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1. Introduction 
 
This policy review has been undertaken as part of a long term commitment, in place since 
1999, to review goose management policies in Scotland every five years.  It follows on from 
the detailed review1 that was undertaken in 2010 (published in 2011, but hereafter referred 
to as the 2010 review).  It provides an update on progress in delivering goose management 
policies over the past five years, sets out proposals to refresh policies for delivery of goose 
management over the next 5-10 years and highlights emerging issues that will require 
actions in the medium to longer term.  It takes into account that current goose management 
schemes end in 2021 and that there may be changes in approach required to address 
emerging issues and meet any future constraints on budgets. A detailed review will be 
undertaken in 5 years’ time. 
 
The review has been undertaken by Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) on behalf of Ministers. 
It has been subject to both an internal and an external quality assurance process before 
being finalised.  Further details on the process and the governance of this work are set out in 
Annex 3.  The initial scope and commissioning document which was agreed by National 
Goose Management Review Group (NGMRG) at the beginning of the review process is 
included at Annex 4 and a summary of stakeholder consultations on this is included in Annex 
5. Stakeholder consultations were carried out via NGMRG (and Goose Science Advisory 
Group (GSAG) sub-group), stakeholder representatives and SNH and Scottish Government 
Rural Payments and Inspections Department (SGRPID) staff working with local goose 
management groups.  Early discussions took place with RSPB and WWT but they had 
resigned their membership of NGMRG prior to the start of review work and were not part of 
ongoing NGMRG discussions as the review developed. 
 
This review does not pre-empt the review of the greylag adaptive management pilots which 
is due to be completed this autumn.  However, it does outline of the emerging issues and 
lessons learned from the pilots. No consultations were carried out with the local 
management groups involved in the adaptive management pilots as part of this review 
process. 
 
Some of the key considerations within this review relate to current legislative and funding 
arrangements with the European Union (EU).  The United Kingdom referendum result in 
June 2016 to leave the EU has resulted in uncertainty about both factors.  However, the 
current funding arrangements for goose management schemes will continue until 2021.   
 
2. Executive Summary  
 
The review summarises the progress made since the previous review in 2010.  It is clear that 
a number of changes have been introduced to goose management since 2010 and that 
these changes have made a considerable contribution to delivering the existing goose 
management policies.  A summary of the proposals from the 2010 review is set out in Annex 
1, followed by a summary of progress with delivering Scottish Government (SG) policy 
objectives from that review set out in Annex 2.  
 
The current review is intended to be a “light touch” process which takes on board the views 
of the main bodies and then sets out a number of areas for discussion and progression over 
the next five years and beyond. 
 
  

                                                
1
 http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2011/02/03083950/0 

http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2011/02/03083950/0
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Key findings within this review are: 
 

 The policy objectives for meeting UK nature conservation objectives for geese have 
largely been met, with the exception of preventing further reductions to populations of 
Greenland white-fronted geese. 

 

 Minimising economic losses experienced by farmers and crofters as a result of the 
presence of geese continues to be a relevant policy objective, but requires further 
refinement. 

 

 Further consideration is required to allow a better assessment of value for money of 
public expenditure to support geese. 

 

 The commitment to support the ongoing suite of goose management schemes 
remains in place until 2021. Beyond that, consideration needs to be given as to how 
goose management is delivered, taking into account constraints on available funding. 

 

 There are increasing conflicts in some locations due to growing numbers of some 
species of migratory and breeding geese and expansion of range, including into new 
locations.  This reflects experiences over the past 20-30 years across Europe and 
North America. 
 

 There is a commitment to work with other range states in a new initiative to develop 
flyway planning and adaptive management approaches to managing migratory geese 
populations and this work has begun through Scottish and UK involvement in, and 
contributions, to the AEWA European Goose Management Platform. 
 

 In the short to medium term, the direction of travel should work towards the 
development of individual species action plans that set out detailed conservation and 
management objectives for each goose species present in Scotland, much of which 
may be driven by UK involvement in AEWA flyway planning processes.  Significant 
stakeholder consultation should be carried out during the development of these 
plans. 
 

 In the longer term, the direction of travel should be towards the incorporation of 
goose management into wider ranging multi-species management approaches and 
how these approaches can be incorporated within future agri-environment support 
mechanisms. 
 

 Promotion of self-help approaches, where possible, should be considered as the 
basic means to resolution of goose management conflict. 

 
3. Overview of current goose management policy in Scotland 

Wild geese are an important part of Scotland's natural heritage. Goose numbers have 
increased in Scotland since the 1970s, mainly due to the introduction of legislation to protect 
them, including the designation of sites to protect roosting and feeding habitats and 
restrictions on shooting.  In recent decades the successful recovery of certain goose 
populations has led to increasing agricultural damage to crops in some areas.  As a result 
many farmers and crofters affected by large numbers of grazing geese regard them as 
agricultural pests.  In some locations however, large concentrations of geese also support 
wildlife tourism and sport shooting (for quarry species). 



5 
 

A summary of the current population sizes and status of migratory goose populations in 
Scotland is included in Annex 6.  There is no recent data on breeding geese. 

A National Policy Framework (NPF) for goose management has been in place in Scotland 
since 2000 to help balance agricultural and conservation interests. A national co-ordinating 
body, the National Goose Management Review Group with representation from key 
stakeholders, was set up in May 2000.  

The participants were: 

 The National Farmers Union of Scotland (NFUS)  

 Scottish Crofting Union (SCU) 

 The Royal Society for the Protection of Birds2 (RSPB) 

 Wildfowl and Wetlands Trust3 (WWT) 

 Scottish Land and Estates (SLE)  

 British Association for Shooting and Conservation (BASC)   

NGMRG is chaired by Scottish Government (SG) and the secretariat is provided by SNH.  It 
is supported by the Goose Science Advisory Group (GSAG) which included representatives 
from: 

 Science and Advice for Scottish Agriculture (SASA) 

 British Trust for Ornithology (BTO) 

 RSPB 

 WWT 

 BASC 

 SNH 

 SG 

NGMRG’s role was to implement the NPF and to advise Scottish Ministers on goose 
management in Scotland.  As part of this function NGMRG is required to conduct a multi-
disciplinary review of the NPF every five years, and to report its findings to Ministers. 

NGMRG is guided in its deliberations by three fundamental objectives which are at the heart 
of the NPF. These are 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 
 

These objectives have been in place since 2000 and have been reviewed regularly with only 
minor changes made since then. 

The objectives have focussed on delivering management of geese on designated sites, and 
in key conflict areas and where concentrations of protected geese have resulted in 
significant agricultural damage.  Delivery is via local goose management schemes which 
cover defined areas where concentrations of geese have resulted in agricultural conflict. 
These schemes are developed by local goose management groups which are made up of 

                                                
2
 RSPB resigned from NGMRG and GSAG in 2014 

3
 WWT resigned from NGMRG and GSAG in 2014 
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key stakeholders in each location.  These stakeholders include representation from farming 
and crofting interests via NFUS and SCU, conservation organisations such as RSPB and 
WWT and land owning interests through SLE.  Details of scheme locations and species 
covered are set out in Table 1.  Each goose management scheme submits an annual report 
to NGMRG and a short summary of the latest reports is included at Annex 7.  These reports 
have been used as part of the review process to assess effectiveness of scheme delivery 
against the national goose policy objectives.  

At present there are few options in place for the management of geese, particularly species 
listed under Annex 1 of the Bird’s Directive (79/409/EC amended 2009/147/EC), out-with 
scheme areas apart from self-help scaring and the possibility to apply for a licence to shoot 
to scare.  Some of the reasons for this include a lack of available resources to develop new 
schemes, emerging issues which are not fully understood due to a lack of information, little 
available data (barnacle goose count data) with which to develop solutions and a lack of co-
ordination between individuals and organisations to develop solutions.  There are also a 
number of constraints such as designated sites (many geese are associated with Special 
Protection Areas) which result in limitations on licences, accessibility of locations to carry out 
management (many goose management issues occur on west coast islands) and issues of 
habituation of geese to currently available scaring techniques.  There is ongoing work to 
address these issues including ringing of barnacle geese across the range, the introduction 
of co-ordinated counting of geese in some locations and scientific research via partnerships 
with conservation organisations and universities. 

Table 1 sets out the existing goose management schemes and the species on which they 
are focussed.   

Table 1. Current goose management schemes/adaptive management pilots 

Scheme/pilot location 
(start date) 

Species of goose covered by the 
scheme/pilot 

Summary details 

Islay (2000) Greenland barnacle geese Greenland 
white-fronted geese 

Winter scheme for migratory 
geese.  Payments made to 
farmers for managing geese.  
Costs relate to damage caused. 
Delivery mechanism for Islay 
Sustainable Goose Management 
Strategy which includes 
population reduction of barnacle 
geese. 

Solway (2000) Svalbard barnacle geese Winter scheme for migratory 
geese.  Payments made to 
farmers for managing geese.  
Costs relate to damage caused. 

Kintyre (2000) Greenland white-fronted geese Winter scheme for migratory 
geese.  Payments made to 
farmers for managing geese.  
Costs relate to damage caused. 

South Walls -Orkney (2000) Greenland barnacle geese Winter scheme for migratory 
geese.  Payments made to 
farmers for managing geese.  
Costs relate to damage caused. 

Loch of Strathbeg (2000) Pink-footed geese Winter scheme for migratory 
geese.  Payments made to 
farmers for managing geese.  
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Costs relate to damage caused. 

Uists (2012) Greylag Adaptive management pilot for 
management of resident greylag 
geese. Co-ordinates management 
actions but no payments made for 
damage caused by geese. 

Lewis and Harris (2014) Greylag Adaptive management pilot for 
management of resident greylag 
geese. Co-ordinates management 
actions but no payments made for 
damage caused by geese. 

Tiree and Coll (2012) Greylag Adaptive management pilot for 
management of resident greylag 
geese. Co-ordinates management 
actions but no payments made for 
damage caused by geese. 

Orkney (2012) Greylag Adaptive management pilot for 
management of resident greylag 
geese. Co-ordinates management 
actions but no payments made for 
damage caused by geese. 

N.B. SNH also has 4 Management Agreements in place in the Slammanan area to promote 
positive habitat management for Taiga bean geese.  These agreements were set up using 
the SNH Natural Care Scheme and, for historical reasons, are currently out-with the scope of 
NGMRG management schemes.   

4. Review of progress with Scottish Government recommendations since 2010 
 
The 2010 review made a number of suggestions for actions to be taken forward to continue 
delivery of the fundamental national goose policy objectives (listed in section 2 of the 2010 
report).  Some of these suggestions focussed on quite specific parts of goose conflict 
management delivery, such as consideration of further Population Viability Assessment work 
to support goose management decisions, whilst other suggestions considered broader 
approaches to goose conflict management such as the application of adaptive management, 
an approach widely used in North America or to explore the use of goose products.  A full list 
of the suggestions is included in Annex 1 of this paper.  
 
In 2011 Scottish Government (SG)4 recognised the challenges that were identified in the 
report and set out key principles to guide the delivery of goose policy over the next 5 years: 
The outstanding challenges identified in the report were associated with the following: 
 

 A few vulnerable species – particularly Greenland white-fronted geese – whose 
populations are still declining; 

 A lack of equity in the existing schemes – whereby some areas experiencing rapidly 
expanding goose populations have no scheme in place, even though they are 
experiencing pressures similar to areas which have a scheme; 

 An inflexibility in the existing schemes, which means they are unable to respond to 
changing populations and pressures; 

 Rising costs, as constraints on public expenditure are becoming tighter. 
 

                                                
4
 http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2011/02/17112253/2  

http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2011/02/17112253/2
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In response to these challenges, SG proposed the following principles to guide the delivery 
of goose management: 

 Future policy should be based on a threefold grouping of the goose populations; 
 protected species in unfavourable status and in most need of protective measures; 
 protected species in favourable status; 
 populations of quarry species without special protection; 

 Continued efforts to develop flyway plans and international collaboration to protect 
threatened species. 

 Alternative mechanisms for managing protected species that are no longer of the 
highest conservation status, should be explored. 

 The development of an adaptive management approach, which would require the 
robust collection of hunting bag returns but would permit agreed levels of local 
population management – including a willingness to license control measures where 
supported by good data; 

 Support for the development of sport shooting where appropriate; 

 The local approach has worked well and should be continued (including facilitation 
for crofters and farmers to organise the control of geese locally), however, 
governance and eligibility arrangements should be improved; 

 Scheme costs need to be contained, and financial intervention should be targeted on 
the highest conservation species.  

 
A significant amount of progress has been made in delivering goose management policy in 
Scotland.  A full detail of progress made is included in Annexes 2 and 3, with a summary of 
key achievements set out below: 
 

 The publication of the Islay Sustainable Goose Management Strategy introducing 
adaptive management approaches to reducing damage caused by geese 

 Research into the effects on Greenland white-fronted geese of scaring barnacle 
geese on Islay, and setting up of a wider ringing programme for Greenland white-
fronted and barnacle geese across the Scottish range. 

 The work to measure levels of damage caused by geese to agricultural land (as part 
of the delivery of the Islay Strategy and the adaptive management pilots). 

 The introduction of adaptive management approaches in four greylag pilots following 
on from a successful Machair Life scheme.   

 The provision to control greylag geese on the General Licence has been extended 
(from 2017 onwards) to include July and August (for prevention of serious agricultural 
damage). 

 The introduction of limited licensed sale of greylag meat to ensure carcasses 
generated by adaptive management pilots are used and not wasted.  

 The addition of invasive non-native Canada geese to the general licence, which 
allows control of greater Canada geese to prevent agricultural damage, amongst 
other reasons. 

 Improved the delivery and governance structure of goose management schemes. 

 Improved data collection across a number of species. 

 Contributing to flyway management approaches through the AEWA European Goose 
Management Platform.  N.B. Development of adaptive management approaches on 
Islay and in greylag pilot areas has been at the forefront of using these approaches 
within Europe. 
 

In general terms, the NPF has, to date, delivered what it set out to do, and has taken 
additional actions. Its approach to national and local partnership, the integration of the needs 
of conservation and agriculture, an evidence base of sound science and the growing 
recognition of the wider public benefits all contribute to the delivery of the objectives and are 
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all direct consequences of the policy framework.  Despite this significant effort some critical 
challenges remain. 

5. Future shape of goose management policy 
 
Within the scope of this review, NGMRG agreed that it should, in the short term, shape a 
period of consolidation following a period of significant change in goose management over 
the past 5-6 years.  The review also needs to recognise emerging issues and set out options 
for future goose management policy in the format suggested below;   

 

 considers a wide range of options for key policy areas including those that are too 
expensive and those that are too risky 

 that an appraisal of each option is provided but that no recommendations are made 

 data gaps are identified, and consider whether they could be addressed by farmers 
themselves or require specialist work 

 draws on experience from other countries 

 considers whether all current goose scheme areas are still valid, and whether they 
offer good value for money, or whether other areas are equally in need. 

 considers whether increasing goose numbers cause impacts on other habitats and 
species of conservation importance. 
 

It should recognise that there are ongoing constraints on public funding and that there can 
be no guarantees made that the current level of funding for goose management will continue 
beyond existing commitments.  It should also consider the need to set up short term 
measures to deal with immediate issues whilst this work is done. It should also recognise 
that we may need to consider other approaches to help mitigate the problems caused by 
large number of geese.  
 
This section also includes consideration of research and monitoring work required to support 
development and delivery of goose management policy and, at the request of some 
stakeholders, consideration of the issues around the use of lead shot to shoot geese. 
 
5.1   Review of the existing National Goose Policy Framework  
 
The following sections set out the existing National Goose Policy Framework and assess in 
greater detail the benefits it provides in framing goose management policy over the next five 
years. These policy options are considered in terms of relevance and the need to retain 
these policies within the existing framework.   
 

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

This policy objective is essential to ensuring that all goose management policies and actions 
are framed within the context of current legislative provisions.  These include European 
Directives, most of which are enshrined within UK and Scots Law.  Whilst there is some 
uncertainty over future European legislation due to Brexit, the assumption is that the status 
quo will be maintained for a period.  Scottish Government will review and adjust its policies 
as and when post-Brexit arrangements become clearer.  Until that time, it is assumed that 
the current arrangements apply and that this objective remains an essential part of the 
goose policy framework. 

The UK is also a signatory to a number of international agreements which are relevant to 
geese. These include the Ramsar agreement and the African-Eurasian Waterbird 
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Agreement (AEWA).  These are long term commitments to promote biodiversity objectives 
for the benefit of wetlands and waterbirds and these are not likely to be affected by Brexit. 

As noted in the 2010 review, this policy has been largely successful in meeting the UK’s 
conservation objectives for naturally occurring populations of geese, with the exception of 
Greenland white-fronted geese.  Most of the Scottish goose populations have either 
stabilised or continued to increase since 2010 and there are reports of some geese 
expanding their range out-with core sites, especially in the Solway and on some Hebridean 
islands.  There remains concern, however, about the reduced size of the Greenland white-
fronted goose population across the range.  

Section 7 of the review looks at how future policy can be developed on a species by species 
basis and sets out options for each species which will provide further detail on how this 
policy objective can continue to be delivered. 

In summary, this objective has largely been met and continues to be a relevant part of the 
goose policy framework. 

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

This policy objective ensures that one of the key drivers in goose management policy is to 
reduce the costs of goose damage borne by farmers and reduce the levels of conflict caused 
by geese in Scotland. It recognises that economic impacts are the main reason for conflict 
caused by geese.  Intervention in scheme areas has reduced conflict to some extent as a 
result of management and compensation, but growing goose populations within some 
scheme areas and increasing complaints from out-with goose scheme areas mean that there 
remains dissatisfaction amongst some of the farming communities particularly where they 
support geese in growing densities. 

There are a number of key issues related to this policy which have contributed towards some 
ongoing and increasing conflicts. 

 Calculating economic losses as a result of goose grazing is a difficult and imprecise 
science.  Damage to different crops, by different goose species, at different times of 
the year and in different land management systems means, along with year to year 
variations that there is no “one size fits all” approach. 

 Some of the solutions include compensation payments and these will depend on the 
availability of funds.   

 Some solutions include management actions such as scaring and shooting.  These 
options are not always fully effective in reducing impacts of geese to a level that 
reduces economic losses, due to lack of resources, cost of scaring outweighing 
benefits or effectiveness of techniques where geese are present for long periods of 
time. 

 There is not a clear definition of at what point intervention is required and to what 
extent economic losses should be minimised, which is important for consistency and 
equity and in demonstrating value for money. 

 Population growth driven by a number of factors including agricultural production and 
climate change has resulted in increasing conflicts across new areas. 
 

The policy should be retained but consideration should be given as to how actions stemming 
from this policy are delivered in a consistent manner across the country and to defining what 
might be an acceptable level of damage, below which no intervention is required.   
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Consideration should also be given to research into how the cost of goose damage is 
calculated and how we can measure reductions in the costs of that damage as a result of 
actions taken.  Current work to measure that on Islay is costly and resource intensive and is 
unlikely to be a feasible option to roll out in other locations but data may be transferable and 
lessons can be learned from existing work. 

Finally, consideration should be given to the approaches taken to reduce economic losses.  
At present, the means of achieving this objective is mainly through compensation payments.  
However, there are potentially other means of achieving this which have not been fully 
explored to date.  These include adaptive management of goose populations (including 
reducing the size of local goose populations), the use of developing technology to improve 
the effectiveness of scaring and, where possible, changing the management of land to make 
it less attractive to geese e.g. less fertiliser, different crop types etc. 

In summary, this objective requires refinement but continues to be a relevant part of the 
goose policy framework. 

5.1.3  Maximise the value for money of public expenditure 

This objective has been the subject of ongoing discussion within NGMRG and by other 
stakeholders as it lacks clarity on the criteria for evaluating value for money.   The 2010 
review suggested that the delivery of the NPF did not represent good value for money and 
that there were issues in the cost effectiveness of goose management schemes.  It 
suggested that there was little incentive at any level to contain costs and that a lack of 
governance of the delivery of the policy framework was partly to blame.  It also relates to the 
constraints on public funding and what can be achieved with limited resources. 
 
To begin to address this issue a full review of the payment rates for schemes began in 2011 
and new bids for goose schemes were sought from local goose management groups in 
2012.  This work included detailed assessments and updated justifications for all elements of 
goose management payments for scheme areas. Funding was allocated based on 
affordability and total costs of calculated damage were not offered, which conflicts with the 
objective of minimising losses to farmers.  Some goose management groups compromised 
by introducing some local tailoring within the overall framework to try to mitigate against 
increasing costs.  For instance, the Solway scheme has limited the duration for the annual 
scheme and Islay has developed a strategy to reduce damage to reduce economic impacts. 
 
Schemes have been subject to a more formalised process of compliance checking such as 
detailed recording of field management, random monitoring of a sample of scheme 
participants and observations of scaring activities collected during goose counts. 
 
It was suggested by one of the stakeholders that a review of policy objectives should include 
a policy to reflect the societal and economic benefits of geese.  This may not require a new 
stand-alone policy objective but could be included within the considerations around how to 
deliver value for money.  It is clear that in some locations, geese can play an important part 
in the local economy e.g. bringing in bird watchers into locations such as Islay, Aberlady Bay 
and Montrose Basin or bringing wildfowlers into locations such as the Solway.  Whilst it is 
not always possible to channel income from tourism and sporting activities into land 
management to offset goose damage it should be recognised in policy delivery that there 
can be a benefit to the overall economy due to the presence of geese and there may be 
opportunities in future to trial payment for ecological services approaches. 
 
To improve delivery of this policy going forward it is suggested that further consideration is 
given to the overall aims of goose management to allow a better assessment of value for 
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money in relation to these aims.  The suggestion is that this can begin to be addressed 
through the individual species plans suggested in Section 7. 
 
There should also be consideration given to looking at alternative funding sources from both 
a public and farming point of view.  Clearly, future European funding options are uncertain at 
present but as the post-Brexit situation becomes clearer, any available options should be 
examined. 
 
Finally, total costs are likely to reduce if there are fewer geese causing damage.  Where 
possible, given legal and resource constraints, further consideration should be given to 
adaptive management of goose populations to limit further population growth or to reduce 
numbers where conservation status is robust. 
 

In summary, this objective requires refinement and clarification but continues to be a 
relevant part of the goose policy framework. 

5.2 Existing issues   

The following sections set out actions which are current and need to be carried forward as 
they are either on-going commitments (goose management schemes) or they are delivering, 
or beginning to deliver, successful outcomes (Islay Strategy).  This also recognises that 
much of the existing policy delivery is successful, although newly implemented initiatives 
such as the Islay Sustainable Goose Management Strategy need time to “bed in” and that 
any lessons are learned before any significant changes in approach are considered for Islay 
or elsewhere.   
 

5.2.1  Goose management schemes – Migratory Geese 

The first of these commitments is the delivery of goose management schemes for migratory 
geese.  In 2015, local goose management groups developed proposals and costs for five 
year schemes to cover Islay, Solway, Kintyre, South Walls and Loch of Strathbeg.  Due to 
the requirement for E.C. State Aid cover (required for all SNH management agreements) 1 
year agreements have been put in place whilst this is sought.  It is anticipated that State Aid 
issues will be resolved in 2017 and that management agreements can be set up for the 
remainder of the original 5 year commitment (until 2021). 
 
For Islay, Solway, Kintyre and South Walls, local groups have reported to NGMRG that 
these schemes have broadly delivered the policy objectives (see summary of annual reports 
in Annex 4) and there is a current commitment to carry these through to 2021.  Some 
schemes raised concerns that the available funding is not enough to fully minimise losses to 
farmers.  For Loch of Strathbeg, there is a planned review for NGMRG at year three of the 
scheme (2018) to assess the scheme against the current policy objectives and the current 
status of pink-footed geese.  This national goose policy review has not sought to pre-empt 
the outcome of that work. 
 
Due to the commitment towards funding these schemes until 2021 there are no options 
presented for immediate changes to the existing goose schemes for migratory geese.   
 
5.2.2 Islay Sustainable Goose Management Strategy 
 
In 2014 SNH and SG signed up to deliver the Islay Sustainable Goose Management 
Strategy5 over a 10 year period.  The Strategy was developed following the recommendation 

                                                
5
 http://www.snh.gov.uk/docs/A1434517.pdf 

http://www.snh.gov.uk/docs/A1434517.pdf
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in the previous policy review to consider adaptive management approaches for goose 
populations in favourable condition.  Islay farmers made a case to Ministers for adaptive 
management approaches to be applied to goose management on Islay.  A detailed summary 
of the approach taken to address the conflict has been published in the journal Ambio6, 
alongside a number of case studies7 setting out goose management experiences in other 
countries. 
 
The strategy aims to reduce damage to grass crops by reducing Greenland barnacle goose 
numbers.  It also aims to looks at ways of maintaining and increasing the Greenland white-
fronted goose population on Islay.  The delivery of the actions agreed within the Strategy is 
via the Islay Local Goose Management Scheme.  The long term nature of this commitment 
means that there are no suggestions for a change in approach within this current review.  
However, it should be noted that the Strategy is being delivered using an adaptive 
management approach and the delivery will be reviewed regularly throughout the 10 year 
period to ensure that the objectives can be achieved. During the first year of the Strategy 
(2014-2015), a number of baseline measurements were taken to assess damage levels and 
some trials of management to benefit GWF were undertaken.   Fieldwork to collect data to 
measure damage is ongoing.  Management to reduce the barnacle goose population began 
in 2015-2016 and after two winters of this work, there will be a review of progress will begin 
in summer 2017.  Despite work to reduce the population, 2 breeding seasons with high 
productivity have resulted in the population increasing.  In response to this, modelling work 
to refine the calculations to set bag limits is also being reviewed at present to ensure that 
responses to changes in goose populations can be flexible. 
 
It is noted that there is a complaint, submitted by RSPB and WWT in October 2014, which is 
currently being considered by the EC.  Whilst SNH and SG believe that the Islay strategy 
has a sound legal basis, the outcome of these considerations may have an impact on 
delivery of the Strategy and on other goose management policies and approaches 
elsewhere.  Any future national goose policy may require adaptation as a result. 
 
What should also be noted is that there are pressures to reduce damage caused by Annex 1 
species (barnacle geese) elsewhere in Scotland and lessons may be learned from the Islay 
experience that can be applied elsewhere. 
 
5.2.3 Adaptive management pilots 

Four pilot projects were established to test whether local populations of resident greylag 
geese could be managed effectively to reduce the impacts of goose grazing on agricultural 
activity, whilst retaining their conservation interest.  An adaptive management approach was 
adopted in the pilot projects which operated in Orkney, Uist, Tiree & Coll and Lewis & Harris.   
   
In addition to managing population levels the pilots introduced a trial project involving 
licensed sale of goose meat to promote sustainable use of carcasses. 
 
These adaptive management pilots ended in spring 2017 and their effectiveness is currently 
being reviewed and reported to the Scottish Government.  
 
There is no proposal to continue the pilots but SNH is currently providing support for 
transitional arrangements over the next 2 years until 2019 to ensure the longer term benefits 
derived from the Pilots.  The aim of this is not to extend the pilots but to manage the 
transition from government support to self-help.  Goose management groups have submitted 

                                                
6
 http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s13280-016-0880-8  

7
 http://link.springer.com/journal/13280/46/2/suppl/page/1  

http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s13280-016-0880-8
http://link.springer.com/journal/13280/46/2/suppl/page/1
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proposals for these transitional arrangements and funds have been identified for this 
purpose. 
 
To assess their effectiveness, the review of the adaptive management pilots will consider 
how well they delivered their agreed aims and objectives, which are: 
 

 To test approaches to adaptive management of geese and in particular to test 
whether local populations of resident geese can be managed effectively to maintain a 
stable population at levels that reduce the impacts of goose grazing on agriculture, 
and retain the conservation interest. 

 

 To test how effectively shooting levels can be managed, through setting agreed 
shooting levels and regular monitoring of population levels. This will protect 
populations from over exploitation, while at the same time reducing agricultural 
damage. 

Consideration will be given to the success, or otherwise, of the trial sale of goose meat and 
whether that should be extended.   It will also consider promoting licence changes which 
make it easier for land managers to reduce or prevent agricultural damage by greylag geese.  

Work in 3 of the 4 pilots has been successful in reducing numbers of greylag geese to date 
(Orkney has contained numbers to date).  

Whilst the national policy review will not pre-empt the detailed review, some of the key 
lessons that have been learned are: 

 The sale of goose meat under licence has been shown to be possible and has taken 
place in a number of locations.  

 Greylag populations can be reduced or kept in check by co-ordinated shooting effort. 

 Reliable bag data is needed to inform adaptive management, and may be critical to 
ensuring approval for sale of goose meat in the longer term. 

The results from the pilots will inform our approach to greylag goose and other breeding 
goose management across Scotland and in particular whether a self-help approach can 
reduce or prevent goose impacts increasing or spreading. 

At the end of 2016, resident greylag geese were added to General Licences to cover 
shooting to prevent agricultural damage, during July and August8.  In effect, when added to 
the open season, this allows farmers to shoot greylag geese for seven months of the year 
without having to apply for a licence.  This applies to the whole of Scotland, not just adaptive 
management pilot locations.  This change is intended to reduce the administration involved 
in applying for a licence to shoot greylag geese and to support land managers in undertaking 
self-help actions in order to prevent agricultural damage. 
 
6. Emerging issues for consideration in the development of future goose 

management policy 
 

There are a number of issues which require consideration in terms of ongoing management 
within existing goose scheme areas, beyond 2021, and emerging conflicts which have arisen 
over the past five years or so. These include increasing conflicts in some locations as a 
result of increasing populations of protected geese causing increased levels of agricultural 
damage.   

                                                
8
 http://www.snh.gov.uk/docs/A2171931.pdf 

http://www.snh.gov.uk/docs/A2171931.pdf
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6.1 Existing goose schemes beyond 2021 
 
Current goose management schemes for migratory geese end in 2021.  This section sets 
out a number of options for delivery of goose management beyond that.  The options are not 
mutually exclusive and a combination of options may be considered.  Different options may 
be appropriate for different schemes but the principles applied to decision making will follow 
an equitable approach and consider where there are lack of viable alternatives.  It should be 
noted that not all options are likely to be taken forward due constraints such as availability of 
resources or legal conservation obligations. 
 
Policy considerations should include seeking a steer on which options are most likely to 
deliver the policy objectives beyond 2021. 
 
Table 2.  Options for future delivery of management in current goose scheme areas 

 
 Options Advantages Disadvantages 

1. Support continuation of 
goose management 
schemes in their current 
format (makes a 
contribution to offset 
calculated costs of 
damage).  
 
Deliver management in the 
form of refuge and scaring 
areas and provide payments 
(from SNH budget) to farmers 
to offset the costs of 
supporting protected 
migratory geese.   
 
This can, in some cases, 
include licensed shooting of 
geese to prevent serious 
damage to crops.  In the case 
of Islay, this includes 
population reduction of 
barnacle geese to reduce 
damage. 

Scheme areas are associated 
with designated sites (SPAs).  
Conservation objectives for 
these sites are met as a 
result of the management 
which is supported through 
the schemes.   
 
Contributions to international 
conservation objectives are 
also made. 
Populations of protected 
geese are being maintained 
or are increasing.   
 
Costs to farm businesses are 
offset by payments.  
Cost are contained as a 
result of the current decision 
making structure.  
 

Significant costs to taxpayer 
(currently c. £1.2m in 
payments to farmers and 
further resource costs to SNH 
for scaring, monitoring etc.). 
 
Significant costs to farmers 
(not all costs are covered by 
Scheme payments).   
 
Increasing goose populations 
cause increasing levels of 
damage and a potential 
increase in costs (within and 
out-with scheme areas). 
 
Additional monitoring may be 
required to support the 
assessment of licence 
applications. 
 

2. Support continuation of 
goose management 
schemes in their current 
format but with 100% 
funding 
 

Scheme areas are associated 
with designated sites (SPAs).  
Conservation objectives for 
these sites are met as a 
result of the management 
which is supported through 
the schemes.   
 
Contributions to international 
conservation objectives are 
also made. 
 
Populations of protected 
geese are being maintained 
or are increasing.   
 
Costs to farm businesses are 

Costs are not contained. 
 
Additional public funding or 
alternative funding sources 
required (but not currently 
available and unlikely to be 
available in future) 
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fully met by Scheme 
payments 
 

3. Support the introduction of 
additional self-help options 
for land managers such as an 
increase in the land over 
which geese can be scared 
or additional licences and bag 
limits to shoot geese. 
 
This may require a less 
precautionary approach to 
management where the 
conservation status of goose 
populations is robust. 
 
Other options may include – 
change of land management 
e.g. collaborative 
employment of goose 
scarers, use of trained dog 
scarers, extended licensed 
shooting season. 
 

Will allow additional 
protection for crops to 
prevent/reduce damage. 
 
Will reduce costs to taxpayer 
as a result of reduced 
damage. 
 
May reduce costs to land 
managers incurred as a result 
of damage to crops. 
 
May require removal of 
barriers to self-help, such as 
current licencing restrictions. 
 

Could reduce feeding/refuge 
areas for protected geese. 
 
Requires detailed data on 
goose usage of feeding areas 
and possibly requires 
additional population 
modelling. 
 
May not be Natura compliant 
and risks legal challenge.  
Will require an appropriate 
assessment to be 
undertaken. 
 
May negatively impact on 
Greenland white-fronts where 
present in scheme areas 
unless careful mitigation is 
included within schemes. 
 
Puts an additional burden on 
land managers’ resources. 
 
Many scaring methods lose 
effectiveness over time due to 
habituation 

4. Reduce the areas covered 
by current goose 
management schemes to 
areas of greatest 
need/highest goose density 
 
 
 

Continues to build greater 
consistency between 
Schemes - in this case for the 
criteria for intervention  
 
Will reduce costs to the 
taxpayer. 
 
Will continue to offset costs of 
damage in areas of 
significant goose density 
 
 
 

Will reduce the effectiveness 
of schemes in delivering 
conservation objectives by 
reducing the refuge areas 
available to geese (but may 
be compatible if populations 
are in favourable 
conservation status) 
 
Will result in higher costs to 
farmers for damage where no 
support is available to offset it 
and may impact on business 
viability. 
 
Sets an arbitrary level at 
which goose damage in 
current scheme areas may be 
considered significant enough 
to be supported by funding.  
 
May require means testing to 
identify areas of greatest 
need. 
 
Could be perceived as 
SNH/SG walking away from 
the problem. 
 

5. Review basis for Scheme Keep admin costs Requires staff/contract 
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payments  
Develop a simpler approach; 
review the management 
activities that are supported.  

proportionate to risk 
associated with Scheme 
payments 

resources 

6. Explore options for 
alternative funding support 
for goose management 
schemes in current similar 
format. 
 
This may be under current 
SRDP arrangements or under 
future UK arrangements post 
Brexit. 
 
 
 

Reduce the cost to SNH/SG 
(if under SRDP). 

Uncertainty over agri-
environment structures and 
budgets due to Brexit make it 
difficult to fully consider this 
option at present. 
 
SRDP options may introduce 
an element of 
competitiveness into the 
process, along with additional 
bureaucracy for 
applicants/SNH. 
 
 

7. Consider inclusion of 
goose management within 
a new agri-environment 
support system based on 
payments made to land 
managers in return for 
ecosystem services  

Simpler approach to agri-
environment support based 
on the environmental benefits 
delivered on each farm. 

This option is dependent on a 
completely new approach to 
agri-environment support 
which has not yet been 
developed or agreed, but is 
increasingly in line with public 
and policy thinking. 
 
Uncertainty over the shape of 
future agri-environment 
support post Brexit. 
 
Not specific to geese. 
 

8. Consider ending schemes 
for geese with lower 
protection status (Annex II 
species) 
 

Reduce SNH/SG costs  
Allow more flexible self-help 
management  (see 2 above) 
 

Depends on outcome of Loch 
of Strathbeg scheme review. 
 
Could be perceived as 
SNH/SG walking away from 
the problem. 
 

9. Trial alternative agricultural 
management that reduces 
impacts of geese 
 
Reducing agricultural inputs, 
changing crop type (grass to 
barley in some areas), 
growing of diversionary 
feeding crops (fodder beet) 

May reduce overall levels of 
damage to grass crops by 
geese. 
 
May reduce goose densities 
by moving geese away from 
core areas. 
 
 

May result in additional 
costs/reduced profits to 
farmers. 
 
May result in geese adapting 
to alternative crops, resulting 
in moving the damage/conflict 
rather than resolving it. 
 
Trails may result in additional 
costs to SNH/SG to run and 
monitor impacts 
 
Changes to farming methods 
may be difficult to promote 
and implement for a variety of 
reasons including cost, land 
type, climate, local 
infrastructure etc. 
 
May just move the problem to 
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other locations. 
 

10 Withdraw support for 
goose management 
schemes altogether and 
promote a self-help 
approach amongst land 
managers (see 2 above) 
 

Reduce SNH/SG costs 
significantly. 
 
Goose populations likely to 
increase (conservation 
advantage) 
 
 

Goose populations likely to 
increase (farming 
disadvantage) 
 
Damage to crops likely to 
increase as a result of 
increasing goose populations, 
therefore increasing costs to 
land managers a risk to farm 
business viability. 
 
Conflict situations between 
land managers and SNH/SG 
will increase. 
 
Puts an additional burden on 
land managers’ resources. 
 
Many scaring methods lose 
effectiveness over time due to 
habituation 
 

6.2  Increasing conflict as a result of Greenland barnacle geese in the Hebrides 

In parts of the Hebrides, out-with current goose management scheme areas for wintering 
geese, there are emerging conflicts between Greenland barnacle geese and land managers.  
Increasing barnacle goose populations on North Uist, Tiree/Coll and Luing have led to 
requests for action to resolve the conflicts.  Populations on both Tiree and North Uist have 
increased from around 1500 in 2000 to over 5000 geese present during the last census in 
2013.  SNH have addressed similar conflicts in other locations through the implementation of 
management schemes and, in the case of Islay, a long term strategy, which allow for 
scaring, shooting and compensation to be considered as solutions to reducing agricultural 
damage.  No such schemes are available for North Uist, Tiree or Luing. 

SNH have, to date encouraged a self-help approach in these areas which has involved the 
use of scaring and the issuing of licences with small precautionary bag limits to aid scaring 
to prevent serious agricultural damage. In the winter of 2015/16, licences to shoot small 
numbers of barnacle geese were issued for two locations on North Uist.  Feedback received 
has suggested that these were not effective in reducing damage. Work took place to improve 
our understanding of goose numbers and agricultural conflict and it is confirmed that 
barnacle geese are causing significant agricultural damage on the most productive land, 
however the value of this damage has not been possible to assess on the information 
available to date.   In 2016, SNH have received additional licence applications on North Uist 
and from Tiree and Luing.   

Farmers and crofters have tried various non-lethal scaring techniques, but these have failed 
due to difficulties of deploying scaring devices in exposed locations and habituation of 
geese.  Geese frequently return to fields from which they have been scared.  As experience 
has shown in other parts of the Scottish barnacle goose range,   issuing of licences as an aid 
to scaring has temporary effects but it is still difficult to fully protect a grass crop throughout 
the winter.  Barnacle geese are an Annex 1 species so issuing licences follows strict 
conditions and restricted bag limits mean that the scaring effects of shooting are only 
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temporary.  Therefore there are very few fully effective self-help options available to the land 
manager.   

In the longer term, SNH and Scottish Government are committed to participating in the 
AEWA European Goose Management Platform (EGMP) to develop multi-species flyway 
level management plans for migratory geese.  The initial multi-species flyway plan will 
include Greenland barnacle geese and there may be consideration given to defining 
population levels within this plan.  That may provide an opportunity to develop a Scotland 
wide plan which can address these issues.  However, this process is in the very early stages 
of development so cannot be considered as providing a possible short term solution to the 
current issues.   

Currently, consideration is being given to options which will take into account the levels of 
damage incurred, the available funding and compatibility with the national goose policy 
objectives and it may be that some of the options set out for goose schemes beyond 2021 
can provide some short to medium term solutions, where there are clear levels of damage 
incurred.  Collection of data to better understand the management issues has begun in 
terms of goose counts and research to monitor movements of barnacle geese across the 
range. SNH, in partnership with WWT, are currently undertaking a ringing programme and 
supporting a PhD to study the movements of Greenland barnacle geese.  Further 
information on levels of damage and economic impacts in some areas is required to get 
comparable information on the impact of geese as is currently available for the Goose 
Scheme areas. 

In the short to medium term, funding for any management or compensation arrangements in 
these areas may require to be found from within existing budgets.  Alternatively, we are 
exploring ways of increasing scaring effort whilst continuing to meet our conservation 
obligations using a combination of limited licensed shooting to scare alongside laser and 
audio scaring devices. 

6.3 Increasing goose numbers, increased spread of geese and reported levels of 
damage on the Solway 

On the Solway there has been an increase in numbers and expansion of areas being heavily 
used, with current numbers in excess of 40,000 Svalbard barnacle geese.  That has resulted 
in increased goose density and an expansion in the areas used by geese, including into 
areas out-with the current scheme area.  There have been requests for an extension to the 
current goose management scheme area and some licence applications submitted to 
prevent agricultural damage.  The request to extend the scheme area was rejected due to a 
need to contain both costs and the scheme area but encouragement has been given to 
scare geese with non-lethal scaring. Two licences were applied for and have been issued to 
shoot a small number of barnacle geese to prevent serious agricultural damage.  There has 
been cross border liaison with Natural England staff over licencing and bag limits. 

In the longer term, SNH and Scottish Government are committed to participating in the 
European Goose Management Platform to develop multi-species flyway level management 
plans for migratory geese.  The initial multi-species flyway plan will include Svalbard 
barnacle geese and there may be some consideration of defining population levels within 
this plan.  As with the Greenland barnacle goose issues in the Hebrides, some intermediate 
solutions may have to be considered by SNH and SG until the wider flyway plan is 
developed.  These should take into account the levels of damage incurred, the available 
funding and compatibility with the national goose policy objectives. 

6.4 Declining Greenland white-fronted goose population 
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The Greenland white-fronted goose population is one of the few Arctic breeding goose 
populations that have not increased over the past 10-15 years.  This population is totally 
protected in Scotland.  An AEWA International Single Species Action Plan9 for Greenland 
white-fronted goose was developed in 2009 and member states have signed up to 
implementing the plan.  There are two current goose management schemes, Islay and 
Kintyre, which include measures to support Greenland white-fronted geese.  These 
measures include provision of undisturbed feeding areas, and in the case of Islay, prohibiting 
the shooting of barnacle geese if white-fronts are present in the flock.  There are also a 
number of SPAs classified across the Scottish range which protect roosting areas from 
development or disturbance.  Current policy affords priority to Greenland white-fronted 
geese within future scheme development but it does not cover provision for management 
out-with scheme areas.  This had been delivered through the Species Action Framework but 
that failed to achieve its objectives due to poor uptake. 

Numbers have dropped from a peak of 35,600 in spring 1999 to a current global population 
of below 20,000. Under the Species Action Plan, this triggers a meeting of the range states 
to consider responses.  SNH will participate in that meeting when it is arranged. 

The immediate cause of the population decline is known to be chronic low productivity, 
which in most of the last ten years has not balanced mortality, causing a year-on-year 
reduction of numbers.  Good long-term monitoring of population demographics at key sites 
has allowed a range of possible causes for this declining productivity to be explored.  The 
ultimate cause or combination of causes remains unknown, but could relate to increased late 
winter/spring snow falls on the breeding grounds in recent years (thus limiting nesting 
opportunities) and/or to the consequence of inter-specific interactions on the breeding 
grounds with Canada Geese, which in the late 1980s and early 1990s expanded their range 
from Canada into west Greenland.   

SNH are currently supporting a PhD study that will look in more detail at the causes of the 
decline.  This may provide some indication of possible management interventions that will 
help the species in its wintering range and contribute towards longer term policy objectives 
for Greenland white-fronted geese in Scotland. 

6.5 Increasing numbers of pink footed geese  

There have been significant increases in the size of the UK pink-footed goose population in 
recent years and it has now reached over 500,000 birds.  Many of these birds pass through 
Scotland on migration to Lancashire and East Anglia and the Scottish proportion of that total 
wintering population is around 390,000 birds.  These generally feed on stubbles in the north-
east and east coast and winter sown crops but can be very mobile and flocks can move over 
large areas during the winter and also feed on grass crops. Damage is caused to winter 
sown crops and the early grass bite.  This is becoming an increasing problem in locations 
including Dumfries-shire, East Lothian, Lanarkshire, East Lothian and Moray and the north-
east. 

The transient nature of these birds and the distance over which they travel mean that it can 
be relatively easy to move birds on to other areas through scaring and shooting.  There is an 
open season for pink-footed goose, as they are a quarry species, but this is time limited. 
Licences to shoot pink-footed geese to prevent serious agricultural damage can be applied 
for out-with the season and are generally granted, given the large size of the population   
However, there is an issue with the time it can take to submit an application and a licence 

                                                
9
 www.unep-aewa.org/sites/default/files/document/mop5_27_draft_ssap_gwfg_0.doc 
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being issued and there is increased frustration that this delay can mean that crops are 
damaged and the birds have moved on before scaring and shooting can take place.   

SNH should consider changes to the licencing framework and processes which may resolve 
this issue, including limited extensions to the General Licence, and extension to the shooting 
season and permitting Sunday shooting. 

6.6  Increasing numbers of resident breeding greylag geese 

Greylag geese are currently breeding successfully in several areas of the country, including 
the Hebrides, the west coast from Argyll to north-west highlands, Speyside, Perthshire and 
Dumfries & Galloway.  Their productivity is high in comparison to their Arctic breeding 
equivalents as weather does not impact on survival to the same extent.  As a result, 
populations can increase quickly in localised areas. They feed on a number of different types 
of crops from grass through to pre-harvest barley and increasing numbers are causing 
increasing levels of damage in some locations.  Adaptive management pilots in some island 
locations have attempted to bring populations down, whilst demonstrating techniques for 
self-help in the longer term and trialling the sale of greylag meat.  Lessons learned from 
these areas and from a Machair Life project can be applied to other locations. 

On Islay, where greylag geese from locations around Argyll and Northern Ireland congregate 
in late summer to feed on the malting barley crop, one of the distilleries has co-ordinated 
management with local land managers to protect the crop through shooting greylag geese.  
This is an excellent example of self-help to reduce the economic impacts of geese on crop 
production. 

SNH have recently removed some of the barriers to self-help with greylag populations by 
extending the period under which geese can be killed to protect crops to include July and 
August.  Lessons learned from the adaptive management pilots (para 5.2.3) may result in 
management actions that can be applied in other areas with greylag goose conflicts, 
including expanding the licensed sale of greylag meat. 

6.7  Increasing numbers of greater Canada geese 

Since the previous review greater Canada geese have been added to several General 
Licences, including for agricultural damage, conservation of wild birds and air safety.  These 
licences permit shooting all year round.  However, it is clear in some locations that there are 
large populations and that these are expanding in both number and range.  This is 
particularly the case off the Argyll coast where greater Canada geese have been known to 
breed on islands, particularly uninhabited islands, unchecked.  More regular observations 
are now being made of increasing flocks of greater Canada geese in mainland locations 
between Oban and Campbeltown.  Up to 50 were counted on Jura in a recent count and 
increasing numbers are appearing and being shot on Islay, locations where only a handful of 
greater Canada geese have been recorded in recent years. 

The concern is that the greater Canada goose population, left unchecked, will expand at 
rates similar to those seen in other parts of Europe and North America and that there may be 
serious impacts on crops, conflicts with other goose species and issues in urban areas 
(impacts on golf courses, parkland and amenity grasslands) and around airports10. 

As with greylag geese, consideration should be given to promoting the existing licence 
changes which make it easier for land managers to reduce or prevent agricultural damage 
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by greater Canada geese.  Consideration could also be given to lifting restrictions on Sunday 
shooting for greater Canada geese and extending the shooting season.  The advantages of 
this are that a self-help approach in the early stages of problems emerging can reduce or 
prevent the impacts of the problem increasing or spreading. 

6.8 Taiga bean goose 
 
Taiga bean goose management is not currently dealt with by NGMRG but to ensure 
consistency of approach and to ensure that national goose policy objectives are taken into 
account when making management decisions relating to bean geese, consideration should 
be given to bringing bean goose management under the umbrella of the NGMRG.  A small 
arrangement with 4 management agreements is currently in place and is due for review in 
2017.  It is suggested that the scheme review will include references to the national goose 
policy objectives. 
 
The bean goose population in Scotland is small (c 260 birds) but it is at the edge of the wider 
population range and it is threatened by disturbance.  This makes up part of the Western 
flyway population of about 1500 geese.  There is a flyway plan in place for Taiga bean 
geese.11 
 
6.9  Air safety, public health and animal health 
 
There an increasing awareness of air safety issues relating to large numbers of geese 
around airports in other parts of Europe and North America12.  Geese can be a particular 
hazard because of their flocking nature, large size and their preference for short managed 
grasslands, which are often found around airports.  In Scotland, airports have wildlife 
management plans in place to mitigate against the risks of bird strikes on aircraft but 
increasing numbers of geese, particularly greylag and pink-footed geese, close to some 
airports increase the risks.  Management techniques that have been tried in Scotland include 
scaring, habitat manipulation (within airport boundaries) and shooting.  Whilst the numbers 
around airports are not generally on a scale seen in locations such as Copenhagen, 
Amsterdam and Vancouver, we should be alert to the possibility that increasing populations, 
particularly in the vicinity of airports, may require additional management to reduce the air 
safety risks.   
 
Awareness of possible public health issues due to geese has also increased in recent years.  
These include concerns raised about pollution to public water supplies and contamination 
though goose faeces of school grounds, parklands and public amenity areas in towns and 
cities.  Again, experience in other parts of Europe and North America suggests that 
problems can increase as breeding geese increase in number quickly if not controlled. At 
present, public health issues are not thought to be widespread across Scotland, although 
there have been localised issues with contamination of drinking water supplies, but it is 
suggested that a watching brief is maintained by stakeholders. 
 
Concerns have been raised by farmers that geese may carry animal diseases and 
pathogens.  Limited testing has been carried out on Islay to look at geese carrying bovine TB 
but this has not resulted in any positive TB results.  As with public health, it is suggested that 
a watching brief is maintained with regard to animal health issues. 
 

                                                
11 http://www.unep-aewa.org/en/publication/international-single-species-action-plan-conservation-taiga-bean-goose-ts-no-56 
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Air safety and public health management may require involvement of stakeholders who are 
not currently part of policy or management discussions, e.g. airport management, Scottish 
Environment Protection Agency (SEPA), Scottish Water and local authorities.   
 
It is suggested that, going forward, communication between key stakeholders is promoted to 
ensure information can be collected to inform future policy, planning and management 
decisions.  

7. Species action plans 

One of the major changes following the 2010 review was that goose populations were 
grouped according to their status and policy delivery was based around this grouping.  
However, the current review has recognised that there are inconsistencies in the way policy 
has been translated into management activity.  This is especially evident through the 
increasing conflict between barnacle geese and land managers on Tiree and North Uist but 
there are also issues on Luing and in the wider Solway, as goose numbers increase.  These 
locations lie out-with current management scheme boundaries and are not currently in 
receipt of any support payments or co-ordinated management options for geese.  There are, 
in some locations, issues with a lack of data as goose movement change and numbers 
apparently increase. 
 
It is also evident that management for the benefit of Greenland white-fronted geese has 
been delivered in a piecemeal manner, with some management taken forward through 
goose scheme areas and other management carried out on a voluntary basis through 
Species Action Framework initiatives.  Delivery within scheme areas appears to encourage 
uptake, but the lower level of funding available through SAF management agreements and 
SRDP options have not encouraged a significant uptake.  This may have resulted in a lack of 
positive management in some locations. 
 
On the international front, AEWA single species action plans exist for Greenland white-
fronted geese13 and the Taiga bean goose.14  These plans provide a framework for 
international co-operation and management within each species range.  However, whilst 
range states have signed up to delivery of these plans there are not detailed actions agreed 
within each range state as intended by AEWA. 
 
It is suggested that the next major step in national goose policy development and the way to 
address the emerging issues identified in Section 6 is to take the existing population level 
approach, combined with international species plans where they exist, and introduce 
Scottish species by species planning for each population, eventually pulled together into a 
whole Scotland goose management plan.  This approach would encourage development of 
Scottish Action Plans for each population of geese present in Scotland and ensure a 
consistent approach to objective setting and management intervention for all species.   It 
follows on from the AEWA approach of developing multi-species flyway plans which set out 
goals for individual goose populations within a wider multi-species approach and which can 
include adaptive harvest management to achieve the individual population goals.  Where no 
international plans exist, Scottish plans can provide the basis for the development of these in 
future.  The benefits of the proposed Species Action Plans are to; 

                                                

13 http://www.unep-aewa.org/en/publication/international-single-species-action-plan-conservation-greenland-white-fronted-

goose-ts 
14 http://www.unep-aewa.org/en/publication/international-single-species-action-plan-conservation-taiga-bean-goose-ts-no-56 

 

http://www.unep-aewa.org/en/publication/international-single-species-action-plan-conservation-greenland-white-fronted-goose-ts
http://www.unep-aewa.org/en/publication/international-single-species-action-plan-conservation-greenland-white-fronted-goose-ts
http://www.unep-aewa.org/en/publication/international-single-species-action-plan-conservation-taiga-bean-goose-ts-no-56
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 introduce a consistency of approach to be applied across all locations within the 
Scottish range 

 set out criteria for intervention – what type of intervention, who is responsible, why it 
is needed, costs and benefits. 

 set out the legal status and if any consideration needs to be given to change of that 
status 

 set how the plan would contribute to international flyway planning (if a plan exists or 
is in development)  

 set out how a plan can be developed from existing international flyway plans 

 provide objectives for all species (more, less, the same?) and provide a basis by 
which goose management can be more integrated into wider species management 
approaches 

 define research and monitoring requirements and identify gaps 

 learn from experiences in other countries and develop shared approaches and 
knowledge base 

 review licence provisions within General Licences and the open season 

 explore the benefits that geese can bring in relation to birdwatching tourism, sport 
tourism and sale of meat 

Action plans should include, amongst other things, biological information, conservation 
objectives, population trends, details of conflicts, legal constraints, key stakeholders, 
population targets, timescales and management actions and liaison with other range states 
in the case of migratory geese.  They should also incorporate methodologies and timescales 
for regular review. 
 
Any management planning for geese in Scotland should be structured using an adaptive 
management process to ensure that decisions are made using appropriate data and that any 
adjustments to management actions are made as a result of monitoring the results of 
previous actions.  It should be noted that whilst an adaptive management approach will set 
out how we take management actions forward within an agreed framework, it does require 
data and information on which to base management decisions, therefore there will be an 
ongoing resource requirement.  This may well be offset by reduced costs in the longer term if 
damage levels are reduced. 
 
These plans will require resources to develop and will require significant stakeholder 
involvement but will, in the longer term, ensure a consistent approach to goose management 
across Scotland.  They may also provide the basis for which to consider goose management 
alongside other conflict species management solutions in the longer term. 
 
It is suggested that plans that will address emerging issues and link to the AEWA flyway 
planning process are taken forward initially (for both populations of barnacle geese) 
alongside development of a Scotland wide plan for Greenland white-fronted geese that can 
be developed from the existing AEWA flyway plan.  Following that, we should consider plans 
for greylag and pink-footed geese.  It is estimated that the whole process might take 3-4 
years. 

8. Research and monitoring 

Some of the suggestions within the 2010 policy review focussed on very specific areas of 
research and monitoring such as delivering a consistent methodology for PVA work.  The 
review made no recommendations on other aspects of scientific work that may be required 
to deliver the main policy objectives.  The current review proposes to take a wider approach 
to the research and monitoring requirements with a view to setting out a longer term plan in 
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partnership with the key stakeholders who participate in the Goose Science Advisory Group 
(GSAG).   

Currently, the data required to support local goose management is collected and collated in 
a piecemeal fashion with a reliance on a combination of local goose counts, research 
contracts, voluntary counts and partnership projects.  There is currently no consistent 
management of this data and there are significant risks associated with the use of data 
collected on a voluntary basis both in terms of consistency and the guaranteed supply of the 
data.  Much of the population level data is collected through SNH involvement with the 
Goose and Swan Monitoring Programme partnership, delivered by WWT and funded largely 
by JNCC.  This programme has recently been extended until 2021.  Much of the localised 
data is collected by SNH staff or volunteers and is used to calculate scheme payments and 
inform management options. 

It is clear that a certain level of population monitoring is required to meet our international 
conservation obligations for a number of species. This requires survey and monitoring at 
Scottish range and Natura site scales, depending on species.  More detailed information 
may be required to deliver schemes, inform population viability assessments or assess 
licence applications.   

The adoption of adaptive management approaches to goose management over the past 5 
years required a sound evidence base to inform management decisions.  Not only is there 
likely to be a requirement for count data but it is also likely that there will be a requirement 
for a better understanding of how management actions impact on goose behaviour and 
movement.  Any adaptive management approach that includes adaptive harvest 
management also needs bag returns and, if dealing with licence applications for protected 
species, there will be a requirement to measure levels of damage and the success or 
otherwise of management measures in reducing that damage.  The monitoring programme 
should develop proposals for trialling an effective system of collecting bag returns which will 
be used to inform population management planning at national and international scales. 

As adaptive management approaches are applied on a wider scale going forward, it is 
important to consider how goose meat can be used in a sustainable manner.  The research 
proposals should also include advice on how trials to sell goose meat can be extended.   

Scottish involvement in the European Goose Management Platform and the development of 
AEWA flyway plans, initially for Greenland and Svalbard populations of barnacle geese over 
the next 2 years, will also require contributions from Scotland on numbers and movements of 
these geese, perhaps at a more detailed level than is currently available.  There may also be 
an ongoing monitoring requirement should adaptive management approaches be adopted 
across the Scottish ranges of these populations. 

There is some concern that increasing goose numbers in areas such as the Outer Hebrides 
may be having a negative impact on machair cropping and species that are supported by 
that management such as corncrake and waders. GSAG are asked to consider developing 
work to examine the impacts or potential impacts of increasing goose numbers on species 
and habitats of conservation importance.   

This review does not make any detailed recommendations on specific areas of research and 
monitoring but suggests that the responsibility for advising on the research and monitoring 
requirements should sit with the Goose Science Advisory Group (GSAG).  It proposes that 
once the policy review has been considered and policies adjusted or adopted that GSAG 
lead on developing a detailed monitoring plan which will set out the monitoring requirements 
to deliver the policy objectives over the next 5 years and beyond.  This approach will ensure 
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the incorporation of input from key science stakeholders on GSAG and that the scientific 
approach is more co-ordinated and appropriate to delivering the policy objectives.  GSAG 
should also advise on the prioritisation of work within the plan based on requirements to 
deliver national policy objectives. 

N.B. GSAG had begun work several years ago to develop a more co-ordinated approach to 
monitoring and research through a monitoring plan therefore the basis of this work has been 
initiated and it is suggested that this should be more fully developed. 

9. Use of lead shot 

Following the initial consultation with key stakeholders the use of lead shot to shoot geese in 
Scotland has been considered as part of the current review process. 

In Scotland, the use of lead shot over wetlands to shoot any species is prohibited under the 
Environmental Protection (restriction on use of lead shot) (Scotland) (No.2) Regulations.   
Some goose management stakeholders have requested that we address the use of lead 
ammunition within this Goose Policy Review amid concerns that lead in the environment is 
harmful to waterfowl and to human health. 

Lead has been identified as posing a particular threat to waterbirds through lead poisoning 
and the UK has an international commitment under the African-Eurasian Migratory Waterbird 
Agreement (AEWA) to endeavour to phase out the use of lead shot over wetlands.  

Following concerns about the impacts of lead ammunition on the health of wildlife and 
people consuming game shot with lead, the Department for Environment, Food and Rural 
Affairs (DEFRA) and the Food Standards Agency (FSA) in England set up the Lead Advisory 
Group (LAG) in 2010. This group of key stakeholders and experts were brought together to 
identify key risks and explore possible solutions, and to advise the government departments 
accordingly.  The LAG reported to DEFRA in 2015. 

DEFRA in England & Wales responded in July 2016 to the LAG report on the available 
evidence on the impact of lead ammunition by saying “In both instances – human health and 
wildlife –the report did not show that the impacts of lead ammunition were significant enough 
to justify changing current policy; we therefore do not accept your recommendation to ban 
the use of lead ammunition.”  

The Scottish Government are responsible for implementing legislative change regarding the 
sale and use of lead ammunition in Scotland. The Scottish Government has indicated that it 
does not have any pre-conceived views on this issue. If new evidence emerges that 
indicates that lead ammunition poses a risk to human health or to the environment then 
consideration will be given to whether further restrictions are necessary.  If this should 
happen, the implications for goose policy and goose management should be considered as 
part of any such review of that evidence. Hence no further consideration of this issue is 
included within the Goose Policy Review 

10. NGMRG and GSAG 

NGMRG and GSAG membership is listed in section 3.  Representation on the group has 
been more or less the same since it was set up in 2000.  In 2014, RSPB and WWT resigned 
from NGMRG and GSAG due to their objections to the adoption of the Islay Sustainable 
Goose Management Strategy.  The door remains open for these 2 organisations to return.   
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With the emergence of new issues in goose management such as air safety and public 
health, this may be an opportune time to review the current membership and operation of the 
groups and whether their terms of reference need to be adjusted to cover some of the policy 
areas outlined in this policy review.  To explore the potential tourism benefits of geese it may 
also be an opportune time to consider including tourism representatives. 

It is suggested that, on completion of this current review, that NGMRG and GSAG, refresh 
their terms of reference, particularly in relation to any changes in policy or delivery.  It is also 
suggest that lines of communication with other stakeholders with interests in air safety and 
public health are developed. 

11. Summary of issues for discussion and progression 

As set out in the introduction, the review has taken a light touch approach to covering the 
progress made over the past 5 -6 years in delivering the National Goose Policy objectives. 
 
Issues for attention over the next 5 years are wide ranging and aim to consolidate the 
current approach but include refinement of some aspects and development of others to 
ensure consistency of delivery.  The proposals are grouped into short term and medium to 
longer term issues based on the key principles of ensuring equity, adopting adaptive 
management approaches and ensuring resources are focussed on the areas of greatest 
need. 
 
In the short term, the key proposals are: 
 

1. Retain existing National Policy Framework objectives but refine these to ensure 
clarity and consistent delivery. 

2. Continue the current goose management schemes until 2021 but consider options 
set out for future goose management delivery to ensure a clear way forward in place 
by early 2020. 

3. Consider emerging goose management issues, encourage self-help approaches as 
the initial basis for solutions but work to resolve more complex issues where required 
and perhaps considering interim measures to cover immediate issues. 

4. Contain costs to ensure that goose management can be delivered within current 
budget limitations or can address future budget constraints. 

5. Contribute to international flyway planning initiatives via African-Eurasian Waterbird 
Agreement and share knowledge and expertise across range states. Use the 
protocols within international flyway planning processes to agree population range 
sizes and implement adaptive harvest management where appropriate. 

6. Goose Science Advisory Group to develop a detailed research monitoring plan to 
provide robust data to support delivery of goose policy objectives. 

7. Develop Scottish Species Action Plans to ensure a consistency of approach across 
species and range and pull these together into a Scotland wide goose management 
plan. Significant stakeholder consultation should be carried out during the 
development of these plans. 

8. Apply lessons learned from adaptive management pilots and look to expanding the 
licensed sale of goose meat where possible. 

9. Review National Goose Management Review Group and sub-group membership and 
terms of reference. 

 
In the medium to longer term, the key proposals are: 
 

10. Implement agreed approaches to delivery of future management in goose scheme 
areas and elsewhere if required. 

11. Promote ongoing self-help approaches to management of quarry species. 
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12. Develop approaches goose management within wider agri-environment support 
mechanisms, taking particular note of revisions to Scottish Rural Development 
Programme that may arise as a result of the Brexit process. 

13. Develop communications with stakeholders dealing with air safety, public health and 
animal health. 

14. Keep a watching brief on any changes to policy on use of lead shot. 



29 
 

Annex 1.  List of policy recommendations from 2010 policy review and a summary of 
progress. 

Evidence for the following assessment comes from various sources including goose scheme 
annual reports, NGMRG minutes and informal consultations with stakeholders. These are 
listed in the table below and an assessment of progress is summarised using a traffic light 
system as follows: 

 Good progress on taking forward this suggestion.   

 Some action taken on this suggestion but further actions may be required (outline given). 

 No action taken on this suggestion or the situation has changed and different actions have been taken.  
Further actions may be required (outline given). 

  
 Suggestion from 2010 Review Summary of progress  Further action 

required 

1. 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.  

 

Consideration still required as to 
whether or not Canada goose 
should be added to Schedule 2 
Part II of the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act.   

Canada goose is now on the 
following General Licences: 
Conservation of wild birds, 
protecting livestock & feedstuff, 
preserving public health and air 
safety.  Between them they allow 
Canada geese to be controlled 
during the breeding season in a 
wide range of circumstances.  
They are also on the list of non-
native species that can no longer 
be released into the wild following 
the Wildlife and Natural 
Environment (Scotland) Act 2011 
and the bird ringing licences now 
state they can’t be released if 
caught accidentally.  

There have been no requests to 
carry out further surveys of 
naturalized goose species for 
some time and it is not clear if or 
when these might be carried out 
again as this is not recognised as 
a high priority area of work.  
Some details may be picked up 
through WeBs counts. This work 
is currently not a priority. 

Natural England has not carried 
out any reviews of the impacts of 
placing Canada geese on the 
general licence in England.  This 

 Consideration of 
further surveys of 
naturalized goose 
species to be taken 
to GSAG and, if 
required, included 
within goose 
survey and 
monitoring plan (to 
be recommended 
as a policy action 
from this review). 
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action is out-with Scottish 
Government control. 

2. 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. 

Consideration has been given to 
North American approaches to 
adaptive management both 
during the development and 
introduction of AM pilots for 
greylag geese and the Islay 
Strategy for Greenland barnacle 
and white-fronted geese.  No 
formal review undertaken but 
discussions held with 
organisations responsible for 
developing the pink-footed goose 
adaptive management plan in 
Europe have taken place and 
work has begun to agree 
development of multispecies 
flyway level management plans in 
Europe (to be led by AEWA with 
a UK contribution).  North 
American experiences have 
helped to develop this approach. 

 N/A 

3. 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. 

GSAG ensure that PVA 
methodologies are consistent 
across all species 

 N/A 

4. We suggest that the collection of 
population size and productivity 
information 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 

Population size and productivity 
data is collected as required to 
support PVAs, modelling and 
scheme decision making.   

There may be a risk to future 
data collection due to budgetary 
and staffing constraints 

 N/A 
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5. 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. 

Summer counts and productivity 
data of breeding greylag in all 
four pilot areas currently take 
place on an annual basis 
(including Orkney where >60% of 
Icelandic greylags now spend the 
winter).  This work is committed 
to for the period of the schemes.  
This information is fed into the 
population estimates and used to 
calculate the bag limits.  

 N/A 

6. 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.  

Ringing effort has been increased 
for Greenland white-fronted 
geese as a result of recent work 
done through a partnership 
between SNH and the Wildfowl 
and Wetlands Trust.  This work 
will continue until 2018.  Some 
additional ringing of greylag 
geese has been carried out in 
some locations.  WWT continue 
to ring Svalbard barnacle geese 
on the Solway.  A 2 year 
programme of ringing and re-
sighting of Greenland barnacle 
geese across a number of 
locations within the Scottish 
range is just about to begin (from 
winter 2016/17). 

No additional ringing of Icelandic 
greylag has taken place but it is 
not high priority. 

The ringing work for Greenland 
barnacle geese and Greenland 
white-fronted geese will 
contribute to two PhD studies to 
improve our understanding of 
these two species. 

 N/A 

7. 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 

Recording of hunting bags has 
not been progressed due to lack 
of support from some 
stakeholders and removal of the 
suggestion from the WANE bill 
consultation.  

 To be carried 
forward for further 
discussion with 
regard to 
implications for 
adaptive 
management 
approaches. 
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Natural Environment Bill that is 
currently under consideration. 

8. 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.  

Limited introduction of licensed 
sale introduced to ensure 
carcasses generated by AM 
Pilots were used and not wasted. 
Licence conditions attached to 
restrict sale to places where the 
Pilots operate.  Has been 
successful and has tested the 
local market.  

No options to track the origin of 
carcasses were introduced as 
they were not required due to the 
limited geographical nature of the 
AM pilots. 

 

 N/A 

9. 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. 

The derogation is part of the EU 
Birds Directive and Scotland 
alone cannot review this.  The 
suggestion was put forward as a 
result of a decline in the barnacle 
goose population on Islay 
immediately preceding the last 
review period.  There was a 
subsequent increase in the 
barnacle population over the next 
3 years and a revised PVA 
published in 2013 suggested that 
the population could be expected 
to continue to increase.   This led 
to a revised approach to 
management of geese on Islay 
and the development of a long 
term strategy aimed at reducing 
the damage caused by barnacle 
geese.  This strategy adopts an 
adaptive management approach 
which uses some of the North 
American and European 
experiences of such an 
approach.  

 N/A - This was 
superseded by 
introduction of the 
Islay Strategy. 

10. 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 

Separate management, by way of 
weighted payment rates for 
feeding white-fronted geese, was 
introduced into the local goose 
management scheme in 2011/12 
but this did not provide any 
apparent benefits for Greenland 
white-fronted geese.  There 
continue to be measures within 
the scheme to restrict shooting of 
barnacle geese if white-fronts are 
present in the flock and the 

 N/A 
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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. 

recording protocols suggested 
here have been introduced.  
Extensive work was done (2013-
2015) to study the effects of 
disturbance on white-fronts as 
part of the work to inform longer 
term management to benefit 
white-fronts by the Wildfowl and 
Wetlands Trust in partnership 
with SNH.  The results of this 
study are due to be published in 
2017. There has also been some 
work done on diversionary 
feeding to benefit white-fronts, 
using crops such as fodder beet, 
oats and swedes.  The analysis 
of this work is still to be written 
up.  The overall GWF decline is 
about to be discussed by range 
states that are party to the flyway 
plan.  Current thinking is that 
factors out with Scotland are 
driving decline but that may need 
further research in other 
countries (possibly covered by 
current GWF PhD with Exeter 
University). 

11. We suggest that serious 
consideration be given to previous 
suggestions to take more of an 
experimental approach to 
assessing the effects of scaring on 
Islay, either via direct counts or 
using grass growth as a proxy for 
goose numbers, and a draft 
protocol with costings should be 
commissioned from an independent 
source. Given the concern over 
white-fronts, an approach which 
records actual goose numbers in 
response to scaring for at least a 
sample of areas would be 
appropriate. 

Some of these issues have been 
addressed in the work carried out 
by WWT (2013-2015) looking at 
the possible impacts of scaring of 
barnacle geese on white-fronts 
on Islay.  The report on that is still 
awaiting publication (due 2017).   

Under the Islay Sustainable 
Goose Management Strategy 
there is a programme which 
measures damage to grass but 
this does not include assessing 
the impacts of scaring. 

NGMRG and GSAG have 
considered proposals for further 
scientific study of this issue (to be 
carried out on a goose population 
that is not currently exposed to 
shooting or scaring) but these 
have not been taken forward to 
date.  

 To be carried 
forward for further 
consideration by 
GSAG and, if 
required, to be 
included within a 
survey and 
monitoring plan (to 
be recommended 
as a policy action 
from this review). 

12. 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 

Structures for the delivery of the 
NPF have been retained and 
work has progressed to improve 
delivery through improved 
communications including 
publication of minutes and 
meetings between NGMRG and 

 To be carried 
forward for 
consideration of 
how to improve 
communication 
speed between 
NGMRG and local 
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delivery mechanisms in terms of 
transparency, good governance, 
communication and VFM efficiency 
(specific suggestions are provided 
in Chapters 3, 4 and 7). 

local goose management groups. 
Might be useful to invite more 
involvement of local groups at 
NGMRG and GSAG meetings.  

Work has also progressed to 
ensure consistency of approach 
across schemes and to simplify 
scheme terms. Payment rates 
have been reviewed across all 
schemes and this process has 
included representatives of 
NGMRG, GSAG and local 
schemes. 

There remain some issues that 
need to be addressed regarding 
communications between 
NGMRG and the local groups, 
particularly in relation to clarity of 
the decision making process and 
speed of response (e.g. in 
relation to setting of bag limits on 
Islay in 2015). 

groups 
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Annex 2  Progress with implementing Scottish Government policy objectives 
between 2011 and 2017. 

 

A. Protected species in unfavourable status and most in need of protective 
measures 

The species which have been given the highest levels of priority are Greenland white-fronted 
geese (GWF) and Taiga bean geese (TBG) due to the small and/or declining populations 
present in Scotland.     
 

i) Greenland white-fronted geese 

The global GWF population has continued to decline to below 20,000 birds15.  On Islay, this 
decline has been more marked than in other locations and the population currently sits at 
around 5,000 birds.  Kintyre supports around 2500 birds and the remainder of the Scottish 
population is scattered around the west coast, islands, Caithness and Dumfries & Galloway. 

There are two schemes which deliver management for GWF. On Islay, the scheme provides 
undisturbed feeding areas for GWF and tries to minimise disturbance from goose scaring 
activities by restricting shooting of barnacle geese, if GWF are present in the flock.  The Islay 
Scheme also introduced a payment arrangement biased towards support GWF in 2011/12 
but this did not prove to have any impacts on delivering positive management or halting the 
decline and the arrangement was dropped after 1 year.  Some concerns have been raised 
by conservation organisations that management of barnacle geese within the Islay scheme 
may have an impact on GWF.  The Wildfowl and Wetlands Trust have conducted research 
into this during 2013-2015 and have concluded that current levels of disturbance can have a 
localised effect in scaring GWF but that it does not happen frequently enough to have an 
overall impact on the Islay GWF population.16  

In Kintyre, the goose management scheme allows scaring of geese to protect the most 
vulnerable grass crops but it ensures that there are large areas of undisturbed feeding areas 
available for GWF.  The 2015 annual report for the Kintyre scheme concludes that the 
national policy objectives are being met within this scheme.17 

The species was included within the Species Action Framework (SAF)18 and attempts were 
made between 2007 and 2012 to implement management out-with scheme areas to 
establish and maintain favourable conservation status. Practical support was offered for 
habitat management for small wintering GWF flocks in Scotland, and a one-year trial of 
Management Agreements was undertaken as part of the SAF to explore how habitat 
management could be delivered. There was little uptake of agreements by land managers 
for small flocks during the trial period. A number of issues may have contributed to the lack 
of uptake, such as: 

•  Short period of agreements (one year) requiring more time and negotiation for less 
management and money than agreements covering longer time periods. This is 
frustrating and off-putting for land managers and for SNH area staff. 

•  Short lead-in times. 

                                                
15

 Report of the 2015/2016 International Census of Greenland White-fronted Geese by Greenland 
White-fronted Goose Study (2016) 
16

 WWT report (to be published) 
17

 Annual goose scheme reports for each scheme are available from SNH on request. 
18

 http://www.snh.gov.uk/docs/A1590815.pdf  

http://www.snh.gov.uk/docs/A1590815.pdf
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•  Concerns from land managers about grazing pressure from resident goose 
populations (resident greylag goose and to a lesser extent Canada goose) impacting 
on their enthusiasm for managing for any goose species. 

•  Shortages of SNH staff at some locations. 

 Conflict of management with other natural heritage interests and/or management. 

However, it was considered that the overriding reason for low uptake was that land 
managers did not consider the payment levels to be worth the effort of entering a 
management agreement.  Much of the management action that was feasible within a single 
year was scrub control or rush-cutting of restricted areas, for which payments were relatively 
low.  It is notable that the one site where there was uptake by farmers was also the only site 
where more significant work was proposed, with associated higher payment levels.  At this 
site two out of three farmers took up the agreements offered. 

The management of rush pasture19 was subsequently included within the Scotland Rural 
Development Programme (SRDP) under land management options, and subsequently Rural 
Priorities/AECS offering a simple application process, longer term agreements and 
payments of £100 per hectare per annum.  Uptake to benefit GWF was modest, and very 
few sites benefited.  We conclude that for sites where a low level of management is required 
and associated costs of management are low, other forms of incentive may be required to 
ensure uptake. Possibilities include: 

•  Making payments higher than the actual cost of management.  

• Gaining non-monetary benefit from management (such as prioritisation of SRDP 
applications) 

 Allocating appropriate staff time to encourage uptake 
 
There is a current AEWA flyway plan20 in place for Greenland white-fronted geese that 
covers all parts of the range of this species.  That plan includes a trigger for further 
discussion on the decline of the species should the total global population fall below a total 
of 20,000 birds.  The population fell below 20,000 birds in 2014/15 but these discussions are 
in their early stages.  Scottish Government and SNH are fully committed to participating in 
the discussions currently taking place. The reasons for the global decline are not fully 
understood but the issues are believed to be related to the breeding areas. WWT and Exeter 
University are currently taking forward PhD research to better understand the decline.  
 
ii) Taiga bean geese 
  
Scotland supports a small (c. 240 birds) but nationally important flock of Taiga bean geese 
(TBG) in the Slammanan area in central Scotland.  These birds are part of a 1500 strong 
Western Flyway population.   
 
SNH currently has four short term management agreements, under the Natural Care 
Scheme, in place to manage suitable undisturbed feeding habitat.  They are an increasing 
conservation priority as the population in the Western Flyway population is thought to be 
stable or declining, the other UK flock in Norfolk has virtually disappeared and the 
Slammanan flock has declined by about 12% since 2010.  An AEWA plan21 to focus and 
prioritise conservation efforts has been adopted.  One of the key objectives of this action 

                                                
19

 http://www.gov.scot/Topics/farmingrural/SRDP/Land-Managers-
options/LANDMANAGERSOPTIONS2015 
20

 http://www.unep-aewa.org/en/publication/international-single-species-action-plan-conservation-
greenland-white-fronted-goose-ts 
21 http://www.unep-aewa.org/en/publication/international-single-species-action-plan-conservation-
taiga-bean-goose-ts-no-56 
 

http://www.gov.scot/Topics/farmingrural/SRDP/Land-Managers-options/LANDMANAGERSOPTIONS2015
http://www.gov.scot/Topics/farmingrural/SRDP/Land-Managers-options/LANDMANAGERSOPTIONS2015
http://www.unep-aewa.org/en/publication/international-single-species-action-plan-conservation-greenland-white-fronted-goose-ts
http://www.unep-aewa.org/en/publication/international-single-species-action-plan-conservation-greenland-white-fronted-goose-ts
http://www.unep-aewa.org/en/publication/international-single-species-action-plan-conservation-taiga-bean-goose-ts-no-56
http://www.unep-aewa.org/en/publication/international-single-species-action-plan-conservation-taiga-bean-goose-ts-no-56
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plan is maintenance of habitat and the aim is to increase the Western Flyway population to 
5-10,000 birds.  
 
The area around the roosting and feeding areas used by these geese has come under 
pressure from developers.  There is a Special Protection area designated for bean geese 
and this allows SNH to monitor and respond to development control casework to ensure that 
this pressure does not impact on the SPA or the associated goose population. 
 
For historical reasons, bean goose management has not come under the provisions of the 
national goose policy framework to date. 
 
B Protected species in favourable status 
 
A medium level of priority was afforded to populations of protected goose species which are 
in favourable status in the 2010 review.  These are the Greenland and Svalbard populations 
of barnacle geese.  The review recommended that alternative approaches to managing 
these species should be explored, but that where there are major impacts on agricultural 
activity from large populations of highly protected species SNH would continue to operate 
local schemes to provide undisturbed feeding areas. These would include the following 
adjustments; the schemes would have fixed budgets, tighter eligibility criteria and reduced 
support for scaring, shooting and monitoring. 
 
To address issues with barnacle geese there are three local goose management schemes 
on South Walls, Islay, and Solway that allow management of geese through provision of 
scaring and feeding areas and that pay compensation to farmers for damage caused by 
geese to silage crops.  These schemes have broadly continued to run in a similar way to the 
schemes originally set up in 200022 but have adopted some changes to standardise the 
schemes and reduce the costs.  The following information is summarised from the 2015/16 
annual reports submitted by the local goose management groups to NGMRG.23 
 
On South Walls, the scheme is working well to deliver all of the national policy objectives 
although there have been some changes in movement of geese to feeding areas on nearby 
islands noted over the 2015/16 season. 
 
On the Solway, the scheme is working reasonably well but some changes to the timing of 
the scheme have been introduced in response to an increase in goose numbers and the 
reduction in budget.  As a result the scheme now runs only until the end of March each year 
therefore farmers can scare geese in April to prevent agricultural damage.  This change was 
introduced in 2015 and there is no indication to date that it has affected the scheme’s 
success in mitigating against damage or that it has affected goose numbers.  There is 
growing concern amongst land managers about the increase in Svalbard barnacle goose 
numbers and the spread of large numbers on to areas outside the current payment zones.  
 
On Islay, an increase in goose numbers in 2012 coincided with a reduction in scheme costs 
and led to a request from farmers to reduce goose numbers in line with the levels of 
compensation available to pay for damage.  Ministers agreed to consider this request and 
SNH were asked to set up a project to develop a long term sustainable goose management 
strategy24 for Islay which considered reducing damage by reducing barnacle goose 
numbers.  The strategy was agreed in 2014 and is now being delivered through the Islay 
Local Goose Management Scheme.   
 

                                                
22

 Solway scheme has been broadly similar since 1994 
23

 Annual goose scheme reports for each scheme are available from SNH on request. 
24

 McKenzie. R., 2014. Islay Sustainable Goose Management Strategy. SNH 
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The Strategy advocates the use of an adaptive management approach to reduce damage to 
crops by reducing barnacle goose numbers. Numbers will be reduced slowly over a 10 year 
period with the aim of reducing damage by up to 35%.  Damage is measured annually and 
decisions on bag limits are reviewed on an annual basis to ensure that they respond to the 
numbers of geese present each year.  Initial precautionary bag limits are released in October 
and, if justified by the number of geese recorded in early season counts, further bag limits 
are released for the remainder of the season.  The Strategy also promotes management to 
minimise disturbance to Greenland white-fronts and to examine ways of developing 
diversionary feeding for them.  No shooting of barnacle geese is allowed if GWF are present 
in mixed flocks and some work has been done to collect data on the use of fodder beet and 
other root crops by GWF.  The Strategy is a 10 year commitment but the outcomes are 
being delivered through the local goose scheme which generally works to shorter time 
scales. 
 
In areas out-with existing goose management schemes there have been increasing conflicts 
between land managers and barnacle geese over the past 5 years or so.  The expanding 
Svalbard population has resulted in increased conflict out-with the current goose 
management scheme area due to damage caused to improved grassland.  Increasing 
numbers of Greenland barnacle geese on improved grassland and common grazings on 
Tiree, North Uist and Luing have also resulted in increased conflicts.  To date, the approach 
taken by SNH and Scottish Government has been to encourage scaring and, where this is 
not effective, issue a small number of licences to shoot geese to prevent serious agricultural 
damage.  The issues in these areas have exposed an inconsistency in the approach to 
management of particular populations. 
 
C Populations of quarry species without special protection 

i)  Resident greylag geese 

Four pilot projects were established to test whether local populations of resident greylag 
geese could be managed effectively to reduce the impacts of goose grazing on agricultural 
activity, whilst retaining their conservation interest.  An adaptive management approach was 
adopted in the pilot projects which operated in Orkney, Uist, Tiree & Coll and Lewis & Harris.   
   
In addition to managing population levels the pilots have introduced a trial project involving 
licensed sale of goose meat to promote sustainable use of carcasses. 
 
These adaptive management pilots come to an end in spring 2017 and their effectiveness 
will then be reviewed and reported to the Scottish Government.  The review will consider the 
pilots’ governance, how effectively they managed the size of the goose population and how 
effectively they reduced agricultural damage.  Local input will be sought.  Finally, the review 
will consider the potential for further application of this approach.  Whilst the National Policy 
Review does not pre-empt the conclusions of the greylag pilot review it is hoped that the 
pilots will have demonstrated an approach which some local communities could choose to 
adopt on a self-help basis in the future.   
 
Separate to the pilot projects, SNH licencing team considered changes to the licencing 
arrangements for resident greylag geese across Scotland in 2016.  In recent years resident 
greylag geese numbers have grown in many parts of the country, causing serious damage to 
agricultural interests at various locations.  There were calls from the farming community to 
add this species to the General Licence to allow the killing or taking of resident birds during 
July and August (part of the close season) for the prevention of serious damage to foodstuffs 
for livestock, or crops.  General licences permit 'authorised persons' to carry out actions that 
would otherwise be illegal. They cover certain types of activity relating to birds, such as 
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preserving public health or air safety, preventing serious agricultural damage and the 
conservation of wild birds. General licences cover situations that are regarded as relatively 
commonplace and where there is unlikely to be any great conservation impact on the 
species concerned.   
 
These calls fitted with the SNH rationale for general licences and the licensing tests were 
passed, so the General Licence for greylag geese has been extended to include July and 
August, from 2017(http://www.snh.gov.uk/docs/A2171931.pdf).   
 

ii) Pink-footed geese 

Following the 2010 review there was a general presumption against management schemes 
for grey goose populations that do not require special protection.  The exception was that 
schemes may be appropriate for such species on areas immediately surrounding large, 
established roosts, where the geese have a significant grazing impact on agricultural land.  
The Loch of Strathbeg fits this exception.  It is designated as a Site of Special Scientific 
Interest (SSSI), Special Protection Area (SPA) and a Ramsar Site for its internationally 
important wintering waterfowl, including pink-footed geese.  The loch forms an important 
staging post for pink-footed geese, as the first major stopping point on their migration south 
in autumn and the last on their journey north in the spring.  The geese are particularly 
vulnerable in spring, potentially having lost condition over the winter and facing a long 
journey north.  The Loch of Strathbeg Goose Management Scheme reduces disturbance to 
around 20,000 geese through the provision of refuges in spring and therefore helps the 
geese regain condition prior to their migration north.   
 
In 2012, the scheme feeding area was reduced with the aim of supporting a smaller 
proportion of geese using the Loch of Strathbeg.  Scaring is encouraged in other areas to 
reduce damage and a small number of licences have been issued for out of season shooting 
to prevent agricultural damage.  This change in the scheme resulted in a significant 
reduction in the cost of payments to farmers from c. £55,000 per annum to c. £10,000 per 
annum.   
 
The scheme minimises economic loss by providing direct support to those farmers in feeding 
areas for estimated profit forgone due to grazing of grass by geese.  In addition, because 
goose usage is higher on the refuge areas, and the scheme encourages scaring out-with the 
refuge areas, goose grazing pressure is reduced elsewhere within the scheme area.  The 
local goose management group consider that the 2016 scheme was a success, insofar as 
the numbers of geese supported by the scheme, with the now limited budget, compared well 
with previous years25. However, there remains a relatively high administrative cost of running 
the scheme (around the same level as payments to farmers in 2015/16) and this needs to be 
taken into account during any review of the scheme. 
 
Conditions attached to the offer made in 2015 of a 5 year scheme for Loch of Strathbeg 
require a review of the scheme to be carried out in year 3 to ensure that it continues to meet 
the national policy objectives. 
 
There are no other schemes in place for pink-footed geese.  The population wintering in the 
UK has continued to grow and in 2015/16 it exceeded 500,000 for the first time (390,000 in 
Scotland).  There are regular reports that pink-footed geese on migration are causing 
serious agricultural damage particularly during the spring migration period.  SNH issues 
licences on a regular basis to shoot pink-footed geese out of season but there has been no 
effect on the conservation status of the species.  It may be reasonable to expect that 

                                                
25

 Annual report available from SNH 

http://www.snh.gov.uk/docs/A2171931.pdf
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increasing numbers will increase the pressure on existing feeding areas and result in 
increased applications for out of season licences to prevent agricultural damage. 
 

iii) Canada geese 

The number of Canada geese in Scotland is currently unknown but they appear to be 
breeding successfully in parks and towns and in a number of rural locations including 
Perthshire, the Central Belt, Dumfries and Galloway, the west coast islands and Argyll lochs.  
WEBS26 counts report that both abundance and range are expanding.  Breeding Canada 
geese are classed as a non-native species in the UK.  There are small numbers (a handful) 
appear occasionally with migratory barnacle and white-fronted geese. 

Since the 2010 review was completed, Canada geese have been added to the general 
licence in Scotland and can be controlled year round for specific purposes. 

D   Maintain local approach but improve governance and eligibility 
 
Local goose management groups retained considerable discretion over the detailed design 
of goose management schemes but were given guidelines to follow, and since 2008, fixed 
budgets to work within by NGMRG. In light of pressures on funding for all aspects of rural 
development, the guidelines indicated the areas where the Government and its advisers 
thought, in accordance with the overall direction of policy, savings could be found. These 
included scaring costs (which SNH ceased to fund, with the exception of Islay), fertiliser 
applications, and counting and monitoring activities beyond those needed to maintain 
adequate information about population sizes, trends and impacts. At the same time, SNH 
looked to reduce the costs that it incurs directly, so as to achieve a reduction of about 25% in 
the total cost of goose management from the 2008 budget.   
 
For all goose management schemes comprehensive payment reviews were completed in 
2011 and 2015. This work ensured that a consistent approach was taken to paying for 
damage by geese across all scheme areas.  It also ensured that the payments represented 
good value for money as they are based on lowest quotes or standard agricultural costs.   
 
In addition to the payment review in 2015, further work was carried out to try to standardise 
the approach to goose management across all of the schemes.  In early 2015 new guidance 
on State Aid rules suggested that SNH needed to seek State Aid approval for its goose 
management schemes.  This led to SG offering support for 1-year goose schemes, with a 
commitment to a further 4 years’ support on approval of the State Aid application.  The State 
Aid application has been submitted to the EU and SNH are currently awaiting feedback.  In 
the meantime SG and SNH have agreed to run goose schemes “at risk” on a year by year 
basis advertising the schemes in accordance with State Aid requirements. 
 
As previously, current scheme implementation will be through 1-year management 
agreements with land managers to allow them the flexibility required to manage their ground 
in response to goose movements and crop rotations.   
 
E  Incorporation of some aspects of goose management into the SRDP 

programme 
 
Scottish Government recommended that some aspects of goose management should be 
incorporated within the Scottish Rural Development Programme (SRDP) programme.  The 

                                                
26

 https://www.bto.org/volunteer-surveys/webs/publications/webs-annual-report  

https://www.bto.org/volunteer-surveys/webs/publications/webs-annual-report
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part of the SRDP that was most relevant to goose management was the Rural Priorities (RP) 
programme.   
 
SNH progressed work in 2013 to explore the possibilities of including some aspects of goose 
management into the SRDP programme.  This looked using existing management options 
for Greenland white-fronted geese and also considered the possibility of managing large 
flocks of geese (scheme areas) under new options within the RP programme.  A paper was 
presented to the May 2013 meeting of NGMRG. 
Views on using the SRDP to support small flocks of GWF geese were mixed. It was agreed 
that there was possibly some potential in the RP scheme, but using individual SNH 
management agreements was considered an attractive alternative due to the lack of a 
competitive application process and it was agreed that SNH explore the potential for EU 
funding for a flyway approach to managing GWF flocks.  That exploration work was done but 
there are few funding options available that fit the objectives for goose management. 
 
NGMRG concluded that using SRDP to support large flocks was not a reasonable way 
forward because it would introduce unnecessary risks to the RP programme and to goose 
management.  Reasons for that included; dislike of the competitive application process; RP 
scheme too inflexible; limited SRDP budget available (so may limit budget available for 
geese, and dilute other biodiversity work); limited scope to pay for fertiliser applications 
under the EU regulations and difficult to meet EU audit requirements. 
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Annex 3 Terms of reference for the external quality assurance panel 

 
Context 
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) is reviewing the current goose policy framework, its 
effectiveness in delivering the policy objectives and the development of a longer term 
outlook for goose management in Scotland.  This work is being undertaken on behalf of the 
Scottish Government, with advice from the National Goose Management Review Group 
(NGMRG).  Government is committed to review goose management policy on a 5 yearly 
basis. The scope of the goose policy review is outlined at appendix 1. 
 
The policy review process is to be assessed by an independent panel for quality assurance 

purposes and this panel will report directly to the Scottish Government’s Cabinet Secretary 

for Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform. 

 

Scope of the work 
SNH will review the current arrangements for the management of geese in Scotland and 
report to the Scottish Government in 2017.  SNH will evaluate the effectiveness of current 
goose management policy in delivering the existing National Policy Objectives and it will 
consider emerging issues and the longer term direction of travel for goose management. 
 
To quality assure the review process an independent panel will consider the Scottish 
Government’s values http://www.parliament.scot/abouttheparliament/31485.aspx. 
and, in particular, identify whether the goose policy review has been conducted in an open, 
fair and transparent manner, treating all stakeholders with impartiality and respect.   
 
Method 
The panel will be appointed by the Scottish Government and bring expertise in goose 
management, farming practice and environmental policy to their work.  We anticipate a panel 
of three people will comprise:  

 Professor Davy McCracken, Scotland’s Rural College 
mailto:davy.mccracken@sruc.ac.uk 

 Professor Anthony David Fox, Aarhus University, Denmark tfo@bios.au.dk and 

 Nigel Miller, Scottish Borders stagehall01@btinternet.com 
 
The panel’s key task will be to consider the views of stakeholders (including farmers and 
crofters) and how they have been taken into account in the policy review.   
 
The panel is asked to identify one member to co-ordinate their own proceedings and to act 
as a first point of contact for stakeholders and with the Scottish Government.  
 
We suggest the panel undertake their work by correspondence and by interviewing the 
author of the policy review.  The interviews could be conducted by video conference or by 
teleconference. 
 
The author of the review will provide the panel with a report detailing the process that they 
have gone through to conduct the policy review, and they will make their draft review 
available to the panel, together with a list of the relevant stakeholders and a record of 
meetings or submissions from these stakeholders.  This information will be provided to each 
panel member by email by 16 June. 
 
The goose policy review is to be presented to the NGMRG on 26 July 2017.  NGMRG may 
wish to call on the panel for further discussion. 
 

http://www.parliament.scot/abouttheparliament/31485.aspx
mailto:davy.mccracken@sruc.ac.uk
mailto:tfo@bios.au.dk
mailto:stagehall01@btinternet.com
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Timescale 
The panel must submit their findings in a single written report to Morag Milne, SNH, 
(morag.milne@snh.gov.uk) by 10:00 am on 31st July 2017. 
 
 

  

mailto:morag.milne@snh.gov.uk
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Annex 4 Commission and outline scope of 5 Yearly Review of the National Goose 
Policy Framework in Scotland 

 
Context 
 
SNH is reviewing the current goose policy framework, its effectiveness in delivering the 
policy objectives and the development of a longer term outlook for goose management in 
Scotland.  This work is being taken as a result of existing commitments of the National 
Goose Management Review Group (NGMRG) to review goose management policy on a 5 
yearly basis and builds on deliberations of RACCE on the petition regarding the control of 
wild goose numbers. 
 
Scope of work 
 
SNH will deliver a report to Scottish Government by the end of September 2016 on the 
review of current arrangements for the management of geese in Scotland.  An evaluation of 
the effectiveness of current goose management policy in delivering the existing National 
Policy Objectives will be made and consideration will be given to emerging issues and the 
longer term direction of travel for goose management. 
 
1. By way of context, the report will provide a short overview of the current delivery of 

goose management in Scotland and an estimate of costs.  A summary of current 
knowledge about goose populations and trends for all species will be presented. 
 

2. The report will provide a brief summary of existing goose schemes, including a summary 
of the review of the greylag goose adaptive management pilot schemes which is to be 
completed this summer.  The report will not include a full review of winter schemes or 
payment rates associated with these as this work was completed in 2015. 
 

3. The report will also provide an assessment of progress with recommendations set out in 
previous reviews. 

 
4. The report will include advice on possible longer term approaches to goose 

management. 
 

5. The report will be prepared by SNH staff, in discussion with colleagues in other public 
agencies. The work will be overseen by the National Goose Management Review Group. 
An external quality assurance process will review the quality of the evidence and validity 
of conclusions drawn from this evidence. 

 
Outline content of report  
 

 Overview of current goose management policy 
 

 Overview of current management arrangements, covering structures, processes and 
estimated costs of current delivery.  

 

 Goose Populations and Trends 
Presenting information from goose counts across Scotland, including national and 
international trends.   
 

 Planning and Implementing Goose Policy  
Progress with winter schemes, progress with adaptive management pilots. Delivery of 
policy objectives.   
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 Longer term options and indicative direction of travel   
 

 Flyway planning and Scottish involvement with range states on future management of 
goose populations.  Involvement with existing flyway plans and outlining issues with 
current Greenland white-fronted goose population decline. 

 

 Overview of current funding and consideration of other funding sources in the medium to 
longer term 

 

 Continued development of self-help approaches to goose management 
 

 Consideration of existing licencing arrangements and hunting seasons 
 

 Evaluation of the greylag adaptive management pilots including effectiveness of 
management actions and progress with the sale of goose meat 

 

 Consideration of interim measures for management of protected geese in non-goose 
scheme locations, particularly focussing on crofting areas. 

 

 Consideration of developing consistent damage measurement assessments  
 

 Consideration of evidence base and future research requirements  
 

 Emerging issues, including air safety and public health  
 

 
External QA 
 
The report will be reviewed by an external panel. The nature of this panel is still to be 
finalised but may be set up via the structures currently in place for SNH’s Scientific Advisory 
Committee. This will include independent representation as requested by RACCE. 

 
 

 
 

SNH 
May 2016 
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Annex 5  Stakeholder consultations  

 
Key stakeholders were consulted via National Goose Management Review Group (NGMRG) 
and Goose Science Advisory Group (GSAG) and through individual follow up telephone 
conversations to discuss the outline structure of the review and any issues that they would 
like to see addressed.  These consultations were based around an initial commissioning 
statement that was presented to NGMRG in May 2016 (Annex 4).   
 
Members of NGMRG and/or GSAG 
 
Scottish Government (SG) - Chair 
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) - Secretariat 
National Farmers Union of Scotland (NFUS) 
British Association for Shooting and Conservation (BASC) 
Scottish Land and Estates (SL&E) 
Science and Advice for Scottish Agriculture (SASA) 
British Trust for Ornithology (BTO)  
Scottish Crofting Foundation (SCF) 
 
All NGMRG and GSAG members were consulted for comment on the progress of the review 
at NGMRG meetings.  Members not in attendance at meetings were in receipt of all papers 
and minutes of meetings relating to NGMRG involvement in the review process. 
 
Informal consultations were also held with Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) 
and Wildfowl and Wetlands Trust (WWT) at the beginning of the review process.  These two 
organisations are no longer members of the NGMRG  
 
Further discussion with stakeholders has taken place via regular NGMRG and GSAG 
meetings during 2016 and 2017.  Discussions also took place with SNH or SG staff working 
with local goose management groups. Annual reports submitted by local goose management 
groups were also considered. 
 
A summary of issues raised by stakeholders following consultations on issues that they 
would like to see addressed in the review is set out below: 
 

 Process and structure of review: The process of the review and the structures 
within which goose policy is developed were mentioned by some stakeholders. They 
are keen to see clarity within the document on how the official consultation process 
operates and the current discussions that are taking place need to be referred 
to.  There is some concern that the review will be seen as a bit of an “inside job” but if 
it is clear that stakeholders have been consulted and their view taken into account 
that will be avoided.  There was some concern raised about the timescales for the 
review in relation to the adaptive management pilots (it may come too soon to fully 
consider issues raised in that review). 

 
It was suggested that it is important that the review sets the direction of what can be 
done, particularly in relation to growing the rural economy.  The links to economic 
growth and the constraints presented by geese need to be made.  It is important to 
recognise the importance of goose management policy to the portfolios of both 
Cabinet Secretaries with responsibility for rural issues.  It was also suggested by 
some stakeholders that the review contains concrete recommendations. 

 

 Governance and management of goose policy: Consultees made a number of 
comments about including the management and delivery structure of goose policy 
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and looking at NGMRG and the sub-groups and how well they work.  There were 
also issues raised about membership of NGMRG and the possibility of reviewing if 
this is adequate to develop goose management policies. The review should also 
consider how NGMRG communicates with stakeholders and others. There was a 
suggestion that the review looks at the extent of stakeholder engagement over the 
past 5 years and some consideration of how that can be improved.  It was also 
suggested that a review of policy objectives should include societal and economic 
benefits of geese. 

 

 Flyway planning: There was enthusiasm for Scottish involvement in flyway scale 
management planning. 

 

 Lead shot: Consideration of lead use should be part of review. However it needs to 
set out the possible impacts of using non-lead shot, e.g. increased wounding. 

 

 Management options: There were a range of views on management options 
including looking at alternatives to lethal control/scaring and looking more closely at 
the relationship between goose damage and farm incomes.  Consultees requested 
that the review needs to consider hunting bags and seasons alongside changes to 
the criteria for licences.  Concerns were raised about the ability of land managers to 
implement self-help approaches in some areas. In some areas goose populations are 
beyond the ability of local groups to manage populations, therefore we need to 
consider what other options are available.  Adding species to the general licence and 
adjusting hunting season may not resolve some of the issues around the ability to 
self-help.  Some spending on goose management is preventative spending to help 
land managers to get on top of a problem now before it gets too big to 
manage.   Consultees also requested that the review considers about how to 
promote self-help in locations where goose issues are currently low but may increase 
through successful breeding of species such as greylag and Canada geese. 

 

 Evidence base / data collection: The review should consider the science used for 
decision making and whether or not it is adequate. Are current levels of research and 
monitoring adequate to inform adaptive management approaches?  There were also 
some detailed questions about specific data sets and monitoring arrangements. It 
should also consider the requirement for hunting bag returns.  Is there sufficient 
funding/support available to ensure adequate data collection?   Do we adequately 
value the importance of the data we collect? 
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Annex 6  Migratory Goose Populations in Scotland 

 

Common name 
Scientific name 

Breeding 
area 

Main Scottish 
wintering areas 

Other 
wintering 

areas 

Scottish 
population 

UK 
population 

International/ 
Flyway 

population 

Estimate 
dates 

Birds 
Directive 

BoCC 
European 
Red List 

IUCN 
Global 

Red List 

AEWA 
ISSAP 

Taiga Bean 
Goose 
Anser fabilis 
fabilis 

Sweden 
Slamannan 

Plateau, Falkirk 

Yare Valley, 
Norfolk & 
Denmark 

263 285 1,500^ 2015/16 
Annex II 
(Part A) 

Amber 
Least 

concern* 
Least 

concern* 
Y 

Greenland/Iceland 
Pink-footed 
Goose 
Anser 
brachyrhynchus 

E. 
Greenland 
& Iceland 

Central & 
Eastern 
Scotland 

Lancashire & 
Norfolk 

c.390,000 536,871 536,871 2015 
Annex II 
(Part B) 

Amber 
Least 

concern 
Least 

concern 
N 

Greenland  White-
fronted Goose 
Anser albifrons 
flavirostris 

W. 
Greenland 

Galloway, Argyll, 
Loch Lomond, 

Outer Hebrides, 
Caithness & 

Orkney 

Dyfi Estuary, 
Wales & Eire 

10,247 10,289 18,879 2016 Annex I Red 
Least 

concern* 
Endang
ered# 

Y 

Icelandic Greylag 
Goose 
Anser anser 

Iceland 

Orkney, North 
and East 
Highlands 

 

Iceland, 
Norway & Eire 

58,553 58,553 95,403 2015 
Annex II 
(Part A) 

Amber 
Least 

concern 
Least 

concern 
N 

Greenland 
Barnacle Goose 
Branta leucopsis 

E. 
Greenland 

West Coast & 
Islands from 

Islay to South 
Walls, Orkney 

Eire 63,170 63,170 80,870 2013 Annex I Amber 
Least 

concern 
Least 

concern 
N 

Svalbard Barnacle 
Goose 
Branta leucopsis 

Svalbard Solway Firth None 41,000 41,000 41,000 2015/16 Annex I Amber 
Least 

concern 
Least 

concern 
N 

East Atlantic 
Light-bellied Brent 
Goose 
Branta bernicla 
hrota 

Svalbard/ 
N. 

Greenland 

Moray Firth, 
Eden Estuary, 
Forth Estuary 

Lindisfarne & 
Denmark 

c.120 4,393 7,300 
10/11 to 
14/15 

Annex II 
(Part B) 

Amber 
Least 

concern* 
Least 

concern* 
N 

Canadian Light-
bellied Brent 
Goose 
Branta bernicla 
hrota 

East 
Canadian 

High Arctic 

Loch Indaal, 
Islay 

Loch Ryan, 
Stranraer 

Eire, Western 
England, 
France & 

Spain 

c.200 18,400
$
 40,500 

10/11 to 
14/15 

Annex II 
(Part B) 

Amber 
Least 

concern* 
Least 

concern* 
N 

 

^This is the Western flyway sub-population of the Western Palearctic population of 50,000-70,000.   
*IUCN Global/European Status Assessments are normally at a species level e.g. Bean Goose, Greater White-fronted Goose and Brent Goose 
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# IUCN has undertaken a global sub-species assessment for Greenland White-fronted Goose but there is no separate European assessment. 
$
80% in Northern Ireland 

 
In addition to the regular occurring species/sub-species above the following migratory species have also been recorded in a wild state in Scotland:  
 
Tundra bean goose - Anser fabilis rossicus.  – Influx in 2011/12 
European White- fronted Goose - Anser albifrons albifrons – Influx in 2011/12 
Lesser White-fronted Goose – Anser erythropus – 12 Record up to 2004 
Lesser Snow Goose – Anser caerulescens caerulescens – 3-12 birds/year excluding ferals & escapes 
Canada Goose & Cackling Goose – Branta candensis & B.hutchinsii – 10+ birds occur each year with wild geese mainly on Islay, Kintyre and Solway 
Red-breasted goose – Branta ruficollis – 14 records up to 2004 
 

Common name Links 

Taiga Bean Goose 
http://www.unep-aewa.org/en/publication/international-single-
species-action-plan-conservation-taiga-bean-goose-ts-no-56 
 

Greenland/Iceland Pink-footed Goose 
http://monitoring.wwt.org.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2016/08/IGC_2015_FINAL.pdf 
 

Greenland  White-fronted Goose 
http://www.unep-aewa.org/en/publication/international-single-
species-action-plan-conservation-greenland-white-fronted-
goose-ts 

Icelandic Greylag Goose 
http://monitoring.wwt.org.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2016/08/IGC_2015_FINAL.pdf 
 

Greenland Barnacle Goose 
http://monitoring.wwt.org.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2014/02/GBYcensus_2013report1.pdf 
 

Svalbard Barnacle Goose  

East Atlantic Light-bellied Brent Goose  

Canadian Light-bellied Brent Goose 

http://www.unep-aewa.org/en/publication/international-single-
species-action-plan-conservation-light-bellied-brent-goose-
east 
 

 

http://www.unep-aewa.org/en/publication/international-single-species-action-plan-conservation-taiga-bean-goose-ts-no-56
http://www.unep-aewa.org/en/publication/international-single-species-action-plan-conservation-taiga-bean-goose-ts-no-56
http://monitoring.wwt.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/IGC_2015_FINAL.pdf
http://monitoring.wwt.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/IGC_2015_FINAL.pdf
http://www.unep-aewa.org/en/publication/international-single-species-action-plan-conservation-greenland-white-fronted-goose-ts
http://www.unep-aewa.org/en/publication/international-single-species-action-plan-conservation-greenland-white-fronted-goose-ts
http://www.unep-aewa.org/en/publication/international-single-species-action-plan-conservation-greenland-white-fronted-goose-ts
http://monitoring.wwt.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/IGC_2015_FINAL.pdf
http://monitoring.wwt.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/IGC_2015_FINAL.pdf
http://monitoring.wwt.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/02/GBYcensus_2013report1.pdf
http://monitoring.wwt.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/02/GBYcensus_2013report1.pdf
http://www.unep-aewa.org/en/publication/international-single-species-action-plan-conservation-light-bellied-brent-goose-east
http://www.unep-aewa.org/en/publication/international-single-species-action-plan-conservation-light-bellied-brent-goose-east
http://www.unep-aewa.org/en/publication/international-single-species-action-plan-conservation-light-bellied-brent-goose-east
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Annex 7  Summary of local goose management scheme annual reports 2016 

 

Scheme Have national policy 
objectives been met? 

Any issues raised in annual report or with 
Local Goose Management Group 

Payments made 
to farmers in 
2015/16 

No. of participants/no. 
of eligible farms 

Islay Yes. Some changes have 
been made to the scheme in 
2015/16 to begin 
implementation of the Islay 
Sustainable Goose 
Management Strategy which 
aims to reduce damage 
caused by barnacle geese 
(hence reducing costs to 
farmers) whilst maintaining 
international conservation 
obligations.  A payment review 
to ensure value for money has 
been carried out and 
implemented across all 
schemes.  Elements justifying 
the payments rates were also 
checked by local staff. 
 

Concerns raised by local group about 
scheme budgets, count frequency and 
ensuring the flexibility of future management 
options to deliver the Islay Strategy 
outcomes. 

£913,625 97/111 (most non-
participants support few 
or no geese) 

Solway Yes. Agreement that the rates 
covered the majority of costs 
therefore minimising economic 
losses. A payment review to 
ensure value for money has 
been carried out and 
implemented across all 
schemes.  Elements justifying 
the payments rates were also 
checked by local staff. 
 

Scheme has covered a reduced time period 
(farmers can now scare geese in April).  One 
licence to shoot barnacle geese issued. 

£195,120 15/16 
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Kintyre Yes. A payment review to 
ensure value for money 
objectives has been carried 
out and implemented across 
all schemes. 
 

No £61,110 28/29 

South Walls Yes. A payment review to 
ensure value for money 
objectives has been carried 
out and implemented across 
all schemes. Elements 
justifying the payments rates 
were also checked by local 
staff. 
 

Some movement of geese to South 
Ronaldsay recorded.  Elements of damage 
caused by geese are now being recorded on 
an ad hoc basis (sward height, bare ground 
etc.) 

£14,418 2/3 

Loch of 
Strathbeg 

Yes. A payment review to 
ensure value for money 
objectives has been carried 
out and implemented across 
all schemes. 
 

No £9,998 
 

4/8 (but all 4 supporting 
geese applied) 
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