the current study to measure the actual costs of goose 
damage and their relationship with payment rates.  In the formal responses to our 
questionnaire survey, one national stakeholder NGO did raise the need to further 
establish links between actual damage and payments to farmers.  In developing 
future goose policy, it is important to bear in mind that the degree of agricultural 
damage does not necessarily increase in proportion to the numbers or density of 
geese present because so many other (human and natural) factors also have an 
influence on grass/crop growth. 

Current payment rates are based on agreed estimates of the lost output and 
additional costs associated with goose management.  Since a central tenet of the 
NGMRG is to obtain VFM from government expenditure, one might conclude that 
NGMRG negotiated payment rates that were the minimum to deliver policy.  
However, this would be naïve given the overarching goal of maintaining consensus. 
There may be scope for alternative bases for payment.  

                                                 
25 BTO Birdfacts (e.g. http://blx1.bto.org/birdfacts/results/bob1670.htm) gives mean weights for 
Barnacle, Pink-footed, Greylag and Greenland White-fronted Goose of 1.7 kg, 2.5 kg, 3.3 kg and 2.5kg 
respectively. Feed intake may be expected to vary approximately with metabolic body size (body 
weight0.75) but the contract Steering Group requested that costs adjusted for body weight were not 
presented.  
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It was not within the remit of the current study to measure goose management costs 
and to re-assess their relationship with payment rates. Any research to review the 
true costs of managing for geese would involve surveying a large sample of farms 
with the inherent difficulty that farmers may engage in strategic over-pricing in their 
responses.  This was a problem evident in the main source of damage costs 
currently available (undertaken for the Scottish Executive on Islay and at the Loch of 
Strathbeg; Daw and Daw, 2001).   Daw and Daw adjusted their data to remove 
farmer estimates that they regarded as incredible.  Even so, that study does not 
provide a basis for assessment of the suitability of current payment rates for two 
other reasons:  

 The estimates are not recent, and major changes in the system of agricultural 
support and in prices have occurred since 2001; and  

 The published damage estimates may not be relevant to the particular focus of a 
scheme. For example Daw and Daw (2001) found that in the area around the 
Loch of Strathbeg, 77% of the damage costs were arable-related (lost output, 
additional inputs and reduced winter cereal hectarage) but the Strathbeg scheme 
does not offer compensation for these items.  

 
4.6.2 Willingness to accept 
From the point of view of policy effectiveness, a more informative approach is to 
consider what farmers might be willing to accept (WTA) as a payment in order to 
elicit their entry into a scheme.  The price/participation curve is fundamental to cost 
efficiency since payment rates would ideally be set at the minimum to elicit the 
required level of participation.  The WTA measures the compensation required to 
comply with scheme obligations.  Although we asked farmers in our interviews what 
was the minimum payment they would be WTA in order to enter the local scheme, 
little reliable evidence was obtained.  In most cases they were unwilling or unable to 
give firm responses.   However, farmers not farming very actively tended to have low 
WTAs because geese had little effect on output and there were no additional costs.   

The contract Steering Group wished us to explore the cost of providing grass for 
geese presumably as a possible basis for setting payment rates.  Table 4.4 gives a 
budget for a 5-year ley, based on costs given in the SAC Farm Management 
Handbook (SAC Consulting 2009, 2010).  Clearly costs will vary with circumstances, 
and remote locations are likely to have higher costs for materials.  Reseeding 
frequency will also vary with grazing density.  The figure of £253 per ha does not 
allow for the fixed costs of farming, which may average around £129 per ha (SAC 
Consulting 2009, for Specialist Beef LFA farms).  Including this figure gives a cost of 
£382 per ha. 
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Table 4.4   Cost of producing grass with re-seeding every 5 years.  

Activity £ per ha per 
year 

Reseeding Reseeding:  lime, fertilizer, seed (over 5 years) 88.0 

 Contractor charges for ploughing, 2*cultivation, 2* 
roll, sowing (over 5 years) 29.0 

Annual costs  Fertiliser (75 kg per ha) and application  110.0 

 Sprays and application 26.0 

Total direct cost 253.0 

 

However, it is not easy to interpret this cost since geese grazing is a seasonal activity 
and one that it is normally additional to agricultural enterprises on the same land. 
Farmers are more likely to base their WTA on the cost to their business of adhering 
to scheme obligations (e.g. restrictions on scaring and grazing) and the consequent 
incremental loss in output suffered through participation.  This WTA might be 
expected to be lower than the current basis of cost estimation since it is an 
incremental cost rather than the total cost currently derived (using a „no-geese‟ 
baseline).  

 

4.7 Generic issues in cost-effectiveness 
 
Before assessing specific routes for reducing cost there are two important structural 
differences between schemes in the way they operate that may provide pointers for 
more cost-efficient structures. These are the payment structures (flat rate per ha or 
related to density) and the zonation system (distributed or zoned).  Both payment 
structures are based on indirect estimates of damage costs, unlike a number of 
schemes in other countries which we understand use direct field inspections (see 
Appendix F, Table F2).  It was not possible to assess the reliability of such 
inspections used abroad within the remit of the current study, and we doubt that 
damage costs could be estimated reliably in this way alone given the knock-on 
effects of, for example, a reduction in early grass yields. 

 

4.7.1 Flat rate versus density-based payments  
If damage varies with density and there is wide variation in density between fields or 
farms, then there is a case for relating payments to density.  On Islay and in Kintyre, 
payments are adjusted in relation to density, whereas in other schemes they are not.  

The only evidence comes from Daw and Daw (2001), who related costs to density in 
their studies at the Loch of Strathbeg and on Islay.  The Strathbeg study was limited 
by lack of precise density data and inconclusive, although they considered the 
evidence available supported a linear relationship since geese could fly to ungrazed 
fields when a sward was fully grazed.  

On Islay there are few alternative ungrazed sites and Daw and Daw (2001) found 
that the relationship between cost and density had a quadratic form (Figure 4.1).  The 
curve shows the estimated damage cost per ha in relation to density. The damage 
cost curve shows a declining marginal cost with increasing density. At a density of 2 
geese per ha, the marginal cost is £17.7 per additional goose per ha, whereas at a 
density of 11 per ha, the cost has fallen to £0.33.   
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Figure 4.1  Alternative payment systems 

Where linear payment systems are used at no stage in our interviews did anyone 
suggest that this was inappropriate or unfair. If the Daw and Daw (2001) conclusion 
is correct and generally applicable, then neither the flat rate per ha nor the 
proportionate approach set payments strictly in relation to costs.  For example, if 
payments are „correctly‟ set to compensate for costs at a density of, say, 12 per ha 
(Figure 4.1), the linear system (as used on Islay and in Kintyre) under-compensates 
farms at densities <12, whereas the flat rate system (used in the Solway, Strathbeg 
and South Walls LGMSs) greatly overcompensates farms with low densities.  

Because the flat rate system overcompensates at low densities, whatever the 
assumed shape of the cost curve, it is unsuitable for situations in which participant 
farms vary greatly in goose density. Where a scheme focuses on creating feeding 
areas that are all high density, a flat rate system can be efficient in cost terms.  It is 
also administratively simpler to apply, which should reduce transaction costs.   

In a devolved system, as exists at present, the local group will decide on the payment 
system based on perceived „fairness‟ and administrative simplicity, rather than cost-
effectiveness.  We suggest that NGMRG demand a clearer rationale for the payment 
system from groups based on alternative approaches from analysis of the payment 
databases.   Under a less devolved system, more efficient payment systems could be 
imposed.  

4.7.2 Distributed or zoned schemes 
We found that the schemes were generally efficient in their relative pricing of feeding 
and buffer areas because costs per goose were similar on the two areas (see 
Appendix G).  However, an underlying question is whether zoning is cost-effective.  

All the payment schemes use a zoning system26 as recommended by the NGF and 
apparently required by NGMRG (2005).  In neither case is any reason given for the 
recommendation but implicit is the idea that a spatial arrangement27 that facilitates 
concentration is more „efficient‟ than a distributed one in that it minimises aggregate 
damage. It may also reduce conflict by separating as far as possible geese from 
                                                 
26 In some schemes zoning is largely notional even though it can be said to exist.   
27 The extreme form is that of a „bullseye‟ with the refuge at its centre.  
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agriculture.  In most schemes, however, the geese ultimately determine the area 
designations (and payments) by virtue of their preferences for particular fields.  Only 
one non-NGMRG stakeholder (GWCT) made comments specific to the zonation 
system: proposing more „haven‟ areas (reserves and feeding areas), although no 
supporting detail or rationale was given. 

Vickery and Gill (1999) reviewed the technical literature and came to no clear 
conclusion about the relative merits of concentration28 and dispersion.  Where 
populations are small (they used the example of Barnacle Geese), they concluded 
that a concentrated approach has more chance of success.  With mobile species, 
such as Pink-footed Geese, Vickery and Gill concluded that concentration may be 
unworkable, and a number of dispersed refuges might be more appropriate.  But site 
factors were also thought to be important (e.g. proximity of grazing to roosts).  There 
is also a risk that the concentration of goose populations into intensive areas 
exposes them to higher risk of catastrophic events, such as increased disease risk 
(e.g. Samuel et al. 2005), or unpredictable bad weather events.  

The underlying economic question (assuming no differential impact on the geese) is 
whether the concentrated or distributed approach is least cost in terms of impacts on 
farming (and compensation payments).  In practice, different fields will have different 
damage costs and farmers will offer fields where the cost of geese is lowest in order 
to maximize income.  Concentration of feeding areas around a roost will be least cost 
if the fields are relative low cost and if marginal costs decline with increasing density.  
Distributed schemes will be least cost where opportunity costs vary and farmers then 
have the flexibility to select fields.  We note that conflict appears to be higher due to 
excluded farmers in concentrated schemes (Solway, South Walls) than in more 
dispersed schemes (Islay, Kintyre, Strathbeg).  In Strathbeg, imposing constraints on 
participation such that farmers are obliged to offer linked feeding and buffer areas is 
likely to raise costs with no obvious benefit. 

Nevertheless it is important to offer farmers choices that reflect their preferences.  
For example, Strathbeg and Kintyre offer the option to stock/not stock and on Islay 
offering a scaring option (buffer area) was attractive to farmers because some 
wished to scare.  This matching of payments to preferences will potentially increase 
cost-effectiveness. 

Overall, however, we are not convinced that a concentrated (zoned) scheme 
provides a lower cost route to goose management than a distributed one.  It restricts 
entry to only those farms near the refuge and fails to allow for the ability to select 
from a wider distribution of costs typical of the larger population of farms.  The 
scaring zones that form part of the concentrated approach also give rise to disquiet 
from farmers suffering goose damage but obtaining limited benefits from the scheme.  
However, a distributed scheme must either pay per goose or have strong selection 
capacity (as at Strathbeg) if payments are set at a flat rate per hectare. 

   

4.8 Improving the cost-effectiveness of existing schemes  
 
Under the current structure, the LGMGs have very little incentive to minimize costs or 
provide VFM.  Maintaining a good working partnership of interests is the paramount 
concern of the groups.  In this sense it is not possible to rely on the local SGRPID or 
SNH staff to negotiate increased cost-effectiveness.  There is little motivation and 
limited negotiating power.  Hence any changes in CE have to come from the 
                                                 
28 A concentrated approach is where there are designated feeding areas and linked buffer areas 
adjacent to each other and usually adjacent to reserves.  A dispersed approach has feeding areas that 
may be separated spatially and buffer areas that may not be linked to feeding areas.  
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NGMRG or Scottish Government.  In the past the NGMRG has suggested CE 
improvements to some LGMGs but these are not often implemented because the 
local groups have a high degree of autonomy in scheme design and budget 
allocation.  This limits the scope for improved cost-effectiveness.   

Of considerable interest to SG are options for reducing the public costs of geese as 
part of the overall need to reduce government expenditure.  In Chapter 7 we examine 
a number of different institutional structures and funding sources for delivering policy.  
Here we examine routes for reducing public expenditure costs within the current 
NGMRG/LGMG structure.  This is not to presume that the current structure is a 
satisfactory one for delivering policy at acceptable cost in the future.  
Before listing options for cost reduction it is important to note that: 

 The Uist, and Coll and Tiree budgets are understood to be taken over by the 
LIFE project from 2011 (Appendix G) thus reducing the SG gross goose 
management budget by up to £100K (Table 4.3), although there remains an SNH 
contribution to the LIFE project funding.  

 An important element of any new scheme would be to address the evident 
misallocation of resources and lack of transparency in information in some local 
schemes. Kintyre has an unsatisfactory payment structure and South Walls has 
made inappropriate payments (to an organic farmer).  Solway has a lack of 
transparency in its information and there is a need for a thorough review of the 
scheme boundaries, eligibility, payment structure and reporting29. 

   
4.8.1 Cost-reducing options under the present administrative structure 
Table 4.5 lists a number of broad cost-cutting options.  The draconian option (1) is 
not to renew or replace the current schemes, which would mean the discontinuance 
of payments.  Whilst this would minimise public expenditure on goose management, 
there would be strong farmer reaction and an expected return to conflict between 
interests.  It is uncertain whether the legal mechanisms alone could deliver species 
objectives.  

Selective closure of local schemes is a second option (2).  In Table 4.5 we consider 
each existing scheme in turn in terms of the likely effects of its closure, in so far as 
these effects are predictable. 

Options 3 and 4 reduce payment rates pro rata, leaving the distribution of payments 
either as in 2010/11 or to be decided by LGMGs.  The impact of these measures on 
costs and effectiveness depend entirely on the reduction envisaged.  Whilst a small 
reduction is likely to be negotiable, sizeable reductions would result in reduced 
participation and a possible breakdown in consensus.  What is uncertain is the 
budget point at which consensus would start to collapse.  In schemes where farmers 
are not heavily dependent on goose income, there is a threat of coordinated 
withdrawal and resultant breakdown of the scheme.  The impacts on effectiveness 
are difficult to determine.  

There are options for reducing expenditure without a high risk of losing consensus. 
These are removing fertilizer payments (Option 5) and reducing expenditure on 
monitoring and shooting (Options 6 and 7).  A detailed analysis of these options is 
given in Appendix G.  These could reduce total expenditure by up to 20-35% for most 
schemes and impacts on effectiveness could be small, although reduced monitoring 
may raise issues of equitability. 

 

                                                 
29 A detailed analysis of these aspects can be found in Appendix G.  
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We do not see the removal of regional SNH staff time for LGMS coordination (Option 
8) as a viable alternative for cutting costs because we see these coordination roles 
as essential for effective scheme delivery under the current governance. 

If concerns over public expenditure required a larger cut in expenditure (for example 
over 40% from 2009/10 levels), it may be difficult to achieve this from the Options 2-7 
without some risk of compromising consensus.  

We reiterate that the above assessment relates entirely to the current 
NGMRG/LGMG structure, which should not be interpreted as one preferred for the 
future.  In Chapter 7 more radical changes in the current structure are explored to 
remove inherent weaknesses, reduce costs and improve effectiveness.  
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Table 4.5:  Measures to improve the cost-effectiveness of LGMSs under the current NGMRG/LGMG structure  
 
Options 
 

SG budget cost 
saving per year 
(approx.) 

Rationale Barriers to 
change 

Impacts on 
future 
policy 
delivery 

Positive 
benefits of 
change 

Negative effects of 
change 

Gaps in 
information that 
affect decision 
making 

1. No intervention 
(do not continue 
to support 
current schemes 
and do not 
introduce any 
alternative 
mechanism to 
deliver policy (i.e. 
stop current 
schemes other 
than those 
financed under 
LIFE or under 
SNH 
management 
agreements) 

£1.3m Public 
expenditure 
saving. 
Considerable 
agricultural 
support available 
under SFP, 
SRDP and 
LFASS (but see 
Chapter 6 and 
Section 7.5). 

Risks to 
conservation 
status of goose 
species. 

Legal 
mechanisms 
and NGO 
refuges alone 
are 
insufficient to 
ensure 
delivery of 
species 
policy.  

Cost saving.  Considerable conflict and 
political disquiet in some 
locations. Major impacts on 
other SNH activities with 
possible impacts on 
biodiversity conservation in 
certain areas. 

Cannot reliably 
predict farmer 
behaviour or 
conservation 
impacts under this 
scenario. 

2. Remove one or 
more schemes 

 

       

Islay LGMS £997K Not necessarily 
delivering 
conservation 
obligations for 
Greenland 
Whitefronts.  

See negative 
effects 

Would 
remove 
proposed 
specific 
intervention 
aimed at 
delivering 
obligations 
for Greenland 
Whitefronts. 

Cost saving.   
Possible 
benefits for 
Greenland 
Whitefront but 
no clear 
evidence.  

Extreme disquiet amongst 
farmers due to loss of income 
and publicly funded shooting.   
Loss of most disturbance-free 
refuges for geese.  Secondary 
impacts on SNH conservation 
delivery.  

Uncertainty about 
impacts on 
Greenland 
Whitefront and 
Barnacle Goose 
populations  

Kintyre LGMS £110K Concerns over 
current cost-
effectiveness.  

See negative 
effects 

Would 
remove 
intervention 
aimed at 
providing 
feeding areas 
for Greenland 

Cost-saving Disquiet amongst farmers.  
Increased scaring and loss of 
refuges.  
Potential negative impacts on 
Greenland Whitefront 
population.  

Uncertainty about 
impacts, particularly 
on Greenland 
Whitefronts. 
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Options 
 

SG budget cost 
saving per year 
(approx.) 

Rationale Barriers to 
change 

Impacts on 
future 
policy 
delivery 

Positive 
benefits of 
change 

Negative effects of 
change 

Gaps in 
information that 
affect decision 
making 

Whitefronts. 

Solway LGMS £241K Concerns over 
relatively high 
costs. 
Concerns over 
increasing 
Barnacle Goose 
population. 
Scheme has a 
number of 
unsatisfactory 
features (see 
Appendix G).  

See negative 
effects 

Would leave 
legal 
mechanisms 
and NGO 
refuges as 
the sole 
intervention 
mechanisms.  

Cost saving.   
May restrict 
further 
expansion the 
Barnacle 
Goose 
population and 
hence 
associated  
damage. 
 

Considerable disquiet 
amongst farmers who may 
demand relaxation on 
shooting.  

Uncertainty about 
precise impacts on 
the Barnacle Goose 
populations, 
although no evident 
risk. 

Loch of Strathbeg 
LGMS 

£85K Not supporting 
Annex 1 species 
or any other 
species for which 
there are 
conservation 
priorities.      

None Would leave 
legal 
mechanisms 
and NGO 
refuges as 
the sole 
intervention 
mechanisms. 

Cost saving 
(although not 
large because 
the scheme 
has a tight 
budget and is 
efficiently run). 

Disquiet amongst some 
farmers.   
Increased scaring and 
shooting around the RSPB 
reserve. 
 
Possible impacts on the 
goose population roosting at 
the SPA. 

Possible impacts 
on SPA. 

South Walls LGMS £28K Could be run 
under SNH 
management 
agreements 
(although this 
would not 
necessarily 
reduce costs).    

None If transferred 
to SNH – 
none.  If 
intervention 
stopped, loss 
of 
disturbance 
free grazing.  

Cost saving 
potential but 
minor impact 
on total goose 
management 
costs.   

Disquiet amongst the farmers 
due to income loss.   

Uncertainty about 
precise impacts on 
the Barnacle Geese 
if scheme stopped 
and no substitute 
management 
agreements 
instituted.  

Tiree and Coll LGMS £35K Impacts are on 
quarry species for 
which crop 
damage could be 
mitigated through 
shooting outside 
of a scheme. 

See negative 
effects 

Damage 
expected to 
increase with 
negative 
impacts on 
crofter 
incomes.  

Cost saving. Considerable disquiet 
amongst crofters who rely on 
scheme shooting to mitigate 
crop damage.  
Negative impacts on viability 
of crofting. 

None 
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Options 
 

SG budget cost 
saving per year 
(approx.) 

Rationale Barriers to 
change 

Impacts on 
future 
policy 
delivery 

Positive 
benefits of 
change 

Negative effects of 
change 

Gaps in 
information that 
affect decision 
making 

Uist Greylag LGMS £64K Impacts are on 
quarry species for 
which crop 
damage could be 
mitigated through 
shooting outside 
of a scheme. 

See negative 
effects 

Damage 
expected to 
increase with 
negative 
impacts on 
crofter 
incomes.  

Cost saving. Considerable disquiet 
amongst crofters who have 
little facility to control damage 
themselves (shooting is under 
the control of the estates).  
Negative impacts on viability 
of crofting. 

None 

3. Maintain existing 
LGMGs but 
reduce payments 
to farmers by a 
specified 
proportion of 
current costs 
(across all 
LGMSs) to meet 
a new (reduced) 
overall budget. 

Payment cost 
reduced by % 
reduction. Other 
costs unchanged 
except for changes 
in labour/contract 
costs.  

A simple and 
direct route for 
decreasing 
LGMS budgets 
where payments 
are made. 

Negotiability 
uncertain and 
would depend 
on the extent of 
cut proposed.  

Almost no 
scope for 
delivering 
revised 
species 
policy with 
consequent 
negative 
impacts on 
long-term 
effectiveness.   

Delivery of a 
defined budget. 
Distribution of 
payments 
perceived as 
fair to all 
current 
participants 
(but not those 
excluded).  
 

Disquiet amongst farmers likely 
to increase in proportion to the 
level of reduction from 
„acceptable costs‟. 
 
Risk of partial or coordinated 
withdrawal. 
 
No scope for modifying 
schemes to increase 
effectiveness and improve 
payment distribution.  

Uncertainly over 
degree of 
consensus and 
reduction in 
participation rates.  

4. Maintain existing 
LGMGs but 
reduce the 
budget for each 
LGMS by a 
specified 
proportion of 
current costs 
(across all 
LGMSs) to meet 
a new (reduced) 
overall budget 
but allow the 
LGMG to decide 
on budget 
allocation. 

Total cost reduced 
by % reduction. 

A simple and 
direct route for 
decreasing 
LGMS budgets 
whilst allowing 
devolved 
allocation of the 
budget. However, 
this would not 
address issues of 
poor cost-
effectiveness 
within individual 
schemes (e.g. 
Kintyre above). 

Negotiability 
uncertain and 
would depend 
on extent of cut 
proposed.  
Would be 
preferred to 
Option 1 by 
farmers. 

LGMGs very 
unlikely to 
deliver 
changes to 
policy with 
consequent 
negative 
impacts on 
long-term 
effectiveness. 

LGMGs may 
become more 
cost-effective 
but this is 
unlikely. 

Disquiet amongst farmers 
likely to increase in proportion 
to the level of reduction from 
„acceptable costs‟. 
 
Risk of coordinated 
withdrawal. 
 
Farmers would negotiate to 
maintain payment rates at the 
highest level possible 
irrespective of policy delivery 
or effectiveness.  

Uncertainly over 
degree of 
consensus and 
reduction in 
participation rates. 
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Options 
 

SG budget cost 
saving per year 
(approx.) 

Rationale Barriers to 
change 

Impacts on 
future 
policy 
delivery 

Positive 
benefits of 
change 

Negative effects of 
change 

Gaps in 
information that 
affect decision 
making 

5. Remove fertilizer 
payments and 
decrease LGMG 
budgets 
accordingly.   

Around 25% of 
payment costs.  
This is 
approximately 
£0.33m based on 
2009/10 payments. 

Payment for 
additional 
fertilizer input is 
not compatible 
with SG policy re 
nitrogen 
input/climate 
change. 
Little evidence 
that additional 
fertilizer is 
actually applied. 

None. Very limited 
impact on 
existing 
delivery but 
not a 
mechanism 
that will itself 
produce 
greater 
effectiveness 
in delivery of 
policy.  

Increased 
compatibility 
with other SG 
policies.  
Removes 
payments that 
in most cases 
are unrelated to 
obligations.  

Some negative reaction from 
farmers but the least 
controversial route to 
reducing costs. 

Need to revise 
fertiliser costs by 
applying current 
prices. 

6. Reduce scheme 
counting – fewer 
counts per year 
(e.g. 50% per 
year) or count 
every other year 
or use historic 
counts. 

There are several 
options here and 
the less frequent 
the counts the 
greater the saving.  
Where non-contract 
staff count, cost 
savings are less 
clear. 
Reducing counts to 
international only 
would save around 
£30k per year 30. 

Regular counts 
only provide 
information on 
which to base 
payments and do 
not provide useful 
population 
information 
because of 
duplicate 
counting. 

Farmer 
perception - 
failure to count 
geese that use 
their land 
adequately - 
BUT farmers 
likely to prefer 
this cut to an 
equivalent 
reduction in 
payments (as 
under Options1 
and 2). Biennial 
counting could 
be difficult in 
terms of 
contract/staff 
labour.  

No scope for 
this 
mechanism 
to deliver 
revised 
species 
policy with 
consequent 
negative 
impacts on 
long-term 
effectiveness. 

Minimal impact 
on 
PVA/scientific 
data for 
population 
management in 
areas where 
populations are 
counted 
annually in any 
case. 

In years when there were no 
counts scheduled, there 
would be no incentive for 
farmers to carry out positive 
management for geese and 
an incentive to scare more if 
permitted to do so. 
 
Possible loss of detailed 
information on distribution of 
geese within scheme areas 
which would raise equity 
issues in payment distribution. 
 
Loss of information on which 
efficient scheme design can 
be based.  

Could model for 
optimal number of 
counts for some 
areas where counts 
are very frequent 
(e.g. Islay) but 
would be area-
specific. 

                                                 
30 Based on Islay estimate (see Appendix G).  
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Options 
 

SG budget cost 
saving per year 
(approx.) 

Rationale Barriers to 
change 

Impacts on 
future 
policy 
delivery 

Positive 
benefits of 
change 

Negative effects of 
change 

Gaps in 
information that 
affect decision 
making 

7. Reduce publicly 
funded Barnacle 
Goose shooting 
(Islay). 

Up to £24.7K (see 
Appendix G).   

Principally a cost-
saving measure. 
There is very 
slight support 
from the public 
preference 
research in view 
of recent falls in 
the Islay 
population. 
However, the 
Scottish 
Greenland 
Barnacle 
population has 
increased by 29% 
over 10 years. 

May get less 
reliable data on 
numbers shot 
(a concern 
expressed by 
GSAG). 
(GSAG would 
need to 
demonstrate 
that possibly 
more reliable 
shooting bag 
information has 
a value of 
>£24.7K per 
year). 

Possible 
increase in 
Barnacle 
Goose 
population.  

Conservation 
organisations 
would see as 
positive policy 
change.  
Potentially 
increased 
damage and 
cost to farmers 
if the 
population 
increased.  

Farmers would lose a 
shooting/scaring 'service' but 
would accept this rather than 
losing payments.  
It may be difficult to re-
institute publicly funded 
shooting once removed 
should the population 
increase.   

Extent to which 
farmers would 
increase private 
shooting if 
permitted, so 
difficult to predict 
impacts on 
Barnacle (and 
Greenland 
Whitefront) 
populations.  

8. Remove 
dedicated SNH 
coordination 
support for 
LGMSs 
(excluding 
monitoring of 
geese that is 
dealt with 
above).  

Saving will depend 
on proportion of 
SNH staff member 
time that is 
dedicated to goose 
support role (only 
Islay LGMS has a 
dedicated Goose 
Officer). 

Cost saving only. LGMSs would 
not function 
effectively and 
there would be 
poor 
communication 
between the 
LGMGs and 
NGMRG (and a 
lack of annual 
reporting). 

LGMGs 
unlikely to 
deliver 
changes to 
policy with 
consequent 
negative 
impacts on 
long-term 
effectiveness. 

 Cost saving 
only 

Coordination roles are 
essential for effective scheme 
delivery and fit-for-purpose 
feedback to NGMRG. 
Loss of financial scrutiny from 
publicly accountable staff. 
 

Do not know what 
proportion of SNH 
staff members‟ time 
is dedicated to 
goose work in each 
of the LGMS areas 
currently. 
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4.8.2 Increasing cost-effectiveness of non-payment schemes  
Since neither the Coll and Tiree nor the Uist Scheme can be said to be totally 
effective in reducing damage to a level acceptable to crofters, the emphasis here has 
to be on how to improve effectiveness rather than reduce costs.  Within the current 
framework, these schemes would benefit from increased funding to support greater 
population management and damage control on Tiree and Uist (Appendix G). It is not 
clear to what extent the LIFE project (see Appendix G.  for details) will provide this 
enhanced budget.  

  

4.9 Conclusions 
  

There is very limited scope for farmers/crofters to obtain private income from geese, 
except from shooting where this is permitted.  Although geese provide a tourist 
motivation in some areas and hence result in expenditure injections to those 
economies, it is very doubtful if changes in goose numbers at the margin would have 
any impact on these expenditures.  Hence tourism impacts should not be considered 
a major driver of goose policy in our view. 

Whilst there are public benefits from geese, the preference research indicates 
support principally for „endangered‟ species, which in the current Scottish context 
may be interpreted as the Greenland Whitefronted goose.  The research gives no 
support for the level of increases in the numbers of other species observed over the 
last decade.  Large increases in goose populations result in disbenefits to many local 
residents.  There can be a high social and budgetary cost associated with increased 
damage if policy fails to address the potential for further increases in goose numbers.  

There is evidence for public preferences against shooting as a means of 
management if other methods of habitat management are available.  However, 
farming interests strongly support a relaxation on shooting restrictions to enable 
better private control.  Some, but not all, interests favoured a relaxation on the sale of 
carcasses. We recommend a separate study on this topic to quantity the likely 
markets and hence possible impacts on goose populations (Section 2.7.5). 

The cost of operating the seven current LGMSs is currently around £1.6m per year, 
of which £1.3m is in payments to farmers.  Schemes vary widely in the cost per 
goose directly supported but between scheme cost comparisons must be made with 
caution because of different contexts and modus operandi.  Schemes vary in their 
payment systems (flat rate per ha, or per goose) and whether distributed or zonal 
schemes are used.  These different payment systems need a clearer rationale and 
we are not convinced that the concentrated (zoned) schemes provide a lower cost 
route to goose management than distributed ones. 

There are numerous options for reducing the public expenditure cost of the current 
schemes.  There are specific cost and distributional concerns in relation to Kintyre 
(an unsatisfactory payment structure) and in Solway (a lack of transparency in 
budget allocation and costs).  More generally there are more or less major impacts 
on costs from a range of options (See Table 4.4 and 4.5).  We consider that up to ca 
30% of budgetary cost could be saved by stopping fertiliser payments combined with 
some limited budgetary capping without seriously compromising consensus or 
effectiveness.  However, this analysis is within the context of the current 
NGMRG/LGMG structure, which has serious weaknesses.  Several alternative 
funding and administrative arrangements are examined in Chapter 7.   
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5 Areas not currently subject to management 
regimes   

5.1 Principal areas affected 
The project remit did not include the undertaking of a comprehensive survey of goose 
damage and related issues across Scotland.  However, we were made aware of 
damage issues in many areas not covered by current schemes.  A number of the 
stakeholders (including NFUS, SCF and SNH) advised us of locations where 
farmers/crofters had recently raised concerns about increased goose damage.  
These mainly, but not exclusively, related to resident species on silage and crops 
(Table 5.1).  In some of these areas, the damage was reported as limited but the 
concern was that numbers of geese were increasing with the prospect of severe 
damage in the future unless measures to control damage were implemented.  The 
preferred action by farmers in areas where damage is caused by Greylags is 
population reduction rather than a scheme that provides feeding areas (and 
associated payments).  This also reflects the aspirations of crofters in the Western 
Isles.   

Table 5.1         Some locations not covered by current LGMGs where concerns 
about agricultural damage by geese have been raised in recent 
years. 

Location Species causing damage 

Orkney 
Greylag (breeding  resident and Icelandic) 
(see Sections 5.2 and Appendix H Section 17.2) 

Lochaber, Spean and Roy Bridge  
Greylag (breeding resident) and Canada 
(see Sections 5.4 and Appendix H Section 17.4) 

Caithness  
Greylag (breeding  resident and Icelandic) and 
Greenland Whitefront 
(see Sections 5.3 and Appendix H Section 17.3) 

Loch Lomond (south shore) Canada (resident, non-native) 

Black Isle and Easter Ross Greylag (breeding  resident and Icelandic?) 

Moray Firth to Fochabers  Greylag (breeding  resident and Icelandic?) 

Mull  Greylag (probably breeding resident) 

Lewis  Greylag (probably breeding resident) 

Shetland 
Greylag (probably breeding  resident and Icelandic) 
 

 

The locations indicated in Table 5.1 do not include numerous areas in Scotland 
where geese typically graze and cause some damage to agriculture (e.g. Loch 
Leven, Ythan Estuary).  Since such areas were not raised as significant problems by 
stakeholders, we assume that damage has been contained through scaring and 
shooting.  In some such areas, it is understood that commercial shooting is important 
and here geese may confer financial benefits to farms and estates.  

It was agreed with the contract Steering Group that the remit of the current study 
would include investigation of three areas that typified wider problems (Orkney, 
Caithness and Lochaber).  In each of these areas, interviews were held with local 
stakeholders in order to elicit the nature of the issue and progress (if any) towards its 
resolution.  
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5.2 Orkney 
 
5.2.1 Situation 
Orkney is currently an extreme example of wider concern (Table 5.1) about 
agricultural damage by increasing numbers of Greylag Geese. It is the area not 
included in current goose schemes where issues need to be addressed most 
urgently in our opinion.  In Orkney both migratory Icelandic and resident (breeding) 
Greylags are involved.  The situation is further described in Appendix H.  The 
wintering population of Greylags has increased rapidly over the last 20 years from 
almost none in 1980 to reach 80,538 in 2009/2010 (RSPB data; count includes both 
wintering Icelandic and resident breeding birds).  The resident population was 
estimated at ca 10,000 individuals present on Orkney in 2008 (no estimate for 2009 
was available).  

Whilst the average goose density is low, there is evidence for significant damage on 
a minority of farms and considerable concern amongst farmers with regard to what 
they see as a deteriorating situation that requires intervention.  

 

5.2.2 Policy development 
No local group exists that represents all interests but an approach was made to the 
NGMRG to voice concern at the situation in 2008.  NGMRG recommended more 
self- help through scaring, and considered there was insufficient evidence on which 
to act beyond that.  This is in line with Recommendation 19 of the National Policy 
Framework (see Appendix A).  It is understood that NGMRG offered no further 
assistance to clarify the level of damage and what farmers could do about it.   

An SNH (2008) one-year pilot scheme on seven farms concluded that “due to the 
wide dispersal and high mobility of wintering greylags and the apparent variation in 
fields‟ attractiveness to geese, it would be premature to consider a standardised 
scheme across Orkney” (Churchill et al. 2009). 

The farmers consulted as part of our interviews were mainly concerned to contain 
damage resulting from increasing population size through increased shooting and 
egg oiling.  Amendments to the licensing system have been called for to allow 
summer shooting of resident Greylags (e.g. via the addition of Greylag Goose to a 
general licence or changes in the dates of the open season).  Detailed density 
information and damage monitoring is not available.  It is not clear how much more 
shooting would take place were regulations to be relaxed.  

 

5.3 Caithess 
 
5.3.1 Situation 
The issue in Caithness is goose damage (Icelandic Greylags and Greenland 
Whitefronts) on a small number of farms near the Caithness Lochs SPA.  Damage in 
spring is reported to be getting worse as the population of migratory Icelandic 
Greylags increases and stays longer in the area (see Appendix G). There are no 
estimates of the impact of the damage on farm incomes.  

 

5.3.2 Policy development 
A local group approached NGMRG in 2006 with a request for a goose management 
scheme.  The Greenland Whitefront issues were referred by NGMRG to SNH (and 
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NGMRG suggested that local Management Agreements under the SNH Natural Care 
Scheme were the appropriate route to deal with the issues for this species; NGMRG 
Minutes Dec 2006).  The Greylag issue were considered analogous with those on 
Orkney (above; and geese may move between the two areas).  The presumption 
against schemes for goose species not requiring special protection except in 
exceptional circumstances (Recommendation 19 of the 2005 review) was applied 
and used as a basis for no further action at that stage.  Further evidence of: high 
levels of damage (presumably meaning the need for counts); and non-lethal scaring 
being tried; and evidence that the scale of impact was unmanageable without 
additional support was requested.  

Policy formulation is severely hampered by a lack of accurate count and damage 
information from this area. Local farmers feel that the cost of obtaining this to support 
their case is prohibitive.  Whilst there would be clear benefits from obtaining better 
data, the costs need to be researched.  

 

5.4 Lochaber, Spean and Roy Bridge 
 
Here the issue is one of increasing (but small) numbers of resident Greylags and 
Canada Geese, with damage to spring grass and silage crops. Information is sparse 
but we understand that no formal approach has been made to SNH or NGMRG and 
that shooting is containing the situation at present (since numbers are low).  More 
information is given in Appendix H. 

 

5.5 Conclusions  
 
Goose damage has been reported in a number of areas of Scotland not covered by 
current schemes. The current study did not have a remit to carry out a 
comprehensive review of the scale of the problem.  Strictly the NGMRG cannot 
respond to such issues unless a local group is formed and formally approaches 
NGMRG.  In any case, current goose policy has a predisposition against 
management intervention for goose species not requiring special protection except in 
exceptional circumstances (Recommendation 19 of the 2005 review).  In many areas 
it appears (from our engagement with stakeholders) that damage is not an issue, 
either because of its limited nature or because shooting currently keeps it to 
manageable levels.   

For the future, we suggest that a more coherent generic policy strategy will be 
required for goose species not currently requiring special protection (particularly 
Greylags) in the context of increasing populations and therefore potential damage. 
There may be inconsistency in the intervention response in different areas (including 
Strathbeg, the Uists, Caithness and Orkney).  In the sample areas that we were 
asked to evaluate as part of the current review, effective intervention is limited by a 
lack of reliable monitoring data on damage and goose densities, and the 
responsibilities of NGMRG in obtaining these data are currently unclear.  
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6 Policy context and funding mechanisms  
6.1 The policy context and Scottish Government‟s economic 

strategy 
Appendix I describes the overall policy context for goose management and the fit 
between the National Policy Framework (NPF) and the Government Economic 
Strategy.  The conclusion is that, whilst geese are not mentioned explicitly in the 
Economic Strategy, the NPF objectives are broadly compatible with the overarching 
“common purpose”.  As noted by Slee et al. (2009), precise mapping of particular 
rural policies to the strategic objectives, priorities, outcomes and indicators is difficult.   
Nevertheless, goose management fits reasonably well with the strategic objectives of 
“wealthier and fairer” and “greener” plus the strategic priorities of “supportive 
business environment” and “effective governance”.  That is, the NPF seeks to 
balance the commercial interests of farmers and crofters against environmental 
requirements and to do so in a manner that delivers value for (taxpayer) money 
through administrative efficiency whilst maintaining stakeholder engagement and a 
degree of local autonomy. 

More narrowly, goose management also sits amongst an evolving set of rural land 
use issues.   For example, relationships and trade-offs between issues such as food 
security, energy security, climate change and biodiversity are currently being debated 
as the SG devises a Land Use Strategy.  As such, the relative prioritisation of goose 
management and the NPF's fit with other rural land use policies is not necessarily 
fixed.  For example, the siting of wind farms on migratory flight-paths or a drive for 
higher agricultural production could be at odds with current goose policy.  On-going 
reform of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) is highly relevant here in that the 
nature and purpose of the dominant form of public expenditure on rural land 
management is somewhat uncertain.  This may have a bearing on the scope for 
continuing or modifying the geographical coverage and operation of goose schemes 
both within or outwith CAP mechanisms. 

 

6.2 Funding sources 
 
6.2.1 Introduction 
The public good nature of wild geese populations makes it difficult for market 
mechanisms to reward those incurring costs through supporting such populations.  
Hence farmers may suffer damage to grazing and crops and/or expend effort in 
managing geese but they are generally unable to capture the value accruing to 
segments of the general public.  

 

6.2.2 Market returns 
In principle, some market income can be derived from wild geese through the sale of 
associated recreational opportunities.  But not all farmers incurring costs will be able 
to reap even modest market returns, and in crofting areas where shooting rights lie 
with estates, crofters may have no current market opportunities.  As such, whilst not 
unimportant, private sector sources are unlikely to be sufficient to generate the 
magnitude of funding required to offset the aggregate private costs associated with 
managing populations of wild geese. 
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6.2.3 Club support 
As an alternative, environmental NGOs (such as the RSPB or NTS) could use 
income from membership subscriptions to either compensate farmers directly, and/or 
manage geese on land purchased in part for that purpose.  This would be an 
example of converting a public good to a club good, with a group (club) of benefit 
recipients (i.e. members, plus visitors to reserves) paying directly for the 
maintenance of populations.  In practice, the scope for this is constrained by internal 
NGO policies and competing demands on subscriptions but also, perhaps more 
importantly, by the externality effects of geese on adjacent land and the typically 
fragmented nature of land ownership in many areas.  That is, even if an NGO 
undertook management at its own expense on its own land, spill-over effects would 
almost inevitably be felt by its neighbours and further costs would be incurred31.  As 
such, whilst again worth noting, voluntary sector funding is also unlikely to match the 
aggregate private costs associated with managing populations of wild geese. 

 

6.2.4 Mixed source funding 
As an extension to pure NGO funding, it is possible that partnership arrangements 
could be envisaged whereby NGO (or private) funding is (partially) matched by public 
funding.  That is, both the UK and EU offer various public programmes to support 
projects designed to research/demonstrate/initiate environmental improvement 
activities.  However, such programmes tend to be for one-off rather than on-going 
expenditure and thus have limitations for underpinning longer-term scheme 
commitments.  The EU LIFE programme has co-financed a number of projects 
relating to bird management in different parts of the EU32 and there is a LIFE funded 
programme for conserving machair habitats and species which will provide some 
funding for goose management (RSPB, 2009) (see Appendix G).  The EU-funded 
INTERREG IIIC programme33 could be explored for funding for future development 
work (e.g. to share best practice with respect to goose management design; as it 
aims to promote partnership working between Member States across the EU to 
develop “new solutions to economic, social and environmental challenges”). It is 
unlikely to be suitable to replace core goose scheme funding however. 

 

6.2.5 Public funding 
The implication of the above is that on-going goose management schemes will 
require continued and regular public sector funding.  Since their inception, the 
various schemes have been funded by the public sector through the SNH budget, 
most recently under the Natural Care programme banner.  The mechanics of this are 
fairly straightforward in that SNH draws upon its block sponsorship funding from the 
SG and administers payments to scheme members itself.  This arrangement is 
perhaps unsurprising given that responsibilities for geese management are a closer 
fit with SNH‟s remit than the remits of other Scottish public sector bodies with an 
interest in land use and the natural environment 

However, the Natural Care budget (as an explicit budget heading within the block 
funding from the SG) is being reduced over time with the intention of complete 
elimination by [2013]34.  This largely reflects the movement of some other elements 

                                                 
31 Spill-overs might also extend to tourism opportunities with (e.g.) free access at NGO sites (reserves) 
limiting commercial activities on neighboring farms, but also possibly creating a need for local 
accomdation.  
32 See http://ec.europa.eu/environment/life/themes/animalandplants/index.htm  
33 See http://www.interreg3c.net 
34 At which point goose management schemes might have their own budget heading or exist within 
another programme budget heading. 
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of the programme into the SRDP from 2007, accompanied by a switch in funding 
mechanisms away from SNH to the SRDP.  This was part of a wider drive by the SG 
and its various land use agencies to seek internal (i.e. public sector) efficiency 
savings in the administration of grant schemes and to present a consolidated and 
simplified process for applicants and claimants. 

More specifically, on-going reform to the CAP and the advent of a new programming 
period (i.e. 2007 to 2013) was viewed as an opportunity to brigade a wider variety of 
grant schemes related to land management under the common banner of the SRDP, 
mainly in the form of Rural Development Contracts (RDCs), themselves an evolution 
from the earlier (more limited) Land Management Contracts (LMCs).  From an 
applicant‟s perspective, this had the effect of offering closer to a “one-stop shop” in 
terms of (at least initial) official points of contact and paperwork, whilst behind-the-
scenes some aspects of scheme administration were reallocated between public 
sector bodies.  The latter was also facilitated by the creation of SEARS (Scotland‟s 
Environmental and Rural Services) as a new umbrella body across nine partner 
bodies, including SNH. 

Transferring administration of Natural Care schemes into the SRDP could be viewed 
as having a positive effect on available funding.  That is, whilst the current funding 
through Natural Care is entirely from domestic sources (i.e. the sponsorship transfer 
from SG to SNH), expenditure under the SRDP represents a mix of domestic and EU 
funds.  This means that achieving a given level of expenditure on geese would 
require less domestic funds within the SRDP than outwith it.  For example, if co-
financed at 50%,35 £1m would require only £0.5m of domestic funds. 

However, this apparent potential gain is offset by three further considerations.  First, 
although calculation of the net transfer to and from Brussels is hindered by public 
accounting procedures (including treatment of the Fontainebleau Rebate), EU funds 
underpinning both Pillar I and Pillar II of the CAP are infact linked back to domestic 
taxpayers through Scotland‟s share of the UK‟s contribution to EU finances.  As such, 
the distinctions often drawn between direct EU, modulation and domestic 
contributions to the Pillar II budget are to some extent meaningless – they all 
ultimately derive from domestic taxpayers. 

Second, regardless of how different segments of the budget are reported, the overall 
level of funds available is more-or-less fixed.  That is, whilst the Sterling value of 
(fixed) EU Euro contributions has increased over the past year as the exchange rate 
has shifted and there is often some scope for virement between budget headings 
within the Scottish Government, the overall level of funding available for SRDP 
measures is severely constrained – especially given the general state of public 
finance currently.  Consequently, adding (e.g.) goose schemes to the SRDP would 
not by itself lead to an increase in available funding even if the relevant portion of the 
SNH budget was also transferred across to the SRDP. 

Third, following-on from the second point above, even within a narrowly-defined 
sphere of public activity such as land use and the natural environment,36 competition 
between possible alternative uses means that security of funding for a particular form 
of expenditure (such as goose management schemes) is not necessarily guaranteed.  
For example, numerous agri-environment measures are available under Axis II of the 
SRDP and it is generally acknowledged that the available funding is insufficient to 
meet all aspirations.  As such, continued funding of a given level of expenditure 
under a particular scheme will depend on how it is prioritised against other schemes; 
on how decisions about funding allocations are made. 
                                                 
35 The co-financing rate is variable, up to 55% for Axis 2.  
36 That is, taking gross budget allocations as given and neglecting possible shifts between land use and 
other policy areas such as (e.g.) housing, health or transport. 
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Although highlighted with reference to the SRDP, all three points hold more 
generally.  In particular, the last point regarding security of funding applies equally to 
the current and future position of payments made through SNH.  That is, the past and 
current Natural Care programme budget reflects some (iterative) processes within 
SNH and between SNH and the SG to identify and agree policy priorities and the 
funding deemed necessary to achieve these.  If the Natural Care budget disappears 
but the goose schemes remain within SNH‟s administrative remit, a similar process 
will again be followed, albeit under a different budget heading, with implicit or explicit 
trade-offs being made against other areas of SNH expenditure.  Exactly the same 
type of processes are required within the SRDP, although differences in the apparent 
complexity (e.g. number of decision stages, number of decision making units) may 
differ, leading to differences in perceived transparency of decision making. 

Consequently, debates about the allocation of budgets and responsibilities regarding 
the management of protected geese are not just about the justification of public 
expenditure on geese but also the relative merits of alternative administrative 
arrangements for achieving this.  That is, it is apparent that goose management 
schemes require public funding and that processes for prioritising this against 
competing demands are required.  Whether these are best secured through the 
narrower administrative focus of a satellite public body such as SNH or the broader 
focus of central government is open to debate.  Nevertheless, it is possible to identify 
a number of issues that may be raised by EU and domestic stakeholders regarding a 
shift from the former to the latter. 

 

6.3 Geographical restrictions 
 
The current goose schemes are restricted geographically, largely reflecting the 
predominant species and level of damage.  However, such restrictions are 
permissible under the RDR and indeed some elements of the current SRDP are 
already restricted – notably other former elements of the Natural Care programme 
(e.g. eagle monitoring, raptor feeding).  The extent to which such restrictions are 
necessary/desirable is hence more a policy rather than an administrative issue. 

 

6.4 Prescription flexibility and complexity 
 
The various individual goose management schemes have evolved over time and 
display a high degree of complexity and flexibility in terms of their management 
prescriptions plus variation of these between different areas.  The need for variation 
between schemes could perhaps be encompassed within the SRDP through offering 
each current scheme as a separate option or (more likely) as a sub-option under a 
“gateway” option (although either could increase administrative complexity, a 
criticism already made37 about the integrated nature of the SRDP).  Equally, the 
apparent complexity of different management prescriptions under each scheme could 
be accommodated through a similar tiering or menu of prescriptions potentially 
applicable within a given scheme. 

However, the close involvement of local officers in not only inspecting scheme 
compliance but also advising on management and playing an active role in managing 
(public) scaring equipment may not be compatible with the RDR.  Certainly no 
existing SRDP measures involve public employees in such a manner, and 
Commission expectations appear to be of a more hands-off role.  Equally, 
                                                 
37 For example, see the Cook (2009) http://www.ruralgateway.org.uk/en/node/815  
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clarification may be required of the order in which scheme applicants are enrolled 
and management prescriptions are agreed – apparently the Commission has 
expressed concerns in relation to other habitat/wildlife measures in the SRDP that 
applications are being accepted prior to farm visits to determine the local conditions 
and appropriate management responses to be funded.  That is, flexibility of schemes 
and public advice may conflict with bureaucratic requirements for independent 
verification and inspection roles. 

 

6.5 Payment rates 
 
Whilst State Aids clearance has been gained previously38 for the goose schemes as 
part of the Natural Care programme, it appears that payment rates have not be 
subjected to intensive scrutiny by the European Commission or other independent 
assessors.  Moreover, they have apparently been arrived at by an ad hoc process of 
negotiation between local goose management groups and the national forum, with 
input from RPID and SNH staff but little (or no) formal input from independent expert 
sources.  This is in contrast to the more rigorous approach adopted for agri-
environmental scheme payment rates under the SRDP (as required under Article 53 
of the “Implementing Regs”)39. 

Given the prescribed limits to calculation of payment rates under the RDR, it is 
possible (but not certain – further analysis of the current schemes is needed) that 
significant revisions to existing payment arrangements could be required if goose 
management schemes transferred to the SRDP.  That is, payments for income 
foregone and costs incurred, plus limited transaction costs, would be permissible but 
variation in payment rates between schemes – currently justified on the basis of local 
conditions40 (e.g. transport costs, availability of land) but also perhaps reflecting the 
ad hoc nature of negotiations to date – would need careful explanation and could well 
be viewed (by the Commission) as too wide. 

 

6.5.1 Payment basis, limits and double-funding 
SRDP payments for goose management could potentially be offered under either 
Natura (Article 38) or agri-environment (Article 39) measures.  For the former, 
payments may be linked explicitly to costs incurred and income forgone as a result of 
regulatory constraints associated with the Birds, Habitats and Water Framework 
Directives.  As such, any payments could be viewed as compensatory in nature.  
However, they are effectively restricted to designated sites (i.e. SPAs) rather than 
surrounding areas affected by wild geese.  By contrast, agri-environment payments 
are not so restricted geographically and are intended as a form of incentive payment 
to encourage voluntary uptake.  This is reflected in the allowance of transaction cost 
elements alongside costs incurred and income foregone in payment calculations. 

In both cases, maximum payment rates per hectare are specified.  Specifically, the 
maximum is set at €200/ha for Natura, whilst agri-environment payments are capped 
at between €200 and €900 – although a ceiling of €450 to €600 is probably 
applicable to Scotland.  These limits should be adequate to finance the current 
payment levels.  

                                                 
38 This was applied for in 1999 and granted in 2001, implying that a renewal is perhaps overdue. 
39 See http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/site/en/oj/2006/l_368/l_36820061223en00150073.pdf 
40 Such variation is permitted under the Article 53 of the Implementing Regs, but “standard” costs are 
perhaps deployed more commonly. 
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In addition, possible overlaps between goose management schemes and other 
elements of the SRDP (e.g. grass buffer strips for pollution control) would also need 
to be identified to avoided double-funding of essentially the same activity or outcome.  
However, such double-funding checks and constraints apply to domestically-funded 
schemes as well as EU ones and it appears that mechanisms are already in place to 
cross-check between different schemes, thus implying little additional effort would be 
required in practice.  

 

6.6 Monitoring, verification and additionality 
 
Recent experience with the transfer of other elements of the Natural Care 
programme to the SRDP has revealed European Commission concerns about the 
monitoring of compliance with and achievements of schemes related to management 
of habitats and wildlife species.  These echo more general Commission concerns 
(prompted by the European Court of Auditors) about verification of activities and the 
additionality that they deliver41.  This suggests that moving goose schemes into the 
SRDP might require additional efforts to demonstrate more clearly, for example, the 
magnitude of a local geese population and damage to agricultural crops and/or the 
natural environment. 

 

6.7 Governance 
 
Elements of the Natural Care programme that have already been shifted into the 
SRDP have been added as options under the Rural Priorities scheme and the 
assumption is that (if it were moved to the SRDP) goose management would follow 
suit.  However, given the existing structure of Regional Proposal Appraisal 
Committees (RPACs) s and the National Proposal Appraisal Committee (NPAC) for 
RPs, it is not clear where the NGMRG and LGMGs would fit into governance 
arrangements.   

Specifically, since RPACs and NPAC are responsible for funding decisions, NGMRG 
would perhaps be restricted to an advisory role.  Moreover, whereas the 
NGMRG/LGMGs currently design individual schemes and payment rates, RDR 
constraints make it likely that this role would fall more to SG officials – again limiting 
the NGMRG to an advisory role.  Given the history of goose management schemes 
(and well-publicised criticism of RPACs42 e.g. see Cook Review) this is unlikely to be 
well received by domestic stakeholder bodies.43 

Some of this awkwardness could perhaps be avoided by retaining goose schemes as 
a separate entity within the SRDP rather than adding them as options within RPs.  
That is, although most attention is focused on RDCs, the SRDP also encompasses a 
limited number of stand-alone payment schemes.  For example, most notably LFASS 
but also processing & marketing grants and the forestry challenge fund.  These have 
separate governance arrangements outwith RPACs, and thus it might be possible to 
retain the NGMRG in some decision-making capacity – although reduced 
involvement in scheme design and (especially) setting payment rates would still be 
required 

                                                 
41 As reflected in the additional emphasis on monitoring in the RDR and Implementing Regs.  
42 Including their size (e.g the limited coverage of goose schemes means they are but small areas even 
within relevant RPAC areas). 
43 Although it should be noted that RPACS and NPAC already have to address potential differences in 
local and national priorities for other policy areas (i.e. this issue is not unique to geese). 
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As an aside, in addition to RPs, RDCs also include the non-competitive Land 
Manager Options (LMOs).  These include several agri-environment measures and, in 
principle, could be expanded to include elements of goose management.  However, 
LMO measures are generally relatively simple and, moreover, funded relatively 
modestly.  Hence LMOs are unlikely to be able to accommodate many elements of 
the current goose schemes, although more minor elements (e.g. minimum payments) 
might be adopted. 

 

6.8 Security of funding 
 
As noted above, the long-term security of funding for goose management schemes 
would arise as an issue regardless of whether goose schemes remained within SNH 
or were transferred to the SRDP.  However, the respective governance 
arrangements may have a bearing on the likelihood of funding security and, 
moreover, may differ in the transparency of decision making. 

In particular, whereas both SNH and RPACs need to prioritise across a range of 
funding choices, SNH is (broadly) confined to an environmental remit whereas 
RPACs are doing so across all three Axes of the SRDP.  As such, it may be that 
RPACs would attach relatively less importance to geese, thus potentially reducing 
funding more readily.  In principle, the NPAC could oblige relevant RPACs to fund 
goose management schemes, but such a blanket obligation is somewhat at odds 
with the spirit of the regional structure and the additional layers of decision making 
might render the process less transparent. 

Again, retaining goose schemes as stand-alone elements within the SRDP might 
preserve greater transparency and security of funding.  However, the SRDP structure 
does not encompass explicit ring-fencing for any component and virement between 
different schemes in order to manage expenditure patterns and/or respond to 
changing political priorities is always possible.44  This is also true of (e.g.) the SNH 
budget, but assurances of ring-fencing here are perhaps more tenable given the 
narrower remit and track record of funding. 

 

6.9 Administrative and negotiation costs 
 
The concept of goose management is clearly compatible with the RDR, and 
incorporating a version of such schemes within the SRDP would probably be 
administratively feasible.  However, such an exercise would not be costless in terms 
of either the administrative effort required to redraft the SRDP or the potential political 
capital expended in achieving its modification. 

First, drawing-up and gaining approval for a modification is a fairly lengthy and 
involved procedure, requiring various domestic and EU consultative processes and 
entailing a significant amount of input by civil servants.  Second, experience shows 
that gaining EC approval can involve changes beyond the narrow bounds of the 
specific measure(s) being suggested.  That is, the Commission has, on occasion, 
withheld approval of modifications as a means of applying pressure for change in 
other parts of the SRDP or indeed implementation of other EU policies (e.g. NVZs 
and LFASS). 

 

                                                 
44 Although transferring between Axes is much more difficult than transferring within an Axis. 
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6.10 Conclusions 
 
Whilst geese are not mentioned explicitly in the SG‟s Economic Strategy, the NPF 
objectives are compatible with the overarching “common purpose”. Goose 
management fits reasonably well with the strategic objectives “wealthier and fairer” 
and “greener”; plus the strategic priorities of “supportive business environment” and 
“effective governance”.    

A number of funding sources currently contribute to goose management and this is 
expected to continue.  Voluntary sector funding contributes to goose management 
especially through provision of reserves.  Mixed funding in the form of an EU LIFE 
programme (RSPB, 2009a,b) will contribute in a number of locations from 2010. 
However, these sources will not match the aggregate private costs associated with 
managing populations of wild geese.  Hence continued goose management will 
require continued public funding. 

To date public finance has been derived from domestic (SG) sources.  The main 
public funding options in the future are either domestic or a mix of domestic and EU, 
the latter being principally through a revised SRDP.  The drive towards closer 
integration between public bodies and a desire to deliver policy through a single one-
stop-shop for a variety of schemes means that there is an SG interest in whether 
administering goose schemes through a future SRDP would be feasible.  

There is also an apparent gain to the SG budget from delivering via EU programmes 
in that the domestic contribution is reduced.  A single funding mechanism (SRDP) 
also (in principle) provides a mechanism for comparing the merits of different 
directions for development and environmental expenditure. 

However, in practice the overall level of SRDP funding is broadly fixed such that 
inclusion of geese could lead to (depending on prioritisation) increased competition 
and reduced security of funding both for goose management and for other SRDP 
components.  Conditions imposed by the Commission would have profound 
implications for the operation of goose schemes and the effectiveness of policy 
delivery.  These aspects are discussed further in Chapter 7.  
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7 Options for goose management in the 
future 

 

7.1 Introduction 
 
There is a strong case for continuing intervention in goose management in Scotland 
both to deliver species conservation obligations and to manage the impacts on 
agriculture and crofting.  Based on our discussions with stakeholders, and in the light 
of continued increases in populations of geese in Scotland, we consider that without 
such intervention, the situation would revert to one of conflict, as prior to the report of 
the National Goose Forum and establishment of the National Policy Framework 
(NPF).  

The NPF was highly successful in largely removing the pre-2000 tensions (Chapter 
3), and it has played a major role in the successful protection of Barnacle Goose 
populations (Section 2.6).  It has been less successful in protecting the Greenland 
White-fronted Goose population, although it is far from clear whether intervention in 
Scotland alone could have achieved this (Section 2.5.3). It has also not resolved the 
issues associated with a rapidly increasing Greylag Goose population (Chapters 4 
and 5 and Appendices G and H).  This intervention in goose management has not 
been without an escalating cost to the taxpayer however, at least in part because of 
increasing goose populations and increases in expected damage costs to agriculture 
(Chapter 4).  

 

7.2 Sustainable management 
 
The project brief indicates that the “key to the future of goose management is a 
sustainable management policy to enable both the needs of farmers and crofters and 
biodiversity interests to be met”.  

Precisely what constitutes sustainable management is debatable given the variety of 
definitions of sustainability that exist.  Based on a strong sustainability approach 
(Pearce et al. 2006), it could be argued that the stock (or value) of critical goose 
capital should not decline in order that goose services may be maintained.  This 
would imply that the size of important populations considered to constitute critical 
capital should not decline below some current or historic level.  

Current species policy, in so far as it can be identified, is concerned mainly with 
species protection and the viability of vulnerable populations.  This alone does not 
provide a sound basis for policy because experience has shown that (at least some) 
changes in goose populations are likely to result in changes in social costs 
(agricultural damage) if geese graze on productive agricultural land.  A case can be 
made for expecting farmers to bear some of this cost because of other public support 
they receive (i.e. the SFP and/or LFASS; see Appendix I), but, this apart, there will 
be additional public expenditure costs to support policy intervention.  The public 
expenditure associated with reducing the impacts on agriculture must also be in 
some sense sustainable.  A broader definition of sustainability would recognise this 
as a component of what constitutes sustainable management.  In general, increasing 
goose populations supported by public finances are only justified if the public‟s 
willingness to support such policy exceeds its costs.  It is no longer clear that policies 
which resulted in substantial population increases can now justify the costs involved 
(see Section 4.3).  
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In practice, we consider that sustainable management of a goose population requires 
that each population has a lower bound determined by population ecology (e.g. 
Population Viability Analysis) and legal obligations, and an upper bound determined 
by damage and management costs. Stakeholder preferences will inform decisions on 
both the lower and upper bounds.  This is the approach we apply below.  

 

7.3 Policy context and objectives 
 
The preceding chapters have indicated that policy needs to take into account:  

 Species protection and impacts of geese on other biodiversity obligations and 
objectives.  Policy must thus concur with international conservation obligations.  

 Stakeholder interests (including impacts on farmers/crofters, and the preferences 
of the public and other interest groups). 

 The social and budgetary costs of intervention (and non-intervention).  The 
current pressure on public expenditure emphasises the need to contain 
budgetary costs.  

 

The legislation for species conservation provides some basis for policy, in terms of 
the obligations to maintain the range and numbers of all naturally occurring goose 
species and manage populations sustainably (Section 2.1).  But these obligations 
only become crucial when there is a risk of failing to meet them, and where there is 
clearly no such risk, these legal obligations provide no basis for shorter-term 
management measures. 

Public preferences also inform policy in terms of the population changes that the 
public are prepared to support through public expenditure.  The preference research 
to date is quite limited in scope (Section 4.2.2) but since this is the only such 
research available, we use the WTP for a 10% increase in what were termed 
“endangered” or “vulnerable” populations45, and the absence of a clear WTP for 
much larger increases, as an approximate guide for policy development.  

 

7.4 Moving towards Species (population)-specific policy 
scenarios and objectives 

 
Since different goose species (populations) are associated with different legislative 
obligations and restrictions (Section 2.1), with different public concerns (whether 
„vulnerable‟ or not46), and different population dynamics (Section 2.5), we suggest 
that policy should reflect these differences and that, to be effective, delivery should 
be species (population)-based.  Actions under current goose policy are very much 
focused on a relatively small number of discrete geographical areas within Scotland 
(Figure 1.1 and Chapter 4), which have become defined as a result of their previous 
history of conflicts between geese and agriculture.  Such a history of evolution of any 
such policy is almost inevitable.  However, we suggest that the changing context in 
which goose policy in Scotland now sits (Section 1.2) - particularly with respect to 
increasing numbers of many species (Chapter 2), emerging and related goose issues 
outside of existing goose scheme areas (Chapter 5) and budgetary constraints – 

                                                 
45 But these terms appeared to be used interchangeably and were not defined in the preference 
research. 
46 In the sense used in the previous preference studies (see Section 4.2.2). 



REVISED VERSION OCTOBER 2010 

 152 

warrants that policy take a more holistic and geographically inclusive stance.  A 
species (population) focused stance is commensurate with this suggestion. 

In Table 7.1 we provide a rationale for categorizing the main Scottish goose 
populations into three groups, each of which we believe needs to be treated 
separately in terms of the future broad policy options available currently.  For 
naturally occurring (native) goose populations, this categorization is based on 
qualitative assessment of the current level of risk to each population (as discussed in 
Section 2.5), and thus risk of Scotland defaulting on its conservation obligations (as 
discussed in Section 2.1).  Taiga Bean Goose is somewhat anomalous in that the 
risk to the population is only high from a local (Scottish) viewpoint because the 
Scottish population is very small (internationally this population is secure; Section 
2.5.7 and Table 2.5).  We have defined its population as „Vulnerable‟ because policy 
measures need to be quite specific for this population (as for the other „Vulnerable‟ 
species, the Greenland White-fronted Goose; see Section 7.4.1). 

We have split populations that are not deemed to be at „high risk‟ currently into „Non-
quarry‟ populations (the two Barnacle Goose populations) and „Quarry‟ populations, 
to reflect their differing status under international and domestic legislation (Section 
2.1 and Table 2.1).  These two groups need to be treated differently with respect to 
the future policy options available to manage them (Sections 7.4.2 and 7.4.3). 

In the case of Canada Goose (and other non-native goose species), international 
conservation obligations do not dictate that populations are managed sustainably 
(Section 2.1) and indeed there is international agreement to seek to prevent such 
populations from becoming a threat to other nature conservation (and economic and 
other interests).  However, under domestic conservation legislation in Scotland such 
populations currently have a similar level of protection to other quarry species, and 
hence (with some caveats) we have grouped them with quarry species for the 
purposes of discussing policy options (Section 7.4.3 and Table 7.3). 

In the sections that follow, we discuss options for improving the management of each 
group of species (populations) in future. 
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Table 7.1: Categorization of main Scottish goose populations for treatment under species (population)-specific policy (see 
Section 7.4 for full explanation of the rationale for classification). 

Species 
(population) 

Recent Scottish population 
characteristics (see Section 2.5 and 
Table 2.5 for more information) 

Predicted population trajectories 
and uncertainty (see Section 2.5) 

Current relative level of risk to population 
in terms of conservation obligations (see 
Chapter 2 for further information) 

National/local 
policy 
categorization and 
objectives (See 
Section 7.4) 

Greenland 
White-fronted 
Goose 

Steady decrease (most marked on 
Islay); Scottish population ca 12,500 
birds; upgraded recently to AEWA 
listing A2. 

Increases predicted by both density-
dependent and density-independent 
models (against observed declines; 
modelling needs updating). 

HIGH (because of overall global decline, 
declines at main Scottish site and loss of 
small flocks). 

„VULNERABLE‟ 

Taiga Bean 
Goose 

Stable to increasing; small Scottish 
population (<300 birds); AEWA listing 
B1. 

N/A for Scottish population. HIGH (locally only; because Scottish 
population small and concentrated). 

„VULNERABLE‟
 

NOTE 1 

Barnacle 
Goose 
(Greenland) 

Sustained increase but decreases at 
some sites (particularly Islay) in last 
three winters; Scottish population ca 
58,300 birds (in 2007/2008); AEWA 
listing B1. 

Density dependent model for Islay 
predicts stability at ca 34,000 birds, 
and this stabilization may be 
occurring (modelling needs updating). 

MEDIUM (Because of some evidence for 
recent reductions in breeding success, 
concentration of the population, and declines 
particularly on Islay). 

„NON-QUARRY‟ 

Barnacle 
Goose 
(Svalbard) 

Sustained increase; Scottish population 
ca 32,800 birds; downgraded recently to 
AEWA listing B1. 

Predicted increase and apparently 
density-independent based on current 
evidence (modelling needs updating). 

MEDIUM-LOW (Because of some evidence 
for recent reductions in breeding success and 
concentration of the population). 

„NON-QUARRY‟ 

Greylag 
Goose 
(Icelandic) 

Approximately stable numbers but large 
shift in wintering area (to Orkney); 
Scottish population ca 74,300; AEWA 
listing B1. 

Very dependent on level of shooting 
pressure (which is currently very 
uncertain). 

MEDIUM-LOW (Because some evidence of 
potential for loss of breeding areas, increased 
concentration on Orkney and uncertainty over 
population modelling). 

„QUARRY‟ 

Greylag 
Goose (native 
breeding)NOTE 

2 

Large overall increase in both parts of 
population; Scottish population ca 
47,500 birds; local decreases (related to 
shooting?); AEWA listing B1. 

Predictions for the Uists, and Coll and 
Tiree, very sensitive to management 
control (numbers shot and egg oiling); 
modelling very limited by the lack of 
data from other areas. 

LOW (Although there will be risk to local 
populations from management control if not 
implemented adaptively). 

„QUARRY‟ 
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Species 
(population) 

Recent Scottish population 
characteristics (see Section 2.5 and 
Table 2.5 for more information) 

Predicted population trajectories 
and uncertainty (see Section 2.5) 

Current relative level of risk to population 
in terms of conservation obligations (see 
Chapter 2 for further information) 

National/local 
policy 
categorization and 
objectives (See 
Section 7.4) 

Icelandic 
Pink-footed 
Goose 

Increase; Scottish population ca 
248,000; AEWA listing B2a. 

Population (UK) is already much 
higher than baseline predictions. 
Population trajectories still uncertain 
due to lack of accurate information on 
numbers shot. 

LOW (Because population is currently large 
and increasing, and calls for control are not 
widespread) 

„QUARRY‟ 

Canada 
Goose (and 
also applies 
to other non-
native goose 
species) 

Increasing; Scottish population >1,200 
in 2000 but not counted since; non-
native species. 

No modelling available. No recent 
survey information and no numbers 
shot available. Population indices 
based on the wintering population 
suggest a large % increase since 
2000. 

LOW (Little concern as the species is non-
native). But note future concern over possible 
impacts on other native wildlife (including 
other native goose species). 

„QUARRY‟ (but also 
NON-NATIVE) 

 
NOTE 1 For Taiga Bean Goose the risk to the population is only high from a local (Scottish) viewpoint because the Scottish population is very small 

(internationally this population is secure; Section 2.5.7 and Table 2.5). We define its population as „Vulnerable‟ here because policy measures 
need to be quite specific for this population (as for the other „Vulnerable‟ species, the Greenland White-fronted Goose; see Section 7.4.1). 

NOTE 2 We treat the Scottish native breeding population and naturalized populations together here (for rationale see Section 2.5.5). 
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7.4.1 „Vulnerable‟ species (populations) 
 

Greenland White-fronted Goose 

From Table 7.1 (and Section 2.5.3) the Scottish goose population clearly in most 
need of policy support is that of the Greenland Whitefront.  For this population, policy 
needs to take account of the conservation and public concerns for this species. 
These indicate that policy should seek to provide disturbance-free feeding and 
support population growth.  However, since the factors responsible for the recent 
population decline are not fully understood (Section 2.5.3), the policy response is not 
straightforward.  If impacts outside Scotland (e.g. on breeding success) are limiting 
population, policy intervention in Scotland will be ineffective.  Since the situation is 
unclear, we suggest that Greenland Whitefront policy is aimed at supporting the 
population, in so far as is possible, treating the species differentially from other goose 
species.  Specifically, Greenland Whitefront should be prioritized and treated 
differentially in terms of objectives, data reporting and intervention specific to the 
species (including explicitly both the major and outlying (small flock) components of 
the population).  We discussed in more detail specific recommendations for 
supporting this species, including possibilities for addressing concerns regarding the 
situation on Islay, in Section 2.5.3. 

Taiga Bean Goose 

Given the small and concentrated nature of the Scottish population of this species 
and the obligation to conserve the species range internationally (Section 2.5.7 and 
Table 2.5) we recommend that intervention to support the protection of the Taiga 
Bean Goose flock in Scotland should continue (see Appendix H Section 17.1.1).  

 

7.4.2 Other (non-„vulnerable‟) species (populations) 
None of the other species (populations) in Table 7.1 is currently at „high risk‟, and the 
available preference research suggests that the additional benefits to the public from 
population expansion to levels exceeding those given in Table 2.3 are unclear.  In 
this context, we suggest that policy could adapt to the current situation by placing a 
larger emphasis on seeking to minimise net costs.  

These consist of:  

 The cost of damage (the value of lost agricultural output and any additional costs 
to farmers associated with geese). 

 Transaction costs, including the costs of monitoring and data analysis to inform 
the decision-making specific to allocating payments47.  

 Less the value of private/commercial shooting. 
 
Non-„vulnerable‟ non-quarry species 
The two populations (Svalbard and Greenland) of Barnacle Geese fall into this 
category.  Both populations have expanded since the inception of current goose 
policy in 2000, and this is due at least in part to intervention under the 
NGMRG/LGMG structure.  Some stakeholders have suggested that Barnacle Geese 
should now be added to the quarry list because of their improved conservation status 
(see national stakeholder responses on SG website). 

Some future policy options for these two populations are provided in Table 7.2.  

                                                 
47 Note that an appropriate scale of national monitoring must still continue in order to ensure that any 
proactive management of each population conforms to maintaining a sustainable population. 
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OPTION 1 Continued current delivery structure 

There are two main risks: the likely growing public costs of managing the populations 
as they continue to increase; and the concerns over the derogation for shooting 
currently in place (see Sections 2.5.2 and 2.5.3).  Current policy implies increased 
potential agricultural damage from an expanding Solway population of Svalbard 
Barnacle Geese.  The marginal damage cost as implied by current payments is ca 
£25-30 per additional goose per year.  Additional transaction costs would be small.  
Hence a further 1,000 geese would add possibly £25-30,000 per year to damage 
costs.  Unless part of this cost could be shared with the farmers, the public 
expenditure would also increase at this rate.  Such a policy would be increasingly 
expensive until some habitat or other factor limited population growth.  

 

OPTIONS 2 and 3 Widen shooting derogation (with or without publicly funded 
shooting) 
The likely increasing costs of policy measures for these populations could be 
reduced by widening the geographical scope of lethal scaring as a damage reduction 
measure, which also has some population impact.  We appreciate that the public 
(and conservation organisations) have generally negative views about shooting 
under such derogation but there is also evidence for a Willingness to Pay to prevent 
large increases in the goose population.  Private shooting under licence (with bag 
limits) where damage is severe would incur no net cost but may not have much 
impact on the population.  This might be less coordinated and impacts on the goose 
population harder to predict than for publicly funded shooting however (Table 7.2). 
Publicly financed lethal scaring would probably provide more reliable impacts (learnt 
from experiences on Islay; see Appendix G Section 16.1).  This might cost £25+ per 
goose, which would be a lower cost long-term option than meeting an increasing 
damage cost if each shot bird reduced the population of geese by at least one in the 
following year (we cannot say for certain because whether mortality is additive or 
compensatory has not been determined; see Section 2.5.1). 

 

OPTIONS 4 and 5 Removal of current derogation to shoot (on Islay) 
There are some suggested benefits of revoking publicly funded shooting of 
Greenland Barnacle Geese, both in terms of reducing costs and because of concerns 
about the effects of the shooting on both the Greenland Barnacle and Greenland 
White-fronted Goose populations (on Islay; Sections 2.5.2 and 2.5.3).  There are 
many uncertainties over the effects of removing publicly funded lethal shooting and 
other forms of scaring on the goose population because of shortfalls in the recording 
that has been carried out to date under the Islay scheme (Sections 2.5.2 and 2.5.3). 
Since the current cost of shooting (ca £37 per bird) greatly exceeds the damage cost, 
there is a case for ceasing to finance public shooting (Table 4.3).  Given the 
concerns over the effects of scaring on Greenland White-fronted Geese on Islay 
(Section 2.5.3), there might also be a case for making a cost saving (of ca £25,000 
per annum; see Table G10) and removing public support for non-lethal scaring. 
Whether this would result in any positive outcomes for the geese is uncertain (and 
dependent on the extent to which farmers continued to implement scaring) and the 
move would undoubtedly increase tensions with farmers (although they might prefer 
this to complete loss of the Islay LGMS; for implications of the latter see Table 4.5). 
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OPTION 6 Change status of Barnacle Goose to quarry  

Whilst this change could save substantial costs, and has been suggested by some 
stakeholders (see national stakeholder questionnaire responses on SG website), we 
do not believe that changing the status of Barnacle Goose to a quarry species is a 
viable option at present, particularly because of the uncertainty over how shooters 
would respond to the change (i.e. to what extent the change would result in 
increased shooting of the species) and the high risk of defaulting on conservation 
obligations in the absence of an effective hunting bag recording system in the UK 
(Section 2.7). 

 

OPTION 7 No intervention 
We suggest that the only rationale for removing any policy intervention for Barnacle 
Goose populations would be to make substantial savings to public expenditure by 
removing the costs of the Local Goose Management Schemes currently supporting 
these populations (Islay, Solway and South Walls; see Appendix G).  This would 
reduce annual expenditure by ca £1.3m (Table 4.3).  There would be a high risk of 
stakeholder unrest and likely risks of defaulting on conservation obligations (see also 
the comparable Policy Option 1 in Table 7.5). 
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Table 7.2 Future management options for Non-„vulnerable‟ non-quarry species (Scottish Barnacle Goose populations). 
See Section 7.4.2 for further explanation of these options. 

  

Management option Cost implications Rationale Likely positive outcomes Likely negative 
outcomes/barriers/risks 

1 Continued current delivery 
structure 
(current policy measures 
maintained via LGMSs for 
these species, either with 
participants or budget 
capped at current levels or 
allowing growth in 
participation or budget) NOTE 1 

Cost to farmers (and 
public purse) will 
increase over time if 
populations continue 
to expand and LGMS 
participants need to 
increaseNOTE 2 

Policy has been largely effective 
in meeting objectives to date. 
 
Current presumption against 
goose schemes for species not 
requiring special protection 
(Appendix A Recommendation 
19). 
 
Rely on legislative measures in 
terms of shooting 

Stakeholders will continue to support 
policy (as they were all involved in 
shaping it in the first place). 

Does not tackle the increasing costs of 
goose management (unless LGMS 
budgets are capped). 
 
Does not tackle the current concerns 
over the derogation to shoot on Islay 
(see Sections 2.5.2, 2.5.3 and 2.7.7 for 
more information). 

2 Widen derogation to 
shoot(publicly funded 
shooting)  
(widen the geographical 
extent of this tool to e.g. 
Svalbard Barnacle Geese; 
with publicly funded 
shooting)  

Incurs additional 
public cost if shooting 
undertaken using 
public funding (ca 
£25 per goose based 
on current Islay 
costs). 

Manage to stabilise the 
population around current levels. 
 
Prevent growing concern of 
farmers and costs to society from 
increasing goose numbers. 

Stabilise population of Svalbard 
Barnacle Geese.  
 
Could contain problems of goose 
damage to current geographical area 
(depending on pattern of shooting 
implemented). 

Not a popular option for conservation 
stakeholders. 
 
Could disperse problems of goose 
damage to wider geographical area 
(depending on pattern of shooting 
implemented). 

3 Widen derogation to 
shoot(no publicly funded 
shooting) 
(derogate as for option 2 but 
do not fund any such 
shooting from public purse – 
farmers would need to 
implement shooting 
themselves) 

Would make a saving 
of public funds of ca 
£24,000 per annum 
(Islay costs; see 
Appendix G). 

Substantial cost saving. Uncertain NOTE 3 Increased tensions with farmers on 
Islay (although they might prefer this to 
loss of the LGMS completely; Table 
4.5). 
 
Less control over pattern of shooting. 
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Management option Cost implications Rationale Likely positive outcomes Likely negative 
outcomes/barriers/risks 

4 Remove derogation to 
shoot 
(remove the current 
derogation and publicly 
funded shooting) 

Would make a saving 
of public funds of ca 
£24,000 per annum 
(Islay costs; see 
Appendix G). 

Substantial cost saving. 
 
Reduce risks for this population 
identified recently (Section 2.5.2). 
 
Non-shooting scaring options 
would still be legitimate. 

Reduce possible risks for this 
population (and that of Greenland 
Whitefront) identified recently (Sections 
2.5.2 and 2.2.3). 
 
Reduce risk of dispersing problems with 
this species over wider geographical 
areas. 

Return to tensions with farmers 
(although they might prefer this to loss 
of the LGMS completely; Table 4.5). 

5 Remove all other publicly 
funded non-lethal scaring 
management 
(including shooting and non-
shooting scaring methods) 

Would make a 
substantial saving of 
public funds (all 
current public scaring 
costs of all LGMS 
focussed on Barnacle 
Geese; see Appendix 
G). 

Substantial cost saving. 
 
Reduce possible risks for this 
population (and that of Greenland 
Whitefront) identified recently 
(Sections 2.5.2 and 2.5.3). 
 

Uncertain NOTE 3 Increased tensions with farmers 
(although they might prefer this to loss 
of the LGMS completely; Table 4.5). 

6 Change status of Barnacle 
Goose to quarry species 
(effectively allowing 
implementation of options 
available in Table 7.3) 

Not costed Requested by some stakeholders 
because of sustained increase in 
numbers. 

Some stakeholder groups would see 
this as a positive move. 
 
Other outcomes very uncertain. NOTE 4 

Would require alteration to EU Birds 
Directive (and then national legislation), 
which is a significant barrier. 
 
A very unpopular option with 
conservation stakeholders, the pursuit 
of which would severely undermine 
current concensus for management 
within the UK goose stakeholder 
community. 
 
High risk without effective system of 
recording numbers shot in the UK and 
rigorous population modelling to 
facilitate adaptive management 
(Chapter 2). 
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Management option Cost implications Rationale Likely positive outcomes Likely negative 
outcomes/barriers/risks 

7 No intervention 
(intervention restricted to 
legal mechanisms and the 
monitoring required for 
conservation obligations and 
policy review) 

Would make a 
substantial saving of 
public funds (all 
current public scaring 
costs of all LGMS 
focussed on Barnacle 
Geese; see Appendix 
G). 

To minimse public expenditure 
and restrict agricultural support to 
other existing funding 
mechanisms (possibilities laid out 
in Section 7.5). 

See Options 4 and 5 above for possible 
outcomes of removing those elements 
of current intervention. 

A very unpopular option with most 
stakeholders, the pursuit of which would 
severely undermine current concensus 
for management within the UK goose 
stakeholder community. 
 
Possible risk of defaulting on 
conservation obligations in future 
(depending on the response from 
farmers in terms of non-lethal scaring, 
which is uncertain). 
 

 
NOTE 1 See Table 4.5 for scenarios of change specifically for existing LGMSs. 

NOTE 2 Currently likely for Svalbard Barnacle Geese, less so for Greenland Barnacle Geese (at least on Islay). 

NOTE 3 Effect would depend on the extent to which farmers might take on the shooting themselves. It is likely that overall farmers would not 
compensate for numbers shot and scared currently by marksmen (as the proportion of gun-owning farmers is believed to be low). 

 
NOTE 4 It is not possible to predict with certainty how hunters would respond to this change to quarry status (i.e. how many birds would be shot 

following the status change). 
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Non-„vulnerable‟ quarry species 
The main current issue here concerns resident breeding Greylag Geese, numbers of 
which have increased substantially with associated increased conflicts with farmers 
and crofters.  However, in terms of future policy formulation, other non-vulnerable 
quarry species (see Table 7.1) can be grouped for the purposes of assessing 
relevant policy options.  There are conservation interests in reducing numbers if 
these geese negatively impact on the attainment of other biodiversity objectives (see 
Appendix G), and legitimate arguments under current and future policy to reduce 
numbers where damage to agriculture occurs.  However, there are also conservation 
obligations to ensure that all populations of naturally occurring species are sustained 
and ranges maintained (Section 2.1).  There is an economic argument for both 
encouraging measures that will reduce damage (through lethal scaring) and reducing 
(or at least stabilizing) population size (to reduce the potential for future damage).  

Some future policy options for these quarry populations are provided in Table 7.3 and 
discussed below. 

 

OPTION 1 Continued current delivery structure 

The lack of a policy response now raises the possibility of increasing damage from 
increasing populations, which over time will almost certainly lead to conflict and 
require a response.  Maintaining the current delivery structure may also be seen as 
defaulting to meet one of SG‟s main Strategic Objectives, that of seeking to make 
Scottish society fairer (see Section 1.2), if future policy does not encompass 
appropriately the whole Scottish population of farmers and crofters with legitimate 
damage claims. 

 

OPTIONS 2 to 4 Removal of barriers to open season shooting 
We suggest that actions that might facilitate/enhance private and commercial 
shooting are the least cost options, allowing farmers and landowners to take action (if 
they so wish) to increase shooting and further mitigate against agricultural damage. 
Some of the possible options (particularly OPTION 3 to increase voluntary bag limits; 
Table 7.3) would be more feasible in our opinion if better information to allow 
population modelling to predict the effects of increased take with reduced uncertainty 
was available (Section 2.7) and thus a process of adaptive management (Section 
2.7) could be fully implemented.  We suggest that making a case either to actively 
promote an increase in bag limits or to extend the open season for hunting could also 
be problematic legally (see Section 2.1) in the absence of a comprehensive system 
for monitoring numbers shot (Section 2.7.3). 

 

OPTIONS 5 to 7 Removal of barriers to closed season shooting 
We suggest that all three of these options (removal of closed season licence 
restrictions; removal of bag limits; introduction of „general licensing‟) would be risky in 
terms of meeting conservation obligations in the absence of population modelling 
with an acceptable level of uncertainty to predict the effects of increased take 
(Section 2.7) and thus a fully implemented adaptive management process (Section 
2.7).  OPTION 5 (relaxing of licensing restrictions) would present the least risk of 
these options in terms of defaulting on conservation obligations, and OPTION 7 (use 
of general licences) the greatest risk in our opinion.  The use of a general licence 
could also be problematic in relation to domestic obligations to conserve designated 
sites (SSSIs) with resident breeding Greylag Goose as a notified feature. 
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Private versus publicly-funded shooting 

Private shooting may not be feasible or effective as a means of controlling increasing 
agricultural damage with continuing goose population growth.  For example, there 
are significant barriers to its utility on land under crofting tenure where shooting rights 
do not lie with the tenant, with particularly acute issues in the Uists (Appendix G 
Section 16.7.5).  It may also not be effective because individual farmers have limited 
incentive to expend effort in shooting when they feel that the impact on the goose 
population is minimal and that their actions may move the problem elsewhere 
(including to neighbouring farms).  However, where the cost of damage exceeds the 
cost of shooting, an argument can be advanced in support of public funding for 
removals.  But we suggest that the initial response should be to facilitate private and 
commercial shooting where possible rather than substitute for it.  

 
OPTION 8 Sale of goose carcasses 
Some stakeholders indicated a desire to allow sales of the carcasses of quarry 
species, particularly Greylag Goose, in order to provide greater financial incentive to 
shoot geese and mange them sustainably, to reduce problems of carcass disposal 
(from closed season licenced shooting), and to potentially provide a local source of 
income from geese (see Section 4.4.4).  We suggest that such a move would be 
risky in terms of defaulting on conservation obligations until a comprehensive bag 
recording scheme is implemented and robust systems can be established to track the 
source of carcasses (and the species of goose involved; see Section 2.7.5). 
 
OPTION 9 Egg oiling 
Egg oiling under licence has been trialled in the Uists as a management measure to 
supplement shooting (Appendix G Section 16.7.6).  There is even less incentive for 
an individual farmer or crofter to oil eggs than to shoot geese because there is no 
scaring benefit and the impact of individual action will be minimal.  There is a case for 
collective action by farmers/crofters to oil or finance oiling but this is not easy to 
organize.  Experience in the Uists indicates that publicly financed facilitation or direct 
public financing may be required (see Sections 16.7.6 and 4.4.7).  To render public 
financing an appropriate option here, we suggest that oiling would need to be shown 
to be the lesser cost (better VFM) option for it to be preferred over shooting, and 
current evidence suggests this is not the case48.  At least one conservation 
stakeholder NGO has expressed concern over the legality of egg oiling to prevent 
crop damage by geese and making the spatial link between eggs in a nest and the 
actual geese causing crop damage is certainly more difficult than when shooting of 
fully grown geese is carried out during the period when damage is occurring (Section 
2.1). 
 
 
OPTION 10 Large-scale control of numbers 
We do not consider the large scale removal of geese from any of the naturally 
occurring populations (as advocated by some farming and crofting interests) a viable 
proposition because of the risk of defaulting on conservation obligations (due to 
uncertainties in the modelling predictions available currently; see Section 2.7). 
 
 

                                                 
48 Although other options for enhancing damage mitigation in crofting areas may currently be limited, 
particularly on North Uist (Appendix G Section 16.7.5). 
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OPTION 11 No intervention 
As for non-quarry goose populations (OPTION 7 in Table 7.2) and overall policy 
delivery (OPTION 1 in Table 7.5), we suggest that the only rationale for removing any 
policy intervention would be to make substantial savings to public expenditure by 
removing the costs of existing Local Goose Management Schemes (Table 4.3) and 
the expectation of any further public financing of management specifically for quarry 
goose species.  There would be a high risk of stakeholder unrest within and outside 
areas with current LGMSs for quarry species, and a fairness issue if some farmers 
and crofters receive payments to manage for non-vulnerable goose populations 
(according to the principle of „he who shouts loudest gets‟ or for historical reasons) 
and others do not (a failure to support one of the Scottish Government‟s Strategic 
Objectives; see Section 1.2). 

 
Non-„vulnerable‟ quarry species (that are also non-native) 
Conservation obligations towards goose populations are reduced in the case of non-
native species, the most widespread of which is Canada Goose in Scotland.  There is 
no obligation to manage such populations sustainably and international agreement to 
prevent the impacts of such populations on native biodiversity (see Sections 2.1 and 
2.7.6).  Hence some of the options (flagged under NOTE 4) in Table 7.3 are 
potentially more viable and could result in more positive outcomes (reductions in 
population size) where non-native goose species are concerned.  We suggest that 
there may be real risks in terms of future negative impacts on native biodiversity and 
agricultural interests in failing to act to manage the size of non-native (particularly 
Canada) goose populations.  The main barriers to greater control of such populations 
in Scotland currently are the costs of, and likely public opposition to, any large-scale 
control programme (see also discussion in Section 2.7.6). 
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Table 7.3: Future management options for Non-„vulnerable‟ quarry species (grey and naturalised Scottish goose populations). 
See Section 7.4.2 for further explanation of these options. 

 

Management option Cost implications Rationale Likely positive outcomes Likely negative 
outcomes/barriers/risks 

1 Continued current delivery 
structure 
 
(current policy measures 
maintained via LGMSs for 
these species, either with 
participants or budget 
capped at current levels or 
allowing growth in 
participation or budget) NOTE 

1 

Cost to farmers (and public 
purse) will increase over 
time if populations continue 
to expand and LGMS 
participants and the number 
of schemes need to 
increase.NOTE 2 

The lack of available funding for 
new LGMSs. 
 
The general presumption against 
goose schemes for species not 
requiring special protection 
(Appendix A Recommendation 
19). 
 
Rely on legislative measures in 
terms of shooting to contain the 
problem. 

No additional cost (if current 
LGMS budgets are capped). 

Policy would fail to address the 
rising numbers of geese and their 
conflicts with agriculture 
(increasing tensions with farmers 
and crofters). 
 
Perceived (and real?) fairness 
issue in terms of some farmers 
and crofters not receiving 
payments for goose damage 
(contravening SG strategic 
objectives; see Section 1.2 and 
Annex I). 
 
Possible future risk from 
increases in non-native species 
(particularly Canada Geese). 

2 Remove „minor‟ barriers to 
open season shooting (e.g. 
prohibitions on Sunday 
shooting) 

Negligible. Minimise perceived barriers to 
legal forms of hunting. 
 
Negligible cost. 

Minimise perceived barriers 
to legal forms of hunting. 

No major issues foreseen. 
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Management option Cost implications Rationale Likely positive outcomes Likely negative 
outcomes/barriers/risks 

3 Increase voluntary bag 
limits for open season 
shooting 

Negligible. Minimise perceived barriers to 
legal forms of hunting. 
 
Negligible cost. 

Minimise perceived barriers 
to legal forms of hunting. 

Bag limits not currently viewed as 
constraining. 
 
Hunting stakeholders (and 
hunting guides) not keen to raise 
bag limits. NOTE 3 
 
The lack of a comprehensive 
system for monitoring numbers 
shot (Section 2.7.3) may be a 
significant barrier. 
 
See also NOTE 5. 

4 Extend the length of the 
open season 

Minimal. Minimise perceived barriers to 
legal forms of hunting. 
 
Not high cost. 

Minimise perceived barriers 
to legal forms of hunting. 

Shooting season is already 
carefully defined in terms of 
satisfying EU legislation not to 
shoot during the breeding season 
(see Section 2.1) and making a 
case for change could be 
problematic given the lack of a 
comprehensive system for 
monitoring numbers shot (Section 
2.7.3). 
 
See also NOTE 5. 

5 Remove licence 
restrictions on closed 
season licences (e.g. who 
can shoot and where) 

Negligible. Minimise perceived barriers to out 
of season shooting. 
 

Minimise perceived barriers 
to out of season shooting. 
 

Loss of information on areas in 
which shooting is taking place 
and who to follow up for bag 
returns (with implications for local 
population modelling). 
 
See also NOTE 5. 
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Management option Cost implications Rationale Likely positive outcomes Likely negative 
outcomes/barriers/risks 

6 Remove bag limits on 
closed season licences NOTE 

4 

Negligible Minimise perceived barriers to out 
of season shooting. 
 

Minimise perceived barriers 
to out of season shooting. 
 

Risky in terms of conservation 
obligations in the absence of 
rigorous population modelling to 
allow prediction of population 
outcomes with acceptable 
certainty. 
 
Possibility of rapid local 
extinctions before adaptive 
changes can be put in place. 
 
See also NOTE 5. 

7 Place goose species on a 
general licence for closed 
season NOTE 4 

Minimal. Minimise perceived barriers to out 
of season shooting (no need to 
apply for individual licences and 
no bag limits; no reporting of bag 
returns is required for some 
species). 
 

Minimise perceived barriers 
to out of season shooting. 
 
Farmers very much in 
favour of making this 
change. 
 

Conservation and hunting 
stakeholders generally against 
such a change. 
 
Risky in terms of conservation 
obligations because difficult to 
enforce the return of information 
on numbers taken and in the 
absence of rigorous population 
modelling to allow prediction of 
population outcomes with 
acceptable certainty. 
 
Difficult to manage in relation to 
conservation obligations involving 
designated sites with resident 
Greylag Goose as notified 
feature. 
 
See also NOTE 5. 
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Management option Cost implications Rationale Likely positive outcomes Likely negative 
outcomes/barriers/risks 

8 Permit sale of carcasses 
of quarry species NOTE 4 

Minimal. Provide greater financial incentive 
to shoot, remove problem of 
carcass disposal and allow the 
sale of goose products as a local 
income source (see Section 
4.4.4). 

Would be seen as a positive 
move by some stakeholders 
(see national questionnaire 
responses on SG website). 
 
Uncertain whether there is 
any market for goose 
products and whether there 
would be any effect on 
numbers shot (see Sections 
2.7.5 and 4.4.4). 
Local markets could more 
local value on geese. 

Risky in terms of conservation 
obligations in the absence of a 
comprehensive system to monitor 
numbers of geese shot and 
robust population modelling to 
allow adaptive management 
(Section 2.7.3). 
 
Would require a robust system to 
track carcasses (origins and 
species taken; Section 2.7.5). 
Would require change to 
domestic legislation but not to EU 
legislation for resident breeding 
Greylag Goose (see Table 2.1 
and Section 2.7.5). 

8 Egg oiling in the closed 
season NOTE 4 

Minimal (if carried out by 
landowner or his agent) but 
may be more costly than 
shooting if funded with 
public money. 

Response to pressure from 
farmers and crofters for means to 
take action (see Section 4.4.7). 

Reduce tension. 
 
Some reduction in 
population levels. 

May be lower value for money in 
terms of effectiveness than 
shooting (See Appendix G 
Section 16.7.6 and Section 4.4.7). 
 
Legally and practically, the birds 
(eggs) targeted can be less 
directly linked geographically to 
areas incurring damage (see 
Section 2.1). 
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Management option Cost implications Rationale Likely positive outcomes Likely negative 
outcomes/barriers/risks 

9 Large-scale control of 
populations („culling‟) NOTE 4 

Significant. Requested by some stakeholders. 
 
Rapid reduction in population to 
much lower levels (but would 
have to be sustainable and 
maintain the range of any 
naturally occurring population). 

Reduction in numbers and 
potential damage to crops. 
 
Farmers would welcome 
this option. 

Huge stakeholder opposition and 
loss of concensus over goose 
management. 
 
Substantial public opposition. 
 
Risky in terms of conservation 
obligations in the absence of 
rigorous population modelling to 
allow prediction of population 
outcomes with acceptable 
certainty. 

10 No intervention 
(including removal of 
current relevant LGMSs) 

Save on costs of the current 
LGMSs (Strathbeg, Uists 
and Coll and Tiree), a 
saving of ca £185,000 per 
annum (Table 4.3). 

To minimse public expenditure 
and restrict agricultural support to 
other existing funding 
mechanisms (possibilities laid out 
in Section 7.5). 
 
The general presumption against 
goose schemes for species not 
requiring special protection 
(Appendix A Recommendation 
19). 
 
Rely on legislative measures in 
terms of shooting to contain the 
problem. 

Savings on public 
expenditure. 
 
Removal of expectation of 
further public support for 
managing goose damage. 

Policy would fail to address the 
rising numbers of geese and their 
conflicts with agriculture 
(increasing tensions with farmers 
and crofters). 
 
Perceived (and real?) fairness 
issue in terms of some farmers 
and crofters not receiving 
payments for goose damage 
(contravening SG strategic 
objectives; see Section 1.2 and 
Annex I). 
 
Possible future risk from 
increases in non-native species 
(particularly Canada Geese). 

 

NOTE 1 See Table 4.5 for scenarios of change specifically for existing LGMSs. For the purposes of this table, we have grouped the potential options 
with and without any cap on the budgets for LGMSs because the implications are similar and can be summarized under this single option. 
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NOTE 2 It almost certain that these populations will continue to expand, resulting in wider conflicts with agricultural interests. 

NOTE 3 Because they represent good (conservation) practice and stakeholders in our interviews indicated that goose guides may not want more 
pressure to find larger numbers of birds to shoot. 

NOTE 4 Implications for non-native goose species (e.g. Canada Goose) Scotland‟s conservation obligations towards goose populations are 
different (reduced) for non-native species (see Sections 2.1 and 2.7.6). The options flagged by NOTE 4 may be more viable and result in 
more positive outcomes where non-native goose species are concerned (see Section 7.4.2 for further discussion). 

 

NOTE 5 The lack of tenant shooting rights is a significant barrier to uptake in crofting areas (e.g. particularly on the Uists; see Section 16.7.5). 
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7.5 Policy delivery options 
 
There are choices to be made regarding: goose management policy itself (see 
Sections 7.3 and 7.4 in particular); the instruments to deliver policy; and the 
governance arrangements for such policy design and delivery.  All three elements 
are influenced by a number of factors, including: 
 Domestic, European and International obligations 
 The interests and behaviour of farmers and landowners, since they manage the 

land and, to a degree, the geese. 
 The source and quantity of funding, since this may constrain policy ambitions. 
 The legislation relating to shooting and other methods of damage control. 
 
In considering the choices to be made, it is important to distinguish between the 
specific local goose management schemes which have been a focal point of this 
study in terms of their operation and geographical extent and the broader context of 
goose management.  That is, geese occur across Scotland and the National Policy 
Framework applies across Scotland.  The current default policy position is one of no 
explicit public support for goose management unless specific issues are identified: 
local management schemes have been a response to specific issues at particular 
locations. 

However, the absence of explicit support outwith local scheme areas needs to be 
viewed against the significant levels of public funding for rural land management 
more generally.  In particular, the Single Farm Payment (SFP) and Scottish Rural 
Development Programme (SRDP) represent annual expenditure of around £450m 
and £200m respectively.  Within the latter, the Less Favoured Area Support Scheme 
(LFASS) accounts for approaching £70m, Rural Development Contracts for around 
£100m.49 

 

7.5.1 Single Farm Payment, Scottish Rural Development programme, Less 
Favoured Areas Support Scheme and Crofting Counties Agricultural 
Grant Scheme 

Although differing in detail, both the SFP and LFASS are decoupled payments made 
per hectare of land.  Neither is tied to specific current agricultural activities, but both 
reflect past activity (and support) levels with (in general) higher rates applied in the 
South and East than in the North and West or Islands.  In principle, the SFP and/or 
LFASS could be viewed as offering some support for goose management.  That is, 
public payments to rural land are increasingly couched in terms of providing a bundle 
of public goods and this could include geese.  

However, general untargeted area payments are unlikely to address localized 
management concerns arising from high-density populations or environmental 
vulnerability.  In particular, the lack of explicit management prescriptions tied to 
payment levels makes both the SFP and LFASS rather blunt instruments.  Moreover, 
since the geographical pattern of payments does not match the geographical 
distribution of geese nor environmental concerns, there is a mismatch between such 
general support and the incidence of goose management stresses.  This latter point 
may be addressed partially by transition to a flat-rate SFP and/or possible 
adjustments to LFA designations, both of which may be anticipated to shift 
expenditure North and West towards some of the current areas with denser goose 
populations and conflicts with agriculture.  Yet untargeted payments would still 

                                                 
49 Precise figures are elusive due to exchange rate fluctuations and adjustments to co-financing rates. 
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remain a blunt instrument with similar levels of (general) support being offered to land 
managers regardless of the nature and intensity of their goose management issues.  

A greater degree of targeting within the SFP might be achieved through deployment 
of Article 68 (previously Article 69) of the Rural Development Regulation which 
makes provisions for a National Envelope.  This is a mechanism for top-slicing the 
national SFP budget to create a ring-fenced fund for (amongst other things) 
environmental management.  As yet, this provision has not been deployed and there 
remains considerable uncertainty about the types of policy instruments and land 
management activities that might be supported. 

If linked to environmental criteria but paid on a per hectare basis as a top-up to the 
remaining SFP, a National Envelope could be more targeted than the current SFP 
but still relatively blunt due to the absence of management prescriptions (and 
payments) relating explicitly to geese.  By contrast, management prescriptions and 
targeting could be improved if measures similar to current agri-environment schemes 
were permitted – but these would still not necessarily be targeted at geese nor have 
the same degree of flexibility exhibited by current local schemes.  

Similarly, although the current SRDP contains a number of measures that resemble 
elements of local management schemes, these are not linked directly to goose 
management nor do they encompass all aspects of local schemes.  For example, 
whilst there are various measures related to grassland management under Land 
Managers Options (LMOs), Rural Priorities (RPs) and the Crofting Counties 
Agricultural Grant Scheme (CCAGS) there is no explicit goose management 
component of these.  Moreover, LMOs offer only very limited funding, LMOs and RPs 
compete with other policy priorities and may yield only fragmented coverage of an 
area affected by geese, CCAGS does not cover all current local scheme areas and 
the scope for coordinating scheme membership across neighbouring land managers 
or for actively deploying public sector employees is severely limited for all of these 
measures (see also Sections 2.4.3 and Chapter 6). 

Hence, as with the SFP and LFASS but in a more overtly environmentally-targeted 
manner, such Pillar II measures may be viewed as offering generic support for public 
goods which may include geese, but still lacking key elements of local management 
schemes deemed necessary to address specific issues.  The need to further 
differentiate between individual species of geese will accentuate this difference 
between the more generic and the specific approaches to support.   

Consequently, whilst awareness of other rural land management support 
mechanisms is necessary to place local goose management schemes into context 
and is important in terms of acknowledging the existence of generic support to land 
managers with geese outwith of local scheme areas, the following more detailed 
analysis is restricted to funding and governance options for local schemes alone on 
the basis that the vagaries of local circumstances do require more tailored 
intervention than can be achieved using the more generic support mechanisms 
available across Scotland. 

 

7.5.2 Specific funding and delivery options  
We examine seven types of funding sources and associated delivery mechanisms. 
These cover the range of feasible option for policy, including a „no intervention‟ 
option.  They are summarized in Table 7.4 and developed in more detail below. 
These options contrast with those given in Table 4.5, which were a detailed set of 
essentially cost-saving alternatives for policy delivery within the current 
NGMRG/LGMG structure.  Here we examine a broader canvas of funding and 
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delivery systems in which a continuation of the present structure is only one from a 
number of options.  

 
OPTION 1  No intervention  

Under this option, the current local schemes would be closed and not renewed50. 
Management agreements would not be renewed.  Intervention would consist only of 
legal mechanisms and the undertaking of goose monitoring to meet international 
obligations and that required for review of policy.  We assume that the legal 
mechanisms in place would remain unchanged.  The rationale for its introduction 
would be principally to save discretionary pubic expenditure in a context where 
farmers are receiving substantial annual payments under the Single Farm Payment 
(SFP) and Less Favoured Area Support Scheme (LFASS), and many receive 
environmental payments within the SRDP.  Table 7.5 summaries the effects of 
introducing this measure in terms of cost, effectiveness and other criteria.  It is a least 
cost option, which would save at least £1.3m per year.  

Under a „no intervention‟ approach, there are high risks that policy would not be 
delivered, particularly for populations of specific conservation concern (i.e. Greenland 
White-fronted Goose at present; Sections 2.5.3 and 7.4), and the mechanism 
provides no basis for sustainable species management.  The option includes a level 
of goose monitoring necessary to assess policy performance and provide a basis for 
policy review.  However, this would not provide information on the costs to farmers of 
goose damage. 

This option would be made more acceptable to farmers if restrictions on shooting and 
related legislation were relaxed.  The options for legislative change are discussed in 
Chapter 4 and Section 7.4.  But the scope for such legislative change is limited for 
Annex 1 species and hence legislative changes would not in any sense fully 
compensate for the loss of payments.  

The delivery mechanism for current goose policy was largely instituted to reduce 
conflicts over geese.  It is to be expected that removal of this intervention would 
result in renewed conflict and our interviews with some local groups and farmers 
indicated that they expected this to occur.  This may cause political discomfort.  
Farmers have generally adapted to goose payments and in some cases become 
partially reliant on geese as a source of income.  Having facilitated such a 
development it is not easy for policy to radically change in the short term without 
marked reactions from policy losers.  Conditions for government staff and agents in 
certain areas would be aggrevated. 

 

OPTION 2  Continued current delivery structure  

This option is a continuation of the current structure and policy.  A new round of bids 
would be initiated (and SG could seek to negotiate bids down).  However, the 
fundamental structure, decision-making and the devolution of budget allocation to 
local groups would continue.  This option includes no elements of improvement.  

Table 7.5 lists the characteristics of this mechanism, which have been examined in 
detail in Chapters 3 and 4.  Whilst most stakeholders saw great merit in the current 
arrangements, which are generally regarded as having worked well to deliver the 
NPF and reduce tension, concern about budgetary cost, a lack of clear governance 
and scrutiny, and the danger that the consensus arrangements will severely restrict 
the extent to which this mechanism is able to deliver policy cast doubt on its future 
utility.  
                                                 
50 This excludes the LIFE programme, which for the Uists and Coll and Tiree will operate until 2014.  
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Table 7.4:  Alternative finance sources and policy mechanisms.  
Options 

 
Funding  Description Rationale 

1. No intervention  Legal and 
monitoring 
only 

Intervention restricted to legal 
mechanisms and monitoring required for 
international obligations and policy 
review.  

To minimise public expenditure in a context of agricultural support provided 
by other mechanisms (including SFP, LFASS) 

2. Continued current 
delivery structure  

SG/SNH  Continuation of the current structure and 
delivery system without change or 
improvement 

Current system is well tested and has been successful in improving the 
level of cooperation and harmony between interest groups.   

3. Modified current 
delivery structure  

SG/SNH  Retain the basic structure but introduce 
modifications to improve governance, 
accountability and delivery, and reduce 
costs. 

This option seeks to improve the current delivery system without changing 
its fundamental two-tier structure. It could also deliver substantial budgetary 
savings.  Removes many weaknesses from the current delivery system. 

4. Centralised delivery SG/SNH Delivery by SG/SNH with national and 
local advisory groups.  Direct 
management agreements with farmers.   

This option greatly improves governance and accountability, and links 
payments more closely to policy objectives. It reduces the limitations 
imposed by consensus management on policy delivery and value for 
money. Hence it provides a lower budget, cost-effective delivery 
mechanism.  

5. Delivery via bespoke 
SRDP options 

EU/SG Bespoke goose options within a revised 
SRDP. 

Uses part EU funding to finance goose management, thus lowering 
domestic funding needs. Fits well with the SG policy of greater integration 
of measures relating to land use and the environment.  This allows the 
trade-off between expenditure on geese and other environmental and 
development projects to be internalised in the selection process. In 
principle, this results in enhanced value for public expenditure and lower 
administration costs.  

6. Delivery via standard 
SRDP options. 

EU/SG Non-goose-specific SRDP options 
relating to (e.g.) grassland management. 
Under CCAGS, LMOs and RP. 

Uses part EU funding to finance goose management and thus lowers 
domestic funding needs.  Reliance on standard SRDP options avoids 
bespoke complexity and simplifies governance issues.  

7. Delivery via modified 
SFP, National 
Envelopes, LFASS 

EU/SG Simple per hectare payments Greater use of EU funding (especially SFP/National Envelopes, partly for 
LFASS) and thus less reliance on domestic funds.  Wide spatial coverage 
and relatively simple to administer. 



REVISED VERSION OCTOBER 2010 

 174 

OPTION 3  Modified current delivery structure  

In Chapter 4 (Table 4.5) we examined (at the request of the contract Steering Group) 
a range of options for improving the cost-effectiveness of the current delivery system.  
This was strictly within the context of the current administrative structure.  In this 
option, we go further because we consider that the current delivery system, its 
administrative arrangements and governance have major weaknesses.  

The aim in this option is to improve the current delivery system and improve its cost-
effectiveness whilst adhering to the same basic structure.  The option may also 
facilitate more proactive species management, although the extent to which this can 
be delivered is uncertain.  

Under this option NGMRG and the local group structure are maintained but local 
groups would be much more closely controlled and monitored.  The aim would be 
delivery by consensus.   

NGMRG would have an enlarged remit to: 

 Set conditions (linked to agreement on local group budgets) on the formation, 
governance, scrutiny, and operation of local groups, including conditions relating 
to the monitoring and reporting on each species present, setting species 
objectives and delivery mechanisms for each relevant species, penalties for non-
compliance with agreements, and the adoption of measures to improve cost-
effectiveness.  

 Set a budget each year for each local group.  This could be done by negotiation 
(based on LGMG bids) but could be handled centrally but informed by local 
advice.  The level of budget would depend on SG‟s willingness to intervene 
financially and the scope for negotiated cuts.  A wide range of options for 
budgetary cuts are listed in Table 4.5.  Overall we consider that a reduction in 
total costs of 30% appears feasible without a risk of conflict.  Up to 40% saving 
may be feasible by forcing improvements to the cost-effectiveness of the 
payment structures in selected LGMGs which provide less good value for money.  

 Have the capacity to offer individual management agreements to farmers to 
supplement or substitute for local group arrangements.  This would provide a fall-
back where intervention was required to deliver policy where no local group 
existed or where an existing local group had declined to continue functioning 
under new conditions.  

 Have the capacity to facilitate the establishment of local groups where these 
would inform and expedite policy delivery.  

 Establish/improve monitoring arrangements where necessary to inform policy 
(e.g. where no satisfactory local monitoring currently exists). 

 Improve and standardise reporting by employing an independent consultant to 
advise groups on data reporting and to observe on methods of monitoring, 
financial allocation and data handling of each local group.  

 Improve communication with LGMGs (e.g. by asking local chairmen to present 
annual reports personally and responding faster to issues raised by LGMGs) 

 Clarify and enhance the governance of the NGMRG and local groups, especially 
the role and responsibilities of chairmen and secretaries.  This would include the 
re-constitution of local groups with restrictions on committee membership of 
major recipients of payments, transparent methods of defining eligibility and 
allocation of payments and so on. 
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The above modifications would place much stronger conditions on LGMGs and SG 
would need to be clear on what action would be taken if conditions were not met.  We 
have not explored any possible legal consequences of scheme closure.  

The above modifications would address many of the weaknesses of the current 
arrangements.  However, as summarized in Table 7.5, this structure may well not be 
able to deliver severe budgetary cuts if these are required. It may also be paralysed 
by the need to find consensus at both national and local levels which will limit the 
effective delivery of policy.  

 

OPTION 4 Centralised delivery 

This option seeks to remove weaknesses inherent in the current delivery structure 
(identified in Options 2 and 3) by replacing it with more centralised delivery. 
Disintermediation is introduced to reduce the number of intermediary bodies between 
SG and those who finally manage geese such that there is a much clearer link 
between the policy mechanisms (e.g. payments, intervention to reduce damage) and 
the aims of policy.  

Under this option, delivery would be through SG/SNH which would:  

 Not renew current local schemes. 
 Establish national and local advisory groups.  Although consisting of much the 

same representation as the current NGMRG and LGMGS, these groups would 
have an advisory function only.  Although broad consensus would always be the 
aim, this is not an underlying principle in delivery.  

 Offer individual management agreements to farmers with payment rates set for 
each local area in relation to local conditions.  These could be for buffer or 
feeding areas with different conditions for each.  Farmers would be asked to offer 
fields at defined rates (as in the current Loch of Strathbeg LGMS), and offers 
would be selected to achieve maximum cost-effectiveness.  

 Each management agreement would have a set of conditions and obligations 
attached.  Rates would be set at a level sufficient to obtain offers that enabled 
policy delivery.  In many ways this is analogous to the delivery of environmental 
options under the Rural Priorities element of SRDP but with the advantage that it 
has greater flexibility to deliver the particular requirement of goose policy in a 
coherent way.  

 SGRPID would have the role of authorizing payments and compliance 
monitoring.  

 SNH would establish monitoring systems for all areas where damage to 
agriculture is a concerning issue.  

 SNH or SGRPID would be required to intervene to organize any publicly-financed 
shooting required to deliver policy.    

 
Table 7.5 gives the main advantages and disadvantages of this approach.  Its main 
advantage is that it provides a route for greater coherence in policy delivery at 
Scottish level, both in terms of species at greater risk (i.e. Greenland White-fronted 
Goose currently) and the achievement of sustainable populations.  It also has the 
potential for greater reductions in public expenditure than Option 3 by making 
delivery more focused and cost-effective.  Finally, it provides a much improved level 
of governance, scrutiny and financial probity which is a major weakness in current 
delivery.  

However, the loss of local ownership and any significant reductions in funding levels 
would be opposed by farming and possibly other interest groups. 
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In theory, this form of delivery could achieve increased cost efficiency by auctioning 
goose management contracts rather than using flat rate payments (Latacz-Lohmann 
and Van der Hamsvoort, 1997a, 1997b).  With auctions, tender prices are bid down 
and any surplus to the applicant is minimised.  This would in principle reduce scheme 
costs by removing current „over-payments‟.  In a review of the challenge (auction) 
mechanism in forestry, where it has been used extensively, CJC Consulting (2002) 
concluded that it is most effective where: 

 The central authority has limited information on what level of incentive to 
offer.  Challenge funding then operates as a price discovery mechanism.  

 Considerable diversity is expected in the costs of participation and/or the 
public benefits achieved from individual proposals.  This will lead to problems 
in price setting for fixed rate incentives. 

 High participation is required over a short period of time.  Challenge funding 
provides a platform for promoting schemes and this can increase the rate of 
participation. 

These arguments are less compelling for goose management and there is the 
additional problem that in many areas the small number of participants could lead to 
collusion on bidding, which would raise payment rates and reduce the theoretical 
benefits from auctions.  We therefore do not recommend bidding and auction 
mechanisms.  

 

OPTION 5  Delivery via bespoke SRDP options 

The current SRDP will terminate in 2013 but is anticipated to be followed by 
something similar.  Hence it is legitimate to consider whether the existing local goose 
management schemes could be encompassed as bespoke options within the next 
SRDP.  In doing so, we note, however, that stakeholders at local and national levels 
almost universally opposed any attempt to shoehorn geese into the current SRDP.  
This included SGRPID chairs who have considerable experience in administering the 
SRDP.  The reasons for considering the SRDP an unsatisfactory delivery mechanism 
for geese included:  

 The expectation that few farms would qualify under RP51. 
 That the limits on receipt under LMO were too small in relation to damage costs. 
 That goose policy delivery would fragment and collapse, with conservation 

objectives not met. 
 That the above would provoke strong negative sentiment from farmers with 

consequent impacts on conservation and SGRPID staff.  
 That expenditure on geese would become competitive with other environmental 

expenditure, and with a fixed level of total funding there would be a reduction in 
expenditure on other environmental projects.  This would become more acute the 
greater the priority given to geese.  

 

A major concern of environmental stakeholders was the impact on the total size of 
the environmental budget.  They saw obvious merit in having a separate ring-fenced 
goose budget.  These are matters for SG.   

Inclusion of goose management within the SRDP fits well with the SG policy of 
greater integration of measures relating to land use and the environment.  It also 
uses EU funding hence reducing direct demands on the SG budget.  These are 

                                                 
51 However, we note that goose management was effectively excluded from the current SRDP because 
other policy delivery was in place.  A future SRDP could be formulated to include goose options.  
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attractive aspects.  The salient point, however, is whether a revised SRDP might be a 
suitable mechanism for delivering goose policy at acceptable cost.  This is to a 
degree imponderable since the details of a revised SRDP are yet to be agreed.  

If goose policy were to have any potential for effective delivery by the SRDP the 
following would have to occur: 

 Geese (or specific species of geese) would have to be prioritised in order to 
achieve the required level of entry. 

 There would be differential rates for feeding and buffer areas at levels that 
elicited the required uptake rates for policy delivery.  Alternatively a challenge 
approach could be used (as described under OPTION 4 above).  To function this 
would need to be differentiated by area and bids assessed on cost and historic 
counts.  It is a risky mechanism for small areas where farmers may collude to 
raise prices.  

 Entry would be based on historic density information.   
 
Under SRDP there would have to be substantial changes in the way areas were 
managed.  The close involvement of local project officers in not only inspecting 
scheme compliance but also advising on management and playing an active role in 
managing (public) scaring equipment may not be compatible with the RDR.  Certainly 
no existing SRDP measures involve public employees in such a manner, and 
Commission expectations appear to be of a more hands-off role.  Equally, 
clarification may be required of the order in which scheme applicants are enrolled 
and management prescriptions are agreed – apparently the Commission has 
expressed concerns in relation to other habitat/wildlife measures in the SRDP that 
applications are being accepted prior to farm visits to determine the local conditions 
and appropriate management responses to be funded.  That is, flexibility of schemes 
and public advice may conflict with bureaucratic requirements for independent 
verification and inspection roles. 

This all indicates a much reduced role for local staff and local involvement in goose 
management together with much reduced flexibility to coordinate different 
mechanisms and deliver species policy in a changing environment.  

A summary of the likely characteristics and impacts is given in Table 7.5.  Overall we 
conclude that SRDP is very unlikely to provide a sound basis for policy delivery due 
to expected rigidities in entry and payments rates.  This would lead to uncertainty 
over the level and distribution of uptake and inflexibility to respond to changing 
circumstances.  It would not provide a coherent policy mechanism that could address 
all issues in goose management. 

 

OPTION 6 Delivery via standard SRDP options 
Whereas option 5 related to incorporating local goose management schemes into the 
SRDP, another option would be to dispense with bespoke schemes in favour of 
standard ones.  That is, under LMOs, CCAGS and RP, the SRDP currently offers a 
number of grassland and habitat management schemes that bear some resemblance 
to elements of local goose management schemes.  

As with OPTION 5, use of the SRDP offers some funding and administrative 
attractions.  Moreover, substituting standard schemes for bespoke ones would 
simplify administrative and governance complexity. 

However, the same reservations to OPTION 5 would still apply and would be 
amplified by concerns over the absence (by design) of flexibility and co-ordination. 
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OPTION 7 Delivery via modified LFASS, SFP, National Envelopes 

LFASS and the SFP Have some attractions for policy delivery because they do cover 
most of Scotland, draw heavily on EU funds and are relatively simple to administer.   

However, their lack of discrimination between sites in terms of environmental 
pressures or values means that they would be very blunt tools for addressing goose 
management issues.  In principle, this could be addressed by adjustments to cross-
compliance requirements or eligibility criteria.  For example, for the latter, National 
Envelope provisions or resurrection of tiered environmental payments under LFASS 
could be used to target payments on areas affected by geese. 

Unfortunately, neither of these approaches is likely to be achieved easily since both 
require novel policy adjustments.  That is, environmental National Envelopes are a 
new idea yet to be developed at the EU-level and LFA criteria are currently under 
review and unlikely to encompass much goose habitat within the definition of 
permanent and natural handicap.  Moreover, any targeting would probably remain 
relatively imprecise and any management prescriptions would be vague. 
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Table 7.5 :  Assessment of options for policy delivery  
 

Options 
 

SG cost implications  Effectiveness in 
policy delivery 

Accountability 
and transparency 

Value for 
money 

Negative effects 
of change 

Risks 

1. No intervention  A saving of £1.3m -£1.6m 
per year  

Risks to conservation 
status of goose 
species (particularly 
Greenland White-
fronted Goose). No 
mechanism for 
addressing new 
issues.  

Not relevant since 
no expenditure. 

Not 
relevant 
since no 
expenditur
e.  

Considerable 
conflict and 
political disquiet in 
some locations. 
Major impacts on 
other SNH 
activities with 
possible impacts 
on biodiversity 
conservation.   

Cannot reliably predict farmer 
behaviour or conservation 
impacts. 

2. Continued 
current delivery 
structure  

Subject to a new round of 
local group bids in 2011.  
Costs may increase if 
agricultural input costs 
and/or product prices 
increase unless restricted 
by SG capping.  Actual 
costs will not be known until 
2011.  

Consensus 
arrangements and 
potential for paralysis 
likely to limit policy 
delivery. No species 
differentiation at local 
level. The structure 
cannot easily deal 
with the problem of an 
increasing Greylag 
population.  Likely to 
result in increasing 
costs in the future.   

Shortfalls in 
governance, 
scrutiny and 
reporting amongst 
some LGMGs 
would remain. 

No 
change 
and no 
improvem
ent likely. 

Not relevant since 
no change. 

Structure may not be resilient if 
the total budget were cut 
substantially. The structure 
cannot easily deal with the 
problem of an increasing 
Greylag population. Poor 
communication between 
NGMRG and LGMGs would 
continue. 
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Options 
 

SG cost implications  Effectiveness in 
policy delivery 

Accountability 
and transparency 

Value for 
money 

Negative effects 
of change 

Risks 

3. Modified current 
delivery 
structure  

Not clear what level of cost-
saving could be delivered 
through the NGMRG/LGMG 
consensus-based 
mechanism. However, 
Table 4.5 suggests that 
savings of 30% and 
possibly higher on current 
costs should be negotiable.  

Expanded remit gives 
potential for improved 
delivery of policy 
objectives, although 
consensus 
arrangements still 
likely to limit policy 
delivery, particularly 
on measures to 
manage goose 
population growth. 
Policy delivery may 
become paralysed by 
inability to achieve 
consensus.  

Improved 
governance, 
scrutiny and 
reporting of local 
groups. Local 
groups will continue 
to be dominated by 
sectoral interests, 
which may limit the 
adoption of 
improvements in 
cost-effectiveness.      

Should 
give 
improved 
VFM as 
compared 
with 
Option 2.  

None.  Policy objectives aimed at 
limiting future damage and 
budgetary cost may not be 
deliverable by consensus, with 
consequent escalating costs in 
the future. No guarantee that 
improvements in cost 
effectiveness would be 
implemented. Structure may not 
be resilient if the total budget 
were to be cut substantially. 

4. Centralised 
delivery 

Could deliver greater cost 
saving than Option 3 and 
be more cost-effective.  

Offers a much 
stronger ability to 
steer species policy 
by concentrating 
expenditure 
appropriately. In 
addition to 
management 
agreements, this 
option would need to 
have the facility to 
deliver public scaring 
and removals where 
appropriate. 

Resolves issue of 
local governance 
and accountability. 
Information from 
goose counts and 
payment 
arrangements 
would be explicit 
and transparent. 

Expected 
to improve 
VFM 
substantia
lly due to 
cost 
reduction 
and the 
ability to 
select 
most cost-
effective 
provision.  

Loss of local 
involvement, 
experience and 
ownership. Loss 
of collaborative 
engagement in 
scheme design 
and development 
of solutions to 
issues52. 
Administrative 
burden on farmers 
increased but not 
excessive. 

Likely to be opposed by farming 
and possibly conservation 
interests.  Possibly greater 
difficulty in obtaining monitoring 
data.  Loss of cohesion in areas 
participating in the scheme, 
which may also lead to a 
degree of local tension. 

                                                 
52 Although some could be maintained by retaining a form of LGMG in an advisory role in appropriate geographical areas. 
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Options 
 

SG cost implications  Effectiveness in 
policy delivery 

Accountability 
and transparency 

Value for 
money 

Negative effects 
of change 

Risks 

5. Delivery via 
bespoke SRDP 
options  

Public expenditure costs 
effectively reduced through 
partial EU funding and 
through a reduction in the 
% successful applications 
(through selection of the 
most cost-effective).   

Very unlikely to 
provide a sound basis 
for policy delivery due 
to uncertainty over 
level and distribution 
of uptake and 
inflexibility to respond 
to changing 
circumstances. Does 
not in itself provide a 
coherent policy 
mechanism that could 
address all issues.  

Resolves issue of 
local governance 
and accountability. 

In 
principle 
very cost 
effective 
but if 
policy 
effectiven
ess is not 
achieved 
this could 
produce 
very poor 
VFM.  

Would be strongly 
opposed by all 
interests. Loss of 
local involvement, 
experience and 
ownership. Loss 
of collaborative 
engagement in 
scheme design 
and development 
of solutions to 
issues. 
Administrative 
burden on farmers 
increased. 
 

Increased tension from farmers 
and political discomfort.  
Considerable uncertainly about 
whether policy could be 
delivered in a coherent way.  

6. Delivery via 
standard SRDP 
options 

As above for option 5, with 
additional savings from 
further savings on 
administrative complexity. 

As above for option 5, 
amplified by reliance 
on standardised 
measures. 

Highly transparent 
in terms of 
payments.  
Centralised rather 
than local 
accountability. 

As above 
for option 
5. 

As above for 
option 5 with even 
less local 
flexibility. 

As above for option 5. 

7. Delivery via 
modified SFP, 
National 
Envelope, 
LFASS 

Significant reduction in SG 
expenditure through 
harnessing EU funds – 
particularly for SFP & 
National Envelopes but also 
through co-financing of 
LFASS.  

Blunt instruments 
mean poor targeting 
and little flexibility or 
prescription, so 
unlikely to deliver 
effectively. 

Highly transparent 
in terms of 
payments.  
Centralised rather 
than local 
accountability. 

Poor. As above for 
option 5. 

As above for option 5, plus 
additional disquiet from SFP 
and LFASS recipients affected 
adversely by redistribution of 
expenditure. 
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7.6 Conclusions on policy options 
  
Table 7.5 describes seven main mechanisms for policy delivery (including „continued 
current delivery structure‟ and „no intervention‟ options).  These alternative 
mechanisms are associated with a number of different administrative and funding 
arrangements.  We do not consider it possible to recommend a particular option 
because: 

 The extent to which public expenditure will constrain funding for goose 
management is not known to us.  

 The structure, prioritisation criteria and payment rates under a revised SRDP 
have yet to be established.  

 Some options imply reductions in payments to farmers or differential impacts on 
the concerns of interest groups.  Given the history of conflict in relation to 
damage from geese, there is an important political dimension to the choice of 
how policy is delivered. 

 Finally, no policy option is dominant in the sense that it will create greater policy 
effectiveness at lower social cost and pubic expenditure, and without other 
undesirable effects.  Trade-offs are therefore necessary and these cannot be fully 
informed by the information and analytical techniques available to us. 

 

Nevertheless a number of salient conclusions can be reached: 

 Under OPTION 1 (No intervention) there are considerable doubts as to whether 
policy could be delivered by legal mechanisms alone, and the option would 
provoke strong reaction from farming interests. 

 OPTION 2 (Continued current delivery structure) has many undesirable features 
(including, poor governance and scrutiny, lack of transparency, expected inability 
to deliver policy change or constrain future policy costs).  Whilst there are several 
options for reducing costs (see Table 4.5), these would not remove the 
fundamental issues associated with the current NGMRG remit and 
NGMRG/LGMG structure. 

 OPTIONS 3 and 4 are examples from a range of options of alternative 
administrative structures that offer improved delivery.  They both represent 
greater centralisation and greater flexibility in intervention.  

 It is not possible to fully evaluate the SRDP route (OPTIONS 5 & 6) because the 
characteristics of the new programme have yet to be decided (or appropriately 
negotiated if there is a desire to include more specific goose options within SRDP 
in future).  It is doubtful whether SRDP, even when revised, could deliver goose 
policy effectively.  However, it merits consideration because the inclusion of 
geese in a more unified structure has the potential for administrative gains, and 
trade-offs between different directions of expenditure would be more explicit.  

 OPTION 7 (SFP/National Envelopes/LFASS) has the attraction of administrative 
simplicity and geographical coverage, but reaching such a position would require 
adjustments to current arrangements that may be difficult to achieve and will in 
any case still result in only very blunt instruments. 
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8 Conclusions 
8.1 Status of Scottish goose populations, conservation 

obligations and knowledge gaps 
 
Scotland has legal obligations for all naturally occurring species: to ensure the 
maintenance of range and abundance, and that any use (e.g. hunting) or 
management of populations is sustainable (Section 2.1). Legally, naturally occurring 
populations cannot be driven to extinction; and adaptive management of populations 
(Section 2.7.1) to meet cultural and economic as well as conservation needs is 
acceptable as long as resultant populations are sustainable. 
 
Five of the seven main naturally occurring goose populations in Scotland are larger 
now than in 2000 (and range has at least been maintained): Svalbard Barnacle 
Goose; Greenland Barnacle Goose; Native Greylag Goose and naturalised Greylag 
Goose (which we now treat as a single population); Icelandic Pink-footed Goose; and 
Taiga Bean Goose (Section 2.5 and Table 2.5). This broadly suggests that goose 
policy has served Scottish geese well in terms of the first principle objective of the 
NPF - to “Meet the UK‟s nature conservation obligations, within the context of wider 
biodiversity objectives” - and the majority of stakeholders concur with this view (see 
national stakeholder questionnaire responses on the SG website), although we 
cannot be certain to what extent the positive population changes have been driven by 
policy (Section 2.6). 
 
The Scottish population of Greenland White-fronted Goose declined by 34% between 
1999/2000 and 2008/2009 (with the largest proportional decline on Islay). Some 
other flocks also showed decreases and some of the smaller flocks have 
disappeared over recent decades (Section 2.5.3). Whilst there is strong evidence that 
factors outside Scotland (on the breeding grounds) are contributing to the decline, we 
suggest that policy could have done more to prioritise actions for this species, 
particularly within the Islay Local Goose Management Scheme. The lack of 
understanding of the habitat requirements of Greenland White-fronted Goose, and of 
the interaction between this species and Greenland Barnacle Goose on Islay 
(including with respect to the effects of scaring), are of concern (Section 2.5.3). 
 
The Scottish population of Icelandic Greylag Goose has increased little since 2000 
but a large shift in the wintering distribution has occurred, so that the majority of the 
Scottish population now winters on Orkney rather than further south (Section 2.5.3). 
Scottish goose policy could have done more to react to this situation, for example by 
ensuring the collection of higher quality population data to inform the changes. This 
reflects an overall weakness of the current National Policy Framework, that of not 
proactively addressing emerging goose issues (Chapter 3). 
 
The UK has international obligation to control the impacts of non-native species 
(Section 2.1).  There has been a large increase in the Scottish Canada Goose 
population since 2000 (Section 2.5.9). We suggest there is a real risk that this 
species could: compete with native goose species; hybridize with the native Greylag 
Goose; and potentially cause serious environmental and economic impacts in future 
(Section 2.7.6). In England, action has been taken to add Canada Goose to 
Schedule 2 Part II of the 1981 Wildlife and Countryside Act (to allow „general 
licensing‟ for the species to be taken during the closed season), which we suggest is 
a positive step in terms of managing future risks posed by the species. 
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We suggest that future goose policy in Scotland should consider carefully and 
immediately whether Canada Goose should be added to Schedule 2 Part II of 
the 1981 Wildlife and Countryside Act (as passed in England in 2010). At the 
very least, future goose policy must keep a careful watching brief on the 
Scottish Canada Goose population, including maintaining the periodic national 
surveys of naturalized goose species. We also suggest that the effects of 
placing Canada Goose on the general licence in England are reviewed in five 
years time to assess whether the legislative change has had any discernable 
effect on population levels in England. 
 
As the populations of most Scottish geese are now increasing, it is important that 
future policy development evaluates carefully the balance required between the first 
two fundamental objectives of the NPF: appropriate protection (to meet conservation 
obligations); and active management (to mitigate economic loss). We suggest that 
the Scottish Government takes a species (population)-focussed approach to future 
policy (Section 7.4) because the balance between these two NPF objectives varies 
between goose species, and we suggest the overall level of priority that each of the 
main Scottish goose populations should receive within future policy (Section 2.7 and 
Table 2.12) based on: (i) the current risk of Scotland defaulting on its conservation 
obligations and agreements for that species; and (ii) the likely future costs posed by 
each species to society (in terms of the likelihood of increases in conflicts with 
agriculture and thus increasing economic costs). 
 
In future, the NPF “seeks to facilitate adoption of adaptive management techniques 
as a means to deliver social and economic sustainability of land management 
businesses in areas frequented by significant goose populations, while also ensuring 
compliance with legal obligations under the EU Birds Directive”. Scottish goose policy 
has already taken useful steps towards adaptive management approaches by 
developing predictive models for the main goose populations. However, the models 
for most populations are information deficient in some respect (particularly lacking 
accurate bag data for quarry species, adult survival information, and basic census 
information for some populations) and there remains a high degree of uncertainty in 
predicted population trajectories in many cases (Sections 2.7.2 and 2.7.3). 
 
We suggest that SG consider in more detail the US and Canadian approaches 
to adaptive management, and any lessons that have been learnt from their 
experiences, during future policy development. 
 
We suggest that before any further PVA/population modelling work is 
commissioned, a clear standard framework is set up, which stipulates: (i) clear 
population/management objectives or scenarios; (ii) explicit and 
comprehensive treatment and reporting of uncertainty/risk; and (iii) clear and 
comprehensive assessment of the sensitivity of model predictions to variation 
in all input parameters. This would ensure that each new piece of modelling, in 
following the framework guidance, and will include critical assessment of 
model performance and thus render the modelling of greater utility for applied 
goose management purposes. 
 
We suggest that following implementation of our suggestion to set out a 
standard framework to guide PVA/modelling analyses, future PVAs should 
address explicitly the sensitivity of the modelling to the demographic input 
parameters (including survival rates). The results could then be used to further 
prioritise data collection by species more efficiently, both in terms of individual 
priority species and sample sizes required. 
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Future data collection to improve the situation cannot be prioritised fully, or the 
relative value for money of various options costed effectively, until the sensitivity of 
the models to variation in the key input parameters is more transparent but we have 
nevertheless made some suggestions for maintaining data collection in the short 
term (Section 2.7.3). In general we concur with the previous recommendations of 
GSAG with respect to their priorities for the continuation of data collection on 
population size and productivity for the main Scottish goose populations (Table 2.13).  
Periodic population size assessments and measures of productivity are important 
components of the population models, and much of the data collection is carried out 
by volunteers (see Appendix E), providing very good value for money (Section 2.7.3).  
We would concur with the view of GSAG that because of this, those surveys that are 
carried out on an annual basis should continue to run annually, because otherwise 
volunteers may move away from goose monitoring in the period between surveys (for 
example if surveying were reduced from annual to biennial).  Thus we generally 
score the continuation of population monitoring as high priority across all the main 
goose species (Table 2.13).  Productivity information is often also collected by 
volunteers or at little extra cost. It is certainly cheaper to obtain information on 
productivity to inform population models than on survival rates (below), such that the 
availability of rigorous productivity information will serve to reduce some of the 
uncertainty in population prediction at minimal cost, and we place high priority on 
continuing to collect this data for most species (Table 2.13). 
 
We suggest that the collection of population size and productivity information 
(as outlined in Table 2.13) should be supported until such time as 
PVAs/modelling can be revised to address sensitivity and uncertainty explicitly 
(as suggested above). In the event that funding is insufficient to support this, 
data collection should be prioritized in accordance with the overall population 
priorities suggested in Table 2.12. 
 
We suggest that improved monitoring of the wintering population of Icelandic 
Greylag Geese is ensured through improved counts of breeding Greylags in 
areas of overlap, and the use of the enhanced population estimates to check 
current bag limits and adjust them accordingly. 
 
We suggest that ringing should be supported at least at current levels for 
Greenland White-fronted Goose, Icelandic Greylag Goose and Svalbard 
Barnacle Goose, and improved if possible for Native Greylag Goose and 
Greenland Barnacle Goose, until such time as PVAs/modelling can be revised 
to address sensitivity and uncertainty explicitly (as suggested above). In the 
event that funding is insufficient to support this, ringing of these species 
should be prioritized in accordance with the overall population priorities 
suggested in Table 2.12. 
 
The UK has a legal obligation to ensure that any hunting is sustainable (Section 2.1).  
Information on numbers of birds hunted is important to ensure that hunting does not 
jeopardize the sustainability of populations.  The population modelling carried out for 
Scottish goose species to date has shown that predicted population trajectories are 
most sensitive to survival rates for most populations (Section 2.5), and numbers of 
birds shot are necessary to allow density-dependent processes to be adequately 
reflected in the modelling (i.e. whether mortality from shooting is additive or 
compensatory).  There is currently no comprehensive system (either mandatory or 
voluntary) for collecting hunting bag information in the UK (Section 2.7.3). The 
notable shift in the wintering distribution of Icelandic Greylags (Section 2.5.4) has 
introduced more uncertainty over the UK bag estimates. Hunting may be the most 
important factor determining the population numbers of Icelandic Greylag Goose 
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(Trinder 2010), and the level of shooting mortality has an important influence on the 
population trajectories of the other resident Greylag population and that of the Pink-
footed Goose (Sections 2.5.5 and 2.5.6). The majority of national stakeholders 
expressed concerns about the inadequacy of current reporting of numbers shot 
(Section 4.4.6). 
 
We suggest that further steps towards the implementation of a rigorous 
hunting bag reporting system in Scotland are taken without further delay 
(voluntary versus mandatory systems are contrasted in Section 2.7.3 and Table 
2.9). We recommend that further detailed information and critique on operation 
is obtained from countries that already have voluntary and mandatory systems 
(indicated in Table F3), to better inform decision making. There may be an 
opportunity to include domestic hunting bag reporting legislation in the new 
Wildlife and Natural Enviroment Bill that is currently under consideration. 
  
The remit of the current study included a specific need to consider the legitimacy or 
otherwise of permitting the sale of carcasses of quarry goose species (Section 2.7.5). 
 
We suggest that a scoping study is commissioned to investigate further: (i)  
the market opportunities for goose products (and other goose benefits) across 
Scotland, with a particular emphasis on Greylags on the Western and Northern 
Isles; and (ii) practical options for tracking the origins of goose carcasses were 
permission to sell them to be reinstated. However, we conclude that any move 
to reinstate carcass sales in Scotland in the absence of a comprehensive 
hunting bag reporting system would involve a risk of defaulting on 
conservation obligations.  
 
The part of the population of Greenland Barnacle Geese that winters on Islay (which 
is covered by a derogation allowing licensed shooting of this species to mitigate 
against economic losses; Section 2.7.7) has shown a decline (of more than 10,000 
birds) over the last three winters. Breeding success may have decreased and most 
evidence suggests that birds have not redistributed from Islay to winter elsewhere 
(Section 2.5.2). However, given the degree of uncertainty surrounding the recent 
decline, at the very least the population modelling and survey information for this 
species should be updated and levels of uncertainty in population trajectories 
considered explicitly. Whether the derogation to shoot this species is justified needs 
to be reviewed fully, including the possible impacts of the scaring (disturbance) on 
Greenland White-fronted Geese on Islay (Sections 2.5.3 and 2.7.7). 

We suggest that the derogation for shooting Greenland Barnacle Geese on 
Islay is reviewed and, at the very least, the population modelling and census 
information is updated and levels of uncertainty in population trajectories 
considered explicitly. 
 
We suggest that in future Greenland White-fronted Geese and Barnacle Geese 
on Islay receive specific and separate treatment in the LGMS objectives and 
recording protocols. In particular: numbers and species of geese should be 
recorded in fields immediately before they are shot over; comprehensive field-
by-field information should be collected on the implementation of non-shooting 
scaring devices, and the use of gas guns; and every opportunity should be 
taken to assemble more information regarding interactions between the two 
goose species. 
 
We suggest that serious consideration be given to previous suggestions to 
take more of an experimental approach to assessing the affects of scaring on 
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Islay, either via direct counts or using grass growth as a proxi for goose 
numbers, and a draft protocol with costings should be commissioned from an 
independent source. Given the concern over Whitefronts, an approach which 
records actual goose numbers in response to scaring for at least a sample of 
areas would be appropriate. 
 
 

8.2 National policy framework and its delivery 
 
The National Policy Framework (NPF) and its delivery structures and organisations 
have been successful in reducing tensions between different interests through 
payments to farmers at levels related to the cost of goose damage. There has been 
less success in reducing tensions in areas where scaring and population 
management have been the policy mechanisms (Section 3.3). The cost of payments 
to farmers has increased substantially over time and constraints on public 
expenditure bring into question the sustainability of current policy.  

In terms of the specific objectives of goose policy, the UK‟s nature conservation 
obligations are largely being met, with the exception of those for the Greenland 
White-fronted Goose (Section 2.6). Farmers and crofters who are scheme 
participants are receiving public support that largely mitigates damage costs (Section 
3.3), although this is not the case outside of current schemes (Chapter 5). There is 
little incentive within the current delivery mechanisms to improve the cost-
effectiveness and value for money of public expenditure (Chapter 3).  

The current delivery system is „light touch‟ with low administrative costs but its 
effectiveness to implement change is limited by its consensual basis and by the 
diverse quality of information provided by (and to) local groups (Chapter 3). Local 
groups have generally been very successful in resolving local tensions, albeit with 
considerable public funding. The governance of local groups is not well developed 
and scheme design and budget allocation are in some cases not transparent, which 
gives cause for concern. Responsibility for governance, financial probity and scrutiny 
is undefined (Section 3.3).  

We suggest that if a decision were to be taken to retain the current NPF 
delivery structures (which is only one of a number of possible options for 
future policy delivery; Section 7.5), then steps should be taken to improve the 
current delivery mechanisms in terms of transparency, good governance, 
communication and VFM efficiency (specific suggestions are provided in 
Chapters 3, 4 and 7). 
 

The NPF does not provide a clear mechanism for addressing the substantial increase 
in the populations of most geese species (and related damage) observed since its 
inception in 2000. Nor is it clear that the structure established under the NPF is 
sufficiently robust to deliver substantial cuts in public expenditure should it be 
required to do so (Chapter 3). 

 

8.3 Economics of goose management 
 
The opportunities for farmers and crofters to obtain private income from geese, 
except from shooting lets (where permitted), are limited.  Goose-related tourism can 
benefit local economies and these effects are unlikely to be changed by any likely 



REVISED VERSION OCTOBER 2010 

 188 

changes in goose populations. Goose tourism does not therefore impact on future 
policy or its delivery (Section 4.2.1). 

The limited public preference research that has been conducted to date indicates the 
value of benefits from supporting „endangered‟ species is considerably greater than 
policy costs (Section 4.2.2). But there is no evidence to support increases in goose 
populations exceeding 10%. Given the 17% increase in the Scottish goose 
population and the 76% increase in goose numbers in the scheme areas (plus 
Orkney) since 2000, the research suggests that current goose policy no longer 
provides value for money at the margin except for species still considered 
„endangered‟.  

There is evidence for public preferences against shooting as a means of 
management if other methods of habitat management are available (Section 4.4.1). 
However, farming interests strongly support a relaxation of shooting restrictions to 
enable improved private management of quarry goose species (Section 4.4.3). A 
minority of interests favoured a relaxation of the sale of carcasses to provide local 
sources of income from geese (Section 4.4.4).  

The cost of operating the seven current goose schemes is currently around £1.6m 
per year, of which £1.3m is in payments to farmers (Table 4.3). Schemes vary widely 
in the cost per goose (£13.80-£36.60 per goose per year in payments to farmers) but 
comparisons of costs between schemes must be made with caution because of 
different goose species and farming contexts (Section 4.5.1). There are cost and 
distributional concerns in relation to Kintyre (an unsatisfactory payment structure) 
and in Solway (a lack of transparency in budget allocation and costs).  Both 
Strathbeg and Islay operate at relatively low cost per goose supported.  

Schemes vary in their payment systems (flat rate per ha, or per goose) and whether 
distributed or zonal schemes are used. These different payment systems need a 
clearer rationale (Section 4.7.1) and we are not convinced that the concentrated 
(zoned) scheme necessarily provides a lower cost method of goose management 
than a distributed scheme (Section 4.7.2). 

There are numerous options for reducing the public expenditure cost of the current 
schemes (Section 4.8 and Table 4.3). We consider that at least 30% of budgetary 
cost could be saved by stopping fertiliser payments (for which there is a strong 
argument) combined with some limited budgetary capping and some reduction in 
expenditure on scaring and counting without an extreme risk of compromising 
consensus or effectiveness. However, this analysis is within the context of the current 
NGMRG/LGMG structure.  Several alternative funding and administrative 
arrangements are examined in Chapter 7.   

 

A number of areas in Scotland not in schemes have reported increasing levels of 
agricultural damage mainly due to Greylag Geese (Chapter 5). An examination of 
options suggests that intervention to relax regulations on shooting is preferred by 
farming interests and is least cost for SG.  Nevertheless, a more coherent generic 
policy is required for quarry goose populations, both to address current issues and 
the increasing social cost associated with growth in goose populations, whilst 
ensuring that conservation obligations continue to be met. 

 

8.4 Policy context and funding mechanisms 
 
NPF objectives are broadly compatible with the overarching “common Purpose” of 
the SG Economic Strategy (Chapter 6 and Appendix I).  
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Goose management is currently supported mainly by domestic (SG) funding, with 
support channelled through the SNH Natural Care budget.  Conservation bodies 
contribute mainly through reserve management, and an EU LIFE programme (RSPB 
2009a,b) will contribute in a number of locations in the Western Isles for four years 
from 2010. The main public funding options in the future will be either domestic or a 
mix of domestic and EU (through a revised SRDP). There is an SG interest in using 
the SRDP as a vehicle in order to obtain better policy integration and to reduce 
administrative costs. There is also an apparent gain to the SG budget from delivering 
via EU programmes in that the domestic contribution is reduced.  However, if the 
total SRDP budget is effectively fixed, expenditure on geese reduces expenditure on 
other projects (Chapter 6).  

 

8.5 Goose management in the future 
 
The National Policy Framework objectives create a very broad policy „space‟ which 
fails to give a clear species-based strategy or deal adequately with policy costs 
(Section 7.4) Since different goose species (populations) are associated with 
different legislative obligations and restrictions, different public concerns, and 
different population dynamics, we suggest that policy should reflect these differences 
and that, to be effective, delivery should be species (population)-based.  Most 
management actions under current goose policy (the Local Goose Management 
Schemes) are focused on a relatively small number of discrete geographical areas 
within Scotland, which have become defined as a result of their previous history of 
conflicts between geese and agriculture.  Such a history of evolution of any such 
policy is almost inevitable.  In the changing context in which goose policy in Scotland 
now sits (Section 1.2) - particularly with respect to increasing numbers of many 
species (Chapter 2), emerging and related goose issues outside of existing goose 
scheme areas (Chapter 5) and budgetary constraints – we suggest that future policy 
should take a more holistic, geographically inclusive and perhaps fairer stance.  A 
species (population)-focused stance is commensurate with this suggestion. 
   
We suggest that future goose policy and its delivery should be species 
(population)-based, both at national and local levels.  

The range of options for future management of Scotland‟s goose populations 
logically fall into a number of groupings (Section 7.4 and Table 7.1) For naturally 
occurring (native) goose populations, this categorization is based on: qualitative 
assessment of the current level of risk to each population (and thus the risk of 
Scotland defaulting on its conservation obligations); and quarry status. Greenland 
White-fronted Goose should be prioritised to (if possible) prevent further population 
decline, and loss of range (from loss of smaller flocks), and the small Scottish 
population of Taiga Bean Geese also requires continued support (Section 7.4.1). 

For populations not now at „high risk‟, the available preference research suggests 
that the additional benefits to the public from population expansion are unclear.  In 
this context, we suggest that policy could adapt to the current situation by placing a 
larger emphasis on seeking to minimise net social and public expenditure costs. A 
range of management options are explored for these populations, dependent on 
whether they are currently non-quarry or quarry populations (Section 7.4.2 and 
Tables 7.2 and 7.3). 

For the two non-quarry populations of Barnacle Geese there are two main risks of 
maintaining the policy status quo (Section 7.4.2 and Table 7.2): the likely growing 
public costs of managing the populations as they continue to increase (particularly on 
the Solway); and the concerns over the derogation for shooting currently in place 
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(Sections 2.5.2 and 2.5.3). The marginal damage cost as implied by current 
payments is ca £25-30 per additional goose per year and there is now a stronger 
case for a policy of damage containment. Widening the geographical scope of the 
derogation to shoot would not be a popular option with conservation organisations 
but (even if publicly funded) would be a lower cost long-term option than meeting an 
increasing damage cost if each shot bird reduced the population of geese by at least 
one in the following year. Private shooting under licence (with bag limits) would incur 
no net cost but the effects might be less coordinated and impacts on the goose 
population are harder to predict than for publicly funded shooting (Table 7.2). 
Revoking the derogation to shoot on Islay would have support amongst conservation 
organisations and would make substantial costs savings and address concerns about 
the effects of the shooting on both the Greenland Barnacle and Greenland White-
fronted Goose populations on Islay but effects on the goose population would be 
uncertain. There is a case for ceasing publicly-funded shooting (because the cost per 
goose exceeds damage costs), and also to cease other forms of publicly-funded 
scaring (because of concerns over the effects of scaring on Greenland White-fronted 
Geese) but again the effects would be uncertain (Table 4.3).  The effects of a change 
in the status of Barnacle Goose to a quarry species on hunter behaviour are difficult 
to predict, and there would be a high risk of defaulting on conservation obligations in 
the absence of an effective hunting bag recording system. 

For the Scottish populations of (non-„vulnerable‟ quarry species), and particularly 
Greylag Geese, there is a need for more coherent policy, including the procurement 
of better information on populations and impacts. The lack of a policy response now 
(or a future „no intervention‟ policy) would increase the possibility of increasing 
damage from increasing populations, which over time will almost certainly lead to 
increased stakeholder tension and could be seen as defaulting to meet one of SG‟s 
main Strategic Objectives, that of seeking to make Scottish society fairer (Section 
7.4.2 and Table 7.3). Actions to facilitate private and commercial shooting are the 
least cost options, allowing farmers and landowners to take action (if they so wish) to 
increase shooting and further mitigate against agricultural damage. Many of the 
possible options (within and outside the open season; Table 7.3) would be more 
feasible if better information to allow population modelling to predict the effects of 
increased take with reduced uncertainty was available, an appropriate system for 
recording hunting bag data were in place, and thus a process of adaptive 
management could be fully implemented. Without these safeguards, there would be 
risks of defaulting on conservation obligations. There are currently significant barriers 
to the utility of shooting as a management tool on land under crofting tenure where 
shooting rights do not lie with the tenant, with particularly acute issues in the Uists.  
The alternative of egg oiling is not seen as providing good value for money based on 
current evidence. Any move to allow the sale of goose carcasses or the large scale 
removal of geese from the naturally occurring populations (as advocated by some 
farming and crofting interests) would be risky in terms of conservation obligations 
without a suitable bag recording scheme and robust systems for regulation. 

Of the possible management options for quarry species, several are more feasible for 
managing non-native species (i.e. Canada Goose) because there is no conservation 
obligation to manage populations sustainably (and more obligation to reduce 
population size and impact). The main barriers to greater control of such populations 
in Scotland currently are the costs of, and likely public opposition to, any large-scale 
control programme. 
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8.6 Specific options for policy funding and delivery 
 

Seven mechanisms (options) for future policy administration, funding and delivery are 
presented (Section 7.5). We conclude that policy could not be delivered by the 
current legal mechanisms alone and farming interests would react strongly to the 
cessation of payments. Although the current delivery structure has been successful 
at reducing tension and maintaining consensus, it does not provide value for money, 
has serious problems of governance and accountability, and may be unable to enact 
desirable policy change or cost control.   

Modification of the remit of the NGMRG, with much tighter control of local schemes, 
and improved reporting and governance, would resolve some but not all of these 
issues.  It is not clear, however, to what extent a consensus-based delivery system 
will be able to deliver budgetary cuts and other intervention required to deliver policy 
in future. 

Centralised delivery through SG/SNH, with supporting advisory input from 
stakeholders, would facilitate the delivery of species-based policy and resolve issues 
of governance, payment allocation and scrutiny. However, this would reduce the 
sense of local ownership and involvement that many stakeholders value, although 
this loss could be mitigated to some extent by retaining the NGMRG and local goose 
groups in advisory roles. 

The use of the SRDP as a delivery mechanism cannot be evaluated fully until the 
structure of the new programme is known, or at least there is a clearer picture of the 
extent to which a future structure more suitable for coordinated goose management 
could be negotiated (as would be required). The SRDP was not a route favoured by 
any major stakeholder and is unlikely to be able to deliver policy in a coherent way 
given the specific coordinated intervention (by species and location) that goose 
management requires.  However, from an SG perspective, SRDP reduces public 
expenditure and provides a more integrated and administratively direct delivery route.  

Delivery via modified SFP/National Envelope/LFASS would provide significant cost 
savings but be a blunt instrument for policy delivery, with poor targeting and little 
flexibility. Tensions would arise both due to reduced intervention in relation to goose 
damage and any redistribution of funding that would be required. 
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10 Appendix A: Implementation of the 2005 Review recommendations 
REVIEW OF GOOSE MANAGEMENT POLICY IN SCOTLAND 
2005 recommendations 
 

Recomm
endation 
number 

Recommendation Implementation 

1 The fundamental objectives of the national policy framework for goose management in Scotland should 
be to: 
 Meet the UK‟s nature conservation obligations for geese, within the context of wider biodiversity 

objectives. 
 Minimise economic losses experienced by farmers and crofters as a result of the presence of geese. 
 Maximise the value for money of public expenditure. 

This is accepted.  Some LGMGs do 
not formally state these as objectives 
in their annual reports preferring to 
highlight specific local objectives which 
they perceive as more directly relevant 
to the context.  However, there is no 
indication that any groups decline to 
support the objectives.  

2 Given the vulnerability of the Greenland white-fronted goose population to additional mortality, there 
should be a presumption against a change in the protected status of the population and against the 
issue of licences for shooting to prevent serious agricultural damage. There appear to be no scientific 
reasons for changing the current management regimes across Scotland. 

Fully implemented as status quo 
maintained. Recent changes and 
future recommendations are given in 
2.5.3 

3 The new PVA modelling has shown the vulnerability of the Svalbard barnacle goose population to 
additional mortality. Due to this there should be a presumption against a change in the protected status 
of the population. There is no scientific reason to alter the current management regime for Svalbard 
barnacle geese in Scotland. 

Fully implemented as status quo 
maintained. Recent changes and 
future recommendations are given in 
2.5.1 

4 Current levels of licensed shooting of Greenland barnacle geese on Islay (c. 500 birds per annum) do 
not appear to be having a negative effect on population size. There appear to be no scientific reasons 
for changing the current management regimes across Scotland. 

Fully implemented as status quo 
maintained. Recent changes and 
future recommendations are given in 
2.5.3 
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Recomm
endation 
number 

Recommendation Implementation 

5 Measures should be taken in Scotland to adapt the shooting take of Icelandic greylag geese to 
sustainable levels. These measures should address open season bags and closed season licences. 
International collaboration is needed with development of adequate tools for the regular assessment of 
population size, productivity and hunting bags. 

PVA analyses done (Trinder 2010) but 
sustainable shooting levels not 
highlighted and closed season licence 
bag numbers not included. Population 
monitoring of Icelandic greylag geese 
now co-ordinates counts with non UK 
countries (Mitchell 2009). Accurate 
hunting bag data for the UK is still 
outstanding. UK productivity estimates 
only. Recent changes and future 
recommendations are given in 2.5.4   

6 There is no scientific reason to vary current management arrangements for pink-footed geese in 
Scotland. 

Fully implemented as status quo 
maintained. Recent changes and 
future recommendations are given in 
2.5.6 

7 No alteration to the protected status for Taiga bean geese is required. Fully implemented as status quo 
maintained. Recent changes and 
future recommendations are given in 
2.5.7 

8 No alteration to the protective regime for brent geese is required. Fully implemented as status quo 
maintained. Recent changes and 
future recommendations are given in 
2.5.8 

9 Canada geese may continue to be hunted during the open season, or shot under licence where there is 
serious damage to agriculture. 

Fully implemented as status quo 
maintained. Recent changes and 
future recommendations are given in 
2.5.9 
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Recomm
endation 
number 

Recommendation Implementation 

10 To enable improved monitoring of the conservation status of the key goose populations, a detailed five 
year research and monitoring programme should be developed during 2005, and further population 
viability analyses should be commissioned in 2009-10 to inform consideration of national goose policy at 
the next five year review. 

GSAG identified priorities for national 
goose monitoring in 2009 which 
focussed population and breeding 
success estimates. No priority was 
given to ringing to provide survival and 
movement between subpopulation 
estimates estimates (GSAG 2009). 
Population viability analyses were 
commissioned for Greenland White-
fronted and Icelandic Greylag geese 
(Trinder 2010 a, b) along with 
analyses of future trends of the native 
Greylag (Trinder et al. 2009). Future 
recommendations are given in 2.7.3 

11 Further work requires to be done on developing robust mechanisms for obtaining reliable hunting bag 
statistics. This work should be coordinated with efforts being undertaken at a UK level. 

Report commissioned by DEFRA/SG 
to look at the scope of developing a 
voluntary scheme but the 
recommendations have not been 
taken forward. No developments with 
respect to the possible implementation 
of a mandatory scheme. 

12 Stronger links should be developed with other goose range States in order to explore and facilitate 
multilateral agreements relating to specific issues, including international research and monitoring and 
information-sharing. In particular, to tackle issues relating to the conservation status of the Greenland 
white fronted goose population. 

Development of the draft Single 
Species International Action Plan for 
the Greenland White-fronted goose 
between but formal endorsement by 
AEWA not due to until 2012. No other 
multilateral agreements relating to 
goose species occurring in Scotland. 
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Recomm
endation 
number 

Recommendation Implementation 

13 No amendment to national or international legislation is required at present. Future changes to 
legislation should, however, be considered if monitoring of goose populations indicates that an 
increased or decreased level of protection (consistent with international obligations) would be 
appropriate. 

Fully implemented as status quo 
maintained. 

14 All licence applications to kill or take geese to prevent serious agricultural damage should demonstrate 
that non-lethal scaring is not working and must be assessed in the light of advice provided by SNH. All 
licences issued should clearly specify the species, the maximum number of birds to be taken, the 
location where shooting may be used and the non-lethal crop protection methods to be deployed before 
lethal shooting may be carried out. Licence reports should be provided by the licensee, detailing 
numbers of each species taken. 

Evidence that non lethal scaring is not 
effective appears to be based on 
subjective judgements rather than 
quantitative data. The conditions of the 
licence appear to comply with the 
recommendation. There is an issues of 
a small number of licence holders 
failing to submit reports of bag 
numbers however (see section 2.2.6) 

15 No change is required to current legislative arrangements, which do not allow for the sale of carcasses 
of wild goose quarry species or of geese killed under licence. The situation should however remain open 
to potential future review. 

Fully implemented as status quo 
maintained. Recent changes and 
future recommendations are given in 
2.7.5 

16 Where geese are making use of agricultural land, initial responsibility for minimising damage to crops 
and grass rests with the farmer or crofter, who should take appropriate steps by scaring and, where 
appropriate and legally possible, shooting geese. 

This policy recommendation is 
adopted within the NGMRG and within 
LGMGs.  However, if farmers and 
crofters are under no obligation to 
implement it.  

17 Where this is impossible, either because of the numbers of geese or because the necessary level of 
scaring and any associated shooting could not be undertaken due to the protection status of the 
population, a management scheme should be considered. ( 

This recommendation is ambiguous 
since it does not specify the body 
responsible for considering the 
scheme or what consideration means.  

18 For populations of geese requiring special protection, the main aims of management schemes should be 
to simultaneously maintain the viability of the population and minimise the agriculture damage in a 
manner consistent with the conservation objectives. 

This recommendation is implemented 
in practice by local schemes by local 
schemes although it may not be 
formally included in their reports.  
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Recomm
endation 
number 

Recommendation Implementation 

19 There should be a general presumption against management schemes for goose populations not 
requiring special protection. However, such schemes may be appropriate on areas immediately 
surrounding large, established roosts, where these form part of properly managed reserves and 
significant damage to crops and grass is caused by heavy concentrations of geese on agricultural land. 
Co-ordinated management of geese in areas (such as the Uists) where numbers and densities are lower 
may also be necessary as the impacts on agriculture and aspects of the natural heritage may be very 
significant. The main aim of such schemes for populations not requiring special protection will be to 
minimise agricultural damage.  

This recommendation describes 
current policy as delivered by 
NGMRG.  Since it approves (or does 
not approve) schemes the 
recommendation is implemented.  

20 That local goose management groups should be set up to develop and review LGMS proposals in those 
priority areas where current management techniques are either insufficient or impractical to manage 
over wintering goose populations effectively. 

There is no mechanism to deliver on 
this recommendation which is 
therefore ineffective. It is not clear 
where responsibility for setting up such 
schemes lies. 

21 It should be open to the NGMRG to recommend that Ministers re-approve established schemes for a 
period of up to 5 years, in order to provide greater stability and promote longer-term planning. Such re-
approvals should be subject to a requirement for at least one mid-term review of the design and 
operation of the schemes, as well as to other appropriate safeguards, including in particular a 
requirement for annual reporting and for evidence that the scheme complies with the terms of the 
original approval. Where a scheme is to be discontinued, appropriate notice should be given and 
withdrawal managed in such a way as to minimize disruption. 

Ministers have approved this 
recommendation and it operates in 
practice.  

22 Each local group should be responsible for implementing, overseeing and regularly reviewing its scheme 
so as to ensure that: the scheme properly supports the achievement of national policy objectives, 
including the achievement of value for money; and is fully compliant with the terms under which the 
scheme was approved. 

Each local scheme states that it has 
implemented this recommendation 
despite not always formally stating the 
national policy objectives in their 
reports. Progress in all schemes is 
regularly reviewed.   



REVISED VERSION OCTOBER 2010 

 208 

Recomm
endation 
number 

Recommendation Implementation 

23 Local groups should apply common standards of good practice in relation to matters such as scheme 
design, payment rates, monitoring work, the development of scaring and crop-protection strategies and 
the transparency and accountability of scheme operations. To assist in the evaluation of the 
performance of local schemes, all running costs, including all relevant administrative costs incurred by 
SNH and SEERAD, should be recorded and reported on in a manner which is consistent across all 
schemes. 

This recommendation cannot be 
implemented in full because it fails to 
define what common standards of 
good practice are.  Also it is not clear 
how consistency in reporting is to be 
achieved since no responsibility for 
implementation is given. 

24 Local goose management groups should establish clear objectives for their local scheme, and should 
formally adopt all three fundamental objectives of the national policy framework. In addition, a well-
designed local scheme should normally exhibit the following core features: 
• a clear scheme structure based on the identification of roosts (where present) and 
the use of defined feeding and scaring zones. Buffer areas and zones covering land in transitional 
management may also be relevant in some cases. 
• a formal, properly co-ordinated, and publicly-available crop protection and scaring strategy for the 
scheme area as a whole. Where appropriate, the scheme should include arrangements for the 
purchase, distribution and management of scaring equipment. 
• a scientifically-robust monitoring programme which is appropriate to the particular local circumstances.  
• a transparent method for calculating appropriate payment rates for different zones, based on known 
levels of agricultural damage and the management activities required within each zone. Payments may 
vary from the standard national rate, provided there is a clear local justification for such variation. 
• satisfactory arrangements for the regular review of payments and payment rates, to ensure that 
scheme members are not being over- or under-paid and that overall value for money is being delivered. 

All LGMGs claim to have implemented 
this recommendation. However, this 
has not occurred in all cases because 
of local conditions. In some schemes 
„zones‟ are defined by goose density 
not by the group, Payment systems 
were not always transparent. Payment 
rates were reviewed but only, it 
appeared, when costs had increased. 
No revisions to monitoring programme 
protocols for LGMS. 

25 To ensure that the management of local schemes is accountable and transparent, and that 
arrangements for financial management comply with public funding requirements, local management 
groups should normally be chaired by a local SEERAD officer and be supported administratively by local 
SNH staff. Operational decisions, and in particular decisions with financial implications, should be taken 
by persons who are publicly accountable. 

This recommendation has been 
implemented but we doubt if this itself 
provides an adequate form of scrutiny 
and audit. 
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Recomm
endation 
number 

Recommendation Implementation 

26 Local schemes should be encouraged to develop innovative proposals, for example, by actively 
examining the potential for alternative methods of scaring, crop protection or habitat management (such 
as, extensification, scaring, crop protection, dispersal, protective fencing, sacrificial crops or the 
provision of alternative feeding areas). 

Schemes have shown a degree of 
innovation relation to scaring and new 
ideas have been introduced. This has 
been facilitated where groups have the 
same chairman or secretary.  

27 Best practice and lessons learned, including in relation to effective scaring and crop protection should be 
disseminated across schemes, as well as to land managers who are not members of local goose 
management schemes. 

It is not clear how dissemination is 
supposed to take place since staff 
from different groups rarely meet. In 
most schemes advice is offered to 
farmers outside the schemes by SNH 
staff or contracted persons.  

28 SNH should continue to act as the funding channel, and should be responsible for the funding and 
financial administration of approved local goose management schemes. 

Implemented 

29 During the next review period SEERAD, SNH and the NGMRG should continue to give consideration to 
the most appropriate methods for funding goose management against the changing context of 
agricultural support. 

We understand that this has been an 
on going process without any formal 
documentation.  The individual 
stakeholders have submitted their 
views to the review.   

30 The National Goose Management Review Group (NGMRG) should continue operation until 2010, at 
which time its remit should be reviewed. Its role should continue to (a) ensure that local goose 
management scheme applications accurately implement the NPF at local level; (b) conduct a multi-
disciplinary policy review in 2010 to ensure that national goose management arrangements continue to  
complement the UK's national and international nature conservation obligations for geese, minimise 
economic losses to farmers and crofters, and maximise the value-for money of public expenditure; and 
(c) oversee arrangements for monitoring of protected geese populations. 

Implemented 
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Recomm
endation 
number 

Recommendation Implementation 

31 Research should be carried out to assess the positive and negative impacts of local goose management 
schemes upon biodiversity and the sustainable development of local communities. This should include 
consideration of the effect of payments to natural heritage interests, including payments to local goose 
management schemes, and their effect on the local economy. 

It is not clear who is responsible for 
implementation of this 
recommendation.  We are not aware 
of any new specific research on the 
impacts of payments in goose 
management schemes on the local 
economy and local biodiversity.  
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11 Appendix B: Over-arching conservation 
legislation and international agreements 
Ramsar Convention 
The Ramsar Convention (see www.ramsar.org) provides the framework for national 
actions and international co-operation for the conservation and best use of wetlands 
and came into force in 1975.  Signatory parties are obliged to carry out a number of 
actions.  Firstly they are obliged to use wetlands wisely when considering land use, 
supporting legislation ad management actions.  They also have to designate at least 
one wetland for inclusion for the List of Wetlands of International Importance, for 
which it is critical that waterbird abundance data at both the site and population level 
is collated.  In addition they are committed to co-operating at an international level 
over shared wetlands and species.  The UK has a total of 146 RAMSAR sites of 
which 50 are in Scotland and one is shared with England. 
 
Convention on the Conservation of European Wildlife and Natural Habitats 
(Bern Convention) 
The Bern Convention (see www.jncc.gov.uk/page-1364) came into force in 1982.  
The main objectives are to conserve and protect wild plant and animal species and 
their natural habitats.  The Convention was also designed to increase international 
cooperation between Member States and to regulate the exploitation of wild species. 
There are four appendices that are updated regularly, as follows: Appendix I lists all 
species of flora that are strictly protected; Appendix II lists all strictly protected fauna 
species;  Appendix III lists all protected fauna species); and Appendix IV lists all 
prohibited means and methods of killing, capture and other forms of exploitation.  
The Bern Convention has been implemented in Europe by adopting both the Council 
Directive 79/409/EEC on the Conservation of Wild Birds in 1979, known otherwise as 
the Birds Directive and 92/43/EEC on the Conservation of Natural Habitats and of 
Wild Fauna and Flora, known more commonly as the Habitats Directive (below). 
 
Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals 
(Bonn Convention) 
The Bonn Convention (see www.cms.int) came into force in 1985.  One of the main 
aims of the convention is the facilitation of contracting parties to work collaboratively 
to conserve both migratory species and their habitats through strict protection 
measures.  This includes the drawing up of Multilateral Agreements and undertaking 
joint research activities between member states.  Under the Bonn Convention there 
are two Appendices under which species can be listed: Appendix I refers to species 
threatened with extinction; and Appendix II lists species that need or would benefit 
from international cooperation.  There are a number of ratified agreements, which are 
the primary tools for implementation of the Bonn Convention: Within the UK, only the 
AEWA agreement is of relevance for geese. 
 
African-Eurasian Waterbird Agreement (AEWA) 
AEWA (see www.unep-aewa.org) came into force in 1999 and is, to date, the largest 
to be developed under the Bonn Convention.  Under the agreement Action Plan, 255 
species of birds are covered that are dependent on wetland for at least part of their 
annual cycle and are particularly vulnerable due to their long distance migration 
behaviour.  Signatory parties are required to carry out a wide range of conservation 
actions, which are outlined in the agreement Action Plan.  These include the need for 
waterbird population and ecology data which, where necessary, should be achieved 
through cooperative international research and monitoring programmes.  Moreover 
species, with certain listings, should have international single species action plans in 
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order to improve their overall conservation status.  In addition, high priority is 
attached to identifying all sites of international and national importance for key 
populations.  It is also important for parties to establish protected areas for key 
species and to implement appropriate management plans. 
 
Convention on Biological Diversity 
The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD, see www.cbd.int) came into power in 
1992.  It has three mean aims, namely: (1) the conservation of biological diversity; (2) 
the sustainable use of its components; and (3) the fair and equitable sharing of 
benefits arising from genetic resources.  One key output is the 2010 Biodiversity 
Target in which signatories agree to halt biodiversity loss by 2010.  The Biodiversity 
Convention is implemented by the EU Habitats Directive (below) at the European 
level. At the UK level, the CBD is implemented through the UKBAP process (see 
Section 2.4). 
 
European conservation legislation 
 
Birds Directive 1979 (most recent Council Directive 2009/147/EC) 
The Birds Directive53 provides the most important and comprehensive scheme for 
protection for all wild birds species that occur naturally within the EU and follows the 
Bern Convention.  Broad objectives are set by the Birds Directive but the legal 
mechanisms put into place are at the discretion of each Member State.  In mainland 
UK, the provisions of the Birds Directive are met through the Wildlife and Countryside 
Act 1981 and The Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) Regulations1994.  
 
The Birds Directive provides a framework for the management and conservation of 
wild birds through the implementation of special measures to conserve birds, their 
eggs, nests and habitats.  It also recognises that wild birds tend to be migratory and 
as such constitute a shared heritage between member states of the EU.  Hence 
international cooperation is often required for their protection. 
 
One of the most important provisions of the Birds Directive is to maintain the 
populations of all wild bird species across their natural range (under Article 2) which 
should be encouraged by various activities (under Article 3).  Moreover, species 
listed under Annex 1 are afforded special conservation measures concerning their 
habitat, which can be achieved through the designation of Special Protection Areas 
(SPAs) in order to ensure their survival and reproduction in their area of distribution 
(Article 4).  There are 147 SPAs in Scotland, one of which is shared with England.  
 
In addition, the Directive states that provisions should be made for the establishment 
of a general scheme which protects all wild birds (under Article 5).  This includes the 
prohibition of the deliberate killing or capture by any method, the destruction or 
damage to eggs and nest, and the deliberate disturbance of birds during breeding 
and rearing. 
 
Hunting is recognised as a legitimate activity under the Directive and measures are 
required to ensure that hunting is sustainable.  Species which may be hunted legally 
across the whole of the range where the Directive applies and those which can be 
hunted in specified Member States are listed in Annexes II/1 and II/2 respectively. 
The Directive prohibits large scale or non-selective means of capture or bird killing 
and hunting (under Article 8), in particular those listed in Annex IV (this includes the 
use of semiautomatic or automatic weapons).  Also imposed are restrictions on the 

                                                 
53 See http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/legislation/birdsdirective/index_en.htm 
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sale of live or dead birds (including any recognisable parts or derivatives).  
Exceptions to this are birds listed in Annex III/1 and III.2, assuming birds have been 
acquired or killed legally. 
 
The Directive outlines a set of conditions under which permission can be granted for 
otherwise prohibited activities, which are referred to as derogations (under Article 9).  
 
SPAs 
Special Protection Areas (SPAs) are areas that provide special protection for the rare 
or vulnerable species listed in Annex 1 of the Birds Directive for regularly occurring 
migratory species and the protection of wetlands of international importance. In 
designating SPAs, there are two stages, the first of which involves identifying sites 
that are likely to qualify under the basis of supporting one of the following:  
(1) 1% or more of the UK population of an Annex 1 species;  
(2) 1% of the biogeographical population of a regularly occurring migratory species; 
or 
(3) over 20,000 waterfowl or seabirds in any season.  
 
Under the second stage, the selection of the most suitable sites (number and 
location) is based on consideration of a range of factors, including population size 
and density, species range, breeding success, history of occupancy, multispecies 
range, naturalness and severe weather refuges. In certain circumstances it is 
possible to designate an SPA based solely on judgments of stage 2.  In estimating 
1% values for goose species, data on the biogeographical and GB populations were 
taken from Rose and Scott (1997), which referenced national censuses from the 
years1990-1995 respectively.  
 
It has been UK government policy to date to underpin SPAs with the designation of 
SSSIs (the latter aims to protect natural and natural habitats and species through a 
site-based mechanism). This has meant that cropped habitats, which are utilised for 
the harvesting of seeds, shoots, leaves or other plant parts by planting of crops and 
the use of fertiliser, has not been included as part of the SPA designation process . 
This includes semi-improved and reseeded grasslands which are of high importance 
to geese as a foraging habitat. Therefore to date, with the exception of Islay, SPAs 
for geese have been designated for roosts sites only and not for feeding areas. 
DEFRA has now recognised that although cropped habitat often has limited 
conservation value for plants, it may have high value for birds. It also acknowledged 
that the Birds Directive does not preclude the designation of SPAs in what are 
considered artificial habitats. JNCC has carried out for the first time a comprehensive 
assessment of the use of cropped habitats by birds and identified a proforma for 
gathering information in the future (Baker and Stroud 2010, Baker et al. 2010 a, b). 
Work, led by the BTO, is now currently underway to provide information that will aid a 
targeted review of the SPA and RAMSAR networks in terrestrial and coastal areas of 
the UK. As part of this, up to date site-level population counts and information to 
support the assessment of species SPA provision will be carried out for a range of 
species. In terms of geese, however, this will only cover the Greenland White-fronted 
Goose (although there has also been a major shift in distribution of Icelandic Greylag 
geese, which may be an important omission from the review). Moreover a number of 
bird species will be covered in relation to the development of a decision-making tool 
about the inclusion of cropped habitats into the SPA network. This will include the 
following species of geese: Bean, Pink-footed, European White-fronted, Greenland 
White-fronted, Icelandic Greylag, Greenland Barnacle, Dark-bellied Brent, and East 
Atlantic Light-bellied Brent Goose. 
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Habitats Directive 1992 (Council Directive 92/43/EC) 
The Habitats Directive‟s principle aim is to conserve the natural habitats and wild 
fauna and flora within the European Community in order to protect overall 
biodiversity54. The provisions of the Directive also require that Member States 
implement measures including the protection of 189 habitats listed in Annex I and 
788 species listed in Annex II.  This is carried out by the designation by Member 
States of Special Areas of Conservation (SACs), which in effect offer increased 
levels of protection for habitats and wild fauna and flora.  No Scottish species of 
geese are listed in Annex II however.  
 
Collectively SACs and SPAs, designated under the Birds Directive (above), form a 
network of protected areas called Natura 2000. There is an EU requirement that 
surveillance of habitats and species is carried out on six-year cycle.   
 
National conservation legislation 
 
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (and as amended) 
This Act (see www.jncc.gov.uk/page-1377) provides general protection for all wild 
birds by specifically prohibiting the killing, injuring, taking (from the natural 
environment) or selling of wild birds or their nests and eggs.  The exception to this 
general rule is permissible through listing of bird species on certain Schedules (See 
Table B1) of the Act, which can either provide extra protection measures or allow 
activities which would otherwise be considered illegal.  
 
Table B1 Schedules under the W&C Act 1981 and relevance to goose 

Populations 
Listing Definition 

Schedule 1 Part 1 Birds which are protected by special 
penalties at all times 

Schedule 1 part 2 Birds which are protected by special 
penalties during the closed season 55 

Schedule 2 part 1 Birds that can be killed or taken outwith the 
closed season („quarry‟ species). 

Schedule 2 part 2   

Birds that can be killed or taken by 
authorised person (e.g. the landowner) at all 
times (under a general licence). This for a 
restricted number of purposes only (e.g. to 
protect crop damage, wild birds, air safety or 
public health). 

Schedule 3 part 1 Species which may be sold alive at all times 
if ringed and bred in captivity. 

Schedule 3 part 2 Species which may be sold dead at all times 

Schedule 3 part 3 Species which may be sold dead from1 
September to 28 February. 

Schedule 4 
Species for which there are restrictions on 
being kept in captivity unless they are 
registered and ringed. 

Schedule 9 
Species which, under Section 14 of the act, 
are prohibited from being released into the 
wild. 

                                                 
54 See http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/legislation/habitatsdirective/index_en.htm 
55 Defined as 1st Feb to 31st August (21 Feb - 31st August for areas below the high water mark for geese. 



DRAFT FOR REVIEW SEPTEMBER 2010 
 

 

 215 

 
The Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) Regulations 1994 (and as amended) 
The EU Habitats Directive is transposed into UK law through the Conservation 
(Natural Habitats, &c.) Regulations 1994 (excluding Ireland) which is sometimes 
referred to as the Habitat Regulations or the Habitat Directive.  The regulations 
provide for the designation of sites which have importance for either Habitats or 
Species (as listed in Annexes I or II of the EU Habitats Directive).  These are 
submitted to the European Commission who, assuming there is sufficient evidence to 
prove their value, will designate them as Sites of Community Importance (SCIs). The 
government has an obligation to designate these sites as SACs within six years. 
 
The Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act 2009 
The Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act 2009 supersedes the SSSI provisions of the 
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981.  This is achieved through making a number of 
provisions including the enhanced protection and management of SSSIs. 
Furthermore, it places a duty on public bodies to further the conservation and 
enhancement of SSSIs and higher levels of penalties can be imposed following 
conviction when the provisions have been breached.  The Nature Conservation Act 
also makes amendments to the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 by strengthening 
the legal protection for threatened species.  This is carried out through the inclusion 
of „recklessly‟ in addition to intentional damage caused. For Schedule 1A species 
protection is extended to all times of the year (which at this stage only includes 
White-tailed Eagle).  Also of relevance, powers are provided to Scottish Ministers to 
prohibit the sale of certain non-native species.  The publication of the Scottish 
Biodiversity List satisfies the requirements of Part 1, Section 2(4) of The Nature 
Conservation (Scotland) Act 2004. 
 
Wildlife and Natural Environment Bill Consultation 
The Scottish Government published in June 2009 a consultation document that 
outlined proposals to reform key areas of the wildlife and natural environment 
legislative framework.  Two main areas to be reviewed were the Deer Act and the 
suite of statutes dealing with Game Law and how the legislative framework could be 
updated.  The Scottish Government is currently considering all views submitted 
during the consultation exercise (the most recent part of which closed on 1 
September 2010) before finalising the Bill.  It is likely that the Bill will be introduced to 
the Scottish Parliament in 2010. 
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12 Appendix C: Interaction between goose 
policy and wider biodiversity policy in 
Scotland 

The UK Biodiversity Action Plan process 
The UK Biodiversity Action Plan (UKBAP) is the UK Government‟s response to the 
Convention on Biological Diversity (1993; see www.cbd.int/convention) and was first 
published in 1994.  As part of UKBAP, action plans for the most threatened species 
and habitats (Species Action Plans (SAP) and Habitat Action Plans (HAP)) are drawn 
up to outline the status of each species and the main threats faced.  The plans 
outline key objectives and a number of associated targets, which are designed to 
help achieve recovery of these priority species and habitats and monitor delivery 
success.  
 
At present there are 65 priority habitats and 1151 priority species at the UK level. UK 
HAPs are unlikely to be directly relevant to geese due to the lack of targeting actions. 
Therefore, although some of these habitats (e.g. machair, coastal salt marsh, 
seagrass beds, coastal and floodplain grazing marsh) may support populations of 
geese, management is not aimed to benefit geese specifically.  There are three 
priority goose species at the UK level (Biodiversity reporting and information group, 
2007): the European (Greater) White-fronted Goose, the Greenland (Greater) White-
fronted Goose and Dark-bellied Brent Goose, although only the former has a UK 
SAP to date (see Table C1).  UKBAP has only limited scope to deliver benefits for 
Scottish goose populations, either directly through the SAP (for Greenland 
Whitefront) or indirectly through HAPs. 
 
Local Biodiversity Action Plans 
In addition to UKBAPS, there are around 150 Local Biodiversity Action Plans 
(LBAPs), operate at the county or local authority scale.  These include action plans 
for UK priority species or habitats at the local scale, or alternatively for species or 
habitats that are of local importance or interest. As for UKBAPS, they also include the 
generation of HAPs and SAPs.  
 
LBAPs are generally underpinned by the formation of a partnership of interested 
organisations, including local government, non-governmental organisations and local 
communities who collectively decide upon local priorities.  These local priorities do 
not have to confirm to set guidelines and usually reflect the interests of organisations 
who make up the partnership.  Each individual plan has a lead partner who is 
responsible for the implementation of the objectives and relevant targets. 
 
Scotland is broken down into 32 local authority areas, of which a total of 26 have 
LBAPs.  Three of these have HAPs that mention specifically species of geese 
supported by these particular habitats, and include Greenland Barnacle, Greenland 
White-fronted, Greylag and Pink-footed Goose (see Table C2). As for UK HAPs, 
there are no specific targeting actions for geese however. 
 
Three Scottish LBAPS have written SAPs for the following species of geese: 
Greenland Barnacle, Greenland White-fronted and Bean Goose (see Table C3). 
Objectives vary according to each LBAP but include maintaining the status at a local 
level and promoting tourism.  Reporting on the relative success of targets is unclear 
however.  
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Table C1.  Objectives of the UK SAP and the SAF for Greenland White- 
  fronted Goose 
 
UK BAP SAF 
1. Produce a revised flyway 
management plan to confirm the main 
conservation issues and seek to address 
each through specific agreements with the 
relevant states and organisations. 
 
2. Ensure effective measures for 
managing potential conflict with agriculture 
(local goose management schemes) are 
retained and extended as appropriate. 
 
3. Research the implications of climate 
and land use change on population size, 
distribution and flyway dynamics. 
 
 
4. Undertake international research into 
the decline in breeding populations (i.e. in 
Greenland). 
 
 
 
 
5. Ensure the protection and 
management of all internationally important 
wintering and passage sites in NW Europe, 
with particular reference to satellite 
populations, the loss of which would 
contribute significant range contractions. 
 
6. Remove White-fronted goose from 
Schedule 2 part 1 of the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act in Wales. 

1. Produce a revised flyway 
management plan to confirm the main 
conservation issues and seek to address 
each through specific agreements with the 
relevant states and organisations.  
 
2. Manage data and information on 
Greenland white-fronted goose populations 
so that they are readily accessible on the 
World Wide Web. 
 
3. Ensure effective measures for 
managing potential conflict with agriculture 
(local goose management schemes) are 
retained and extended as appropriate.  
 
4. Ensure the protection and 
management of all internationally important 
wintering and passage sites in NW Europe, 
with particular reference to satellite 
populations, the loss of which would 
contribute significant range contractions. 
 
5. To implement any Scotland specific 
actions identified in the finalised Flyway Plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
6. To ensure that the monitoring 
programme for staging and wintering white-
fronted geese in Scotland, including 
continued counts, assessment of breeding 
success and ringing, continues and 
incorporates recommendations made in the 
Flyway Plan. 
 
7. To facilitate the undertaking of 
priority research identified in the Flyway Plan 
to help inform conservation actions for 
Greenland white-fronted geese. 
 
8. To undertake communication, 
interpretation and education needs within 
Scotland if / as identified in the finalised 
Flyway Plan. 
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Table C2.  Local Habitat Action Plans that refer specifically to geese 
 
LBAP HAP Species 
Tayside Biodiversity Action 
Plan 

Standing open water 
Mesotrophic lochs 

Pink-footed Goose 

Tayside Biodiversity Action 
Plan 

Standing open water 
Mesotrophic lochs 

Greylag Goose 

Argyll & Bute Local 
Biodiversity Action Plan 

Improved Grassland 
 

Barnacle Goose 

Argyll & Bute Local 
Biodiversity Action Plan 

Improved Grassland Greenland White-fronted 
Goose 

Clackmannanshire 
Biodiversity Partnership  

Mudflat and saltmarsh Pink-footed Goose 
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Table C3.  Species which have SAPs under LBAPs 
 
Species LBAP Objectives Targets 
Barnacle 
Goose 

Argyll & Bute 
Local 
Biodiversity 
Action Plan 

1. Maintain the „favourable 
conservation status of the Greenland 
Barnacle Goose population of 
Barnacle geese in Argyll and Bute 
 
2. Maintain the current geographical 
range and population within Argyll 
and Bute 
 
 
 
3. Ensure that Barnacle Geese are 
promoted together with Greenland 
White-fronted Geese as a wildlife 
spectacle and attraction for the winter 
tourists to Arygll and Bute and 
particularly to Islay 

1. No reduction in the 
status of the species 
within  the life of the 
plan  
 
2. More than 70% of the 
worlds population of 
Greenland Barnacle 
Geese wintering in 
Arygll and Bute 
distributed at a 
minimum of 7 key sites. 
 
3. Establish links with 
the Scottish Tourist  
Board „Visit Scotland‟. 

Barnacle 
Goose 

Dumfries and 
Galloway 
Local 
Species 
Action Plan 

1. Maintain favourable conservation 
status for the Svalbard Barnacle 
goose population within Dumfries and 
Galloway. 
 
2. Continue co-ordinated and 
collaborative monitoring, research 
and management of the population 
 
3. Ensure Barnacle goose in included 
as part of programme to raise 
awareness of biodiversity, its 
importance and the need for its 
conservation in the region 

1. Ensure no reduction 
in the status of species 
during the lifetime of the 
plan. 
 
2. Ongoing 
 
 
3.1 Set up public 
awareness programme 
1999 
3.2 Run public 
awareness programme 
until 2005 
3.3. Audiences: public, 
relevant special 
interests group.  

Greenland 
White-
fronted 
Goose 

Argyll & Bute 
Local 
Biodiversity 
Action Plan 

1. Maintain the „favourable 
conservation status of the Greenland 
White-fronted Goose population of 
Barnacle geese in Argyll and Bute 
 
2. Maintain the current geographical 
range and population within Argyll 
and Bute 
 
 
 
 
 
3. Ensure that Barnacle Geese are 
promoted together with Greenland 
White-fronted Geese as wildlife 
spectacle and attraction for the winter 
tourists to Arygll and Bute and 
particularly to Islay 

1. No reduction in the 
status of the species 
within  the life of the 
plan  
 
2. More than 50% of the 
worlds population of 
Greenland White-
fronted Geese wintering 
in Arygll and Bute 
distributed at a 
minimum of 7 key sites. 
 
3. Establish links with 
the Scottish Tourist  
Board „Visit Scotland‟. 
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Species LBAP Objectives Targets 
Bean 
Goose 

Falkirk Area 
and North 
Lanarkshire 
LBAP Bean 
Goose Action 
Plan 

1. To protect and maintain the 
population of bean geese wintering in 
central Scotland by the identification 
and the maintenance, enhancement 
and protection of habitats used by the 
bean geese for feeding loafing and 
roosting purposes. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Minimise potential conflicts 
between land use and bean geese in 
the Slamannan Plateau area by 
ensuring that planners and other 
decision makers are fully aware of the 
importance of the site and the 
requirements of bean geese. 
 
 
 
3. Further knowledge of bean goose 
requirements and behaviour, in 
particular investigating local 
movements and behaviour of 
individual birds and the migration 
route to Sweden (ongoing). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. Raise awareness of the bean 
goose flock to increase local 
awareness and appreciation of the 
value and needs of the Slamannan 
Plateau bean geese. 

 1.1. Maintain and, 
where possible, 
increase the area of 
habitat favoured by 
the geese for feeding, 
loafing and roosting.  
1.2. Manage the 
Fannyside Reserve for 
Bean Geese (ongoing). 
1.3 Minimise 
disturbance of the bean 
goose flock caused by 
recreational 
use of the area  
 
2.1 Review 
supplementary planning 
guidance to be included 
in North Lanarkshire 
and Falkirk local Plans 
 2.3  Bean Group Action 
Group to continue to 
liaise with planners and 
decision makes 
 
3.1 Continue annual 
monitoring of bird 
numbers and areas 
preferred for grazing 
loafing and 
roosting (ongoing). 
3.2. Follow the 
migration route back to 
Sweden by fitting a 
radio or satellite 
tracking device to one 
of the birds  
3.3. Achieve a better 
understanding of 
roosting and nighttime 
movements of the flock 
by using 
night vision equipment 
to monitor known sites. 
 
4.1 Identify viewing 
places where members 
of the public can view 
the geese while 
minimising 
disturbance.  
4.2 Maintain 
interpretative signs on 
appropriate footpaths in 
the bean goose area  
4.3 Invite selected 
individuals on a visit to 
see the bean goose 
flock 
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The Scottish Biodiversity Strategy 
The Scottish Biodiversity Strategy (SBS) is Scotland‟s response to the Convention on 
Biological Diversity and its implementation through the UKBAP.  It was developed by 
the Scottish Biodiversity Forum, which is a working partnership of Government, its 
agencies, sponsored bodies, non-government organisations, businesses, private 
organisations and individuals.  One of the key outputs of the SBS has been the 
publication of the Scottish Biodiversity List, an inventory of flora, fauna and habitats 
that are considered to be of principle importance for biodiversity conservation.  The 
publication of the List fulfils the government‟s obligations under the Nature 
Conservation (Scotland) Act 2004.  Three goose species have been selected for 
inclusion: Greenland White-fronted, Barnacle and Bean Goose 
 
As a response to the SBS, a strategic approach to species management has been 
developed by SNH, referred to as the Species Action Framework56 (SAF). The SAF 
identifies 32 species for inclusion on a Species Action List, for which targeted 
management development should be carried out.  The SRDP has been highlighted 
as been potentially important in contributing to the objectives of some of the species 
targeted by the Species Action List  and therefore plans could help inform those 
involved with the application process (e.g. for RDC).  
 
In terms of the Species Action List, only the Greenland White-fronted Goose has 
been named as a species requiring conservation action, and a five year 
implementation plan running from 2007-2012 is now in effect for this species (see 
Table C1).  The plan has been developed as a partnership between SNH, the 
Greenland White-fronted Goose Study (GWGS) and WWT.  The objectives are 
shown in Table C1. Leading on from the objectives are a number of Actions, one of 
which refers to Local Goose Management Schemes and to ensure that effective 
measures for managing conflict with agriculture are retained. 
 
There is a UKBAP Habitat Action Plan (HAP) for machair habitat, for which SNH is 
the lead partner.  Its principal aim is to restore improved machair grassland to 
traditional mixed management with no over-grazing, with concomitant reductions in 
stocking levels to avoid over-grazing of machair (and it has targets directed at a 
staged delivery of this aim57).  A consortium lead by RSPB has obtained EU LIFE 
funding to run a project to address these HAB objectives for Natura sites in the 
Western Isles (RSPB 2009a, b). 

                                                 
56 see www.snh.gov.uk/protecting-scotlands-nature/species-action-framework/ 
57 see http://www.ukbap-
reporting.org.uk/plans/targets.asp?HAP=%7B7DA4CA59%2DAFDD%2D4D10%2DA15A%2D140E3A55
A337%7D&SAP=&M=2 
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13 Appendix D: All options currently available 
under Rural priorities 

 
 
Options available under Axis 1- improving the competitiveness of agriculture 
and forestry by supporting restructuring, development and innovation. 
 
1. Skills Development 
2. Setting up Young Farmers - Interest Rate Relief 
3. Nutrient Management Plan 
4. Soil and Water Management Programme 
5. Restructuring Agricultural Businesses 
6. Manure/Slurry Storage 
7. Manure/Slurry Treatment 
8. Short Rotation Coppice Crops of Willow or Poplar 
9. Renewable Energy - Agriculture 
10. Renewable Energy - Forestry 
11. Improving the Economic Value of Forests 
12. Processing and Marketing of Primary Products 
13. Co-operation - Non Food and Forestry Supply Chain 
14. Provision and Upgrading of Infrastructure 
15. Treat Run-Off of Pollutants - Biobeds 
16. Treat Run-Off of Pollutants - Farm Wetlands 
 
Options available under Axis 2 - improving the environment and the 
countryside by supporting land management.  
 
1. Conversion and Maintenance of Organic Farming 
2. Wild Bird Seed Mix/Unharvested Crop 
3. Mown Grassland For Wildlife 
4. Mown Grassland For Corn Buntings 
5. Mown Grassland For Corncrakes 
6. Grazed Grassland For Corncrakes 
7. Creation And Management of Cover For Corncrakes 
8. Management Of Cover For Corncrakes 
9. Open Grazed Or Wet Grassland For Wildlife 
10. Mammal and Bird Control 
11. Supplementary Food Provision For Raptors 
12. Wardening For Golden Eagles 
13. Control of Invasive Non-Native Species 
14. Management of Species Rich Grassland 
15. Bracken Management Programme for Habitat Enhancement 
16. Creation and Management of Species Rich Grassland 
17. Management of Habitat Mosaics 
18. Management of Wetland 
19. Create, Restore and Manage Wetland 
20. Management/Restoration of Lowland Raised Bogs 
21. Water Margins and Enhanced Riparian Buffer Areas 
22. Management of Flood Plains 
23. Buffer Areas for Fens and Lowland Raised Bogs 
24. Coastal or Serpentine Heath 
25. Lowland Heath 
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26. Wildlife Management on Upland and Peatland Sites 
27. Management of Moorland Grazing 
28. Moorland Grazings on Uplands and Peatlands 
29. Moorland - Stock Disposal 
30. Away-Wintering of Sheep 
31. Off-Wintering of Sheep 
32. Muirburn and Heather Swiping 
33. Management of Hedgerows 
34. Extended Hedges 
35. Grass Margins and Beetlebanks 
36. Biodiversity Cropping on In-Bye 
37. Cropped Machair 
38. Management of Ancient Wood Pasture 
39. Scrub and Tall Herb Communities 
40. Arable Reversion to Grassland 
41. Habitat Grazing Management 
42. Livestock Tracks, Gates and River Crossings 
43. Conservation Management for Small Units 
44. Grazing Management of Cattle 
45. Woodland Creation 
46. Sustainable Management of Forests 
47. Woodland Improvement Grant 
 
Options available under Axis 3- Axis 3 - improving the quality of life in rural 
areas and encouraging diversification of economic activity. 
 
1. Diversification Outwith Agriculture 
2. Support for Renewable Energy - Non Land-Based 
3. Development/Creation of Micro-Enterprises 
4. Information & Awareness Raising 
5. Area Access Management 
6. Reducing Bacterial Contamination in Watercourses 
7. Community Services and Facilities 
8. Management of Archaeological or Historical Sites 
9. Management and Repair of Vernacular Buildings 
10. Enjoyment of Rural Landscapes 
11. Skills Development to Improve Quality of Life 
12. Collaborative Local Development Strategies 
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14 Appendix E: National goose monitoring 
schemes and species surveys 

 
Goose and Swan Monitoring Programme 
The WWT/JNCC/SNH Goose and Swan Monitoring Programme (GSMP) monitors 
the numbers of non-breeding geese and swans in the UK by forming an umbrella 
under which a range of species-specific surveys are carried out in a coordinated 
manner, some on an annual basis and the rest on ca a 5-year to 10-year cycle.  
Much of this work is carried out by a network of volunteers but some is carried out by 
professional staff.  
 
Population estimates are generated on an annual basis for the following species: 
Svalbard Barnacle; Greenland White-fronted Goose; Icelandic Greylag Goose; and 
Icelandic Pink-footed Goose.  Less regular updates on population estimates are 
available for the Greenland Barnacle Goose (5-year), Canada Goose (>10 year), 
Native Greylag Goose (>10 year) and Naturalised Greylag Goose (>10 year). In 
addition, sample surveys on age ratios and brood sizes in flocks are carried out for 
the majority of goose species (see www.wwt.org.uk/our-work/research/waterbird-
monitoring/goose-swan-monitoring).  
 
Wetland Bird Survey 
The BTO/RSPB/JNCC Wetland Bird Survey (WeBS) in association with WWT is the 
main scheme for monitoring non-breeding waterbirds in the UK, and includes geese, 
swans, ducks and waders.  Annually around 3,000 volunteers participate in WEBS, 
which involves synchronised monthly counts of all waterbirds at a range of wetlands 
(e.g. lochs, ponds, marshes, canals, sections of open coast and all the main 
estuaries hosting concentrations of waterfowl).  The „core count‟ period extends from 
September to March.   Additional information is also collected for geese, which tend 
to disperse to feed on agricultural land during the day necessitating counted at dusk 
or dawn at the roost sites.  Collated data are available from 1947 and include the 
historical surveys of the WWT National Wildfowl Counts (NWC) and the BTO Birds of 
Estuaries Enquiry (BoEE).    
 
Annual indices and trends at the UK level are derived from WeBS data for all goose 
species, apart from Greenland Barnacle, the NW Scotland (Native) Greylag, Taiga 
Bean, Lesser White-fronted Goose and the naturalised goose species (apart from 
Canada goose for which there is sufficient data).  To generate these trends, 
population data for a number of species are derived from the national goose surveys 
co-ordinated by WWT as part of the GSMP (for e.g. Icelandic Pink-footed and 
Icelandic Greylag Goose (October to December); Native Greylag (NW Scotland, 
August and February); East Canadian High Arctic Light-bellied Brent (October); and 
Svalbard Barnacle Goose (October to March).  Additional data are also provided for 
Greenland White-fronted Goose (co-ordinated by the Greenland White-fronted 
Goose Study Group and the National Parks and Wildlife Service, Ireland) and for the 
Taiga Bean Goose (as organized by the Bean Goose Action Group).  The most 
recent published estimates are based on information up to and including 2008/2009 
(Calbrade et al. 2010).  
 
WeBS data has recently been used to update the 1% thresholds for the designation 
of sites of national and internal importance for waterfowl species Table E1 ).  These 
are not used by JNCC in terms of designation of potential SPAs however.   
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Table E1.  Revised 1% thresholds for national and international importance 
for Scottish wintering goose populations (taken from Calbrade et 
al. 2010) 

 

Species 

WEBS 
(based on 

Kershaw and 
Cranswick 

2003) 

WEBS 
(based on 

Kershaw and 
Cranswick 

2003) 

JNCC 
(based on 
Rose and 

Scott 1997) 

GB International GB 
Taiga Bean Goose 4* 800 50 
Pink-footed Goose 2,400 2,700 1,900 
Greenland White-fronted Goose 209 270 140 
Icelandic Greylag Goose 819 870 1000 
Native Greylag Goose 90 100 - 
Greenland Barnacle Goose 450 560 270 
Svalbard Barnacle Goose 220 270 120 

Svalbard Light-bellied Brent Goose 30* - 70 
* 50 is the minimum qualifying level for national importance 
 
WeBS data feed into the BTO conservation alerts system, a standardised 
programme that monitors changes in the numbers of wintering waterbirds and fkags 
up changes that may be adverse and significant on an annual basis.  Trends are 
generated for the short, medium and long term (5, 10 and 15 years respectively) for 
the UK and individual country level.  The most recent update incorporates data up to 
and including the winter of 2004/2005 (Maclean and Austin 2007).  For Scotland, 
data were sufficient for 35 species, including only the Svalbard Light-bellied Brent 
Goose.   At the UK scale, data are sufficient for 39 species, of which three are geese: 
European White-fronted Goose, Dark-bellied Brent Goose and Svalbard Light-bellied 
Brent Goose.  
 
International Waterbird Census 
The International Waterbird Census, which is co-ordinated by Wetlands International, 
covers 100 countries across five continents and is the most extensive waterbird 
census in the world.  The resulting information is then published in „Waterbird 
Estimates‟ by Wetlands International and AEWA, along with data derived from atlas 
projects, one surveys off surveys and any other relevant information taken from peer 
reviewed papers and  unpublished reports.  Collectively these provide estimates and 
trends of waterbird populations throughout the world.  Moreover they underpin 
wetland conservation policy at an international level by identifying sites that hold 1% 
or more of a waterbird populations, thus qualifying as Wetlands of International 
Importance under the Ramsar Convention.             
 
Single species surveys 
Svalbard Barnacle Goose 
Data on the numbers and age structure of the wintering Svalbard population have 
been collected on an annual basis since 1957 and 1959 respectively on the Solway 
by WWT.  Weekly counts of flocks are undertaken during in the arrival and departure 
period of October and April/May respectively.  Outside these periods, counts are 
carried out fortnightly (Griffin 2009).  These counts are carried out separately to those 
carried out under the Solway Goose Management Scheme.   
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Greenland Barnacle  
A total of twelve international surveys has been conducted for the populations of 
Greenland Barnacle Goose wintering in Scotland and Ireland between 1959 and 
2008, coordinated by WWT.  Surveys are carried out using a combination of aerial 
and ground counts on a single visit in March.  In addition, there have been 
intermittent annual studies since the 1950s on Islay, Coll, Tiree, North Uist and its 
surrounding isles, South Walls and the North Sutherland coast.  Information on age 
ratios and brood size has been collected systematically on Islay dating back to the 
1960s, with data collected only sporadically elsewhere. 
 
Greenland White-fronted Goose 
International counts have carried out annually since the winter of 1982/1983 as a 
joint effort between Great Britain (Greenland White-fronted Goose Study Group) and 
Ireland (National Parks and Wildlife Service) to survey the global population of 
wintering Greenland White-fronted goose (excluding Norway).  A minimum of two 
counts (autumn and spring) are carried out.  In addition, there are over twenty sites 
where population counts are collected monthly from September to March (although 
the frequency of these counts varies from one to site to another).  Age assessments 
are also collated for a number of sites (e.g. in 2008/2009 data were collected at 22 
sites in Scotland and Ireland; Fox et al. 2009). 
 
Icelandic Greylag Goose 
Counts of wintering Icelandic Greylag Geese have been undertaken annually as part 
of the Icelandic-breeding Goose Census (IGC) since 1960.  Additional population 
counts are also available from 1957.  The IGC covers Scotland, England and Ireland 
and accepts additional data from the Faroe Islands, Norway and Iceland. Counts are 
carried out once a month in October, November and December at roost sites (usually 
at dawn) or of feeding birds (where information on the location of the roost sites is 
poor).  The timing of the core monthly counts has been adjusted to allow for the later 
departure of Icelandic Greylag Geese from their wintering grounds that has occurred 
recently.  Additional information on the proportion of young and breeding success is 
also collected from a sub sample of sites throughout Scotland. 
  
Until relatively recently there was little concern that there was overlap in the ranges 
of wintering Icelandic and resident populations of Greylag Geese.  However since 
2000 it has become clear that the wintering range of the Icelandic geese overlaps 
with that of the resident population on Orkney.  Therefore it is important to survey the 
resident Greylag Geese in autumn prior to the arrival of the Icelandic population in 
order to be able to provide a reliable estimate of the size of the Icelandic population. 
To date this has only been possible when the 2008/2009 Scottish Greylag Goose 
Survey was carried out.   
 
Native Greylag Goose 
Complete censuses of the native Greylag population have been carried out on only 
two occasions: (i) the 1997 survey of Northwest Scotland Greylag Geese organised 
by WWT; and (II) the 2008/2009 Scottish Greylag Goose Survey in Scotland 
organised by WWT, which covered both the native and the naturalised population.  
For the 1997 survey, counts were carried out during the post moult period in the last 
two weeks of August, when birds tend to concentrated in agricultural fields.  The 
latter 2008/2009 survey had two survey periods designed around the detection 
probabilities of the two different breeding populations of Greylag Geese.  The first 
survey period was in late June and early June (which targeted the moult period of 
geese breeding south and east of the Great Glen, the area associated with the 
naturalised/re-established population).  The second was in the last few weeks of 
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August and was carried out in areas north and west of the Great Glen (the traditional 
areas of the native population).  More regular population counts along with 
productivity estimates and the collation of ringing and resighting data are collected in 
three areas only: the Uists; Tiree and Coll; and Sutherland. 
 
Naturalised Greylag Goose 
To date there have been two complete censuses (across the whole of the UK) of 
naturalised Greylag Geese, both organised by WWT: (i) The 1991 Survey of 
Introduced Geese; and (ii) The Naturalised Goose Survey 2000.  These involved 
single counts at the moult sites during the months of June and July.  There was lack 
of coverage in Shetland, Central Region and parts of the Highland Region for the 
1991 survey however. 
 
In addition, there have been two Scottish censuses of the naturalised Greylag Goose 
population: (i) The 1991 survey of re-established Greylag Geese in Scotland, 
organised by the SOC; and (ii) The 2008/2009 survey of Greylag Geese in Scotland, 
organised by WWT.  The 1991 Scottish survey combined a questionnaire-type 
approach by region sent out to recorders and collation of information from local bird 
records as a means of assessing the population size at this time.  The more recent 
survey of 2008/2009 was designed to survey the combined summering range of 
Native and naturalised Greylag Geese (see under Native Greylag for further details). 
 
Icelandic Pink-footed Goose 
Complete population censuses of wintering Pink-footed Geese have been 
undertaken annually as part of the Icelandic-breeding Goose Census (IGC), starting 
in 1960.  Additional information is also available from the 1950s. The IGC covers 
Scotland, England, Ireland and accepts additional data from the Faroe Islands, 
Norway and Iceland. Pink-footed Geese are counted once a month in October and 
November at their roost sites, with a few additional counts of feeding birds as well. 
Additional information on the proportion of young and breeding success is also 
collected from a sub sample of sites throughout Scotland and England.  
 
Taiga Bean Goose 
Wintering Taiga Bean Geese are restricted primarily to one site in Scotland, the 
Slammanan Plateau, Falkirk.  To date monitoring has been carried out annually, 
since the mid 1980s, by the Bean Goose Action Group as part of the LBAP process 
for both Falkirk and North Lanarkshire. Survey effort has varied on an annual basis in 
terms of frequency and coverage (Maciver 2009).  It has been suggested that the 
recent level of monitoring may generate an excess of information and could also 
possibly be intrusive (Mitchell 2010).  Age assessments have not been carried out 
routinely at Slammanan to date.  The monitoring of Bean Goose on the Slammanan 
Plateau has recently been reviewed (Mitchell 2010).  An average of 76 field visits 
between late September and early March and 33 roost sites counts had taken place 
between 1997/1998 and 2008/2009.  Recommendations for future monitoring 
included twice weekly field counts in October and in the first half of November 
followed by a weekly count until the end of February (checking fields along 
standardised routes).  In addition it was also proposed that roost counts should be 
carried out on a monthly basis from October to February and that, wherever possible, 
information on the proportion of young should also be collected. 
 
Canada Goose 
Complete censuses of Canada Geese have been carried out in 1953, 1967, 1975, 
1991 and 2000.  The most recent survey was carried out as part of the Naturalised 
Goose Survey of 2000 (Rowell et al. 2004).  Counts are carried out at moult sites in 
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late June and early July and are co-ordinated by WWT with help from WeBS 
volunteers.  Information is also collated on the proportion of young at all sites.  
 
East Atlantic Light-bellied Brent Goose 
Within the UK, the population of the East Atlantic Light-bellied Brent Goose is 
currently monitored through WeBS.  Population estimates are available from 1959.  
 
Canadian High Arctic Light-bellied Brent Goose 
Within the UK, the population of the Canadian High Arctic Light-bellied Brent Goose 
is currently monitored by the Irish Brent Goose Research Group (Ireland) and 
through WeBS.   
 
Naturalised Snow Goose and Bar-headed Goose 
To date there have been complete censuses of these naturalised geese: (i) The 1991 
Survey of Introduced Geese; and (ii) The Naturalised Goose Survey 2000; both 
organised by WWT.  There was lack of coverage in Shetland, Central Region and 
parts of the Highland Region in the 1991 survey, so numbers reported then could 
represent an underestimate. 
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15 Appendix F: Arrangements for goose 
management in the EU, Scandinavia, Iceland 
and Greenland 
 
In the current review, contacts for countries within the EU, Greenland and Iceland 
were provided through Johan Mooij (editor in Chief of the Goose Bulletin published 
by the International Goose Specialist Group).  If no responses were obtained from 
the nominated persons, then additional requests for contacts were made through the 
country representatives of Birdlife International.   
 
Representatives were asked to provide information on their country‟s goose policy 
framework, the species which cause conflicts, the goose management options, 
funding arrangements and expenditure, and hunting regulations.  Additional 
supporting information was taken where necessary from web pages of the Federation 
of Associations for Hunting and Conservation of the EU (www.face-europe.org) but 
this was only possible for countries that had submitted hunting guidance in English.  
 
Responses were received from: 

 Iceland (Aevar Peterson, Icelandic Institute of Natural History, Bjarni Palsson, 
Environmental Agency of Iceland; and Arnór Þórir Sigfússon, Verkis); 

 Flanders, Belgium (Frank Huyenstruyt, Jim Casaer and Koen Devos , 
Research Institute for Nature and Forest); 

 Greenland (Jens Bagger, Greenland Government); 
 Germany (Johan Mooij, Kreis Wesel Biology Station); 
 England (Phil Grice, Steve Pullan, John Bowman and Alan Bullivant, Natural 

England); 
 Italy (Fabio Perco, Trieste University); 
 France (Vincent Schricke, Ministry of Environment); 
 Bulgaria (Nikolai Petkov, Bulgarian Society for the Protection of Birds); 
 Estonia (Aivar Leito Institute of Agricultural and Environmental Sciences and 

Peep Mannil, Environment Ministry); 
 Denmark (Jesper Madsen and Tommy Asferg, National Environmental 

Research Institute); 
 Netherlands (Kees Koffiberg, SOVON); 
 Sweden (Johan Mannson and Annie Wiberg, Swedish University of 

Agricultural Sciences); and 
 Norway (Ingunn Tombre, Institute for Nature Research (NINA) and Arild 

Espelien, Norwegian Directorate for Nature Management). 
 
Other countries thath were invited to respond (but did not) were Ireland, Russia, 
Hungary, the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Austria, Spain and Finland.  


It was not possible to derive comparative costs for goose management between 
countries due to lack of information available on annual expenditure (national or 
regional) for all countries.  For the few countries where some relevant information 
was available, it was often an estimate rather derived from government databases or 
for only partial costs of meeting goose management costs. 
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Table F1. Policy, funding arrangements and overall approach to goose management for countries within the EU, Scandanavia, 
Iceland and Greenland 

Country National policy for goose management Regional management/policy Annual expenditure 
Sweden  No Yes (county) Not available (combined costs are only 

available for  meeting compensation for 
damage caused by cranes, swans and geese) 

Norway Yes, developed in 1996  
(in Norwegian but with English 
abstract)NOTE 1 

Yes (county)  
(in Norwegian only eg. 
Forvaltingsplan for gjess i 
Hordaland and Forvaltningsplan for 
Gjess I Oslo og Akershus) 

310,000 E  

Iceland No No Not applicable 
Bulgaria No No Not available 
Denmark Circa  mid 1990s (in Danish only) No 

 
100,000 E for bait only (estimate) 

France No No Not applicable 
Germany No Yes (Federal state) 2-3,000,000 E (estimate) 
Greenland No No Not applicable 
Netherlands Yes  (in Dutch only- Beleidskader 

Faunabeheer') NOTE 2 
No 12,300,000-13,900,000 E 

(agri-environment schemes /compensation 
only over years 2005/2006 to 2007/2008) 

Estonia No No 200,000 E (based on 2003 figures) 
Italy No Yes (Province) 3,000 E (Province of Goriza only 2008, 2009) 
England No No 2,600,000 (based on mean of 10 years)  
Belgium  No Yes (regions) ? 
 
NOTE 1 Directorate for Nature Management, 1996 Directorate for Nature Management, 1996. Handlings plan for forvaltning av gjess. DN-Report 1996-2. 
NOTE 2 http://www.faunafonds.nl/index.asp?p=316&t=Beleidskader%20Faunabeheer 
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Table F2.       Type of goose management options for goose species considered to cause damage for countries within the EU, 
Scandanavia, Iceland and Greenland 

 

Country 

Payment schemes 
(rate) 

Non lethal scaring Lethal scaring/hunting Network of 
specific goose 

reserves 
(excluding SPAs 

etc 

Other 
Use of Funding 

provided  
„Quarry 
species‟ 

Out of season 
licences 

 

Sweden 

Compensation 
(assessment of damage 
carried out by inspectors 
employed by county 
administration boards) 

Yes Yes Yes Yes No Sacrificial crops 

Norway 

Compensation: 
(i) crop type (pasture 
versus cereals) and;  
(ii) goose densities 
(based on independent 
counts made) 

Yes Equipment 
only  

Yes Yes No - 

Iceland - 
 

No No Yes Yes No - 

Bulgaria 

Agri-environment 
scheme (per ha) 
 
Compensation (per ha) 

No 
(Illegal) 

No Yes  No - 

Denmark No Yes Equipment 
only 

Yes Yes No Bait fields with grain 

France No 
 

- - Yes No No - 
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Country 

Payment schemes 
(rate) 

Non lethal scaring Lethal scaring/hunting Network of 
specific goose 

reserves 
(excluding SPAs 

etc 

Other 
Use of Funding 

provided  
„Quarry 
species‟ 

Out of season 
licences 

 

Germany 

Compensation 
(assessment of damage 
by an independent 
appraiser from 
agricultural 
administration. Damage 
is based on estimating 
actual loss of crop by 
comparison of height of 
grazed and non-grazed 
areas) 
Flat rate (per ha) 

Yes  Yes Yes No - 

Greenland No 
 

- - Yes  No  

Netherlands 

Agri-environment 
scheme (per ha) 
 
Compensation outwith 
reserves  
(assessment of damage  
carried out by 
independent appraiser  
who must also confirm 
that scaring techniques 
have been deployed. 
Damage is based on 
estimating actual loss of 
crop by comparison of 
height of grazed and 
non-grazed areas) 

Outwith 
goose 
reserves 
only 

 Outwith 
goose 
reserves only  

Yes Yes linked to 
agri-environment 
schemes 

Egg pricking/nest destruction  
Cull by gassing 
Habitat manipulation to reduce 
feeding opportunities 
Fencing off breeding sites 
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Country 

Payment schemes 
(rate) 

Non lethal scaring Lethal scaring/hunting Network of 
specific goose 

reserves 
(excluding SPAs 

etc 

Other 
Use of Funding 

provided  
„Quarry 
species‟ 

Out of season 
licences 

 

Estonia 

Compensation 
(assessment of damage 
by a commission of a 
minimum of three people 
who must also confirm 
that scaring techniques 
have been deployed. 
Damage is determined  
according to crop type: 
by level of goose 
droppings or visual 
assessments of % 
damage in test plots ) 

Yes No Yes No (as yet) No - 

Italy 

Compensation 
(assessment of damage, 
which is carried out by 
the farmers and 
information is submitted 
to the Provincial 
administration). The 
amount is „finiancial aid‟ 
and does not meet the 
full cost of losses 
incurred  
 

No No No No No - 

England Agri-environment 
schemes (per ha) 

Yes No Yes Yes No Addition to general open licence  
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Country 

Payment schemes 
(rate) 

Non lethal scaring Lethal scaring/hunting Network of 
specific goose 

reserves 
(excluding SPAs 

etc 

Other 
Use of Funding 

provided  
„Quarry 
species‟ 

Out of season 
licences 

 

Belgium 

Compensation 
(assessment of damage 
by an independent 
appraiser from the 
Nature Conservancy 
Department. Damage is 
determined by estimating 
actual damage by 
calculating the difference 
in yield between grazed 
and ungrazed areas of 
the field) 

Yes No Yes Yes No Nest destruction 
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Table F3.  Hunting arrangements for goose species for countries within the EU, Scandanavia, Iceland and Greenland 
 

Country Bag limit for „quarry 
goose species‟ 

Bag reporting  
scheme for „quarry 
goose species‟ 

Sale of goose 
carcasses permitted  

Hunting licence 
renewal 

Hunting 
Proficiency exam 

Regional variation 
in protected status 
of species 

Sweden No Voluntary Yes Annual Yes Yes 
 

Norway No Mandatory Yes (approved by the 
Food Safety Authority) Annual Yes Yes 

Iceland No Mandatory Yes NOTE 1 Annual Yes  Yes  
 

Bulgaria Yes (daily quota for 
individual farmers) Voluntary No Annual Yes No 

 

Denmark Yes (set to individual 
land owners)  Mandatory Yes (but origin of 

carcass traceable) Annual Yes  No 

France No 
Voluntary (mandatory 
for night time 
shooting) 

No  Annual Yes No 

Germany No Mandatory Yes 1-3 years Yes Yes 
 

Greenland No Mandatory Yes (professional 
hunter only) Annual No Yes 

Netherlands No Mandatory  Yes Annual Yes No 
 

Estonia No Mandatory Yes Annual Yes Yes 
 

Italy NA  
(geese fully protected) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Belgium No Mandatory Yes (but seasonal 
restrictions) ? ? ? 

 
NOTE 1 The Hunting Society of Iceland is currently calling for a prohibition on the sale of geese. 
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16 Appendix G: Local Goose Management 
Schemes 

Appendices G and H contain a brief account of each of the seven local schemes 
(Appendix G) and other goose-related schemes in Scotland (Appendix H).  Appendix 
H also summaries goose-related developments in three areas – Orkney, Caithness 
and Lochaber, which the steering group asked the project review team to investigate 
to exemplify emerging issues with geese across Scotland.  

Information was obtained from the Local Goose Management Scheme annual reports 
to NGMRG, from interviews with local goose groups, public meetings and from 
interviews with local farmers, crofters and relevant organizations.  All local goose 
groups were offered the opportunity to make written representation to the review 
group and three availed themselves of this.  

Table G1 shows the nature of the 59 local interviews and meetings held as part of 
the project.  

 

Table G1:  Interviews and meetings held as part of the review process 

Area LGMG SNH 
+SGRPID 

Farmers, 
crofters & 

estates 
Other local 

stakeholders Total 

Islay 1 1 5 3 10 
Solway 1 1 4  6 
Kintyre 1 2 4 1 8 
South Walls 1 1 1 1 4 
Strathbeg 1 1 3 1 6 
Tiree and Coll 1 1 4  6 
Uist 1 1 2 1 5 
Orkney 1 1 1 2 5 
Caithness   3 2 5 
Lochaber  1 2 1 4 
Total     59 

 

Basic statistics were obtained from Local Goose Management Group annual reports 
and secretaries (SNH local area staff).  Spreadsheet data on counts, zonation and 
payments were also provided by the group secretaries where these were available.  
These did not always provide a link between fields, field sizes, zonation, historic 
counts and payments, which made analysis of the schemes difficult in some cases. 
Local groups were asked to provide information for the years 2008/09 and 2009/10, 
but the 2009/10 data were not always available.  We have therefore used whatever 
data the groups were able to provide.  This does not present a problem, since in all 
cases the budgets and operation of the schemes were the same in the two years.  

The annual reports from local schemes record goose numbers „supported‟ by those 
schemes in a variety of ways.  The numbers of geese (or goose days) used in our 
cost analysis of payment schemes are only those recorded on fields receiving 
payments under a scheme.  On Islay, this includes geese on scaring areas since 
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these receive (nominal) payments58.  Elsewhere, geese recorded on scaring areas 
are excluded since no payments are made on these areas.  This avoids the situation 
in which local groups could apparently reduce the costs per goose by simply having 
large scaring areas that increase the number of geese apparently „supported‟ by the 
scheme, when it is far from clear what support is being provided.   

 

                                                 
58 Exclusion of the scaring zone on Islay (156 ha) has a very minimal impact on total goose numbers 
and costs per goose since by definition this zone has a density of <1.5 goose per ha.  The maximum 
possible count is thus 234 geese (see Tables G3 and G7) out of a total of more than 40,000. 
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16.1 Islay Local Goose Management Scheme 
 

16.1.1 Scheme and objectives 
The current scheme has been in operation since 2005 and followed an earlier 
scheme set up in 2000/01.  The scheme operates within the NGMRG objectives but 
has translated them into local objectives as follows: 

 To provide fair payments to minimise economic loss for all farmers and crofters 
on Islay who are affected by the impact of protected geese. 

 To provide a management framework which will seek to control the impact of 
geese on the grazing on Islay. 

 To ensure that favourable conservation status is maintained for the geese under 
the management measures provided in the scheme. 

 To carry out regular reviews of payments and payment rates in the light of current 
agricultural circumstances to ensure that land managers are not being over or 
under-compensated and that value for money is being delivered. 

 
16.1.2 Goose species and site designations 
The main thrust of the scheme is to ensure favourable status for the Greenland 
Barnacle and Greenland White-fronted geese.  The LGMG has reported concerns 
about the growing number of resident Greylag Geese within the scheme area and the 
resultant pressure they are putting on crops prior to arrival of the migratory geese 
and during the winter season.  It has also been suggested that these resident 
Greylags might begin to impact negatively on the Greenland Barnacle and White-
front populations, because the resident nature of their population may given them a 
competitive advantage in competition for food resources.   

There are five SPAs on Islay with either Greenland Barnacle or White-fronted Geese 
or both as named features (Table G2), which collectively cover an area of 14,805 ha 
(JNCC, 2010a).  

 

Table G2:  SPAs on Islay (JNCC, 2010a) with named goose species 

SPA Area (ha) 
Greenland 

White-fronted 
Goose 

Greenland 
Barnacle Goose 

Gruinart Flats 3261.32 Yes Yes 

Rinns of Islay 9407.46 Yes No 

Laggan, Islay 1230.02 Yes Yes 

Eilean na Muice Duibhe (Duich Moss) 576.42 Yes No 

Bridgend Flats 331.16 No Yes 

 

16.1.3 Monitoring and population estimates 
There are two types of counts of wintering Greenland Barnacle and White-fronted 
Geese carried out on Islay: the international counts and the scheme counts.  There 
are six set routes across the island and the start and end points are varied for each 
count in order to reduce systematic bias according to time of day.  Counts are carried 
out using a combination of SNH and contract staff.  Additional information on 
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breeding success is also collected for Greenland White-fronted and Greenland 
Barnacle Goose. 

For the international counts, the whole island is surveyed fully on each of two 
consecutive days to produce what are termed as paired counts for the months of 
November, December, January and March (with particular focus on December and 
March). These counts are carried out as part of the International census of 
Greenland White-fronted Geese (as co-ordinated by the Greenland White-fronted 
Goose Study) but numbers of Greenland Barnacle Geese are also recorded on Islay. 
An average of the paired counts is then taken, which is termed the adopted count, 
unless one is deemed to be problematic (e.g. due to poor visibility or birds being 
highly disturbed).  Seasonal averages of the adopted counts and all the counts 
carried out in the winter period are then calculated in order to provide an annual 
population estimate.  GSAG include these seasonal average data in the annual 
report on all local schemes to NGMRG.  Since 2005 however, based on 
recommendations by Mudge et al. 2004, the count data have been presented as a 
winter peak count in the annual reports to NGMRG (see Figure G1). 

For the scheme counts, the island is surveyed once over a period of two days and 
information is recorded by field.  Unlike the international counts (that are designed to 
derive overall population estimates), during scheme counts it is permissible to double 
count geese if they happen to move during the survey (because the objective of 
scheme counts is to provide the basis for payments to farmers by monitoring the 
numbers of geese using individual fields during the winter).  This means that count 
totals derived from the scheme counts, which are reported as peak counts in the 
annual reports, may be higher than those reported for the population estimate from 
the international counts.  Scheme counts are carried out from October to April at an 
interval of 3-4 times per month.  Data are available from 2000/2001 onwards.  The 
results of the schemes counts are used solely for the calculation of payments to 
farmers based on the goose densities per ha (based on a 3-year average).  As the 
international counts cover the same areas as the scheme counts, the former are 
used to derive estimates of the population supported by the scheme. 

In addition to the goose counts, information on goose droppings is collected at less 
than five farms on Islay, where night feeding is thought to be an issue or where 
significant roosts are missed by the day counts.  Once a month between October and 
April, the number of droppings in 5 m2 areas is counted for 4-8 samples per field 
(depending on size of the field).  These data are used to assess whether the main 
scheme counts are missing flocks of geese which may be causing crop damage. 
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Figure G1.      Changes in the population of Greenland Barnacle goose 

(diamonds) and Greenland White-fronted goose (square) on Islay 
based on the seasonal average of the adopted counts (solid 
shapes) and the winter peak counts (hollow shapes) taken from 
SNH/GSAG and the LGMS database respectively. 

 
The population of Barnacle Geese on Islay was estimated as 37,545 or 37,329 in the 
winter of 2009/2010 (based on seasonal averages of international adopted counts or 
for all international counts respectively).  This represents the third consecutive year in 
which the population has declined.  Based on figures derived on the last full survey in 
2008, as co-ordinated by WWT, Islay held 64% of the global population of Greenland 
Barnacle Geese, although this may have changed since given the more recent 
declines observed on the island (Mitchell et al. 2008). 

The Islay population of Greenland White-fronted Geese was estimated as 6,005 or 
5,815 birds in the winter of 2009/2010 (based on seasonal averages of international 
adopted counts or for all counts respectively).  In the short term, this is broadly 
comparable to the figures obtained for the last three years but the numbers have 
declined overall since the start of the LGMS.  Recently Islay was estimated to hold 
51% and 27% of the Scottish and global population of Greenland White-fronted 
Goose respectively (based on 2009 figures in Fox et al. 2009).  Islay used to be 
much more important however.  In 1999, when the Islay population was at its peak 
count, it held 61% and 37% of the Scottish and global population respectively (Fox et 
al. 2009).  The declines in numbers of Greenland White-fronted Geese have not 
been flagged up as a priority issue within the LGMS annual reports, despite the high 
conservation status of this species (Section 2.5.3). 

The numbers of resident Greylag Geese on Islay are not formally collected by SNH, 
although SNH do provide staff time to assist a local bird recorder who has carried out 
counts during the post moult period over recent years.  In 2009 the number of 
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Greylag Geese was estimated at 1,800 individuals, but this figure is thought to 
include breeding birds from neighbouring islands.  

 

16.1.4  Zones and payment rates  
Geese are present on almost all the improved land on Islay and payments were 
made on a combined total of 45,724 Greenland White-fronted and Barnacle Geese in 
2009/10.  The allocation of land into zones is determined by goose density and 
goose numbers per farm as indicated in Table G3. No distinction is made between 
Greenland White-fronted and Barnacle Geese within the scheme.  

Table G3:  Zones used on Islay 

Goose density 
and number of 
geese per farm 

Zone 
allocated Scaring Allowed? Buffer zone 

>2/ha  or >100 
geese 

Feeding zone On reseeds only, also SNH 
assistance on first year reseeds. No 
audible scaring within 50 m of the 
feeding area boundary.  Eligible for 
payments for scaring. 

Option to include up to 
20% of improved or 
permanent grass as 
buffer zone receiving 
buffer area payments 

1.5-2.0/ha and 
<100 geese 

Buffer zone Yes, also SNH assistance on first 
year reseeds 

 

1-1.5/ha Scaring zone Yes, also SNH assistance on first 
year reseeds 

 

<1/ha Scaring zone Yes  

 

Payment rates for the three zones (Table G4) differentiate between the areas and 
between rotational grass and permanent pasture.  There is no payment for 
unimproved land, and the rates apply to a density of ≥15 geese per ha, with 
proportionally lower payments at lower densities.  The consequence of this scaling 
back at lower densities is that payments are effectively determined by goose density 
(see below).    

Farmers that do not qualify for the feeding or buffer areas can apply for a single 
payment of £100 per year.  There is also a payment for farmers who enter a farmer 
scaring programme.  

 

Table G4:  Payment rates 2009/10 (actually paid after any capping by 
NGMRG) 

 Feeding zone 
area (FZ) 
(£ per ha) 

Buffer zone 
area (BZ) 

(75% of FZ) 
(£ per ha) 

Scaring area 
Single 

payment (£) 

Scaring on 
buffer area 
(£ per ha) 

Land type     

Rotational 
grass/arable 364.12 272.52 100.00 19.00 

Permanent 
pasture 234.10 177.69 100.00 19.00 
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These payment rates are based on a complex calculation (Islay LGMG, 2009) that 
aims to identify the additional costs and income foregone from the presence of 15 
geese per ha as compared with a no geese counterfactual (Table G4). The 
calculation relates to a moderately intensive situation with suckler cows, winter hoggs 
and silage, and accounts for additional costs and income foregone due to grazing by 
geese.  The calculation produces a total cost of £405.44 per ha for rotational 
grass/arable ground, which was revised down to £364.12 after negotiation with the 
NGMRG in the 2008/09 year when revised bids were presented.  For permanent 
grass the corresponding per ha figure was £263.98, negotiated down to £234.10.  

Table G5:  Items in the payment calculation on Islay 

Type of effect on farm income Item  

Additional costs (rotational 
grass/arable only) 

Reseeding every 5 years instead of 8 

Additional fertiliser in spring and autumn to promote 
grass growth for geese 

Income foregone through loss of 
agricultural production 

Grazing loss from cattle and sheep including lower sale 
weight of cattle 

Silage loss 

Aftermath loss 

 

16.1.5 Management agreement obligations 
The management agreement used on Islay places few obligations on farmers, the 
principal ones being: 

 Reseed frequency: rotational grass must be <8 years old. 
 Limits on scaring/disturbance (see Table G3) 
 Submission of a detailed scaring plan if applying for scaring payments. 
 

Despite the fact that the payment structure (Table G4) includes payments for 
additional fertiliser and reseeding every 5 years, it is noticeable that, within the 
contracts, farmers are under no obligation to apply fertiliser or to reseed more 
frequently than on a 7 year cycle.  There is in fact no connection between the 
elements on which the payment structure is based and the contractual obligations of 
those receiving payments.  This may be considered strange but the payment 
calculation relates to a high goose density (≥15 per ha) and it is not clear how the 
implied obligations in the payment calculation can be translated into obligations for 
lower density holdings.  This may be considered an undesirable side effect of the 
proportional system of payments. 

 

16.1.6 Shooting 
No out of season licences are issued for shooting Greenland White-fronted Geese.   
Farmers may obtain licences to shoot Barnacle Geese however, in order to protect 
crops under a derogation from the Birds Directive and bag limits have been set 
based on PVA analyses (Pettifor et al. 1999).  SNH employs marksmen who 
undertake most of this shooting.  According to SG statistics, 35 licences were issued 
for Barnacle Geese in 2009 with a bag limit of 1,063 but a smaller number of 656 
were actually shot.  With a marksmen cost of £24,715 (2008/09), the cost per goose 
shot was estimated at £37.60.  
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The LGMG considers that further work is required to “establish the impacts of the 
resident Greylag population and would like to see changes in licensing measures to 
control the expansion of this population” (e.g. earlier starts to the open season). 

Lethal and non lethal shooting of Greenland Barnacle Geese is permitted in the 
presence of Greenland White-fronted Geese but the effects of this upon the latter are 
unknown. 

 

16.1.7 Uptake and payments to farmers 
Of the farms or crofts with geese present in 2009/10, 95% entered the scheme 
(Table G6).  Those not entering were mainly crofts with few geese and the effective 
uptake of holdings affected by geese is virtually 100%.  

Table G6:      Numbers of farms/crofts entering the Islay scheme and receiving 
payments 

Year  

Number of 
farms 

eligible to 
apply for 
scheme 

Number of 
eligible farms 

with geese 
present 

Number 
applied to 

enter 
scheme 

Number 
accepted 

Number 
receiving 

management 
payments 

2009/10 125 114 108 108 108 

 

The majority of land in the scheme (92%) is in the feeding zone and this absorbs 
97% of the payments to farmers.  The mean feeding zone cost was £145.6 per ha 
(Table G7).  Only relatively small areas were entered as buffer area (mean payment, 
£62.00 per ha) and only 19 farmers received scaring payments.  The buffer zone and 
scaring payments are therefore a very minor part of the total cost.  Of the land in the 
scheme, 52% is in rotational grass and 48% in permanent pasture.   

 
Table G7:  Total areas and payments under the Islay LGMS in 2009/10 

 Feeding zone Buffer zone Scaring zone 
Total area on which 
payments made (ha) 6039.5 407.0 156.0 

Total payment 
made  £879,667.0 £25,226.4 £2,918.9 

 
Total expenditure in 2009/10 was just under £1m, 91% of which consisted of 
payments to farmers (Table G8).  There are sizeable costs associated with SNH 
involvement in the scheme, through the goose officer, and for goose counting and 
scaring, including lethal scaring.  Agents are employed to assist farmers to scare, 
principally on first year reseeds.  Scaring equipment is also provided and erected.   

The average cost per goose in farmer payments is £907,812 /45,724 =£19.86 per 
goose.  Including the SNH and administration costs raises this to £21.80 per goose.  
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Table G8:  Expenditure related to the Islay scheme (£ per year) 

 2009/10 
(£ forecast) 

Management payments £907,812.50 

Other expenditure specific to scheme (goose officers, 
monitoring, scaring, equipment, travel)  £82,587.70 

Administration of scheme (SNH & SGRPID) £6,413.00 

TOTAL £996,813.20 

 

16.1.8 Compliance monitoring 
There are few obligations with which to comply (see above).  Reseed frequency is 
understood to be monitored but generally compliance monitoring is not formalised 
and farmers are not required to indicate that they have complied with their obligations 
under the scheme.  Counters and neighbours provide some feedback should they 
observe non-compliance on scaring.  There is no evidence of external audit or 
sanctions being applied.   

 

16.1.9 Analysis of payments  
Statistics on goose densities, counts and payments were derived from the LGMG 
database (Table G9).  The median goose density per ha is 4.67, the median goose 
count 169 per farm, and the median payment £3,141.  The distribution of geese per 
farm is heavily skewed, with a few farms having high counts and payments.  Three 
farms receive 22% of the total payments reflecting their high recorded counts.  

Table G9:  Goose density, counts and payments on Islay (2009/10) 

 Mean Range Median 

Geese density on rotational and permanent 
grass (per ha)  5.85 0.0 - 27.54 4.67 

Goose count per farm 423.4 0 - 3,779 169.00 

Payment per farm (£) 8,419 0 - 84,300 3,140 

Note: 3 farms were included in the Islay database but for a variety of reasons did not receive payments 
in 2009/10. This explains the zeros in the range column.  
 

Although payments are derived from a per ha payment (following the 2000 national 
policy framework recommendations; Scottish Executive 2000) the density adjustment 
means that, in reality, payments are very closely linked to goose numbers, 
irrespective of the distinction between buffer and feeding zones or between rotational 
and permanent grass.  Figure G2 shows the relationship between counts and 
payments, with three farms accounting for 9,548 geese (21% of the total population).   
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Figure G2:  Goose counts and total payments per farm on Islay 
 

In order to identify the marginal cost of a change in goose numbers within the 
payment system, a linear regression was fitted to the Figure G2 data.  The 
regression with zero intercept is:  

tp=20.457(+- 0.20)g       (n=108) (p<001) 

where: 

 tp = total payments (£ per farm);  g=goose count per farm. 

 

This indicates that payments increase on average at the rate of £20.40 per goose as 
counts increase.  The variation about the line occurs because payments differ 
between the zones, and between rotational and permanent grass (see Table G4).  
The payment system thus provides an incentive to farmers to provide grass for geese 
(and attract them in so far as this is possible) where they consider that additional 
geese pay better than farming.   

One problem with the system is that if total goose counts increase and a rolling 
average is used each year as the basis for payments, the total payment increases (at 
around £20 per additional goose).  This means that unless measures are taken to 
prevent it, the budget is open-ended.   
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It is possible to account for the presence of geese in terms of the areas of grass 
available on different farms.  The regression is given below: 

g=6.05(+-1.07)p+8.46(+-0.82)r        (p<0.001) 

where: 

r=rotation grass area (ha per farm);  p=permanent grass area (ha per farm.)  

 

This indicates that permanent grass accommodates geese at the rate of 6.05 per ha, 
and rotational grass at 8.46 per ha.  Rotational grass is thus around 40% more 
effective in feeding geese but is paid 55% more than permanent grass.  This 
suggests that permanent pasture is the lower cost route for feeding geese and 
reducing the feeding zone payment rate relative to that for permanent grass would 
increase cost efficiency.  However, this may also reflect a transient state as grass not 
reseeded but still quite productive shifts to a lower payment category. 

The scheme does not discriminate between Barnacle and Greenland White-fronted 
Geese in payments, and in this sense supports both equally. It is noticeable, 
however, that the three farms with the highest counts (and payments) mainly support 
Barnacle Geese with only 4.8% Greenland White-fronts compared with an overall 
percentage of Greenland White-fronts of 16.5%.  

  

16.1.10 Basis and operation of the scheme 
Islay is a light touch scheme with minimal obligations on farmers and limited 
compliance monitoring.  It has worked well in resolving conflicts between interest 
groups and providing areas of undisturbed habitat for geese.  The Islay LGMG 
consider that over 25 years the scheme has evolved into one that is harmonious and 
that fulfils the NGMRG objectives.  The main complaint from a small number of 
farmers was that the counts were inaccurate and underestimated goose numbers 
(and damage) on their property.  

In terms of design, the Islay scheme does not have the classic feeding zones 
surrounded by buffer zones as recommended (Scottish Executive 2000).  There is no 
spatial link between the zones.  Effectively, the goose density defines zones but 
some flexibility to allocate buffer areas is built in to increase the options open to 
farmers for scaring.  This is desirable in that costs are likely to be lower if a scheme 
design can offer flexibility to match farmers‟ interests.  

Much of the focus of the scheme is on supporting reseeding.  Those farming more 
intensively see this as central to their agriculture and the LGMG consider that it 
provides “significant feeding areas for internationally protected geese”.  But the 
support given to rotational grass may not be entirely cost-effective.  

Payments are effectively made on a per goose basis rather than per ha as this is 
seen as a „fair‟ system of distribution by the LGMG.  In so far as a rolling count is 
used as the basis for payments, farmers have an incentive to attract geese if the net 
income per ha from additional geese exceeds that from agriculture. There was 
evidence that some farmers saw geese as an enterprise and the limited uptake of 
buffer options in the feeding zone supports this observation.  

SNH indicate that the conservation obligations for Greenland Barnacle Geese are 
being met and that the meeting of obligation is not a limiting factor in scheme design.  
The scheme has failed to halt or reverse the decline for Greenland White-fronted 
goose on Islay since policy inception of 2000 (although the decrease started in 1999; 
see Figure G1).  No attempts have been made to look at factors that might be 
operating on Islay during the winter that could negatively impact the Greenland 



REVISED VERSION OCTOBER 2010 
 

 

 247 

White-fronted Goose population (e.g. impacts of scaring, competitive interactions 
with Barnacle Geese).  There could be scope to modify the scheme in order to 
successfully offer more support to the Greenland White-fronted Goose population 
(see Chapters 2 and 7).  

 

16.1.11 Cost-effectiveness  
The total cost of the Islay scheme (around £22 per goose) is not excessive when 
compared with some other schemes.  However, the limited obligations on farmers 
together with the almost 100% uptake suggest that payments are higher than those 
necessary to achieve the NGMRG objectives.  If policy costs need to be reduced 
there are two main options: (i) reducing payments; and (ii) reducing non-payment 
costs.  

 

16.1.12 Cost-effectiveness of non-payment expenditure 
This scheme is notable for the high level of non-payment costs, in part to obtain 
goose counts but also to provide an elaborate scaring service.  Cost savings could 
be achieved by: (i) reducing count frequency; and (ii) reducing SNH-financed scaring 
and lethal shooting (Table G.10).  The total potential cost saving is around £70,000 
but removal of the marksmen would have implications for the goose population 
numbers and for damage costs in the longer term.  If the overall budget were to be 
cut, farmers would generally prefer any cuts to be made on these non-payment 
items.   

The current shooting cost (per goose shot) is high compared to that on the Uists (see 
below) and the LGMG could be asked to investigate a more efficient approach.   SNH 
in their national submission to our questionnaire survey note that “quite substantial 
payments are currently made to provide undisturbed refuge for Greenland Barnacle 
Geese which would appear somewhat at odds with both allowing them to be shot and 
providing the means to do so”.  

The LGMG state that “for any future scheme the group would intend to carry out a full 
review of the scaring strategy and part of that will include looking at the work carried 
out by the marksman to ensure continued effectiveness and value for money”.  
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Table G10:  Possible cost saving measures for Islay LGMS 

Mechanism 

Cost saving 
per year (£) 

(LGMG 
estimates) 

Impact on farming Impact on geese 

Reducing counts 
to international 
only.  Payments 
based on historic 
counts. 

£19,500 

Negative reaction from some 
farmers who consider counts are 
too low.  This would introduce an 
incentive to scare rather than 
provide habitat for geese. Non-
scaring obligations would need to 
be more rigorously enforced. There 
would be a need for periodic re-
counts to update the count data.     

Uncertain but 
would not impact 
on conservation 
obligations in the 
short term  

Removing scaring 
support. £24,885 

Farmers would need to become 
more self-reliant in scaring, 
particularly on reseeds. How the 
level of scaring would change is 
uncertain.  

Less scaring 
unless farmers 
compensated with 
increased activity. 

Removing 
marksmen  £24,715 

Unlikely that farmers would 
increase their level of shooting to 
compensate. This may result in 
increased damage in the longer 
term.  

Less mortality due 
to shooting with 
impacts on the 
Barnacle Goose 
population.  

 

16.1.13 Cost-effectiveness of payments  
It was beyond the remit of the current review to assess the level of payments in 
relation to the actual costs of goose damage (see Section 4.6.1).  However, the 
virtual 100% participation in the Islay LGMS, the non-inclusion of fixed cost savings 
associated with reduced output, and the absence of much linkage between payment 
items and obligations together indicate that payments could be reduced somewhat 
without significant impact on participation, but under the current goose management 
structure whether this is negotiable is another matter.  

We suggest that the payment for additional fertiliser should be removed from the 
payment calculation since: (i) survey evidence suggests this is generally not applied; 
and (ii) payments that encourage additional fertiliser application are in any case 
contrary to current Scottish Government policy to reduce the negative impacts of 
nitrogen inputs on climate and water quality.  The exclusion of fertiliser payments 
would reduce the payment costs (using the 2008/09 annual report data) by 21% for 
rotational grass and 28% for permanent grass (a weighted average of 24%).   

Whether payments to farmers to scare are actually justified, and whether payments 
should be made to farmers without geese, should both be reconsidered, although the 
LGMG consider the latter important for inclusivity.  These additional savings would 
reduce expenditure by around £4,950 (5%) per year.   

It may be possible to increase cost-effectiveness by some re-distribution of payments 
to increase support for Greenland White-fronted Geese but this deserves further 
consideration.  

 



REVISED VERSION OCTOBER 2010 
 

 

 249 

16.1.14 Conclusion 
The Islay LGMS is widely acknowledged as being very successful at reducing 
conflicts between farmers and geese wintering in the area.  The scheme makes a 
significant contribution to farm incomes, and geese are now integrated into many 
farms such that farmers treat them as an income-generating enterprise.  It is the 
largest scheme in Scotland and the budget is substantial at just under £1m per year, 
part of which finances an unusually elaborate employment of contractors to scare 
and shoot.   
 
The Islay scheme‟s distribution of payments is linked to goose counts and is 
perceived by the LGMG as „fair‟.  Whilst this is true, if costs also vary proportionally 
with density it is more difficult to predict and control the budget.  If the populations 
rise, then so will payments and this potentially injects an incentive to provide habitat 
which promotes further population increases.  Under a climate with the need for 
budgetary constraint, a cap needs to be imposed to limit the budgetary implications 
of this payment structure.  

There is scope to increase cost-effectiveness within the Islay LGMS by making 
savings in both payments to farmers and non-payment expenditures.  Together, the 
budget could be reduced by up to 30-35% with minimal impacts on the outputs of the 
scheme.  

This might also be achieved without any negative impact on conservation obligations, 
and in any case these need to be reconsidered.  Greenland White-fronted Goose 
numbers have declined since 1999 (Section 2.5.3), although the annual reports from 
the Islay LGMS have not highlighted this as being an issue.  Some payment re-
distribution giving higher priority to Greenland White-fronted Geese may therefore be 
desirable and should be considered further.  Numbers of Greenland Barnacle Geese 
on Islay have also declined in the last few years (Section 2.5.2). 

There are concerns about increasing Greylag Goose numbers on Islay and negative 
impacts on other protected species due to competition for food resources.  These 
concerns need to be considered further and measures to resolve the issue may 
require additional expenditure.  

 

16.2 Kintyre Local Goose Management Scheme 
 

16.2.1 Scheme and objectives 
The Kintyre scheme follows an initial scheme established in 2000 and is aimed at 
protecting the internationally important goose populations on Kintyre, while reducing 
the economic loss to farmers of hosting such important populations on their valuable 
in-bye fields.   

The Kintyre scheme operates within the national objectives. The specific scheme 
objectives are to:  

 Minimise the economic losses of farmers who suffer goose damage. 
 Introduce a management framework which will provide sufficient feeding area for 

the number of geese over wintered within the scheme area.   
 Ensure that Scotland fulfils its international conservation obligations. 
 Carry out regular reviews of payments and payment rates in the light of current 

agricultural circumstances to ensure that land managers are not being over or 
under compensated and that value for money is being delivered. 
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The overall aim of the Kintyre scheme is to “Minimise conflict between goose 
conservation and agriculture in the Kintyre Local Framework area”. 

 

16.2.2 Goose species and site designations 
The scheme is set up to ensure that international conservation obligations are being 
met for the Greenland White-fronted Geese.  Smaller populations of Greylag and 
Greenland Barnacle Geese also occur within the scheme area.  JNCC (2010) lists 
one SPA (Kintyre Goose Roosts) of 412.37 ha, with Greenland White-fronted Goose 
as a named species.  

 

16.2.3 Monitoring and population estimates 
Counts of the numbers of Greenland White-fronted, Greylag and Greenland Barnacle 
Geese are carried out once a week for the sites of Laggan, Tayinloan, Clachan and 
Gigha from the period of mid October to late April.  Counts of Gigha and Tayinloan 
occur on the same day in order to avoid the possibility of double counting.  Standard 
routes are used and the start and timing vary in order to reduce bias according to 
time of day.   Counts are recorded by field and, more recently, information on habitat 
and stock type have also been collated.  These counts also feed directly into the 
international counts (but unlike on Islay they are not paired counts).  Counts are 
carried out by SNH staff.   Counts are then summed for the Kintyre scheme and an 
annual population estimate is taken as the seasonal mean of all counts for the winter 
period.  Peak counts are also calculated for each year (see Figure G.3).   Additional 
information on breeding success is collected for Greenland White-fronted Geese for 
all sites apart from Gigha.  Historical data are available from Laggan and Tayinloan 
since 1990, Clachan since 1993 and Gigha since 2001.  Count data are also collated 
for Glenbarr, a site that experiences occasional use.  The results of the scheme 
counts are also used for the calculation of payments to farmers, based on the goose 
densities per ha (based on a 3-year average). 
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Figure G3.     Changes in the population counts of Greenland White-fronted 

Goose (square), Greylag Goose (triangles) and Greenland 
Barnacle Goose (diamonds) in the Kintyre LGMS based on peak 
counts (from LGMS data). 

The peak population of Greenland White-fronted Goose in the winter of 2009/2010 
was estimated as 3,360 (Figure G3).  This represents the third year of an increase in 
numbers, although the numbers are still slightly lower than the figure reported for the 
winter of 2000-2001 of 3,600 birds.  Based on the data from the spring international 
counts in 2008/2009, the Kintyre scheme represented 26% and 15% of the Scottish 
and global population of Greenland White-fronted Goose respectively. 

Numbers of Greenland Barnacle Geese over the last ten years are relatively small 
and range between 41 and 116 birds (Figure G3).  

The wintering population of Greylag Geese in the winter of 2009/2010 was estimated 
as 898 geese, which was very similar to numbers recorded in the winter of 
2000/2001 (Figure G3).  Although these Greylag Geese are likely to be from the 
migratory Icelandic population, these figures may include resident breeding Greylags 
for which no estimated numbers are available. 
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16.2.4 Zones and payment rates  
Geese are present in four main locations in Kintyre (Laggan, Tayinloan, Clachan and 
Gigha), with most farms in the scheme located in the first two of these areas.  

The allocation of fields into zones is determined by goose density in the 2005-2008 
period (Table G11). Higher density fields (>3 per ha) are automatically defined as 
feeding zone fields.  

Table G11:  Zones used in the Kintyre LGMS 

Goose density  Zone Scaring/disturbance allowed? 

≥3/ha   Feeding zone None 

1-2.99/ha  Buffer zone Non-noisy scaring allowed 

<1/ha Scaring zone Yes, and access for SNH scarer 

 

Payment rates for the three zones are given in Table G12.  The feeding zone rates 
relate to a density of >=12 geese per ha with proportionate reductions at lower 
densities.  The minimum feeding zone payment is £163 per ha to ensure that feeding 
management is paid at a higher rate than buffer management.  Buffer zone payments 
are for a density of 3 per ha with proportionate reductions for lower densities.  Farms 
with only scaring zone fields are paid a flat rate of £100 as an incentive to join the 
scheme.  

Table G12:     Payment rates used in the Kintyre LGMS in 2009/10 (actually paid 
after any capping by NGMRG) 

Feeding zone 
(£ per ha) 

Buffer zone Scaring zone 

(£ per ha) (£ per year) 

Stocked (1st Jan- 31st March) 326 
163 100 

Unstocked (1st Jan- 31st March) 356 

 

The feeding zone stocked payment rates are based on additional costs and income 
forgone on dairy farms (Table G13), with adjustment to reflect options for stocking in 
winter.   

Table G13:  Items in the payment calculation for the Kintyre LGMS 

Type of effect on farm income Item  

Additional costs  
Reseeding every 6 years instead of 8 

Additional fertiliser in spring and autumn  

Income foregone through loss of 
agricultural production 

Loss from dairy cows, from reduced grazing, silage and 
aftermath 

When unstocked, equivalent income from hog 
overwintering.  
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16.2.5 Management agreement obligations and compliance monitoring 
The management agreement has scaring conditions (Table G11) but no other 
conditions that affect farm management other than those relating to the unstocked 
option.  There are no conditions relating to fertiliser applications or reseeding 
frequency even though these are important elements in the payment calculation.  

There is no formal monitoring of compliance – but there is very little to comply with 
and therefore little to monitor.  The SNH counter and goose officer informally 
monitored compliance with the conditions for the unstocked option. This indicated 
that compliance was very high.  There appeared to be no financial sanctions imposed 
for non-compliance.  

 

16.2.6 Shooting 
No licences are issued for shooting Greenland White-fronted or Barnacle Geese in 
Kintyre.  

  

16.2.7 Uptake and payments to farmers 
The 2008/09 report recorded 43 eligible farms with geese, of which 34 entered the 
scheme and received payments (Table G14).  Of these, 26 were dairy farms. 
However, the apparent non-uptake of 21% was considered by SNH staff to be an 
artefact, since it included fields where ownership was unknown.  Local staff members 
were unable to identify the 43 farms eligible but stated that all farms with significant 
goose numbers entered the scheme.  Non-applicants were those with less than one 
goose per ha, for whom the incentive of £100 was apparently too small to induce 
entry.   There were 195 fields in the database.   

Table G14:     Numbers of farms/crofts entering the Kintyre scheme and 
receiving payments 

Year  

Number of 
farms 

eligible to 
apply for 
scheme  

Number of 
eligible farms 

with geese 
present  

Number 
applied to 

enter 
scheme  

Number 
accepted  

Number 
receiving 

management 
payments  

2009/10 46 43 34 34 34 

 

Total payments and areas are given in Table G15, with the costs of the scheme as a 
whole in Table G16. 

Table G15:  Areas and payments in the Kintyre LGMS in 2009/10  

 Feeding zone Buffer zone Scaring zone 
Total area on which 
payments made (ha) 198.7 387.18 584.38 

Total payment 
made  £39,926.00 £36,492.00 £1000.00 

 

The Kintyre scheme cost £110,364 to operate and payments accounted for £77,418 
(70.1%) of the total (Table G16).  With an average count in 2008/09 of 2,114 geese, 
the cost per goose is £52.20, with a payment cost of £36.60 per goose.  Using the 
shorter 20-week average count of 2,558 gives a mean total cost of £43.10 per goose.  
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Table G16:  Expenditure related to Kintyre scheme (£ per year) 

 2008/09 
(£) 

Management payments 77,418 

Other expenditure specific to scheme (goose officers, 
monitoring, scaring, equipment, travel)  25,033 

Administration of scheme (SNH) 4,535 

Administration of scheme (SGRPID) 3,378 

TOTAL 110,364 

Note: 2009/10 forecast expenditures are identical to those for 2008/09 

 

16.2.8 Analysis of payments  
Statistics on goose densities, counts and payments were derived from the LGMG 
database (Table G17).  This is a scheme that has a high area of buffer zone (62% of 
the total area) relative to feeding zone.  It reflects the low mean goose density at 1.94 
per ha, and a median of 1.09 per ha.  Around half of the fields (47%) had a density of 
less than 1 goose per ha and only 18% qualified as feeding zone fields (≥3 per ha). 
Thirty-five per cent of fields had a density of <0.5 per ha.  Hence the Kintyre scheme 
is funding mainly low-density fields  

Table G17:  Density and payment data for the Kintyre LGMS 

 Minimum Maximum Mean Median 
Density (geese/ha) (195 
fields) 0.00 14.39 1.94 1.096 

Total farmer payment 
(£) (34 farms)  100.00 12,947 2,277.0 719.6 

 

The maximum payment was £12,947, with a median of £719.60, indicating that 50% 
of farmers in the scheme received less than £719 per year (10 received the minimum 
£100).  Geese and payments are thus concentrated on a relatively small number of 
fields and farms, with others being minor beneficiaries of the Kintyre scheme.   

The buffer zone payments are calculated in a way that distorts the proportionate 
scaling of payments in relation to density.  At face value, the buffer payment is 
£163/3 per goose which gives £54.30 per goose.  The feeding zone payments for 
unstocked land are £356/12= £29.70 per goose.  The feeding zone payments are 
constrained to not fall below the maximum buffer zone payment of £163.  The 
outcome (Figure G4) is that feeding zone fields with 3-5.5 goose per ha (3-6.0 if 
stocked) receive the same payment.  Buffer zone fields are paid at high rates per 
goose held.  This is an unsatisfactory basis for payments because it is neither 
proportional nor related to marginal cost.  
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Figure G4:  Payment (£) in relation to goose density (per ha)  
If it is assumed that damage is proportional to density, then there should be a straight 
line relationship between density and payments, and the obvious way of achieving 
this is to reduce the buffer zone payments so that they do not exceed what an 
unstocked feeding zone field would in theory receive at the same density59.  For 
example a buffer zone density of 2.5 currently receives £135.80 per ha but would 
receive £74.20 under the revision suggested.  An FZ field at a density of 5.0 would 
receive £148.30 instead of £163.  

Forty-five per cent of all fields have a density between 1.0 and 5.5 and, of the fields 
receiving payments, 84% appear to have been „overpaid‟ because of the 
unsatisfactory integration of buffer and feeding zone rates.  This goes some way 
towards explaining the high cost per goose of this Kintyre scheme.  

 

16.2.9 Basis and operation of the scheme 
The Kintyre local group committee and the farmers interviewed considered that the 
scheme worked well.  There was concern from one farmer about the accuracy of 
counts but this appeared to be a minority view.  The scheme was perceived by the 
group as being relatively expensive to operate, at a cost per goose of 
£110,364/2,214=£52.20 per goose (£35.00 per goose in payments).  This was 
attributed, in part, to the dispersed nature of the scheme and the resultant high 
                                                 
59 The Islay scheme has this condition inserted into their spreadsheet calculation as is apparent in 
Figure 1.1. 
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travelling and time costs for SNH staff and counters/scarers.  It was also pointed out 
that the Greenland White-fronted Goose is a larger goose than the Barnacle, such 
that comparison of costs per goose with Barnacle areas may be misleading.  The 
scheme has a goose officer and farmers found the administration quite satisfactory 
with little administrative burden for participants.  

The scheme incorporates a high proportion of low density fields and the NGMRG 
advised the group in 2008 that the scheme should focus more on the level of actual 
goose damage rather than the number of participants per se.  As a result of limits on 
funding, other schemes have had to target support for goose management on the 
most densely used fields.  Concern was expressed about the high cost of the 
scheme and its value or money.  

The LGMG consider “that the scheme balances the needs of those with lower 
densities of geese as well as those with higher densities.  Any change to that balance 
would jeopardise the involvement of farmers who get lower levels of payments, 
primarily for scaring only.  The impact of this shift in management would result in 
uncoordinated non-scheme scaring, pushing higher densities of geese onto the farms 
which already have the highest densities”.  It is hard to understand the logic of this 
statement, which implies that scheme-organized scaring aims to leave the geese 
where they are rather than concentrating them in the feeding zones.  

 

16.2.10 Cost effectiveness 
Kintyre is a high cost scheme with costs per goose over twice that for Islay. It has 
aimed to be inclusive by incorporating a large number of fields but many have few 
geese and yet impose administrative and scaring costs and payments.  Cost-
effectiveness could be improved by the group not providing scaring services.  This 
would save £15,600 per year but its impacts need to be investigated.  Costs could 
also be reduced by £7,300 by limiting the counts to international obligations and 
using historic data.  The issues surrounding these decisions are similar to those 
covered for Islay (see Table G.10).  

The payment calculation clearly needs to be reorganised, particularly as regards the 
buffer payments.  We recalculated the buffer zone payments based on extending the 
feeding zone stocked payments to lower densities (which would straighten the buffer 
payments in G4) and the cost saving was 24% of the total payment expenditure.   An 
adjustment to the feeding zone payments to remove the lower cap (and straighten 
the feeding zone payment line in Figure 2.1) saved 29% of the payment expenditure. 
This normalisation would reduce the mean payment cost per goose to £26.10 per 
goose (compared with £36.60 actually paid).  

As with the Islay LGMG we suggest removing the fertiliser element from the payment 
calculation.  There was no obligation to spread additional fertiliser and no evidence 
from interviews that farmers did increase spring and autumn fertiliser due to 
participation in the scheme.  This would save 24-27% of the feeding zone area 
payments. Introduced jointly, these savings would reduce the payments by 46%.  

 

16.2.11 Conclusion 
This Kintyre scheme has an important role in providing habitat for the population of 
Greenland White-fronted Geese and numbers have been reasonably stable since the 
start of the scheme (see Figure G3).  When taking into account the total costs of 
running the scheme and the numbers of geese supported taken from the scheme 
counts, the cost is £52.20 per goose compared to £36.60 per goose based on 
payments to farmers alone.  Therefore the scheme appears to be expensive per 
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goose supported even when the dispersed nature of the location and the dairy 
farming context are taken into account.  Some caution must be exercised in 
comparing this with Islay or other locations however, because of the larger size of the 
Greenland White-fronted Goose but even so the scheme is not cost-effective due 
mainly to a poorly designed payment structure, which we suggest is not fit for 
purpose.  It is more likely that this represents an error in design rather than a 
negotiated mechanism to improve farmer payments at low goose densities.  

A re-alignment of payments in relation to density would give a cost per goose more 
comparable to other locations, and a removal of fertiliser payments would allow costs 
to be cut by around 46% in total.  No impact would be expected on the Greenland 
White-fronted Goose population since, as the group has indicated, grazing capacity 
is not a limiting factor.  Even more substantial savings could be achieved if scaring 
and counting costs were scaled back but the consequences of this need further 
consideration.  

 

16.3 Solway Barnacle Goose Management Scheme 
The analysis of this scheme was hampered by a lack of a clear database (or linked 
databases) identifying field designations, goose counts per field, which fields were 
receiving payments and a linkage between these and payments made to farmers.  
This may reflect resource constraints for the group and/or a lack of auditing and 
scrutiny.  The annual reports were inadequate for our analysis since they do not 
indicate the counts on fields receiving payments or on fields not receiving payments.  
A protracted correspondence was required to obtain the data presented here. 

 

16.3.1  Scheme and objectives 
The current Solway scheme was launched in 2005 following former schemes starting 
in 1994-95 and 2000.  The objectives of this scheme are consistent with the original 
Goose Policy Framework NGMRG objectives (Scottish Executive 2000), and are 
given as:  

 meet the UK‟s conservation obligations 
 minimise the economic impact of geese on farmers 
 provide value for money of public expenditure 
 

16.3.2 Goose species and site designations 
The Solway scheme is set up primarily to meet conservation obligations for the 
Svalbard Barnacle Goose, whose wintering grounds are located almost entirely 
within the Inner Solway.  The area encompassed by the LGMS only covers part of 
Inner Solway however.  There is also a separate Solway Merse Management 
Scheme, which protects the habitat used by Svalbard Barnacle Geese.  

The Upper Solway Flats and Marshes SPA covers 30,706 ha (part in Scotland and 
part in England) and has the Svalbard Barnacle Goose as a named species.  

 

16.3.3 Monitoring and population estimates 
There are two types of counts that cover the Solway LGMS: the co-ordinated 
Svalbard Barnacle Goose population counts and the management scheme counts, 
which also cover Pink-footed, Greylag and Canada Goose.  More recently both of 
these schemes have been carried out by WWT under contract to SNH.  Additional 
information on brood size and productivity is collected.  
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For the co-ordinated Svalbard Barnacle Goose population survey, weekly counts of 
flocks are carried out during in the arrival and departure period of October and 
April/May respectively.  In between these two periods, the counts are carried out at 
the less reqular interval of every two weeks.  The counts cover the much more 
extensive area of the Inner Solway and therefore include geese outwith the boundary 
of the Solway LGMS itself. Geese are counted in survey sections within an 
intensive1-2 hour period at the same time on the same day, which minimises the risk 
of double counting.  

The management scheme counts are carried out on a 6-day cycle in order to vary the 
day of the week on which each section is counted.  A standard route is set and the 
starting points are varied in order to avoid biases in numbers according to the time of 
day.  Geese are recorded by field and it is permissible to double count geese if flocks 
move between fields.  Although scheme counts do not feed into a direct calculation of 
goose densities per ha, they are used to determine the zones to which each field can 
be allocated when considering the eligibility of fields as part of the scheme (based on 
previous goose use).  Neither the management scheme goose counts nor the co-
ordinated Svalbard Barnacle Goose population counts can be used to indicate the 
numbers of geese actually supported by the LGMS scheme with any degree of 
accuracy. 

The most recent population estimate of the Inner Solway Svalbard Barnacle Goose 
population was approximately 32,800 birds in the winter of 2009/2010.  The long-
term trend is an increase in numbers from the 1960s, when approximately 2,500-
3000 birds were recorded.  The scheme would seem to have facilitated the growth in 
size of this population.   

 

16.3.4 Zones and payment rates  
In the Solway scheme, the LGMG defines zones and their constituent fields taking 
account of the presence and location of the RSPB and WWT reserves, and intertidal 
roost sites.  Feeding zone fields are those most likely to be consistently heavily used 
by geese and buffer zone fields those likely to have less consistent or less heavy 
use.  Outwith these zones, there are designated scaring zones.  The LGMG used 5-
year count data in their designation of fields.  Those with an average of >2100 goose 
days per ha were identified as potential feeding zone and those with 700 goose days 
per ha as potential buffer zone.   

The LGMG state that they use detailed local knowledge and local patterns of goose 
use to develop logical and strategic goose management zones.  In practice, each 
year the group receive offers of fields and designations from farmers within the 
scheme and decides on the allocation.  Whilst density data from previous years 
inform this allocation, the actual mechanism used has no clear rules and can involve 
direct negotiation with farmers.  

Payments are made for fields in the feeding and buffer zones but no payment is 
made in the scaring zone (Table G18).  Two farms adjacent to the WWT reserve are 
allocated higher buffer zone payments because of high goose densities due to their 
location.  This recognises the need for these farms to have buffer ground and some 
flexibility in their farming.  
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Table G18:  Payment rates for the Solway LGMS in 2009/10 (actually paid after 
any capping by NGMRG) 

Feeding zone Buffer zone Buffer zone (Midtown, 
Newfield) 

(£ per ha) (£ per ha) (£ per ha) 

370 110 240 

 

The feeding zone payment rates are based on additional costs and income foregone 
(Table G19).  Farm context is not uniform: three of the 17 farms in the scheme are 
dairy farms and these might be expected to have higher opportunity costs.  Buffer 
zone payments are set at 50% of the income foregone element in the feeding zone 
payment calculation.  In 2008/09 the payment rates were revised and a new bid put 
to the NGMRG.  The rates in Table G18 represent a revision of the 2007-08 bid 
figure, as the NGMRG „scaled back‟ the proposed rates.  Unlike some other 
schemes, the payments are at a flat rate according to the zone and are not modified 
according to goose density.  

Table G19:  Items in the payment calculation used by the Solway LGMS 

Type of effect on farm income Item  

Additional costs  
Reseeding every 4 years instead of 8 

Additional fertiliser in spring and autumn  

Income foregone through loss of 
agricultural production 

Loss from dairy cows, from reduced grazing, silage and 
aftermath 

 

The Solway LGMG were of the opinion that the payment zone was supporting its 
maximum population and that as the population increased geese were spreading out 
to nearby locations.  

 

16.3.5 Management agreement obligations and compliance monitoring 
The Solway management agreement has the usual scaring conditions associated 
with each zone.  Participants agree not to apply for licences to shoot Barnacle 
Geese, although other shooting is not restricted unless it causes disturbance to the 
feeding zone.  There are no other conditions that constrain farm management (e.g. 
reseed frequency or fertiliser applications, grazing by livestock) and no restrictions on 
slurry applications.  A wide range of grass and crops are eligible for buffer zone 
payments (including rape and cereals).  

There is no formal monitoring of compliance with management agreement obligations 
(but conditions other than scaring are minimal).  The goose officer and counters do 
engage in recording of scaring and shooting (disturbance) events during scheme 
counts, and there is stated to be a degree of self-policing by participants in the 
scheme.  
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16.3.6 Shooting 
No licences were issued in 2008/09 according to SGRPID statistics.  Although 
participants receiving payments have an obligation not to apply for licences, the 
LGMG state that “there have been a small number of applications for a licence to 
shoot Barnacle Geese” but these have not been supported by the group and have 
not been granted.  Presumably these are applications from farmers outwith the 
LGMS area, although this is not clear.  
 
16.3.7 Uptake and payments to farmers 
There are around 50 farms (7,600 ha) within the count area. of which 31 had geese 
in 2008/09.  Of these, only 18 are included in the payment zones.   Farms not in the 
payment zones are either designated as scaring zone or outwith the scheme.  

Of the 19 farms eligible for payments, 18 entered the scheme in the last two years 
(Table G20).  One intensive dairy farmer did not participate because he wished to 
minimise the impact of geese on his farm through scaring.  He believes that 
participating in the scheme would reduce his ability to make high quality silage, force 
a reduction in stocking rate and have major impacts on income.  In addition it would 
reduce the capital value of his business, which would be critical were the farm to be 
sold as a commercial unit.  Nevertheless, the farmer benefited from the scheme 
since, by providing habitat, it reduced the impact of geese on his business. 

Table G20:    Numbers of farms in the Solway LGMS payment zone in 2008/09 
and 2009/10  

Year  

Number of 
farms eligible 
to apply for 
scheme in 
that year  

Number of 
eligible 

farms with 
geese in 
that year 

Number 
applied to 

enter 
scheme in 
that year 

Number 
accepted in 

that year 

Number 
receiving 

management 
payments in 

that year 

2008/09 18 18 17 17 17 

2009/10 18 18 17 17 17 

 

The difference between areas eligible for payment and areas participating reflects the 
non-participation of one farmer (Table G21).   

Table G21:   Areas eligible for payment in the Solway LGMS in 2008/09 and 
2009/10 

 Feeding Zone Buffer  Zone 

Year  Area 
eligible for 
scheme in 
that year 

(ha) 

Area 
entered 

into 
scheme 
in that 

year (ha) 

Total 
payment 
made (£) 

Area 
eligible for 
scheme in 
that year 

(ha) 

Area 
entered 

into 
scheme 
in that 

year (ha) 

Total 
payment 
made (£) 

2008/09 482 468 173,278 470 418 46,782 

2009/10 478 465 172,075 465 413 45,823 
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In the Solway area, there are numerous farms with geese not considered eligible for 
payments.  In 2008-09 there were 29 fields with densities exceeding 5 geese per ha 
and 480 fields with densities exceeding 2 geese per ha.  Interviews with a sample of 
farmers not eligible for payments revealed a problem with goose damage that they 
considered significant. There was dissatisfaction with the scheme because 
assistance was limited to advice and some provision of scaring equipment. These 
farmers considered themselves disenfranchised.   

Representations were made in 2007/08 for inclusion by groups of farms excluded 
from payments.  These applications were rejected by the LGMG either because the 
geese were mainly Pink-feet or because the goose densities were lower than those 
in the current scheme.  

The total reported cost of the scheme in 2008/09 (Table G22) was £241,355 of which 
91% was in payments to farmers.  The main non-payment expenditure was for 
counting (£14,606) and provision of scaring equipment (£1,639).  No specific goose 
officer or goose scaring co-ordinators are employed, although SNH provide 
secretarial and scheme management services.  The 6-day counts were contracted 
out to WWT.  

Table G22:  Expenditure related to the Solway scheme in 2009/2010 (£ per 
year) 

 2008/09 
(£) 

Management payments 220,060 

Other expenditure specific to scheme (staff, 
monitoring, scaring, equipment, travel)  16,245 

Administration of scheme (SNH) 3,892 

Administration of scheme (SGRPID) 1,158 

TOTAL 241,355 

    Note: 2009/10 forecast expenditures are similar to those for 2008/09 

 

The LGMG do not report on the number of geese supported by the scheme or on the 
cost per goose.  

 

16.3.8 Basis and operation of the scheme 
The Solway scheme is focussed on 18 farms close to the reserves and has sought to 
contain geese within this area.  However, Barnacle Goose numbers in the Solway 
area have increased over the last 15-20 years and continue to do so.  The scheme 
appears to be at capacity on the ca 940 ha that participate, and geese are spreading 
to new areas.  The approach of concentrating geese near the reserves appears 
increasingly unsatisfactory and inequitable as farms suffering goose damage outside 
the payment zones no longer have the realistic option of scaring into the scheme 
area.  The group has argued strongly against any expansion of the scheme if this 
implies dilution of payments to existing participants.  

This raises more fundamental questions about strategy for geese in the area and the 
desirability of supporting an increasing population.  The LGMG did not provide the 
review with a readily interpretable database that allowed linkage between the count 
data and the zonation and payments.  Such information will be important in any re-
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modelling of the scheme.  There was a lack of transparency and clear rules in the 
allocation of fields to payment categories.  This may cause concern for any external 
scrutiny of the scheme.  

Whilst participants were generally pleased with the operation and administration of 
the scheme, there was dissatisfaction amongst some farmers excluded from 
payments.  

 

16.3.9 Cost effectiveness 
Data provided by the Solway LGMG on the fields participating in the scheme and 
their zonation in 2009/10 were used to estimate a cost per goose for the scheme. 
The total payment derived from this dataset was £218,259 and the total scheme cost 
estimated at around £240,000.  Fields receiving payments supported 1,456,146 
goose days.  The cost per goose days is thus £0.15 (payments only) or £0.165 (total 
cost).  Assuming a season of 216 days the cost per goose is around £32.40 
(payments only) or £35.60 (total)60. 

Our estimates of the cost of support from feeding and buffer fields were £29.60 and 
£33.20 per goose respectively.  This suggests that the zonal payment relativities are 
reasonably well set in relation to their effectiveness.  

The Solway is a relatively high cost scheme.   Although a comparison with Islay 
might suggest comparable payments rates per ha, this is deceptive since in Solway 
payments are not scaled by goose density: they are absolute rates per ha.  The rates 
of payments in relation to goose density are undoubtedly the main reason for the 
scheme‟s high cost.   

The most obvious route to increase cost-effectiveness is to reduce payment rates or 
scale payments to goose days supported.  Stricter eligibility and selection criteria in 
relation to cropping may also provide a route for greater cost-effectiveness.  The 
group does not appear to have analysed the effectiveness of different land uses for 
feeding geese and this may offer scope for improving cost-effectiveness.  

As with other areas we also suggest removing the fertiliser element from the basis of 
costing since there is little evidence to indicate that additional fertiliser is applied.  
This would save between 19 and 25% of the feeding zone costs.    

One route to improve effectiveness is to expand the scheme within the current 
budget to allow bids from a wider set of farms with Barnacle Geese and then select 
fields on a more objective basis.  The Solway LGMG argue that such an approach 
would fragment the scheme and reduce its effectiveness, when, in fact, it could do 
just the opposite.  The group appreciate that the scheme may not be fully 
representative of farms damaged by geese in the area.  Their intention is to 
reconsider whether the members of the group encompass the full range of required 
representation.   

 

16.3.10 Conclusion 
The Solway scheme has been successful in obtaining broad support and 
considerably reducing the historic animosity towards geese in the area.  The LGMG 
state that “there is a considerable degree of co-operation in the goose scheme area 
over the management of geese”.  The value of this goodwill is not to be 

                                                 
60 The Solway LGMG argue that the scheme supports at least 15-20,000 geese but the basis for these 
figures is unclear and may include counts from land under the Solway Merse Management Scheme. 
Using the LGMS figures gives a cost of £12-16 per goose.  We consider that using goose counts taken 
only from fields receiving payments within the LGMS is a more relevant basis for measuring cost.  
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underestimated.  The scheme has probably facilitated an increase in the Svalbard 
Barnacle Goose population.  However, this has been achieved at a relatively high 
cost per goose.  We suggest that there is likely to be considerable scope for 
improving the cost effectiveness of this scheme by removing payments for fertiliser, 
and by more rigorous selection of fields and tighter conditions on land use, or linking 
payments to goose density.  

The current scheme is not addressing the wider issue of increasing geese numbers, 
outside the payment zone and with species other than Barnacle Goose.  We consider 
that it should ideally be re-formulated to provide an opportunity to respond to the 
increasing and spatially expanding goose population, the case for increased cost-
effectiveness and wider representation, and to implement greater transparency in 
operations and reporting.  

 

16.4 Loch of Strathbeg Goose Management Scheme 
 

16.4.1 Scheme and objectives 
The first Loch of Strathbeg goose management scheme was an SNH-financed pilot 
established to “alleviate the conflict between the geese which roost on the loch and 
the surrounding farms where they feed” (JNCC, 2010a).  It operated from 1994-1997.  
Using monitoring data from the pilot and subsequent research, an application was 
made to the NGMRG and accepted in 2001/02.  Whilst there is a presumption 
against management schemes for populations of (grey) geese not requiring special 
protection, the NGMRG made an exception for this area, because it surrounded a 
large, established roost which was designated as an SPA, and the high concentration 
of geese caused significant damage to crops and grass in the surrounding area.  

The objectives, as stated in the LGMS 2009 annual report, concur with the original 
Goose Policy Framework objectives (Scottish Executive 2000), and are given as:  

 meet the UK‟s conservation obligations 
 minimise the economic impact of geese on farmers 
 provide value for money of public expenditure 
 

The Loch of Strathbeg scheme is unusual in having a tight budgetary cap and 
boundary imposed by the NGMRG to limit expenditure in a context where no Annex 1 
species are being supported.   

The scheme is designed to facilitate scaring off grass and crops on to refuge areas.  
It operates as a spring-only scheme (March and April), targeted at the period when 
agricultural damage is greatest.  

 

16.4.2 Goose species and site designation 
The Loch of Strathbeg scheme is set up for primarily for Icelandic Pink-footed Geese 
but smaller numbers of Icelandic Greylag and Svalbard Barnacle Geese also occur 
within the scheme area.  

The Loch of Strathbeg is internationally recognised for its importance as a roost for 
wintering and migrating geese, namely the Pink-footed Goose.  It is an SPA 
(covering 615.94 ha) and a Ramsar Site. 
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16.4.3 Monitoring and population counts 
Goose counts are not carried out as part of the Loch of Strathbeg scheme because 
Pink-footed Geese are a very mobile species and they have a relatively high 
turnover.  Therefore monitoring is designed to try and quantify the actual usage of 
fields by counting droppings during a single visit in each of the months of March and 
April.  The numbers of droppings are counted in a 5m2 sampling area in up to 20 
locations per field, depending on the overall size.   Sward height is also measured 
and is used to check that the feeding areas are being used sufficiently.  These 
dropping counts are then converted into goose days per ha (with adjustments made 
for rainfall based on previous calibrations carried out as part of the scheme).  This 
information is then used to derive a proxy for the number of goose days supported by 
the different types of zones (e.g. feeding, buffer) and the scheme itself, thereby 
providing a means of demonstrating value for money.  Counts are carried out by an 
independent ecological consultant under contract to SNH.  

Monthly WeBS counts (see Appendix E) are also carried out at the Loch of Strathbeg 
and published data from the annual WeBS report are available up to the winter of 
2007/2008.  The monthly WeBS counts are cited in GSAG‟s annual report to 
NGMRG but are potentially misleading since the highest numbers occur in the 
autumn when the scheme is not in operation.  RSPB also carry out dawn roost 
counts twice a week at the Loch of Strathbeg during the winter period.  Count data 
from March and April (see Figure G5) are then provided by the RSPB to the 
independent ecological consultant to estimate the number of goose days that need to 
be supported by the scheme each year.     
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Figure G5:     Changes in the numbers of Pink-footed geese recorded during 

the Loch of Strathbeg spring roost counts (grey= March, Black = 
April). 
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16.4.4 Zones and payment rates  
The Loch of Strathbeg scheme operates within an 87km2 area around the loch, with 
fields allocated to one of two zones: feeding and buffer.  The LGMG is obliged by 
NGMRG to broadly follow the classic bullseye concept in which buffer zone land 
must be adjacent to feeding zone land.  This puts constraints on what individual 
farmers can offer as buffer zone by obliging them to offer one or more adjacent 
feeding zone fields.  

Table G23 gives payment rates for 2010.  These are fixed rate payments that do not 
vary with goose counts.  A one-off scaring zone payment of £250 was made in the 
years 2005-2007 to support the purchase of scaring equipment but has now been 
discontinued.  

Table G23:     Payment rates used in the Loch of Strathbeg LGMS (actually paid 
after any capping by NGMRG) in 2010 

Feeding zone (non-organic) 
(£ per ha) 

Feeding zone (organic) 
(£ per ha) 

Buffer zone 
(£ per ha) 

159 114 57 

 

The feeding zone payments are based on the cost of additional fertiliser and loss of 
production from delayed turnout to grassland (Table G24).  This accounts for only a 
part of the reduction in farm income resulting from goose grazing as calculated by 
Daw and Daw (2001).  They estimated that impacts on grassland only accounted for 
22% of the total damage costs.  Impacts on crop yields, and especially the inability to 
grow winter barley, were much more significant.  

The buffer zone payment is set at 50% of the income foregone in the feeding zone.  
Since the scheme is over-subscribed and there is a fixed budget, the LGMG selects 
amongst the fields offered on the basis of previous count information and the spatial 
linkage between feeding zone and buffer zone fields so as to use the budget to best 
advantage.  

Table G24:      Items in the Loch of Strathbeg LGMS payment calculation 
(feeding zone)  

Type of effect on farm income Non-organic  Organic 

Additional costs  Additional fertiliser in 
spring  (125 kg/ha 
nitrogen) 

 

Income foregone through loss of 
agricultural production 

Loss from delayed 
turnout of store cattle 

Loss from delayed 
turnout of store cattle 

 

16.4.5 Management agreement obligations and compliance monitoring 
The zones (Table G25) have the usual restrictions on scaring but additionally an 
obligation to apply fertiliser in February on non-organic feeding zone fields. There is a 
careful compliance system in operation and farmers have to phone SNH on the day 
fertiliser is applied. Random checks are made as a check on compliance.   
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Table G25:  Principal management agreement obligations in the Loch of 
Strathbeg LGMS 

Feeding zone – non organic Feeding zone - organic Buffer zone 

No stock grazing or recreational 
activity  

No stock grazing or 
recreational activity  

Visual scaring 
only  

No scaring and no audible scaring 
within 100m of feeding zone field 
boundaries  

No scaring and no 
audible scaring within 
100m of feeding zone 
field boundaries  

 

Only inorganic fertiliser can be 
applied   

125 kg per ha nitrogen fertiliser to be 
applied between 20th and 28th 
February to comply with the Nitrate 
Vulnerable Zone regulations  

  

  

Apart from the fertiliser obligation, the main constraint on feeding zone fields is the 
restriction on stocking until May.  Farmers with stock and sufficiently early fields 
greatly prefer the buffer zone option because they can put stock on when grass starts 
to grow in April.  Our interviews suggested that feeding zone fields were offered by 
farmers who had lower demands for early grazing, where fields were late and wet, 
and where some feeding zone had to be offered in order to ensure that the buffer 
zone offers were accepted.  

 

16.4.6 Scaring and shooting 
Although visual scaring is permitted on buffer zone fields, little scaring is practised for 
a number of reasons.  Farmers prefer to have geese on their grass rather than on 
their crops.  Maintaining goose numbers also increased the probability of 
participation in future years.  Scaring also requires considerable effort especially on 
remote farms.  

Many farmers have „commercial‟ goose shooting during the 1/10-1/2 open season 
and it seems that a substantial number of geese are shot but the exact numbers are 
not known.   

The 2009 annual report states that three farmers applied for closed season licences 
(two issued).  However, the SGRPID 2009 records indicate that no licences were 
issued.  The majority of farmers found the licence system administratively demanding 
and there was little incentive to obtain a licence since shooting to scare is legal as 
long as no geese are shot.  

 

16.4.7 Uptake and payments to farmers 
In 2008/09 there were 57 eligible farmers within the boundary of the Loch of 
Strathbeg scheme, of which 17 applied to enter and were accepted.  The 17 
participants had 24 farms with 94 fields participating in the scheme.  Feeding zone 
applications (465.9 ha) exceeded the available funding and only 392.7 ha were 
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accepted (84% of the total) (Table G26). Of the buffer zone applications, 66% were 
accepted.   

Table G26: Total Areas and Payments in the Loch of Strathbeg LGMS in 2009 

 Feeder zone (non-
organic) 

Feeder zone 
(organic) Buffer zone 

Area applied for 
scheme (ha) 367.41 98.45 442.11 

Area entered into 
scheme (ha) 303.79 88.91 289.34 

Total payment 
made (£) 48,302 10,135 16,492 

 

The evidence from interviews suggested that those not applying to join the scheme 
opted not to do so because they found the restrictions on stocking in the feeding 
zone too costly, the goose problems were relatively slight or they wished to retain 
flexibility in farm management.  However, since the budget is limited and over-
subscribed, non-applicants were not perceived as a problem for the success of the 
scheme.  SNH (2009) indicates no correlation between goose use of a refuge 
(feeding zone) and distance from the roost to the Loch. 

The interview evidence suggested that where farmers chose not to scare in the buffer 
zone there were no binding constraints on the use of the land.  They were essentially 
being paid for normal farm practice and their willingness to accept (WTA) would 
presumably be lower than the payment rate. .   

The payment rates were revised in 2009 but the LGMG proposed budget was 
restricted by NGMRG.  The total scheme expenditure in 2009 was £85,434, of which 
88% consisted of payments to farmers (Table G27).  Other expenditure was low and 
consisted of goose dropping counts undertaken under contract.  Expenditure in 2010 
is expected to be slightly lower than in 2009 due to the impact of conflicts between 
feeding zone obligations and obligations under certain Scottish Rural Development 
Programme (SRDP) Rural Priorities options (see below).  The estimated total 
expenditure is £79,145 of which £69,339 will be on payments.  

Table G27:    Expenditure related to the Loch of Strathbeg scheme in 2009 and 
2010  

 2009 (£) 2010 (£) estimate  

Management payments 74,930 69,339 

Other expenditure specific to scheme 
(goose monitoring)  4,912 4,912 

Administration of scheme (SNH) 5,092 4,934 

Administration of scheme (SGRPID) 500 500 

TOTAL 85,434 79,145 

 

Note: 2009/10 forecast expenditures are not yet available. 
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16.4.8 Basis and operation of the scheme 
Loch of Strathbeg LGMS is a managed scheme in which the group selects fields from 
those offered to the limits imposed by the budget.  It selects spatially related feeding 
zone and buffer zone fields using historic counts and uses the budget cap as the 
criteria for selection.  This seems to be done on an informal VFM basis.  The 
technical aim is to maximise the extent to which the fields in the scheme provide 
feeding for the goose population at the Loch in the spring.  In 2009, 48.9% of the 
local roost population of Pink-footed Geese was supported by the scheme in March 
and 28.8% in April.  Hence the fields in the scheme provide grass for geese but a 
large part of the population appears to feed outwith the fields receiving payment.  

The LGMG and the participants interviewed considered that they had a well-designed 
and operated scheme that suited the participants.  There was careful selection of 
fields with the aim of providing minimal disturbance grazing for geese for two months.  
However, there was evidence that the buffer zone payment rates may be 
unnecessarily high since many participants had no binding obligations on these 
fields.  

In terms of meeting national goose policy objectives, the species are not protected 
under the Birds Directive Annex 1 and are widely shot.  The scheme supports the 
SPA and makes a contribution to meeting the economic losses experienced by 
participant farmers.  It uses an informal VFM assessment for entry into the scheme. 
Essentially it is a tension-reducing scheme that provides some goose welfare 
benefits.  

 

16.4.9 Conflicts with SRDP 
A conflict between two SRDP Rural Priorities contracts and the feeding zone 
obligations with regards to fertiliser spreading dates61 was discovered in February 
2010 on 114.28 ha (involving seven participants).  It was resolved by removing the 
obligation to apply nitrogen fertiliser on feeding zone fields and reducing the payment 
rate to the organic rate (£114 instead of £159 per ha).   This does raise the question 
of whether there is a degree of double funding between the goose schemes and 
SRDP.   It certainly suggested that any mechanisms in place for checking on conflicts 
between contracts might be inadequate.  

 

16.4.10 Cost effectiveness 
The Loch of Strathbeg scheme‟s technical effectiveness is measured by the LGMG 
as the percentage of the local roost population that is observed on scheme fields (as 
indicated above).  A more informative measure of success would be the increase in 
population on the scheme area (or more precisely on the fields receiving payment) as 
compared with what would have happened had the scheme not been operating.  This 
is unobservable but raises the question of what the additionality of the scheme really 
is especially when the majority of geese days are spent outwith scheme fields.  
Participants indicated that without the scheme the geese would have more 
disturbance due to wider scaring but it was not clear what other impact there might 
be.   

The payment rates appear low per ha as compared with other schemes but the 
scheme operates over a limited period (March and April) rather than throughout the 
winter.  Both the LGMG and farmers interviewed were happy with the fixed rate 
payment system even though this does not reward participants equitably in relation to 

                                                 
61 This would not occur in other schemes since only with the Strathbeg scheme is there a clear 
obligation to apply fertiliser between specified dates.  
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goose numbers.  However, where counts per ha in a field are low this reduces the 
chance of participation for that field in the succeeding years.  

Table G28 gives the mean goose days for each zone from observations in March and 
April. The weighted mean payment cost per goose is £13.8062 and the total cost per 
goose £15.70.  

Table G28:  Payment cost per goose in the Loch of Strathbeg LGMS (2009)63 

 Feeding zone (non-
organic) 

Feeding zone 
(organic) Buffer zone 

Total Area (ha) 303.8 89.0 289.4 

Goose days 
(March-April) 146,700 30,830 105,740 

Geese supported 
per ha  9.29 6.66 7.03 

Payment cost per 
goose (£) 17.1 17.1 8.1 

Note: A different dataset was used to derive these figures from that used to derive Table 4.4. Hence 
totals may vary slightly. The number of geese supported per ha is based on 52 days.   

While the feeding zone supported more geese per ha than the buffer zone, when the 
differential in payment rates was included the feeding zones were substantially more 
expensive than the buffer zones.  Organic and non-organic feeding zones were 
similar in value for money (VFM), which makes the fertiliser obligations (and 
payment) of questionable value.  It could be argued that the buffer zone and feeding 
zone fields are not perfect substitutes and that the buffer zone counts are affected 
positively by the proximity of feeding zone fields.  However, it seems unlikely that this 
accounts for the large differentials in cost per goose.  The results are suggestive of 
important differences in VFM for the different zones but they need to be confirmed by 
more detailed analysis using all the scheme data.  

Removing the requirement to apply fertiliser would save 40% of the 2009 feeding 
zone budget and 26% of the total payment cost without any impact on farmer 
incomes.  It is the most obvious cost-saving measure and one which would remove 
SRDP conflicts albeit with a somewhat reduced population supported.  

The feeding zones are important for demonstrating to non-participants that refuges 
are created under the scheme but the linking of feeding zone and buffer zone areas 
restricts what types of field farmers can offer.  If this „bullseye‟ argument for linked 
feeding and buffer zones were dropped, this would offer scope to reduce buffer zone 
payment rates because participants would not be constrained to offer feeding zone 
fields.  Buffer zone payment rates could be reduced anyway since there is a surplus 
of fields offered and compliance with obligations tends not to impact on farm 
businesses.  We would also question the desirability of the obligatory nitrogen 
fertliser application.  Removing it would remove conflicts with SRDP options, and 
payment rates would be lower (at the organic rate), allowing more fields to enter the 
scheme.  

                                                 
62 Based on a payment cost of £74,930, 283,270 goose days and 52 days grazing.   
63 Based on an analysis of Appendix G and the financial data given in the 2009 scheme report.  The 
estimates of grazing days are uncorrected for rainfall.  The estimated dropping loss given in the report is 
14.7% in March and 10.3% in April.  Incorporating this correction would increase goose numbers by 
12.8% over the season and reduce the cost per goose correspondingly. 
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16.4.11 Conclusion 
Loch of Strathbeg LGMS is an efficiently run scheme which participants appreciate.  
Its scale of operation seems well judged even though it provides only a limited 
contribution to feeding the Strathbeg goose population.  The scheme‟s main function 
is to reduce tension and enhance goose habitat by providing spring grazing „refuges‟ 
that give reduced disturbance for goose grazing.  Non-participants have the 
opportunity to apply for entry and benefit indirectly from the refuge creation.  It is the 
only scheme where participation is well below 100% and where fields are carefully 
selected in order to maximise the number of geese supported. It does provide some 
support to the SPA.  However, its main justification seems to be as a conflict 
reducing measure.  

Whilst it appears a somewhat lower cost scheme than many others, comparisons 
must be made with care since it only supports geese for a short time period in the 
spring rather than the whole winter.  Costs could be reduced, with minimal impact, by 
removing the fertiliser payments and obligations.   Relaxing the requirement to have 
linked feeding and buffer zones and allowing the group to select on an (expected) 
least cost per goose basis would also improve cost effectiveness.  

 

16.5 South Walls Goose Management Scheme 
 

16.5.1 Scheme and objectives 
Following a demonstration scheme that started in 1994, a full scheme was launched 
on South Walls in October 2000 and this was superseded by the current scheme in 
2005.  Payments are made on a per hectare basis and do not vary with goose 
density.   

The aim has been to concentrate geese on the designated feeding zone using the 
buffer and scaring zones as additional mechanisms.  Unlike other schemes, the 
feeding zone is located on only two farms.  The success of the scheme thus depends 
largely on satisfactory negotiation with these two farmers.  

The objectives in the 2008/09 report are consistent with the original Goose Policy 
Framework objectives (Scottish Executive 2000): 

 Maintain the wintering population of Barnacle Geese on South Walls. 
 Minimise the agricultural damage and economic loss to the farmers on South 

Walls. 
 Maximise the value for money of public expenditure. 
 
16.5.2 Goose species and site designations 
The scheme is set up to support Greenland Barnacle Geese but there are a small 
number of Greylag Geese also present.  The neighbouring island of Switha, where 
the Barnacle Goose population of South Walls roosts, is designated an SPA with the 
Barnacle Goose as the named species.   

 

16.5.3 Monitoring 
Weekly Counts of Greenland Barnacle Geese from mid October to early April are 
carried out using a fixed route along which there are six vantage points from which 
observations can be made.  Efforts are made to ensure that the birds are not double 
counted. Counts are then summed across the island to provide a total population 
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count and are not expressed at the level of the farm.  The peak counts for each 
month are then averaged across the season to produce an annual population 
estimate.  In addition to the weekly counts, there are daily counts made but these are 
not complete counts across the island.  Moreover daily counts are prone to double 
counting as these numbers are gathered whilst carrying out scaring activities. No 
additional information on brood size and productivity is collected.   
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Figure G7:   Population changes in Greenland Barnacle Geese on South Walls, 

Orkney (based on peak counts- data derived from GSAG 2010). 
 

The peak count of geese in the winter of 2009-2010 was reported as 1,272.  Overall 
the population of Greenland Barnacle Goose is currently very similar to the figures for 
2001 but numbers did increase in the winters of 2003-2004 to 2005-2006 (Figure 
G7).  

 

16.5.4 Zones and payment rates  
The demonstration project on South Walls identified a requirement for approximately 
50 ha of feeding area and 27 ha of buffer zone.  These areas have been extended to 
cope with an increase in the number of geese over time.  The local group decide on 
the allocation of fields to zones so as to achieve the required areas for goose feeding 
(Table G29).  In addition, there is a substantial scaring zone and the aim in design is 
to scare birds towards the buffer and feeding zones.   
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Table G29:  Areas and payment rates under the South Walls LGMS in 2009/10 

 Feeding zone Buffer zone Scaring zone 
Total area on which 
payments made (ha) 64.26 40 445.64 

Payment rate (£ per 
ha) 280 57  

Single payment   100 
 

Payment rates proposed in 2008/09 were £305 per ha (feeding zone) and £60 per ha 
(buffer zone) but because of constraints imposed by NGMRG on the payment 
budget, the rates were reduced to those in Table 5.1 (Churchill, 2008).  Farmers that 
have geese but do not have designated feeding or buffer zones can scare and apply 
for a single payment of £100 per year.   

The feeding zone rates are based on a calculation of additional costs and income 
foregone (Table G30).  There is no aftermath grazing or second silage cut and no 
grazing with sheep.  Buffer zone rates are set at 50% of the feeding zone income 
foregone.    

Table G30:  Items in the payment calculation for South Walls LGMS 

Type of effect on farm income Item  

Additional costs  
Reseeding every 4 years instead of 8 

Additional fertiliser in spring and autumn to 
promote grass growth for geese 

Income foregone through loss 
of agricultural production 

Grazing loss from cattle including lower sale 
weight of cattle 

Silage loss 

 

16.5.5 Management agreement obligations and compliance monitoring 
The management agreement is tightly specified as summarised in Table G31.  There 
are feeding zone obligations on reseeding and fertiliser applications and livestock 
exclusion.  

Table G31:    Principal management agreement obligations for South Walls 
LGMS 

Feeding zone Buffer zone Scaring zone 

No scaring Visual scaring only  Access for SNH scarer 

Livestock excluded during 
winter 

 Obligatory opportunistic 
scaring 

Reseeding every 4 years   

Autumn and spring fertiliser 
applications specified 

  

 

The local SGRPID staff undertake „agricultural monitoring‟ between October and 
June.  There is informal monitoring of the scaring conditions by the counter/scarer.  
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There appears to be no monitoring of the other management agreement conditions 
and the group meeting indicated that the fertiliser obligations were not rigorously 
adhered to.  Indeed, one of the two farmers with feeding zone fields is in the two-year 
conversion period to organic farming and it seems likely that the contract obligation to 
apply fertiliser may have been broken.  However, the group saw little advantage in 
re-negotiation at this late stage in the contract term (potentially indicating a lack of 
interest in obtaining VFM and weak regulation). 

  

16.5.6 Uptake and payments to farmers 
Of 20 eligible farms on South Walls, 15 entered the scheme in 2008/09 and 2009/10, 
an uptake rate of 75%.  However, those not entering were potential scaring zone 
farmers.  The scheme revolves around two farms which host the feeding zone fields. 
Payments are mainly for the feeding zone fields (Table G32) and two farmers receive 
92.4% of the total payments made.  

Table G32:  Total Areas and Payments under the South Walls LGMS (2009/10)  

 Feeding zone Buffer zone Scaring zone 
Total area on which 
payments made (ha) 64.26 40 445.64 

Total payment made (£) 17,992.80 2,280 1,500 
 

Total forecast 2009/10 expenditure is £27,802 (Table G33).  Payments to farmers 
constitute 78% of the costs, with around £5,000 for the employment of a 
scarer/counter.  

Table G33:  Expenditure related to the South Walls LGMS (£ per year) 

 2008/09 
(actual £) 

2009/10 
(forecast £) 

Management payments  19,455.17 21,772.80 

Other expenditure specific to scheme 
(monitoring, scaring, equipment, travel)  4,833.29 5,000 

Administration of scheme (SNH) 330.46 350 

Administration of scheme (SGRPID) 673.22 680 

TOTAL 25,292.14 27,802.80 

 

16.5.7 Shooting 
There is no shooting of Barnacle Geese and SGRPID report no licences issued in 
2009. 

 

16.5.8 Operation of the scheme 
The South Walls scheme largely satisfies the current national policy framework 
objectives (Scottish Executive 2005).  It is a scheme that concentrates on achieving 
conservation objectives by providing an undisturbed feeding area for geese to which 
geese can be scared.   
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The committee were quite satisfied with the scheme but some farmers were 
dissatisfied with the distribution of support.  It is to some degree an exclusive scheme 
that concentrates support on two farms that receive payments while other farmers 
are supported primarily through scaring.  Evidence from the count data indicate that 
many scaring and non-scheme farms have substantial numbers of geese and 
presumably corresponding damage.  

There is no goose officer but the scheme is too small scale to merit one.  

 

16.5.9 Cost effectiveness 
South walls is a fixed rate per hectare payment scheme.  In 2008/09 the average 
count was 1,106 Barnacle Geese.  Applying this to the 2009/10 payments gives a 
cost per goose of £19.70 per goose (£17.60 per goose in 2008/09).  Total 2009/10 
costs are forecast to be around £29 per goose.  These data include geese counted 
on non-scheme farms (including a reserve) and therefore underestimate the true 
costs of providing habitat under the scheme.  SNH state that “In the last few years it 
has been apparent that significant numbers of geese have spent time in other 
locations so it may be appropriate to review the allocation of feeding areas according 
to their distribution”.  The 2008/09 report indicates that only 35% of the counts were 
located on feeding and buffer areas and only 84% on scheme farms.  A more realistic 
2009/10 cost per bird is thus around £30 per goose.  The cost per goose on feeding 
and buffer areas is very much higher because only a proportion of geese are 
recorded on these areas.  

There is a case for removing the fertiliser element from the budget and contract since 
there is no clear evidence that there is compliance.  In addition, the contract and 
payment rates need to be adjusted to include an organic option.  This would reduce 
the feeding zone cost by 27% (based on the 2008/09 budget) and total costs by 
around 17%.   

Although the £100 scaring zone payment might appear unnecessary, the group 
consider it important to the scheme in terms of inclusiveness, SNH access and 
information provision. 

  

16.5.10 Conclusions 
This is a focussed exclusive scheme which has as its priority the maintenance of the 
wintering population of Barnacle Geese and overall it appears to have been largely 
successful in doing so.  The scheme has the merit of simplicity but its effectiveness is 
slightly questionable given that the geese spend the much of their time away from the 
current feeding and buffer fields within the scheme.  The scheme could be viewed as 
inequitable since some farms on South Walls have sizeable Barnacle Goose 
numbers but receive minimal payments.  But it is not clear how many of these farms 
would be willing to participate in payments for not scaring.  

An alternative, more equitable model and one potentially more cost effective, would 
be to open the scheme to all and select the least cost per goose fields for 
participation.  The conversion to organic of the major participant in the scheme will in 
any case force changes on the scheme and provide an opportunity for greater 
participation.  We also suggest removal of the fertiliser element in the scheme.   

There is a case for converting the scheme to a simple set of SNH management 
agreements in order to reduce administrative costs.  It would also remove any 
concerns there may be about the key recipients of payments within the scheme being 
those who also determine policy and payment rates.  However, keeping the scheme 
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within the orbit of the NGMRG would avoid fragmentation of information and 
responsibility.  

 

16.6 Tiree and Coll Goose Management Scheme 
 

16.6.1 Scheme and objectives 
Goose schemes operated under the SNH Natural Care programme from 2003 on 
Coll and 2004 on Tiree.  The current scheme began in 2005/06. Whilst its objectives 
are now those of the national policy framework (Scottish Executive 2005), the 
scheme is focussed on control of damage by Greylag Geese.  Unlike most other 
goose schemes, it does not make payments to farmers/crofters but relies on a 
scaring strategy to control damage, including lethal scaring (shooting).  

The scheme objectives are as follows (more specific aims given the in 2005 LGMG 
annual report appear to have been dropped): 

• Meet the UK's nature conservation obligations for native Greylag Geese.  

• Minimise the economic loss to farmers and crofters on the islands of Tiree 
and Coll.  

• Maximise the value for money of public expenditure. 

 

16.6.2 Goose species and site designations 
The scheme is designed primarily to reduce damage caused by the resident Greylag 
Geese but the islands also host winter populations of Greenland Barnacle and White-
fronted Geese.  Both Coll and Tiree have SPAs with Greenland White-fronted Geese 
and Barnacle Geese as named Annex 1 species.  
 
RSPB expressed some concern that the Greylag Geese may be negatively impacting 
upon other valued species in the Western Isles by competing for habitat, both during 
the breeding season and in winter (see Section 16.7.3). 

  

16.6.3 Monitoring 
Whole island counts of Greylag Geese on Coll and Tiree are undertaken in August 
during the post-breeding period.  In addition, counts are also carried out from 
November through to March.  Since these later counts also collate information on 
wintering Greenland White-fronted and Barnacle Geese, the dates are co-ordinated 
with those set by the Greenland White-fronted Goose study. 

Standardised routes with vantage points are used on both islands but coverage of 
Coll is likely to be less comprehensive due to lack of road access to large parts of the 
island.  On Tiree, information is collected on a field by field basis and numbers of 
geese are then tallied for the whole island.  On Coll, count data are collected at the 
level of individual fields within the reserve but outwith the reserve, the area is broken 
down into the units of farm or locally known regions.  Survey work is currently carried 
out by RSPB locally based staff (the post on Tiree is partly funded by SNH).  
Historical data are available from the winter of 1984/1985.  The peak count in each 
season is then summed for Coll and Tiree to produce a population estimate for Coll 
and Tiree combined (see Figure G8). Information on age ratios is also collected. 
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Figure G8:   Population changes of Greylag Geese on Coll (white triangles), 

Tiree (grey triangles) and for Coll/Tiree combined (black 
triangles) based on peak counts (data provided by RSPB).  
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Figure G9:   Population changes of Greenland White-fronted Geese on Coll 

(white triangles), Tiree (grey triangles) and for Coll/Tiree 
combined (black triangles) based on peak counts (data provided 
by RSPB).  
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Figure G10:   Population changes of Greenland Barnacle Geese on Coll (white 
diamonds), Tiree (grey diamonds) and for Coll/Tiree combined 
(black diamonds) based on peak counts (data provided by 
RSPB).  

 

Native Greylag Goose numbers on Coll and Tiree have increased from 2,351 
individuals in 1995/1996 to 4,990 individuals by the winter of 2006/2007 (see Figure 
G8).  Numbers have fallen somewhat since then however to 4,091 (2009/2010).  This 
has been suggested to be as a direct result of increased shooting pressure. Most of 
the Greylag Geese are located on Tiree.  

Although the scheme does not target species other than the Greylag Goose, there 
have been notable changes in other populations.  Barnacle Goose numbers have 
increased from 2,168 individuals in 1995 to a peak in 2006/2007 of 6,779 individuals. 
Numbers of Barnacles have declined subsequently over the last three years to 4,609 
birds (see Figure G10).  Numbers of Greenland White-fronted Geese on Coll and 
Tiree combined have declined from 1999 onwards, almost halving the number of 
individuals to 1,253 by the winter of 2009/2010.   Although there was a small 
increase in numbers of Greenland White-fronted Geese in the winter of 2004/2005, 
just after the implementation of the scheme, numbers have continued to decrease 
overall (see Figure G9). 

 

16.6.4 Damage 
On Coll, damage (as reported during our local interviews) appears relatively 
restricted and is managed by scaring.  However, on Tiree, local stakeholders 
informed us that Greylags cause significant damage to crops and grass on crofts.  In 
spring, reported damage relates to loss of early bite and a reduction in grass and 
silage yields.  Later in the summer, cereal and silage crops are said to be vulnerable 
to flattening by geese.  This damage is thought to have: contributed to many 
crofters/farmers moving out of grain production; necessitated more frequent re-
seeding; and contributed to reducing incomes and the overall viability of crofting and 
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farming.  There are no estimates available of the total cost of lost production but in 
the interviews this was stated to be severe.  The impacts are recognised as 
potentially contributing to knock-on negative impacts on wider biodiversity, as crofters 
abandon grain production and change their traditional crofting systems (which 
themselves are acknowledged to benefit other species of conservation concern e.g. 
Corncrake).  

The Tiree and Coll scheme does not include payments to crofters because the main 
concern is with reducing damage to cereal and silage crops, which are a critical 
component of the crofting system.  Payments to create protected feeding zones 
would, it is considered, contribute to the demise of crofting in these zones.    

There are also negative impacts of geese on other environmental agreements.  A 
number of farmers/crofters have specific agreements for Corncrake management, 
which require delays in the cutting of hay/silage.  This creates opportunities for 
Greylags to damage these crops, which are being harvested later, through trampling 
and eating, hence reducing the income from effective Corncrake management.  

The winter populations of Greenland Barnacle and White-fronted Geese do not 
appear to cause damage - or at least any damage is viewed as minor by comparison 
with that caused by the Greylags.  

 

16.6.5 Zones  
Scaring. buffer and roost zones are defined and mapped and are largely unchanged 
from year to year.  There are no designated feeding zones but geese are scared 
towards the buffer areas and roosts.  Originally a number of part-time scarers were 
employed to scare in the scaring zones but for the last two years two full-time scarers 
have been employed.  

 

16.6.6 Scaring and shooting 
The scheme aims to limit damage by scaring and lethal scaring (shooting).  Two 
people are currently employed to scare and counting is undertaken by RSPB under 
contract.  The aim of the scheme has been to manage geese by population reduction 
and by scaring into zoned areas.  Scaring focuses on the periods when resident 
geese are most damaging to crops (April/May, July/August) and a wide range of 
methods and equipment are used.  

The scaring effort is thought to be as effective as it can be within the resources 
available.  The case for additional investment in scaring is not strong since there are 
limits to what scaring can achieve.  The more effective way of controlling damage is 
to reduce the resident population by shooting or other methods. 

No licences have been issued for shooting Greenland White-fronted Geese or 
Barnacle Geese. However, there is considerable lethal shooting of Greylags.  Argyll 
Estates (the single landowner owning all the shooting rights on Tiree) hosts 
commercial shooting parties in the open season.  The estate is thought to shoot as 
many as is practical (ca 1,100 shot in 2009) and there is no financial incentive to 
exceed this.  The LGMG considered that there was little scope for crofters/farmers to 
shoot more because not all had shotguns, and shooting geese requires considerable 
skill, not easily acquired.  In 2009, the estate was granted a closed season, whole-
island licence for shooting 600 geese on Tiree, an increase of 200 on the previous 
year.  However the estate did apply to shoot 800 geese, so it appears that closed 
season shooting is being limited by advice from SNH to SGRPID.  
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SNH have indicated “concern that the PVA model predicted that continuing to shoot 
Greylags on Tiree at the current rate of 400 birds in the closed season plus 1200 in 
the open season, would result in quite a rapid decline in population”.  This underpins 
the cautious approach adopted by SNH to closed season bag limits.  

Since Greylag carcasses may not be sold there is no commercial value in closed 
season shooting.  

16.6.7 Expenditure 
Expenditure on the scheme of £35,400 mainly comprised salaries for full-time scarers 
with small amounts on goose counting and administration (Table G34).  

Table G34:  Expenditure related to the Tiree and Coll LGMS  (£ per year) 

 2009 (£) 

Other expenditure specific to scheme (monitoring, 
scaring, equipment, travel)  33,000 

Administration of scheme (SNH) 1,200 

Administration of scheme (SGRPID) 1,200 

TOTAL 35,400 

 

16.6.8 Basis and operation of the scheme 
The evidence suggests that scaring under the Tiree and Coll scheme is now well 
organised and is achieving its potential.  It is appreciated by farmers and crofters as 
contributing to the solution of what is perceived as a very serious problem, especially 
on Tiree.  Nevertheless there is considerable discontent amongst farmers and 
crofters that the Greylag population has not been contained and continues to cause 
major damage to farming and crofting activities, as well as perceived negative 
impacts to wider biodiversity (Section16.6.4).  There is a consensus amongst a 
number of interests that the Greylag population is substantially too large and that this 
fundamental issue remains unresolved.  This itself results in tension within the 
LGMG.   

The scheme is therefore not resolving the evident conflict caused by the Greylag 
Geese.  There is much feeling that the conflict can only be resolved through 
reduction in the population of geese.  Lethal scaring is used and closed season 
licences are issued.  There does appear to be some scope for increasing the number 
of closed season licences granted.  The potential to increase shooting by crofters 
and farmers is limited by ownership of shotguns, time and skill.  

It is understood that the LGMG in 2010 had initially agreed an egg oiling initiative 
operated by crofters without remuneration.  This was subsequently withdrawn when 
Argyll Estates offered to carry out the work in their own time and meet the associated 
costs. 

  

16.6.9 Other relevant measures  
A consortium led by RSPB (2009a,b) has successfully obtained LIFE funding for 
„Conserving machair habitats and species in a suite of Scottish Natura sites‟.  The 
project embraces the Natura sites on Coll and Tiree.  The full implications of the 
project for goose management are not clear at this early stage, but to achieve a 
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number of the objectives will require goose damage to be addressed.  The project 
will also bring new funding albeit for a limited period and with it the potential for a 
larger role in goose management for its sponsors.     

Also of relevance and related to the LIFE programme is an agreement signed in 
January 2009 between Comhairle nan Eilean Siar (CnES), SNH and RSPB Scotland 
(CnES, 2009) that recognises “that a serious problem exists with the detrimental 
impacts of Greylag Geese on crofting agriculture in the Outer Hebrides”.  The 
partners have agreed that better targeted and resourced measures, with the aim of 
delivering good agricultural conditions, and sustainable goose populations, would be 
an integral part of the solution to this problem.  They will work together to develop a 
Forward Strategy for goose population management so as to manage goose 
numbers in such a way as to ensure that the conservation status of the resident 
Greylag Goose is not protected at the expense of other important natural heritage 
interests, and of the agricultural activities that have created and are necessary to 
maintain not only the livelihoods of those managing the land but also those same 
natural heritage interests.  Given recent population trends, such management will 
include goose deterrent zones, refuge areas and lethal and non-lethal measures. The 
aim will be to bring goose numbers into equilibrium with these other interests and 
thereafter to maintain the population at an agreed sustainable level. 

 

16.6.10 Cost effectiveness 
The cost of the Tiree and Coll scheme per Greylag Goose is around £8-9 per year. 
The evidence suggests that the current scheme is cost effective in scaring and 
assists in reducing social tension through scaring (including lethal scaring).  It is not 
clear that funding can be reduced or made more cost-effective without a loss of 
output.   

In terms of managing the population at a sustainable level, shooting and egg 
oiling/pricking are the main instruments potentially available.  Experience of egg 
oiling gained from a pilot in the Uists is also of relevance to Tiree and Coll (see 
Section 16.7.6 below). 

 

16.6.11 Conclusion 
The scheme appears to be effective in its scaring activities but scaring alone has not 
been able to resolve completely the underlying conflicts between Greylag damage 
and farming/crofting activities.  Overall the impression gained was that the LGMG 
lacked cohesion and a sense of common involvement in strategy and organisation. 
This may in part reflect the frustration felt by some members at the group‟s inability to 
resolve the basic issues.  

Both increases in closed season licences and measures to facilitate egg oiling are 
possible ways forward in terms of further managing the goose population to an 
acceptable level.  The agreement between Comhairle nan Eilean Siar, SNH and 
RSPB Scotland coupled with the recent LIFE funding offers a possible route for 
addressing the problems of goose management on Tiree and Coll.  At this stage it is 
not clear what measures will be introduced under these initiatives but for coherence 
any future SG goose management policy will need to take these into account.  
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16.7 Uist Greylag Goose Management Scheme 
 
This scheme covers all the islands from Barra north to the Sound of Harris (North 
and South Uist, Barra, Benbecula and Berneray).  There are around 300 crofters who 
grow crops on machair croftland on the west coast of the islands and there is a long 
standing conflict between geese and crofting.  A local goose group (Uist Greylag 
Goose Committee) was set up in 1990.  In 2002, a Uist Summer Scheme was 
approved by NGMRG and this has been followed largely unchanged by the current 
scheme.  The scheme has adopted the national objectives (Scottish Executive 2005) 
and has a designated goose officer.  It is essentially a scaring and shooting regime 
focussed on cereal crops with the aim of by protecting cereals from Greylag Goose 
damage, thus enabling the crofters to save Uist corn seed, which is integral to 
successful cropping of the machair and the survival of its associated biodiversity. 

More recently, Comhairle nan Eilean Siar (CnES) (2009) highlighted the issue of 
increasing goose numbers in Lewis and Harris.  An agreement has been made 
between CnES, RSPB and SNH to work together to develop a strategy for goose 
population management (see 16.6 above).  

 

16.7.1 Goose species and designations 
The geese on the Uists comprise resident Greylags, and migratory Barnacle and 
White-fronted Geese.  There is a strong opinion amongst crofters that numbers are 
still increasing and geese are becoming more dispersed, expanding into new areas.  

North Uist Machair and Islands (4,876 ha) is an SPA with Barnacle Goose as a 
named species.  

 

16.7.2 Monitoring 
Whole island counts of native Greylag Geese are carried out biannually over the 
islands of the Uists in the months of August and February of each year.  Although the 
monitoring was initially carried out for Greylag Geese, the numbers of Greenland 
Barnacle, Greenland White-front and Pink-footed Geese are also now recorded in 
February.  Spring and autumn counts are reported separately and the latter are 
generally accepted to represent the maximum number of birds for that year.  Counts 
are carried out using a mixture of SNH staff and volunteers. 
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Figure G11:   Numbers of Native Greylag Geese on the Uists (grey bars= 

February counts and black bars = August counts; data 
provided by GSAG). 

Overall the numbers of Greylag Geese have increased since 1986, when the 
population was estimated at just over 1000 birds.  More recently, a peak of 6,440 
geese was recorded in 2007/2008 but numbers appear to have fallen slightly since 
(Figure G11).  

 



REVISED VERSION OCTOBER 2010 
 

 

 283 

0

500

1000

1500

2000

2500

3000

3500

4000

4500

5000

19
94

19
96

19
98

20
00

20
02

20
04

20
06

20
08

20
10

Year

Nu
m

be
r o

f g
ee

se

 
Figure G12:   Number of Greenland Barnacle Geese counted in February in the 

Uists  
In 2010, the numbers of Greenland Barnacle Geese were recorded at 2,392 birds. 
The numbers have increased overall since 1994 but numbers have fluctuated since 
2000, with a peak in 2006 of more than 4,500 birds (Figure G12). 

 

16.7.3 Impacts 
There are stated impacts throughout the year and the species responsible varies 
between winter and summer.  The crofters list a huge range of impacts including loss 
of winter grazing, fouling of silage and water troughs, eating of early growth on 
reseeds, cereals and in-bye grazing, summer grazing and silage, and cereal crops. 
The 2009 report to NGMRG considers only the impact of Greylags on cereal crops, 
which is believed to have contributed to crofters moving from stooking corn crops 
towards arable silage which can be cut earlier.  This has caused a shortage of „Uist‟ 
corn seed64 that is especially suited to machair soils.  Many crofters are understood 
to have ceased cereal growing or reducing their areas because of damage by geese.   

Changes to cropping patterns on the Uists are understood to be reducing floral 
diversity, rendering SSSIs in unfavourable condition, and impacting on a range of 
species of current conservation concern that are dependent on traditional agricultural 
practices (e.g. Great Yellow bumblebee; Corn Bunting; Twite) are reported to be in 
decline.  The increasing goose numbers are understood to be one of the drivers of 
increasingly early harvesting of arable crops on the machair but geese are certainly 
not the only factor driving these changes.  There are known to have been concurrent 
changes in a range of farming practices (agricultural system-level changes) and in 
the crofting community itself, for example: the timing of availability of contractors for 
harvesting that are shared amongst crofts; the introduction of new mainland seed 
mixes; switch to large bale production rather than stooking; ageing of the crofting 
population; and so on. 
                                                 
64 http://www.grfa.org.uk/media_files/publications_plant/pgrfa_full_report.doc 
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16.7.4 Zones  
Within the Uists scheme, the whole of the cropped machair area is classified as a 
scaring zone, and adjacent areas of reseed, moor, or marsh are seen as refuges.  
Additional feeding/refuge areas are not needed.  Payments were at one stage made 
for refuge areas but the LGMG found that this did not prove cost-effective and the 
payments were dropped. 

  

16.7.5 Scaring and shooting 
Scaring and shooting are the mechanisms used in the scheme. Eight 
scarers/shooters are employed each with responsibility for a locality and the principal 
activity is to scare birds off cereal crops including arable silage. 1,606 birds were 
reported to have been shot in 2009.  The extent to which scarers are employed to 
scare birds off grassland is unclear.  No licences have been requested or granted to 
shoot Barnacle Geese.  

The 2009 scheme report to NGMRG deemed the intervention a success and stated 
that a high level of protection had been provided on the Uist machairs.  It seems, 
however, that in some areas the seed crop was almost completely destroyed, and 
calls for a goose cull were made in the local media.  

Restrictions on shooting rights are an issue in the Uists.  The shooting rights lie with 
each estate not the crofter unless the crofter has purchased the croft (which few 
have).  To shoot, a crofter must obtain permission from the estate.  Individual crofters 
can apply for closed season licences (which can be made readily available by 
SGRPID) but still need the permission of the estate to shoot.  The estates engage in 
commercial shooting and may not give permission for open season shooting by 
crofters if this conflicts with their commercial shooting interest.  This difference in 
interests is difficult to resolve.  The extent to which crofters would shoot or employ 
others to shoot were they to have shooting rights is unclear however.  

The LGMG appear to unanimously support the removal of the special level of 
protection afforded to Greylag Goose during the breeding season (removal from 
Schedule 1, Part II of the Wildlife and Countryside Act; see Table 2.1).  Greylag 
Geese are only on Schedule 1 if they are in the Western Isles or the North West of 
Scotland and this is considered an anomaly.  Some stakeholders (the crofting 
interests) would like the further step of placing Greylag Goose on a general licence to 
be taken, which would remove the administrative costs of licence applications but not 
remove the constraints imposed by shooting rights on the Uists.  Thus they believe 
that general licensing would not itself allow management of the population to an 
acceptable level but rather further open season shooting or other management 
measures would also be needed. They also believe that a change in legislation on 
the sale of goose carcasses could possibly stimulate more shooting. 

 

16.7.6 Egg oiling project 
In 2009 the group undertook an egg oiling project under licence in North Uist on 
moorland where the geese breed.  Details are given in UBGGMS (2009).  Two staff 
were employed to locate nests and apply oil.  Crofters were also given the 
opportunity to take part but only one crofter applied for a licence and did so.  

The report indicates that the total cost was £16.06 per bird removed by egg oiling but 
this was considered to be a minimum becase it was based on easily accessible 
nesting areas, no visits to islands, and one visit to each site.  If egg oiling were to be 
adopted more widely as a means of managing the Greylag population and hence 
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reducing damage to the machair corn crop, it would be neccesary to oil a high 
proportion of eggs, which would be upwards of 1,000 nests.  This would entail a 
massive scaling up of effort with much more labour and boat work required, which 
would escalate the costs dramatically.  A comparison is made with the cost of lethal 
scaring but since the scarers are engaged in both scaring and shooting, these are 
maximum figures.  The report considers the 2008 cost of £27.65 per goose as 
representative.  From Table G35 below, the 2009 cost of shooting (and scaring) was 
£25.20 per bird65.  Removing the scaring element from this would suggest that oiling 
and shooting are not too dissimilar in cost.  However, given the current constraints on 
shooting in the Uists, oiling may best be seen as supplementary, with both 
techniques having a possible place in effective goose population management.  
Oiling is an operation that requires considerable organisation but local resources 
could be made available to undertake this.  Current experience suggests that crofters 
are not prepared to engage in oiling without the provision of further incentives to do 
so, however, which may not be surprising given the small benefit that any one 
individual might see for their effort if undertaking egg oiling in isolation.  It might be 
possible to facilitate some form of coordinated community egg-oiling action by 
providing limited financial incentives (e.g. expenses for local volunteer coordinators 
or by linking the work to a subsidised end-of-season social event, as was traditional 
for cooperative crofter activity in the past) but such possibilities have yet to be 
explored in any detail.  This apart, paying staff to undertake oiling is also a feasible 
option to be considered further. 

 

16.7.7 Expenditure 
Expenditure on the Uists scheme of £64,193 consists of £40,522 on salaries for 
scarers, travelling and equipment, and administrative costs (which include the cost of 
the goose officer) (Table G35).  

Table G35:  Expenditure related to the Uists LGMS (£ per year) 

 2009 (£) 

Other expenditure specific to scheme (monitoring, scaring, 
equipment, travel)  40,522.00 

Administration of scheme including goose officer (SGRPID, SNH) 23,671.00 

TOTAL 64,193.00 

 

16.7.8 Other relevant measures  
The consortium led by RSPB (2009a,b) which has obtained 4-year LIFE funding for 
„Conserving machair habitats and species in a suite of Scottish Natura sites‟ was 
described above (see Coll and Tiree section 16.6.9).  This project is relevant to the 
machair areas in Lewis and Harris, and it is understood that it will provide funding for 
the Uist LGMG for the next four years.  The administration of the scheme has now 
been taken over by RSPB.  The agreement signed in January 2009 between 
Comhairle nan Eilean Siar (CnES), SNH and RSPB Scotland (CnES, 2009) is also 
relevant (Section 16.6.9). 

  

                                                 
65 However, it is not clear that it term s of population reduction these per head figures are strictly 
comparable.  
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16.7.9 Cost effectiveness 
This Uists scheme is focussed on scaring, including lethal scaring, of Greylags off 
cereal crops, and the LGMG consider the scheme has been reasonably successful in 
achieving this.  However it admits that the scheme is “failing to meet crofters 
expectations, and there is widespread disgruntlement that there is no protection 
offered to help control goose damage to other parts of crofters holdings”. 

The cost per Greylag is around £10-11 per bird.  This relatively low cost reflects the 
absence of payments to participants, for which there is no demand.  The scaring 
programme is clearly not 100% effective and additional input or greater efficiency is 
desirable.  A credible method of reducing the population to tolerable levels is sought 
by stakeholders in the Uists, for which additional funding is thought to be required. 
The change to LIFE funding is expected to deliver such additional funding.  Based on 
this expectation, the LGMG undertook to try egg oiling again in 2010 and to increase 
the level of scaring in an attempt to improve its effectiveness.  

 

16.7.10 Conclusion 
Current policy has been partially successful in protecting the cereal crops in the Uists 
but has failed to address all the concerns of crofters.  There is considerable 
discontent amongst crofters that not enough is being done to manage the size of the 
goose population and thereby address a problem that is likely to increase in future.  

The cost per goose from the present scheme is relatively low because there are no 
payments to crofters, the intervention being focussed on scaring.  The central policy 
measures do little to deal with damage by migratory species (particularly Barnacle 
Geese), although SNH operate a small number of separate Management 
Agreements with farms to make provision for Barnacle Geese on North Uist. 

There is some uncertainty over the level of responsibility and control NGMRG will 
have over the LGMG during the LIFE project, since the LIFE project will be 
controlling finance.  The new funding arrangement appears to present a good 
opportunity for partnership between the various interests and the NGMRG could 
maintain an important advisory role (e.g. in relation to any legislative changes 
proposed by the LGMG).  

 

 



REVISED VERSION OCTOBER 2010 
 

 

 287 

17 Appendix H: Other schemes, management 
agreements relating to geese and areas with 
goose issues 

For details of the basis of this appendix, please refer to the introduction to Appendix 
G. 
 

17.1 SNH funded schemes and agreements 
  
17.1.1 The Slamannan Plateau Bean Goose Management Scheme 
Species and site designation 

The Slamannan Plateau, which lies between Falkirk and Cumbernauld in central 
Scotland, supports a nationally important population of Taiga Bean Geese. Numbers 
have increased from their arrival in the 1980s to an average of 250-300 birds, over 
53% of the GB population (SNH 2006a; JNCC 2010b)).  Monitoring at the 
Slammanan Plateau and recommendations for change are described in Appendix E. 

The plateau was designated a 591 ha SPA in 2008 (JNCC 2010b), in response to 
development pressure, and includes an RSPB reserve of 59ha. The local authorities 
have developed a joint Bean Goose Species Action Plan66.  

The habitat consists of areas of peatland, wetland and rough and improved grassland 
but little information is available on damage to grazing caused by the geese. They 
have a preference for improved grass but the effects are probably small given the 
numbers involved and the period during which they are present. There seems to be 
no history of conflict between Bean Geese and agriculture in this area. 

Natural Care Scheme 

SNH launched a Natural Care scheme for the area in 2006 with the aim of rewarding 
and supporting land managers for managing land in a way that maintains habitat for 
the geese. Farmers may apply for a 5-year agreement having produced a 
management plan.  Scheme payments depend on the prescriptions agreed in the 
plan. The main annual payment is £90/ha for management of grassland for Bean 
Geese. The scheme is now closed to new entrants. 

There are 16 owners and 3 occupiers of land within the Plateau.  Of these, 4 
occupiers on 216.2ha have entered the scheme and in 2009 a total of £4,940 was 
distributed in payments.  

There has been no formal evaluation of the success of the scheme.   

Conclusion 

This is a small-scale intervention to support the habitat of the Bean Goose.  The 
context is one well suited to appropriately prescribed MAs which can be effected with 
minimal transaction costs. It is understood that options for a follow-on scheme 
(possibly under SRDP) on termination of the current 5-year agreements are being 
considered. 

  

                                                 
66See  http://www.northlanarkshire.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=1813&p=0 
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17.1.2 Solway Merse Management Scheme67 
The Solway Merse Management Scheme offers 5-year management agreements 
(MAs) to farmers with land on the Merse to adhere to a grazing management plan. 
Grazing levels are controlled to give variations in sward height and diversity and late 
summer grazing makes the area more attractive for overwintering birds. A breeding 
wader supplement is available, which allows light grazing during nesting time.  

This is not specifically a goose scheme, although Barnacle and other goose species 
graze the Merse and benefit from the conditions imposed under the MAs.  A number 
of farmers in the Solway LGMS participate in the Merse scheme. There is no double 
funding since land entered in the Merse scheme is not eligible for LGMS-related 
payments. 

  

17.1.3 Agreements at Danna and Luing (Argyll) 
Management agreements (MAs) with a small number of farmers have been 
established in two areas where Greenland White-fronted and Barnacle Geese are 
causing agricultural damage. On the Ulva Danna and McCormaig Isles SSSI four 
farms have MAs that include goose management measures. Some MAs include 
other measures relating, for example, to saltmarsh habitat not specifically related to 
geese.  Prescriptions include restrictions on cattle grazing and a requirement for 
fencing to control grazing. Payments are typically £73 per ha, and around £4,500 per 
year in total for the scheme.   

At Luing there is one 5-year agreement on 30.6 ha to support Greenland Barnacle 
Geese. The land is not designated (e.g. SPA or SSSI). Payments are at £210.20 per 
ha plus the cost of additional fertiliser to give a total of £6,430 per year. There are 
non-scaring and grassland condition obligations within the contract. 

  

17.1.4 Other SNH agreements relating to geese 
There are a small number of other SNH MAs that have a specific goose component.  
These typically relate to individual farms where Annex 1 species graze.  

 

17.2 Orkney 
 

17.2.1 Context 
The wintering Greylag Goose population in Orkney has been increasing almost 
exponentially over the last 20 years and consequently Orkney has become the most 
important area in Britain for Icelandic Greylags (see sections 2.5.4 and 2.5.5).  

This is causing an increasing level of damage to agriculture though grazing and 
trampling, particularly in the January to April period (SAC, 2009). The availability of 
spring grass and silage yields is reduced. Reseeding frequency has to be increased 
where there is intense grazing and puddling by geese.  Resident Greylag Geese also 
reduce the yields of barley, swedes, straw yield and later silage cuts. There therefore 
appear to be important impacts on farming, although these have not been quantified 
in the field through surveys. The effect of goose damage on farm incomes has also 
not been quantified. 

                                                 
67 See http://www.snh.org.uk/about/ab-pa09b.asp 
 



REVISED VERSION OCTOBER 2010 
 

 

 289 

Based on the 2007 June census, there are 54,200 ha of grassland and crops in 
Orkney (Churchill et al. 2009).  This suggests a mean goose density of around 1.48 
per hectare.  However, density is thought to vary considerably but comprehensive 
data on goose distribution do not existent.  

 

17.2.2 Goose species and designations  
Greylags are widely spread throughout Orkney with very large counts on Mainland 
(SNH, 2008). The wintering Greylag Goose population is a mix of resident and 
migratory (Icelandic) birds. There are no SPAs designated for any goose species on 
Mainland Orkney (there is one on Switha; Section 16.5.2). 

Local RSPB staff members consider that there are negative impacts of the Greylags 
on some other species, including Red-throated divers and possibly Hen harriers but 
the evidence for this is unclear.   

SNH (2008 based on suggestions presented by Eric Meek of RSPB) suggest three 
possible explanations as to why there has been a large increase in the number of 
geese overwintering in Orkney: 

 Climate change, producing higher winter temperatures, is allowing geese to 
winter further north than they have in the past. Orkney does not usually get any 
significant snowfall or long periods of frost. As a result, grass stays green during 
the winter and continues to grow at a slow rate. 

 The quantity of forage in Orkney has increased and been maintained at a high 
quality, providing the birds with a very rich food source. 

 Shooting pressure in the former wintering grounds further south in mainland 
Scotland is great enough to persuade birds that Orkney is a safer wintering 
location (note, there is no direct evidence that shooting pressure on the mainland 
has changed in recent years). 

 
17.2.3 Monitoring 
Counts of wintering Greylag Geese, which will include both the Icelandic and the 
naturalised population, have been carried out since 1980. At one time single counts 
covering the islands were carried out in October but more recently single counts have 
been carried out in November and December instead. The peak count (usually 
December) is then used as the population estimate. Numbers of Greylag Geese are 
recorded by island, and Mainland is divided into eastern and western areas. To date, 
RSPB staff members and volunteers have undertaken the counts but as the 
population has increased in number and range across the islands, it is becoming 
logistically more difficult to carry out comprehensive counts with the limited resources 
available. The data are also submitted to the Icelandic Grey Goose Survey 
(coordinated by WWT) and also provided to SNH at no charge.  

Counts of the breeding population of Greylag Geese are not carried out on an annual 
basis and the last survey was in 2008 as part of the 2008/2009 survey of Greylag 
Geese in Scotland coordinated by WWT. Information on the breeding population is 
important however, to allow calculation of the true numbers of Icelandic Greylag 
Geese from the counts of the combined total of wintering Greylag Geese (both 
Icelandic and naturalised).  
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Figure H1: Numbers of wintering Greylag Geese on Orkney (Data provided by 
RSPB). Note that these counts include both wintering Icelandic and resident 
Greylag Geese. 
The most recent estimate of the wintering Greylag Geese (including both Icelandic 
and resident) was 80,539 birds in the winter of 2009/2010 (Figure H1). In the early 
1980s, very small numbers overwintered on Orkney and it was only in the winter of 
1986/1987 that the numbers exceeded 1000 birds for the first time (Meek 2007). 
Since then the numbers of wintering Greylag Geese have increased dramatically 
(Figure H1). In the early 1990s, it was estimated that less than 1% of the Icelandic 
Greylag wintering population was located on Orkney. By 2008, however, it was 
estimated that 54.7% of the population overwintered on Orkney, with a peak count of 
68,349 geese recorded in December (Mitchell 2009).  

The breeding population of Greylag Geese on Orkney was estimated to be 
approximately 10,000 birds in 2008 but numbers are likely to have increased since 
then. Greylag Geese first bred in mainland Orkney in 1987 following releases (of 
geese of South Uist stock) on the island of Shapinsay earlier that decade. By 1991 it 
was estimated that there were approximately 50 pairs breeding on Orkney and by 
2002 it was thought that there were around 300 pairs (Meek 2003). The population of 
breeding Greylags may not all be of re-established origin however. It has also been 
proposed that some Icelandic Greylags are staying to breed on Orkney (Meek 2007, 
Trinder et al. 2009), although there is little direct evidence to support this theory. In 
addition, there are records of native Greylag Geese originating from Loch Loyal in 
Sutherland  and now breeding on Orkney (Meek 2007). 

 

17.2.4 Shooting 
BASC (2009) estimated the harvest of Greylags on Orkney at around 3,000 birds per 
season, the majority being Icelandic (migratory) Greylag Geese.  Italian shooters 
(with guides not limited by BASC registration) are principally responsible for the 
harvest. BASC registered guides have agreed to abide by the voluntary bag limits (2 
greylag goose per hunter per shoot) applied to commercial goose shooting, which 
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places a major restriction on the scope for increasing commercial shooting by BASC 
registered guides.   

Commercial shooting is confined to the open season (Sept 1st –January 31st).  In the 
closed season, farmers can apply for licences for which there are strict bag limits 
imposed (see section 2.2). Whilst this provides legal cover for shooting to scare, it 
appears to have had a negligible impact on Greylag numbers. Closed season licence 
applications have increased over the last five years and in total 25 licences were 
granted in 2009, with a total bag limit of  460 ( a minimum of 194 birds were actually 
shot).  

 

17.2.5 Policy development to date 
There is no organised local group representing all interests on Orkney and no LGMG 
proposal has been made to NGMRG for a formal LGMS.  However, in an attempt to 
address the issue, SNH (2008) proposed a one-season pilot scheme to assist in 
reseeding and scaring costs on 12 farms that had regularly applied for licences to 
shoot. The pilot scheme budget was £11,270.    

NGMRG agreed that support should be provided for the project as an investigation 
into the sorts of goose management options that might need to be assimilated into 
policy in future. But NGMRG made no commitment to supporting a goose scheme on 
Orkney beyond the trial period. NGMRG were of the opinion that a greater element of 
self- help could be demonstrated on Orkney and recommended that an active scaring 
strategy should be implemented across the islands.   In addition, NGMRG considered 
there was insufficient evidence on which to act.  However, it was not clear exactly 
what form of evidence was required or how it could be obtained.  

The pilot scheme was taken up on only seven widely dispersed farms in 2009 (total 
area 1795 ha; reseed area 83 ha). Farmers were expected to count the geese, and 
use canes and streamers to test their efficacy on reseeded grass. On average 45% 
of the fields on the farms were used by geese and, assuming this represents 45% of 
the farm area, the mean density across the farms on the used fields was 3.51 geese 
per ha (range 1.18-6.52).  Across the whole farm area the mean was 1.87 geese per 
ha. These densities are in the context of an unspecified level of scaring. To put these 
density figures in perspective, the comparison for Islay in 2008/09 (mean across 
farms) was 6.51 geese per ha. Comparison is difficult because on Islay the context 
was a management scheme where on most of the area it was not permitted to scare. 
However, on the assumption that the seven participant farms were amongst the 
worst affected on Orkney, the suggestion is that a small number of farms are facing 
significant problems but that more precise density data are needed to clarify the 
position. 

Based on the pilot scheme, it was concluded that “due to the wide dispersal and high 
mobility of wintering Greylags and the apparent variation in fields‟ attractiveness to 
geese, it would be premature to consider a standardised scheme across Orkney” 
(Churchill et al. 2009). However, the study does offer some encouragement for a 
scheme based on passive scaring targeted at reseeds that are attractive to geese. 
This project has not been repeated in 2010. 

  

17.2.6 Management options suggested by farmers 
At a public meeting in March 2010 to discuss the goose issue, there was widespread 
concern about the increasing population of geese and their impact on farming and 
farm incomes. Many farmers considered that scaring geese only displaced the 
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problem to other farmers. Most suggestions put forward at the meeting were 
focussed on reducing the population as follows: 

 Put greylag geese on a general restricted licence to permit shooting in June, July 
and August in addition to the current open season (protecting the pre-migration 
wintering Icelandic greylags but allowing the resident birds to be shot in the 
summer). 

 Repeal the Act that makes it illegal to sell grey goose meat.  
 Cull the breeding population during the moulting period. 
 
As a measure to facilitate the management of geese the potential use of the LMO 
option in SRDP was suggested. 

 
17.2.7 Conclusion 
There is currently evidence to suggest that a goose damage problem exists but 
insufficient to identify the range of goose densities present, and the extent and spatial 
distribution of the damage. It seems that a number of farms are affected to a 
(marked) degree.  

The pilot scheme provided support to farmers who applied for licences and were 
presumed to be suffering significant damage.  Scaring on its own largely displaces 
the problem spatially, although it can reduce damage on heavily affected farms. 
However, it will fail to provide a solution in the long term if population growth 
continues.  

The evidence is that commercial and farmer–led shooting has not managed the 
increase in total population size.  The prospects for a major increase in commercial 
shooting seem small under current regulations and policy and further investigation 
would be required to determine the extent to which the regulatory framework is 
limiting harvests.   

The high mobility and dispersion of the Greylags present problems for scheme 
design, since it is not clear whether the standard designation of buffer/feeding areas 
would attract geese away from other areas.  

 

17.3 Caithness 
 

17.3.1 Context 
Farmers have reported damage from Icelandic Greylag Geese and Greenland White-
fronted Geese for many years but some evidence suggests that this is increasing.  
Problems are occurring on farms near the Caithness Lochs SPA. Anecdotal evidence 
suggests that the damage occurring in the spring is getting worse and that this spring 
damage is now of greater agricultural concern (SNH, 2006b). The main problem 
appears to be caused by migratory (Icelandic) Greylag Geese and the fact that they 
are staying longer (into May). The impact is on the spring grazing, the first silage cut, 
barley and turnips. The frequency of re-seeding has had to be increased on some 
farms.  There are no estimates of the impact of the damage on farm incomes.  

It seems that a small number of farms near the SPA are severely affected, with 
lesser damage widespread but erratic.  
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17.3.2 Goose species and numbers 
There are around 230 Greenland White-fronted Geese and 8,000 (probably largely 
wintering Icelandic) Greylags in the area of concern. The Greylag population roosts 
on the Caithness Lochs SPA and numbers have increased from 6,800 in 1995/96 to 
8,700 in 2001/02.  WWT counts in the 2009/10 winter indicate a population peak 
count of about 12,000 for Caithness as a whole (this peak varied from ca 3,000 – 
13,000 individuals but showed no clear trend between the winters of 1995/1996 and 
2005/2006 according to figures assembled by the local group in 2006).  There seems 
to be a lack of clear data on roost-related numbers, and Icelandic and re-established 
Greylags cannot be distinguished in the counts. 

The Caithness Lochs SPA comprises seven SSSIs. In terms of status: 

 Icelandic Greylag Geese are a qualifying species for four SSSIs and the 
Caithness Lochs SPA ; 

 Native Greylag Geese are a qualifying feature of the Caithness and 
Sutherland Peatlands Ramsar site (under criterion 3c); and 

 Greenland White-fronted Geese are a qualifying species for three SSSIs and 
the Caithness Lochs SPA. 

 

17.3.3 Shooting 
Farmers affected by geese attempt to scare them off. There is only limited 
commercial goose shooting in the area and few farmers shoot. Only 5 or 6 farmers 
apply for closed season licences, in part due to the associated administrative 
requirements but also because they feel they do not have the time to carry out 
shooting themselves during the busy spring period. The SGRPID Thurso office 
reported 10 Greylag Geese shot under licence in 2009. 

 

17.3.4 Policy development to date 
There is a local group consisting of SNH, SEERAD and Caithness NFUS 
representatives. In 2006 the group approached NGMRG with an in-principle request 
for a goose management scheme (The Caithness Lochs SPA and Greenland White-
fronted Goose scheme for Caithness). The proposal is to develop a goose scheme 
which would support: 

 the creation of sacrificial sanctuary areas around the Caithness Lochs SPA where 
the Icelandic Greylag Geese are feeding. No shooting would occur on these 
areas;  

 A wider zone around the sanctuary areas where scaring tactics would be 
employed to encourage use of the sanctuary areas; 

 A targeted scheme for Greenland White-fronted Geese. 
 

The proposal was not accepted by NGMRG. It was considered that the issues 
concerning Greenland White-fronted Geese would best be addressed through SNH‟s 
Natural Care programme.  SNH did not proceed because there was found to be no 
specific issue associated with the White-fronts.  

As regards the Greylags, similar issues had been reported from Orkney and 
Greylags may move between Caithness and Orkney. Hence it was felt important to 
consider the areas together. The presumption against schemes for grey goose 
species (with no special protection needs) except in exceptional circumstances was 
used by NGMRG and it was suggested that the LGMG might obtain further evidence 
to support the case for a scheme.  
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The LGMG has become inactive since the 2006 application, but some farmers in the 
area are considering possible alternative sources of funding for goose management, 
including local biodiversity funding and funding under a possible SRDP LMO option. 

  

17.3.5 Conclusion 
The main goose issue is one of an increasing population of Greylags causing 
damage on a small number of farms near the SPA. There is a lack of specific count 
information and data on the distribution of geese, and on the actual damage to 
farming interests. However, such data are costly to obtain and it seems unlikely that 
the farmers affected are willing to finance data gathering given the uncertainly about 
obtaining a management scheme. 

Although there is a policy mechanism available to address the Greylag issue in 
Caithness (as at Loch of Strathbeg), it is clear that NGMRG has not wished to 
engage in schemes for species not requiring special protection except in exceptional 
circumstances. Caithness does not appear to meet that particular NGMRG criterion.  

Although NGMRG considered that this issue would be best addressed though the 
SNH Natural Care scheme, this has not been taken forward and funding for this 
scheme is uncertain. SRDP may be a potential source of funding.  

 

17.4 Lochaber, Spean and Roy Bridge 
 

17.4.1 Context, goose species and numbers  
Five years ago Greylag Geese appeared around Arisaig and Bunnacaime, and 
Canada Geese in the Great Glen. There are thought to be about 200 Greylags and 
an unknown number of Canada Geese. Both species are resident. The main impact 
on the farming interest is on spring grass for silage, hay and grazing, with delayed 
turnout. There has been damage to barley crops. Damage is localised but it is not 
known how many farms are affected. 

  

17.4.2 Policy development to date 
There is no formal group and no approach has been made to NGMRG, although a 
meeting was held with SNH in 2008.  

 

17.4.3 Scaring and shooting 
Scaring has not been very effective and merely moves birds to neighbouring fields. 
Some farmers with licences and the local estate have been actively shooting and this 
has helped to contain numbers. Closed season licences are readily available.  

 

17.4.4 Other mechanisms 
There was a limited interest in management agreements to assist in managing the 
geese.  

 

17.4.5 Conclusion 
Goose damage appears to be quite restricted and shooting has assisted in 
containing numbers. The case for intervention without further evidence is weak.  
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18 Appendix I: Scottish Policy Context  
18.1 Introduction 
Published in 2007, the Scottish Government‟s economic strategy establishes 
sustainable economic growth as its “central Purpose to which all else in government 
is directed and contributes” 68.  Attempts to align all areas of government activity with 
this central Purpose are to be guided by five strategic objectives, five strategic 
priorities and a set of targets detailed in a National Performance Framework. 

The broad strategic objectives are to make Scotland: wealthier and fairer; smarter; 
healthier; safer and stronger; and greener.  The five strategic priorities relate to: 
learning, skills and well-being; a supportive business environment; infrastructure 
development and place; effective government; and equity.  These objectives and 
priorities are discussed in more detail in Section 18.5. Potential tensions (but also 
complementary gains) between individual objectives and priorities are acknowledged, 
with reference to the central Purpose offered as a means of resolving trade-offs.  

Desirable characteristics of economic growth are identified to include solidarity, 
cohesion and sustainability, interpreted as meaning that inequalities across 
individuals are reduced, disparities across regions are reduced and inter-generational 
growth and environmental quality are promoted as mutually reinforcing.  The 
component drivers of economic growth are identified as productivity and 
competitiveness, rates of labour force participation and a growing population. 

The National Performance Framework69 sets a mix of longer-term, aspirational and 
shorter-term targets against which progress under the economic strategy will be 
gauged.  These are expressed as 15 National Outcomes plus 45 National Indicators.  
In reviewing the relevance of rural land use to these (and thus to the central 
Purpose), Slee et al. (2009)70 concluded that aspects of agriculture and the natural 
environment had a role in contributing to many targets – particularly within rural 
economies - but that the interaction of various market imperfections and failures 
implied a need for public policy interventions to encourage such contributions, a point 
reinforced by Moxey et al. (2009)71. 

However, the Scottish Government is not unconstrained in its policy choices 
regarding goose management.  Potentially, it could choose to ignore the Birds 
Directive or to seek compliance solely through the voluntary actions of land 
managers.  However, such approaches would risk EU infraction procedures which 
would result in lengthy litigation if not expensive fines and undoubted political 
discomfort. 

Hence, in practice, the Directive has been transposed into domestic legislation72 that 
redefines the private property rights enjoyed by occupiers (i.e. 
owners/tenants/managers) of farmland.  That is, the freedom of land managers to 
utilise any and all control measures has been constrained, which inevitably imposes 
less flexibility on management options plus potentially incurs higher agricultural 
damage, higher input costs and/or lower outputs (e.g. less grazing, more bought-in 
feed, fewer and/or lighter livestock). 

                                                 
68 See http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/Doc/202993/0054092.pdf  
69 See http://www.scotland.gov.uk/About/scotPerforms  
70 RLUS2, see http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2009/12/04154104/0  
71 RLUS3, see http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2009/12/04154202/0  
72 Principally the Wildlife & Countryside Act (1981) and the Conservations & Natural Habitats Regulation 
(1994).  It should also be noted that some domestic measures apparently pre-dated these EU-inspired 
ones.  As an alternative, designated areas could have been purchased and managed directly by the 
State – but the general approach is to seek to influence the behaviour of private land managers. 
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In abstract, whether the redefinition of property rights leads to public compensation 
for additional private costs or not depends on how situations are interpreted.  If 
private rights to undertake management actions are deemed less important than 
society‟s right to avoid environmental damage, any private costs incurred in 
complying with regulatory constraints are not compensated for.  However, if the 
private rights are deemed more important than society‟s then compensation may be 
offered (Bromley & Hodge, 1990)73. 

The first case is referred to as the “polluter pays principle” whilst the second is the 
“provider gets principle”.  Essentially, the two cases are distinguished by the baseline 
or reference level against which changes are gauged.  For the polluter pays principle, 
any reduction in the level of environmental “quality”74 to which society has a right to 
expect is viewed as a loss to society and the cost of correcting this loss should fall on 
those causing it.  For the provider gets principle, any improvement in environmental 
“quality” is viewed as a gain to society and those causing it should be compensated 
for their efforts.  In practice, the distribution of property rights is often ill-defined, yet 
different approaches are followed in different circumstances and the relative power of 
interest groups at least partially reflects their respective claims on property rights. 

Hence, even given the imposition of regulatory controls and associated private costs 
on land managers, there is still a policy choice to be made between whether to seek 
compliance through enforcement alone (e.g. inspections and penalties) and/or 
through supportive measures (e.g. advice and payments).  Historically, the latter 
approach has been adopted in agriculture and the current goose management policy 
framework and schemes conform to this.  That is, they support mitigation of the level 
of agricultural (and habitat) damage experienced but also offer support in relation to 
additional costs incurred and agricultural income foregone. 

 

18.2 A narrower rural land use policy context 
The Birds Directive and subsequent regulatory requirements imposed by the 
European Commission did not arise spontaneously.  Rather they reflect increasing 
concern over the past few decades about the natural environment.  More specifically, 
the Birds Directive was a response to international obligations to protect habitats and 
biodiversity, most notably the Ramsar, Bern and Bonn Conventions.  Consequently, 
decisions relating to the levels of target populations, their vulnerability and protection 
have an international as well as European and domestic dimensions. 

However, more generally, goose management does not exist in isolation from other 
rural and land use policy issues and may need to adjust as the wider policy context 
evolves.  In particular the recent resurgence in food security as a concern and the 
possible primacy of climate change as a policy driver75 mean that policy priorities 
may be altering, especially given the likelihood of reduced public budgets at both an 
EU and domestic level.  Conversely, the rhetoric of sustainable development – 
particularly for fragile island and other remote rural communities - and the promotion 
of ecosystem services and public goods as an analytical framework may shape 
broader perspectives of environmental issues, including goose management. 

This changing context is perhaps most apparent in on-going reform to the CAP.  
Precursors to the current goose management schemes originated in an era of 
                                                 
73 Bromley, D.W. & Hodge, I. (1990) Private property rights and presumptive policy entitlement; 
reconsidering the premises of rural policy, European Review Agricultural Economics, 12, 197 - 214. 
74 Where quality is vaguely defined here in terms of (e.g.) number of geese, habitat condition and levels 
of biodiversity. 
75 Most notably the requirement within the Climate Change (Scotland) Act for the creation of a Land Use 
Strategy for Scotland by 2011. 
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coupled support payments and limited agri-environmental schemes.  By contrast, 
current schemes operate against a backdrop of decoupled support (i.e. the Single 
Farm Payment; SFP) and a suite of agri-environment measures.  Moreover, the form 
taken by the SFP is likely to change further (i.e. from historic to area) and the total 
level of funding available under the CAP to reduce significantly and to be distributed 
differently between Pillars I and II. 

 

18.3 Main policy factors 
The changing context and increasingly explicit inter-linkages between different land 
uses highlight a number of factors influencing decisions about future goose 
management policy.  First, likely pressure on both domestic and EU budgets means 
that the total funding available for (broadly defined) agri-environmental policy may be 
reduced in future and thus the relative prioritisation of different environmental 
objectives (e.g. geese, other wildlife species, water quality) may need to be reviewed. 

The need for such reassessment will be amplified by an increasing focus on 
mitigating the emissions of greenhouse gases from rural land use and promoting 
adaptation to climate change76 in rural areas, plus renewed interest in renewable 
energy, rural development and food security based on land management.  Not all of 
such policy objectives will necessarily be affordable alongside, nor compatible with, 
all existing agri-environmental measures: trade-offs may be required and political and 
budgetary commitments to goose management may not necessarily be secure. 

Second, in the face of tighter budgets and more varied demands, adherence to the 
provider gets principle may be increasingly challenged in relation to some 
environmental and equity objectives.  That is, regulatory controls are gradually 
redefining agricultural property rights and some compensatory payments could 
become judged as unnecessary: land managers experiencing the effects of wild 
geese populations could simply be required to comply with the regulatory 
requirements without any public assistance (as occurs with regulations in many other 
sectors).  Such a switch would cause significant political discomfort, yet is already 
subject to some general debate. 

For example, receipt of the Single Farm Payment (SFP) is conditional upon 
maintaining land in Good Agricultural and Environmental Condition (GAEC) and upon 
observing 18 Statutory Management Requirements (SMRs) – including restrictions 
under the Birds Directive.  On the one hand, this can be interpreted as an incentive 
mechanism to encourage desired land management (i.e. failure to adhere to 
requirements leads to financial penalties), yet on the other hand it can be interpreted 
as an unnecessary public cost to induce compliance with existing legal obligations.  
The latter view has been adopted by some commentators in pressing for elimination 
of the SFP in favour of more targeted policy measures.  Equally, perceived practical 
difficulties in deploying (and funding) targeted measures have led to interest in 
“greening” the SFP through enhancing the breadth and depth of cross-compliance. 

As an aside, due to its historical basis, not all Scottish agricultural land is currently 
enrolled in the SFP and thus not all land is subject to cross-compliance.  A switch to 
an area basis would enrol a greater hectarage and extend the spatial coverage of 
cross-compliance, which might or might not improve incentives for environmental 
land management in some locations.77 

                                                 
76 It is also possible that climate change may alter the numbers, location and vulnerability of some 
species, possibly leading to revision of regulatory requirements. 
77  Depending on how cross-compliance requirements are specified and how (potential) environmental 
outcomes are distributed spatially. 
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Third, however, whilst a switch to greater reliance on regulatory requirements alone 
might avoid an element of public expenditure, it takes little account of current thinking 
on “smart regulation” which emphasises the interplay between different policy 
instruments.  For example, international experiences suggests that policy 
effectiveness tends to be enhanced by using (e.g.) advice, training and funding in 
tandem with regulatory controls rather than simply relying on regulation and 
enforcement alone.78  The need for collaboration/co-ordination across neighbouring 
farms is likely to reinforce this need for a mix of support mechanisms. 

Although choices over the type of support should be guided by best practice, they will 
be constrained by funding considerations and also by EU and international 
constraints.  In particular, as currently interpreted by the World Trade Organisation 
(WTO) and then the European Commission, the Agreement on Agriculture (AoA) 
limits payments made to farmers in relation to environmental schemes to only cover 
elements of income forgone, additional costs incurred and (in some cases) 
transaction costs.  This effectively equates payments to the (private) costs of 
delivering environmental outcomes rather than the (public) value of such outcomes.  
This may become an increasing point of tension internationally as the concept of 
rural land uses delivering a range of (environmental) public goods and ecosystem 
services gains traction.79 

Fifth, moreover, focusing solely on the effectiveness and cost of goose management 
neglects linkages to other aspects of rural policy and the sustainable economic 
growth strategy.  For example, alterations to goose management policy may impact 
upon on-going interest in farm incomes, rural employment and development and 
(increasingly) food security and climate change mitigation and/or adaptation.  
Consequently, goose policy decisions will not be taken in isolation and may be 
influenced by a broader, integrated land use policy perspective.  For example, 
concern about productivity and food security might attach greater significance to 
agricultural damage whilst concern about methane emissions might attach less 
significance to retaining livestock grazing. 

The conflation of different, possibly opposed, objectives highlights a major decision 
variable in goose policy, namely the eligibility criteria for receipt of public support.  
Currently, schemes are restricted to only seven areas (most containing SSSIs/SPAs) 
despite wild geese being more widely distributed across Scotland.  Decisions on 
extending eligibility to other areas may be influenced by ecological considerations 
regarding the numbers (i.e. density) and vulnerability of species concerned and likely 
agricultural or habitat damage, but also the interplay with other policy interests such 
as equity of treatment, the viability of farming systems or broader rural development 
goals.  Extending (or restricting) eligibility clearly has potential funding implications 
and is closely linked to issues of scheme design and payment rates. 

Finally, domestically, administration of public expenditure related to land use 
activities has also been evolving alongside the CAP.  Specifically, in an attempt to 
mirror the simplification of Pillar I, attempts have also been made to consolidate and 
simplify Pillar II in the form of the Scottish Rural Development Programme (SRDP) by 
brigading an increasing array of previously separate schemes under the SRDP. 

Thus, whilst the goose management schemes are currently administered through 
SNH as the public body with the clearest remit for habitats and species, a number of 
other SNH schemes (and schemes run by other public bodies, notably the Forestry 

                                                 
78 See RLUS3 http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2009/12/04154202/0  
79 See RLUS op cit, plus (e.g.) Buckwell (2009) 
http://www.risefoundation.eu/pdf/Report%20Public%20Goods%20UK%20(exe%20summ).pdf  
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Commission) have already transferred into the SRDP.  Hence there is a decision to 
be made in comparing possible administrative efficiency gains (i.e. lower transaction 
costs for both public bodies and private claimants) achieved by such brigading 
against possible negative impacts on policy effectiveness and stakeholder 
engagement due to redesigning schemes to conform to RDR/SRDP requirements.  
This fits neatly under both the National Goose policy objective of value for money 
and the higher-level SG strategic priority of effective government. 

  

18.4 How the National Policy Framework fits within the 
Government‟s Economic Strategy 

The National Goose Policy Framework had three stated objectives, namely to: 

 Meet the UK‟s nature conservation obligations, within the context of wider 
biodiversity objectives; 

 Minimise economic losses experienced by farmers & crofters as a result of the 
presence of geese; and 

 Maximise the value for money of public expenditure. 
 

These policy objectives were devised prior to the current Scottish Government‟s 
Economic Strategy, which has five strategic objectives, five strategic priorities and 
numerous targets, all intended to contribute to the central Purpose of sustainable 
economic growth.  Component drivers of this are identified as increases in 
productivity, labour participation and population size, with desirable characteristics 
identified as solidarity, cohesion and sustainability.  

Figures I1 and I2 (both taken directly from the Economic Strategy80) show the 
relationships between these various components and characteristics, with the fit 
between them and the National Goose Policy Framework discussed briefly below. 

Figure I1: The Strategic Approach  

 
 

                                                 
80 See http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2007/11/12115041/0  
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Figure I2: Components and characteristics of sustainable economic growth 

 
 

The degree of fit between the current goose policy and each of the overarching 
strategic objectives and priorities may be considered in turn. 

 

18.5 Strategic objectives 
 

Wealthier and fairer  

This objective relates to generating wider opportunities for work, increasing 
competitiveness and making Scotland a more attractive place to live, work and 
invest.  Although protection of biodiversity and ecosystem services may underpin the 
long-term performance of economic activities, the imposition of regulatory constraints 
on farmers affected by wild geese populations raises short-term production costs and 
undermines current competitiveness.  However, in seeking to mitigate these costs, 
the goose policy is an attempt to retain agricultural employment and competitiveness. 

Smarter 

This objective seeks to lay the foundations for future growth and well-being of our 
children through, increasing skill levels and better channelling the outputs of 
universities and colleges into sustainable wealth creation.  Although there may be 
some training of farm (and public) staff in better goose management and some 
deployment of research institutions‟ expertise, the linkages between this objective 
and the goose policy framework are weak. 

Healthier   

This objective seeks to use anticipatory, timely and effective services and 
encouragement of healthier lifestyles to increase the productivity of Scotland's 
workforce, reduce absenteeism, improve public sector efficiency and increase 
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participation by reducing the numbers of workers on Incapacity Benefit.  Although 
protection and enhancement of ecosystem services may contribute to this, linkages 
with the goose policy framework are weak and indirect. 

Safer and stronger 

This objective relates to increasing the attractiveness of Scotland as a place to live 
and work, attracting talented migrants and high quality businesses, reducing out-
migration and securing the productive engagement in proactive activity of an even 
higher proportion of the population.  Again, linkages to the goose policy framework 
are weak and indirect. 

Greener 

This objective relates to improving the natural and built environment, valued by those 
living and working in Scotland and underpinning many of our businesses and key 
sectors.  This has obvious strong and direct links to the goose policy framework‟s 
emphasis on nature conservation and biodiversity objectives – although the tension 
with (agricultural) productivity and competitiveness is apparent. 

 

18.6 Strategic priorities (embedded within & stretching 
across the strategic objectives) 

 

Learning skills and well-being 

This priority focuses on the role of learning and skills in facilitating both personal and 
national performance.  However, the emphasis is predominantly on formal primary, 
secondary and tertiary education rather than the type of training that might be 
associated with goose management schemes.  Hence the linkage to the goose policy 
framework is weak.  Equally, whilst environmental issues are noted, again the direct 
linkage between goose management and well-being is weak. 

Supportive business environment 

This priority focuses on supporting key economic sectors (including agriculture as 
part of the food & drink sector) through appropriate public sector actions and 
partnership working with firms.  The linkage to the goose policy framework is 
apparent through the support offered to mitigate negative impacts of wild geese on 
affected farms.  Moreover, an emphasis on better targeting and “decluttering” of 
public sector initiatives is reflected in on-going reorganisation of closely related 
aspects of rural policy. 

Infrastructure development and place 

This priority focuses on the role of infrastructure such as transport and 
communication links and planning processes in facilitating local economic 
development.  Hence, the direct link to goose policy is weak.  However, site 
designations (i.e. SPAs) are an aspect of planning-type controls and, moreover, 
wider rural development policies are increasingly promoting place-based 
approaches.  Thus there are some, albeit indirect, linkages to this priority. 

Effective government 

This priority (echoing the supportive business environment one above) focuses on 
improvements to public sector support mechanisms, notably reducing bureaucracy 
and overlap.  As such, it links strongly to the goose policy objective of maximising 
public value for money and previous recommendations to share best practice and 
harmonise/streamline administrative processes.  Consideration of alternative 
administrative arrangements through (e.g.) the SRDP fits well here. 
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Equity 

This priority focuses on the distribution of opportunities, conditions and experiences 
across different groups, including social strata, locations and generations.  As such, 
the goose policy objective of meeting nature conservation and biodiversity obligations 
is in-line with seeking inter-generational equity whilst the objective of minimising 
economic losses to affected farmers and crofters is in-line with a solidarity and 
cohesion equity.  However, the latter may be at odds with restrictions on the 
geographical extent of schemes and with differences between schemes. 

 

18.7 Conclusion 
 
None of the 15 National Outcome or 45 National Indicator targets relate explicitly to 
goose management.  For example, the indicator for the abundance of terrestrial 
breeding birds excludes geese whilst the ecological footprint indicator is broader still 
and agricultural productivity or employment is subsumed within more aggregate 
economic indicators.  Nevertheless, Slee et al. (2009)81, suggest that rural land use 
contributes to most of the outcomes and targets in some shape or form.  In particular, 
they highlight the importance of agricultural activities and environmental 
management to rural economies and communities. 

Consequently, whilst goose management policy will contribute to national outcomes 
and targets, albeit very marginally due to the limited numbers of farms affected and 
their aggregate impact on such measurements, local impacts will be more noticeable 
in terms of, for example, changes to farming systems and their productivity and 
employment and changes to goose numbers.  This suggests that linkages to other, 
more specific policy metrics may be of greater immediate interests.  In particular, the 
interplay with aspects of the CAP and rural development policy and aspect of 
biodiversity policies may be significant. 

 

                                                 
81 See http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2009/12/04154104/0  
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