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Written submission from the British Deer Society 

3 February 2017. 

Dear Sir, 

ENVIRONMENT, CLIMATE CHANGE AND LAND REFORM COMMITTEE - WORK 
ON SNH DEER MANAGEMENT REPORT. 

Having listened to the evidence and read the report on the evidence given by SNH 
on 24 January 2017 we proffer some comment. 

Bias against deer in the Native Woodland Survey Scotland 2014. 

On page 42 of the Minutes of the Committee Bias against deer is refuted and claims 
of miss-recording / miss-allocation of blame are rejected. 

It was because contracted surveyors approached our Society with their concerns 
about bias against deer that we instigated a review of the surveyors’ instructions and 
the statistical methodologies used.  

We interviewed surveyors and requested that statisticians commented on the survey, 
the protocols, the instructions and the findings to certain site condition recording 
processes. The detailed instructions to surveyors were recovered from surveyors 
after induction. 

The findings were somewhat damning:  

It transpires that surveyors were instructed to record deer as the cause of damage 
even if they could not determine what had caused the damage but found any 
evidence of deer dung in the sample polygon area. On page 62 Des Thompson 
admits this fact (but the conversation moved on and this issue was not discussed 
completely).   

Only when no deer dung was evident could that site avoid being recorded as deer. 

This causes an enormous bias against deer: if both deer and damage were present, 
the damage was attributed to deer regardless of other factors, even though their 
impact was unproven. 

In another assessment of the threat of damage, the actual area affected had to be 
determined, so if rabbits damaged an area within a sample polygon area, it was to 
be measured precisely. However, if deer presence could be determined, the 
instruction was that the whole area of the sample polygon should be deemed at 
threat; again a huge bias against deer. 

The failings of the statistical methodologies were found by Dr Steve Buckland, 
Professor of Statistics, School of Mathematics and Statistics, St. Andrews University. 
His stated research interests include modelling population dynamics, wildlife 
resource management, wildlife population assessment, distance sampling and 
biodiversity monitoring. Among other seats he is the Editor in Chief, Journal of 
Agricultural, Biological and Environmental Statistics. 
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On page 48 it is claimed that there is no information available on the contraception of 
deer. This is simply untrue: there is much evidence easily available on the internet, 
and a specific paper for the UK: “CAN CONTRACEPTION CONTROL DEER 
POPULATIONS IN THE UK?” 

A review article by Peter Green BVSc Cert EO MRCVS, 2007, is well understood by 
many in the sector. 

Yours sincerely, 

John Bruce 

Trustee Director & Chairman of the Scottish Council 

 

 


