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Scottish Crofting Federation – 16 June 2015 

Petition PE01490 on the control of wild goose numbers by Patrick Krause on 
behalf of the Scottish Crofting Federation 

Given that RACCE have very comprehensively covered what information is required 
of SG in the annex to their letter of 05 December 2014 and, it would seem to me, will 
again be forced to ask for further information to address the missing information one 
would expect from SG in response to the committee’s direct questions, we will just 
address Dr McLeod’s comments in her covering letter as this serves as a summary 
of the annex. 

Dr McLeod makes a general point, a reiteration of something her predecessor also 
said, that “National goose management policy is informed by the 2010 management 
review”. RACCE have on a number of occasions asked for a current review of the 
situation. We have also brought this up several times, asking how an effective 
wildlife management strategy can be based on 5 year old data and 
recommendations? The situation has changed considerably since 2010, with goose 
populations having exploded and the budget for addressing this having been 
reduced. The minister concedes that an in-house (SNH) review will take place. We 
question whether this is appropriate and would ask for an independent review to be 
carried out. This also raises the questions on monitoring of the programme which 
haven’t been addressed sufficiently yet. Finding ways to measure the impact of 
geese on the conservation of habitat would be very helpful for the future of goose 
management. We are of the opinion that grant aid for geese management, whether 
protected or quarry species, should be more related to this aspect.  

Further to this there has still been no effort made, it would seem, to gather 
information from other countries with the same problem. Or is it a reluctance to 
reveal that other countries spend far more on protecting their rare ecologies? 

Dr McLeod then goes on to say that “the management of protected geese should be 
a priority”. Whilst the control of protected geese is a pressing issue,(and the damage 
on Islay is greater in this respect) the impact on the type of habitat must be 
considered as part of the equation. I do not know the details of Islay's protected 
habitats, but it does not have the % of machair habitat found in the Uists which is so 
rare and threatened in world terms. (see below para copied from Machair Life final 
report1) There should be more consideration of the wider impact on the economy 
and ecology of each region, not just the cost in agricultural damage to individuals.  

Dr McLeod is of course correct in stating “in situations, such as the Uists where the 
goose impact is from quarry species, land managers have substantial control over 

                                                           
1 "Changes in local agricultural practices have occurred that are now threatening the condition of machair 

habitat, and the conservation status of key flora and fauna populations. Changes include the early harvesting 
of arable and grass crops; a decline in traditional crofting practices, such as the stacking of cereal crops; an 
increase in the use of inorganic fertilizers; and the under-sowing of crops with grass. These changes reduce the 
quality of the machair as a habitat for birds, invertebrates and flora species. Through working closely with 
crofting communities, agencies and partners within the designated Natura 2000 sites, the project team has 
tried to secure and improve the conservation status of this 70% of the world’s machair. In a changing socio 

economic context, new ways need to be found to harmonise machair conservation with agricultural realities 
while supporting traditional practices." 
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goose numbers and goose scaring” but her well-meant encouragement to “farmers 
to participate fully in this activity” is unrealistic given the cost of shooting and scaring 
and the small numbers of crofters who have the capability to do this unaided. Islay 
farmers are no doubt considerably wealthier than their Uist counterparts and not 
such a rare species! Greylag geese are a major threat to the long term conservation 
of the machair, alongside other factors such as exodus of young people, climate 
change etc. The main impact is that damage from geese, whether real or perceived 
is causing early harvesting and loss of traditional practices that promote and 
conserve the habitat (and that brings so many tourists to the islands) as well as 
threatening the livelihoods of the crofters. An incentive to encourage protection is 
necessary in our opinion, not just reliance on land managers to manage geese. 

The assertion that “the budgetary situation is at least as difficult now as it has been 
in recent years” is appreciated but we don’t see a clear proposal as to how the 
problem is going to be addressed within the budgetary constraints. We reiterate that 
we find the amount being spent on Islay compared to the amount being spent on Uist 
completely disproportionate. 

Finally the minister again brings up the SCF’s lack of attendance of the NGMRG. 
Our intentions are good but we are a small organisation relying heavily on voluntary 
input. The volunteer who was dealing with this has had to stop due to illness. 
However this is a red herring; having attended the NGMRG over a number of years 
we saw little change on the ground. What is needed is a much more grass-level 
(literally) approach. So saying we will try to attend NGMRG. 


