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PREFACE

This Deer Management Plan has been developed for the Sunart Rainforest initiative, and is funded through the Nature Restoration Fund (NRF).  The Plan runs from 2026- 2031 in detail, and to 2036 in outline, and has been formally endorsed by all the project members. It has been designed to be readily updated as needs arise and will be reviewed on a six-monthly basis or as required, with a systematic review taking place at the end of the first five year period. 
Document compiled by:

Victor Clements, Mamie’s Cottage, Taybridge Terrace, Aberfeldy,  PH15 2BS
Tel (01887) 829 361   victor@nativewoods.co.uk  
CONTENTS
Part One  - Introduction
1.  Purpose of Plan   




3   




2.  Group Area





4
3.  Group Membership




7

3a  Member Description




11

3b  Reporting Units




14
4.  Deer Statistics Required



14
5.  Designated Sites Introduction


15
Part Two  -  Overall Aims & Objectives

6.  Long Term Vision




19
7.  Strategic Objectives




19
Part Three  -  Management Policies & Information
8.  Red Deer Population




21

Cull Information



23

Management Issues



27

Other Deer Species



39
9. Moorland Management



39
10. Sheep & Cattle




39
11.  Forestry/ Woodlands



39
12. Supplementary Deer Policies


40
13. Non- Native deer species



41
14. Communications Policy & Contact


41
15. Training Policy




43
16. Review of Plan




44
Part Four  - Operation of the Group 

Assessment





45

Part Five -  Public Interest Actions



 
Assessment





51
Population Models




58
Habitat Monitoring




58
Part One  -  INTRODUCTION
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Rainforest walk at FLS Ardery
1. Purpose of Plan
The purpose of this Plan is to provide:-
(a) an agreed statement of the shared views of the members of the Sunart Rainforest initiative about the management of wild deer within the area;

(b) an agreed set of  principles to try and ensure that deer management in the area is in line with those shared views;

(c) an agreed set of actions that will identify and deliver relevant public interest and benefits throughout the area;

(d) an agreed pattern of arrangements to try and ensure that the actions are implemented and their effectiveness monitored;
(e) a document that acts as a ready source of information for members, agency staff and the general public alike, setting out essential background & analysis, clarifying points of contact, and setting out how deer related issues can be addressed.

Maps and other documents referred to in this document can be located at: XXXXX (Website page yet to be defined)
In the text below, maps on the above website are referenced in purple, Excel spreadsheets in green, and text documents in black. There are no hyperlinks included as yet.

2.  Group Area

For most deer management plans, the area covered is usually well understood from the outset, but in this case, there were several options to be considered, and understanding and agreeing what is most applicable is part of this planning process.

The background to this is that around 25 years ago, the owners along the northern shore of Loch Sunart between Strontian and Salen got together with the wider community to frame and develop a woodland restoration project centred on the designated oak woodlands within the Sunart SSSI. A 23 km long strategic deer fence was funded to protect the woodland area from grazing, and although that eventually started to break down and is now porous in areas, a pulse of new native woodland became established, and significant efforts were also employed to remove non native conifers, deal with other threats to the woodland, and raise their profile. The group became the North Sunart Woodland Owners Group (NoSWOG), which included significant input by the then Forestry Commission (now Forestry & Land Scotland) and interested members of the local community. There were a large number of small owners. The outputs were variable in their success. The vast majority of regeneration arising was birch, with a relatively small proportion of oak and other minor species. Today, we might define success as having a higher proportion of more palatable species, but in terms of safeguarding and extending the woodland area, outputs to date can be considered to have been significant.
In 2024, an FGS woodland co-operation grant focused renewed interest in the area. This was brought about partly because of high browsing impacts in some areas putting past outcomes at renewed threat, but also because non-native tree species and invasive rhododendrons were still very much in evidence.

The results of that co-operation grant survey facilitated an application for additional funding to the Nature Restoration Fund (NRF), and that too has been successful.
The project that has been developed is called Sunart Rainforest. The Sunart Community Company (SCC) has been designated as the lead partner, with Brambletree Management providing them with an advisory/ woodland management capacity role. This deer plan is funded through the NRF. In certain key respects, the parameters of the deer plan, including the area covered, have been left open to interpretation. 
Effectively, there have been four options.

Option 1 would have arisen if the strategic deer fence had been repaired, with a focus on deer control simply within that area. In theory, this would have given a zone of approx. 1000 ha which would need to have been kept free of deer, and beyond this on the open hill, the deer density would have been, within reason, less important. However, in practice, the enclosed area could not have been kept deer proof with a number of properties not taking part, and deer being able to access the woods from across Loch Sunart anyway. The agencies would not fund renewal of the fence, so this is no longer a viable option. There are very strong practical arguments for saying that while the fence was appropriate 25 years ago, it is very much less so today, and strengthening a fence along the same line would result in very little actual output in terms of additional woodland regeneration. 
The strategic fence is marked on the map on following page.

Option 2 is to look at deer management within the wider 8000 ha NRF area, marked by the blue line on the map below. This includes the oak woodland area, the adjacent open ground properties to the north, and a variety of FLS properties, including FLS Achanellan. This would have the deer plan aligning with the NRF project area. This map can be accessed on the website as: Project Area Options Map.
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The issue with Option 2 is that if a strategic fence is no longer appropriate, and the deer population relevant to the project outcomes is considered, then there are two large FLS woodland areas to the north and east (FLS Glen Hurich & FLS Drimnatorran) which are going to be influential to any overall outcome. To the east of these two areas lies a line of relatively recent deer fence, which stretches for perhaps 70% of the distance from Loch Shiel to Loch Sunart. This almost defines an eastern boundary to the area.
On the basis that deer in these areas would be instrumental to achieving suitable objectives within the main Sunart area, it is deemed that Option 3 (shown in white in the map above) would be more suitable than Option 2 as the area covered by a deer plan.

The final Option 4 is to have a plan covering all of the East Loch Shiel Deer Management Group area (ELS DMG), of which the area in white above is defined as the western sub group. However, the deer management issues within this rainforest area are very different to those in the eastern part of the main DMG, and it is likely that there would be a significant loss of focus if a plan had to be developed at that level.
Option 3 will therefore be taken forwards as the basis for this deer management plan, although part of Glen Hurich is fenced in to the eastern side of the main ELS DMG area.

The location of this deer management focus area is shown in the map below, available on the website as the Location Map.
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The map below shows the distribution of ancient woodland through the deer management plan area, which shows up as orange in that area, and the darker green colour in adjacent areas. All of this ancient woodland area, some of which might currently be underplanted with conifers, can be assumed to be an oak dominated rainforest type, or certainly have the potential to become such again.
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The important detail is that there is an equivalent area, if not more so, of ancient woodland within the FLS Glen Hurich, Achanellen and Drimnitorran areas as there is within the former strategic fence to the north of Loch Sunart. As such, a focus on rainforest restoration throughout this area would be appropriate and ecologically coherent from a deer management perspective.
The area shown extends to c 15,000 ha.
At present, this area is part of the wider East Loch Shiel DMG. In this document, a case is made for having a new deer management area focused on the rainforest area discussed here, and that this area leaves the wider ELS group. Any departure should however take place with their consent, and only after analysis of the full rationale, and any benefits which might then arise. This document seeks to provide such analysis.
One complicating factor is that part of the FLS Glen Hurich block is fenced out to the east, although this area does not contain any of the mapped ancient woodland areas shown. Some discussion of this area is provided for later in this document.

For the remainder of this document, the area in question will be referred to as the Sunart Rainforest Deer Group (SRDG) area. A provisional constitution is given as SRDG Constitution, and some analysis around how this might operate is provided later in this document.
3. Group Membership

The map below can be accessed on the website as Members/ Landholdings Map.
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What is important in terms of this plan is that while several of the landholdings within the area are members of the wider ELSDMG, there are a lot of very small properties who are instrumental to the success of the whole, but which cannot individually justify or sustain a deer management capacity. There are also situations within the area where deer management rights/ responsibility are separate from the actual land ownership due to long term leases, and this complicates the overall picture.
The following table lists the landholdings within the SRDG area. At this stage, we cannot assume to call them “members” until it has been determined and agreed how membership is defined.
Table 1 SRDG Landholdings & Principal Management Objectives

Property



Main Objectives


Size (ha)

FLS Properties

FLS Achanellan


Production/ woodland restoration
1568

FLS An Cnap



Woodland restoration


118
FLS Ardery



Restoration/ public amenity

86
FLS Bunallteachan


Woodland restoration


28
FLS Camuschoirce


Woodland restoration


126
FLS Drimnatorran


Woodland restoration


938
FLS Glen Hurich


Production/ woodland restoration
5959










(8823 ha)
Nature Scot Properties

Claish Moss



Conservation



573
Ariundle NNR



Conservation



73










(646 ha)
Private ownership

Ardery




Mixed farming/ deer/ woodland
213
Ardery Hill Ground


Mixed farming/ deer/ woodland
1004
Bunallteachan



TBC




46
Camusaine



TBC




30
Ranachan



Mixed farming. Conservation

215
Ranachan Hill Ground

Mixed deer/ farming/ conservation
516
Ranachan North


Mixed farming conservation

121
Resipol




Mixed farming/ deer/ woodland
1380
Resipol Plantation


Commercial forestry


728










(4253 ha)
Community Owned

SCC Longrigg



Community use


90 ha
SGRPID owned common grazings

Anaheilt CG



Mixed farming/ deer/ conservation
416
Ardnastaing CG


Mixed farming/ deer/ conservation
56
Scotstown CG



Mixed farming/ deer/ conservation
425










(897 ha)
Other Crofted areas (SGRPID owned)
Anaheilt Crofts


Priority crofting


53
Scotstown Crofts


Priority  crofting


53
Scotstown permanent apports

Priority crofting


176










(282 ha)

Total area covered:

14, 991  ha

It should be noted however, that for the SGRPID leased areas, the objectives of the owner and leaseholder may be different. For two areas (Ardery hill ground & Ranachan hill ground), it is these properties who own the land, but SGRPID hold the shooting rights.
The table below summarizes the nature of land ownership in the area:

	Land ownership
	Total Area (ha)
	% of area

	Forestry & Land Scotland
	8823
	59

	Nature Scot
	646
	4

	SGRPID owned common grazings
	897
	6

	Community ownership
	90
	< 1

	Private Ownership
	4253
	28

	Other crofted areas (SGRPID owned)
	282
	2

	
	14,991 ha
	100


Overall, 71% of the area is publicly owned, with 1% in community ownership, and 28% in private ownership. However, of this latter area, for some 1500 ha or 10% of total area, while the land is now privately owned, SGRPID hold the sporting leases, and have therefore got effective control over deer management. In total, public sector agencies control deer management over 81% of the area, with community control over another 1%.
The map below can be accessed on the website as Management Priorities Map.
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Woodland management is the priority for all the FLS properties, Resipol Plantation and the Ariundle NNR, totaling 9624 ha or 64% of the area. For much of this area, management is focused on a mixture of production and environmental objectives, although the environmental objectives are increasing in overall importance now. Many of the other properties have woodland as a management objective as well, although usually in mixture with other objectives.
The two Nature Scot properties (Including Ariundle), covering 4% of the area, have conservation management as an absolute management priority.

There are only two management units (Resipol & the lower ground at Ardery) where deer are a significant management objective, at least in terms of the objectives of the owner. These two areas total c 1600 ha or 12% of the area of the group. In both cases, these properties also have farming, woodlands and conservation schemes more widely as additional objectives. The other relevant area here is the hill ground at Ardery, where the property would like to manage deer and derive some income from them, but SGRPID hold the lease, and their objectives are likely to be increasingly environmental in future.
For most of the other properties, objectives are mixed, including some commercial deer stalking from those leasing land.

The table below sets out who has stalking responsibility on different areas.

Table 1 SRDG Landholdings & Principal Management Objectives

Property



Deer Responsibility

Size (ha)

FLS Properties

FLS Achanellan


FLS (JFMacD)


1568


FLS An Cnap



FLS




118

FLS Ardery



FLS




86

FLS Bunallteachan


FLS




28

FLS Camuschoirce


FLS




126

FLS Drimnatorran


FLS




938

FLS Glen Hurich


FLS




5959

Nature Scot Properties

Claish Moss



Nature Scot (JF MacD)

573

Ariundle NNR



Nature Scot (FLS)


73

Private ownership

Ardery




Ardery




213

Ardery Hill Ground


SGRPID (Ardery)


1004

Bunallteachan



TBC




46

Camusaine



TBC




30

Ranachan



Ranachan



215

Ranachan Hill Ground

SGRPID (JFMacD)


516

Ranachan North


Ranachan



121

Resipol




Mixed farming/ deer/ woodland
1380

Resipol Plantation


ResPlan (JFNacD)


728

Community Owned

SCC Longrigg



Community 



90 

SGRPID owned common grazings

Anaheilt CG



SGRPID (JFMacD)


416

Ardnastaing CG


SGRPID (JFMacD)


56

Scotstown CG



SGRPID (JFMacD)


425



Other Crofted areas (SGRPID owned)
Anaheilt Crofts


Priority crofting


53

Scotstown Crofts


Priority  crofting


53

Scotstown permanent apports

Billy McPherson


176

Total area covered:

14, 991  ha

Finally, it is worth noting the size distribution of different management areas within the area. This includes some very small properties not shown on the map above.

	Size of property
	Tally

	< 20 ha
	6

	21-50 ha
	8

	51- 100 ha
	8

	101- 250 ha
	5

	251- 500 ha
	2

	501- 1000 ha
	4

	1001- 1500 ha
	1

	1501- 2000 ha
	1

	5000 ha +
	1

	
	36


27/36 management units are < 250 ha in size, and this has got significant implications for the way in which deer might be managed.
The largest ten management units cover 80% of the area, representing five owners.

However, overall, the biggest five owners cover 88% of the area.
3a. Member Details

The following section gives a brief overview of the essential management information relating to each of the landholdings within the SRDG area.
Ardery
Ardery lies at the heart of the Sunart rainforest area, stretching from enclosed woodland up on to the open hill. Management objectives include restoration of the woodland area, farming and a modest level of deer stalking. Ardery is unusual in that while it owns both low ground and hill areas, the sporting rights on the hill area are held by SGRPID on a long term lease, with these currently being leased back to Ardery. In a competitive tendering process, it is possible that the lease could go to some-one else. This makes it difficult for the property to undertake longer term management of the hill area.
Bunallteachan
This is one of the smaller properties which lies within the strategic fence area. There are no formal deer culls reported for the property, and exact management objectives have yet to be confirmed. 
Camusaine
This is another one of the smaller properties which lies within the strategic fence area. There are no formal deer culls reported for the property, and exact management objectives have yet to be confirmed. 
Forestry & Land Scotland
FLS are easily the biggest landowner within the SRDG area. With 8823ha across seven discreet management areas, having recently sold the Longrigg plantation to the local community.
There are four small woodland areas along the north shore of Loch Sunart, within the strategic fence area, where the over-riding management objective is restoration to native woodland, with a significant area cleared of non native conifer trees in the last 25 years or so. This process is now almost complete. Public access/ interpretation is also important here, with FLS Ardery in particular being a good place for people to park and take short walks around the restored woodland area.

At FLS Drimnatorran, the objective is also to restore fully to native woodland, but this will take place over a longer timescale.

Glen Hurich is by far the largest management unit owned by FLS, and management objectives there are a combination of commercial conifer plantations and native woodland restoration, with production still being the primary consideration. The Land Management Plan for that area is under consideration again at the moment.

FLS Achanellan has extensive areas of very good quality PAWS woodland, that could be restored back to rainforest type native woodland, and that is likely to be the main focus for the area during the period of this plan. The detail of this is still being worked out at the moment. Whether the area is fully restored to native woodland or part of it is retained as commercial forestry is still under consideration. The area requires to be roaded to allow harvesting operations to take place, and this will require major investment by FLS.
FLS have a deer larder at Strontian, with a long term resident stalker who is well known in the community, and they account for a very sizeable proportion of the deer cull undertaken each year in the area.
Nature Scot
Nature Scot own and manage two sites within the area. These are the Claish Moss SSSI/ SAC/ Ramsar site, designated for its peatland habitat, and the Ariundle NNR, which is an oak woodland area, and also part of the wider Sunart SSSI. FLS manage the deer on this latter site, and a local contractor/ stalking business manages the deer at Claish Moss.
Ranachan
Like Ardery, Ranachan own and manage land from the rainforest zone up on to the open hill, with part of this having sporting rights retained by SGRPID. Management objectives are woodland management/ restoration and farming. With the woodlands, the trees are all native, and grant support is important to making this work. The croft is organic, with both sheep and cattle present. Ranachan would like to expand cattle numbers to help with restoration efforts as well as making better use of the hill area. The property does not have a sporting interest, but retains good deer management capacity. There are effectively three management zones on the property: the lower woodland dominated area which it owns and which it can shoot deer on, the main hill area which it owns, but where SGRPID have the sporting rights (leased to a third party), and another area of hill which it owns and also has the deer management rights on.
Ranachan are involved in a range of local educational initiatives, giving practical experience to young people, making venison available locally, and hosting school visits. They are a contributor on countryside management issues to local magazine.
Resipol
Resipol is very similar to both Ardery and Ranachan in many ways, with ground stretching from the woodland area up to the top of the mountain, but with all sporting rights under their own control. Management objectives are cattle farming, woodland management, deer stalking, visitor accommodation and an art gallery. These different enterprises are considered to be an overall integrated package. There are no sheep on the property. Their woods are a key part of the restoration area. Resipol have a modest sporting stag requirement, and make some commercial use of a small number of hinds as well.
The cattle are used to help with management of hill and woodland vegetation, with butterfly interest being a notable feature of the property. 
 Rory Sinclair is Chair of the Sunart Rainforest initiative.
Resipol Plantation
This is an 800 ha largely commercial timber producing forest, with a small proportion of ancient woodland. There is active felling/ restocking programme ongoing at the moment, and deer management objectives are focused on control, with sporting objectives having much lower priority.
Going forwards, it is not planned to re-fence the plantation, so all forest protection will be by deer control only. This includes up to 150 ha of potential woodland creation as well as any restocking which might be taking place.

 Scotstown Permanent Apportionments
This area has been removed from the overall Scotstown common grazings, and is currently grazed with sheep and cattle. No commercial use is made of the deer resource, although the farmer is sympathetic to their presence, and would not like to see their numbers reduced too much.
SGRPID (Scottish Government Rural Payments and Inspection Directorate)
SGRPID are a significant landowner within the area, being landlord to all the crofted and common grazing areas, as well as holding sporting rights to hill ground at both Ardery and Ranachan, despite these properties being the current owners.  This is an unusual situation in Scotland. The properties do have the right to buy out these leases, but the value of these is very high, and so the rights remain with SGRPID. In recent years, SGRPID have considered the public interest in their sporting leases to be achieving the best price for these, but that has incentivized those leasing the ground to maintain significant deer numbers to provide a means of paying back the cost of the lease. This will have contributed to high impacts in the adjacent designated woodland areas.
Going forwards, SGRPID have reviewed their objectives, and they now consider that proper restoration of the woodland areas is now their primary public interest concern. To this end, the terms of their leases will be reviewed during the early part of 2026 so that they can incentivize woodland restoration from September 2026 onwards.

Along with FLS and Nature Scot, SGRPID presence within the area means that the public agencies own and/ or control deer management over 80% of the SRDG area.
Sunart Community Company
The Sunart CC are the community owners of Longrigg plantation, recently purchased from FLS. That sale was largely opportunistic. There is no management plan for it it, with options currently being consulted on. It is likely that c 1/3 of the area will be harvested reasonably quickly. There is potentially a high amenity value to the area, and interest has been expressed within the area for a firewood business, woodland crofts and possibly affordable housing. At 90 ha, the area is small in deer management terms, but this is something that will need to be taken in to consideration when a management plan is being taken forwards. The current deer fence is porous. The felling envisaged is necessary to deal with a significant area of windblown timber.
Attitudes to deer within the local community are mixed, with some seeing them as an asset, and others seeing them as a problem. The demand for community stalking appears to be fairly modest, although some people would like to see at least some options being available.
3b.  Reporting Units  (For most properties, these refer to entire estate as before) 
It is suggested that for the purposes of this plan, that all deer cull and count data be presented on the basis of the land management units listed in Table 1 of this document. For most properties, this will simply be the landholding as a whole, with the following exceptions:
1 FLS to report on their different management blocks separately,

2 Nature Scot to report on Claish Moss and Ariundle separately

3 The various SGRPID leased areas to be recorded separately

4 For both Ardery and Ranachan, the SGRPID areas to be reported separately from the rest of their landholding

5 A number of the smaller landholdings have never made a statutory deer cull return, and may in some cases have no deer management capacity. All will be encouraged to take an interest in the group, and to be aware of management objectives and practices on adjacent ground.

4.  Deer Management Statistics
Members/ landholdings will agree on the deer management records that will be kept by all properties for sharing with the Group, including count and cull data, recruitment counts, and mortality counts where appropriate, and the format in which these sets of data will be presented. The suggested formats are included in Sunart Deer Cull Information.
Recommended cull record sheets are appended to this document.

All landholdings agree to make sufficient resources available to carry out the culling programme outlined in this plan.

All culling operations will be conducted in a low key manner, and priority always given to spreading activity throughout the normal seasons using existing resources where possible.
4. THE DESIGNATED SITES IN THE SUNART RAINFOREST AREA
Within the Sunart Rainforest area there are six different types of designation. The sites relevant to this plan are discussed below.
Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)

Special Areas of Conservation (SAC)

Special Protection Areas (SPA)
National Nature Reserve (NNR)
National Scenic Area (NSA)
Ramsar sites

Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)
Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) represent the best of Scotland’s natural heritage. They are ‘special’ for their plants, animals or habitats, their rocks or landforms, or a combination of such natural features. Together, they form a network of the best examples of natural features throughout Scotland, and support a wider network across Great Britain and the European Union. 

Scottish Natural Heritage/ Nature Scot (SNH/NS) chooses sites after detailed survey and evaluation against published scientific criteria. SSSIs can include freshwater, and sea water down to the mean low water mark of spring tides, as well as land. At 31 March 2008, there were 1,456 SSSI’s, covering a total area of 1,036,000 hectares or 12.9% of Scotland.

SNH/NS designates SSSIs to protect the best of our natural heritage by making sure that decision-makers, managers of land and their advisors, as well as the planning authorities and other public bodies, are aware of them when considering changes in land-use or other activities which might affect them.

The Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act 2004 provides the legislative framework around which all SSSI sites are administered.

Special Areas of Conservation (SAC)

Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) are areas designated under the European Directive commonly known as the ‘Habitats’ Directive. Together with Special Protection Areas, which are designated under the Wild Birds Directive for wild birds and their habitats, SACs form the Natura 2000 network of sites. Most SACs on land or freshwater in Scotland are also underpinned by notification as Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs).  The additional SAC designation is recognition that some or all of the wildlife and habitats are particularly valued in a European context. 

Special Protection Areas (SPA)

These areas can be designated where more than 2% of the total UK numbers of a particular bird species is located or heavily dependent on a particular geographic area.
National Nature Reserves (NNR)

The first National Nature Reserves were designated 50 years ago, and at that time they        were the cornerstone of nature conservation policy, safeguarding sites of national                conservation importance as well as providing interpretative material and allowing the         public to enjoy these sites. All NNRs are now designated as SSSIs to strengthen their          protection. There are currently 65 National Nature Reserves in Scotland.
National Scenic areas (NSA)
National Scenic Areas are Scotland’s only national landscape designation. They are those areas of land considered of national significance on the basis of their outstanding scenic interest which must be conserved as part of the country’s natural heritage. They have been selected for their characteristic features of scenery comprising a mixture of richly diverse landscapes including prominent landforms, coastline, sea and freshwater lochs, rivers, woodlands and moorlands. 

There are currently 40 X NSA’s in Scotland, covering a total land area of 1,020,500 ha and a marine area of 357,900 ha.
Ramsar Site

Ramsar is the name of a town in Iran where the Convention on Wetlands of International Importance was adopted in 1971. The UK Government signed up to the Convention in 1976. 
The mission of the Convention is "the conservation and wise use of all wetlands through local and national actions and international co-operation, as a contribution towards achieving sustainable development throughout the world". 

Currently 164 countries have signed up as Contracting Parties to the Convention with 2083 wetland sites designated for inclusion in the Ramsar List of Wetlands of International Importance. 

There are currently 51 Ramsar sites designated as internationally important wetlands in Scotland, covering a total area of about 313,000 hectares. All Ramsar sites in Scotland are also either Special Protection Areas (SPAs) or Special Areas of Conservation (SACs), and many are also SSSIs, although the boundaries of the different designations are not always exactly the same. It is not surprising that internationally important wetlands are also of European interest for a wide variety of waterbirds, bogs, lochs, coastal wetlands and other water-dependent habitats and species. Although there is no specific legal framework that safeguards Scottish Ramsar sites, they benefit from the measures required to protect and enhance the Natura sites and SSSIs which overlap them. Scottish Natural Heritage/ Nature Scot (SNH/ NS) also includes Ramsar sites in its site condition monitoring programme.

The SSSI & SAC designated sites can be seen on the Sunart DMP Designated Sites Map. The NNR, SPA and Ramsar sites can be seen on the Sunart DMP Other Designated Sites Map.
The area covered by the National Scenic Area, as well as the wild land area classification can be seen on the Sunart DMP Landscape Designations Map.

A full account of all these sites, their current status and what properties are involved is given below In addition, the spreadsheet Sunart Monitoring of Designated features, details the likely contribution of deer to these sites. These maps and Excel spreadsheet can be found on the group website, with the maps copied in here below:
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The pink areas are SSSI- designated, with the hatched areas being SAC- designated. The main designations cover areas outwith the Sunart area as well, with the SRDG area comprising just a proportion of the total designated area.
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Claish Moss is designated as an SSSI and a SAC, as well as this Ramsar designation. The Ariundle NNR is the National Nature Reserve, and the large, sprawling SPA covers a high proportion of ground in neighbouring deer management group areas as well. 
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The landscape designations cover the northern part of the SRDG area, including the FLS Glen Hurich & Achanellan areas, but not the main Sunart oakwood area along the north side of Loch Sunart.

Commentary

A full account of the individual designated sites can be found at Sunart DMP Designated Sites Information.
In summary, there are 50 X designated features within the area, some of which will extend to well outside the SRDG area.
Of these 50 features, only 19 have any relevance to deer numbers.

Of these 19 X features:

Six features are in Favourable condition

One is in Recovering condition

Twelve are in Unfavourable condition

Of the Favourable features, three relate to blanket bog, two relate to the chequered skipper butterfly which requires grassy glades within woodland areas, and one relates to the native pinewood along Loch Shiel.

The Recovering feature relates to the upland Vascular plan assemblage within the Sunart SSSI.

Of the Unfavourable features, nine relate to woodland, including their bryophyte assemblage, while three relate to wet and dry heath habitats, and an assemblage of upland plants. This suggests that grazing pressure is a significant problem across a range of site types, with the caveat that the designations cover a much wider area than just Sunart.
Administration


Nature Scot (NS, formerly Scottish Natural Heritage) are responsible for the administration of designated sites. 

In the context of this plan, Andrew.Macmaster@nature.scot is the wildlife management officer with primary responsibility for all matters relating directly to management of deer in the area. Graeme.Taylor@nature.scot is the current contact for the Nature Scot owned and managed properties.
Part Two  -  OVERALL AIMS & OBJECTIVES
6.  Long Term Vision

Members support the long term vision for deer populations and their management as laid out in Scotland's Wild Deer – A National Approach. Members also fully support the Code of Practice on Deer Management, and all work is carried out in accordance with Best Practice Guidelines, which continue to evolve.
· Deer populations will be managed sustainably so that their management is fully integrated with all local land uses and land use objectives.

· Such management will ensure high standards of deer welfare and public safety, and play a constructive role in the long term stewardship of local habitats.

· Local deer management will continue to deliver and further develop its positive contributions to the rural economy.  Deer management and wildlife management more generally within the Group will be seen as an attractive and worthwhile occupation associated with high standards of skills and employment practice.

7.  Strategic Objectives
The main objectives for the Group’s deer management during the period of this Plan, are as follows, in all cases adhering to Best Practice Guidelines:-

(i) To safeguard and promote deer welfare within the Sunart area

(ii) To achieve an appropriate balance between deer and their habitat, and between deer and other land uses, to minimize damage to agricultural, forestry, sporting or natural heritage interests, and to provide a conflict mediation role where significant differences in management objectives arise.
(iii) Within the constraint of (ii) and the necessary management culls associated with this, to fulfil the annual sporting and venison production objectives of individual Members. This currently amounts to some XX stags and approx XXX animals overall.
(iv) To market such activity and produce to best advantage.

(v) To establish up to xxx ha of new woodland creation within the area over 5-10 years
(vi) To adjust local deer densities within the period of this plan, 2026-31, to facilitate extensive woodland creation and improvement in the condition of designated sites, and to facilitate an overall grazing regime that will gradually improve the overall condition of the upland open ground habitats more generally. It is anticipated that the target summer population should be some XXX animals, and numbers will be maintained at this level through to 2036, subject to ongoing reviews of group objectives and regular habitat condition monitoring.
(vii) To ensure such resources, training and monitoring capacity that is required are made available to achieve the above objectives.

(viii) To establish a thorough and robust set of working arrangements whereby access provision can be managed within the group area, taking account of current guidelines and industry initiatives.

(ix) To facilitate the implementation of any other deer-related management agreements within the group area, and to provide a mechanism for dealing with any disputes.
(x) Where appropriate, to provide site specific management advice or information.
(xi) To ensure full participation from throughout the area in the deer management group.
(xii) To maintain and improve local employment, be that specifically in deer management or wildlife management and agricultural activity more generally within the area. 
(xiii)  To ensure that an effective system of communication is in place for the internal purpose of members, for the wider community of the area and for external agencies and other interested parties. The Group will seek to be pro-active in all their communications.

Part Three  -  MANAGEMENT POLICIES & INFORMATION
8.  Red Deer

Red Deer Population
The best and most up to date assessment of deer numbers within the area comes from a drone count conducted in spring 2025. That count covered the 8000 ha NRF area, but excluded FLS Glen Hurich and FLS Drimnatorran. The drone was able to achieve reasonable penetration of the tree canopy in at least some areas, but it can be assumed that at least some deer, and possibly quite a lot, will have went undetected.
The following map, available online as 2025 Drone Count Density Map shows the deer density present across the various landholdings:
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The average deer density across the counted area was 10.2 red deer per sq km. A modest number of roe deer were also present.. In the map above, the green areas were < 10 deer per sq km, the purple areas were 10-15 per sq km, and the orange areas were 16-20 per sq km. Despite much of the area not being possible to count, FLS Achanellen had one of the highest densities. When combined with the deer cull data in next section, this does make you wonder how many deer might be undetected in wooded areas.
As an attempt to throw some light on this, some retrospective modelling has been undertaken. The deer culls throughout the SRDG area have been used in a retrospective model. An assumption has been made that the deer population is broadly stable within the area, and that allows us to work out what deer population would have to be present to allow for the culls actually taken in last five years.

Previous work for the ELSDMG area suggested that c 40 stags annually were being lost from the east side of the group in to the more wooded side. It was more difficult to make the case at the time that there was any net immigration of hinds and calves. So, the model below allows for an immigration of 40 stags annually.

	WEST SIDE population estimate
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Stags
	Hinds
	Calves
	Total
	Density

	2020 Spring Population
	1000
	1300
	450
	2750
	17.9

	2020 Summer Population
	1225
	1525
	534
	3284
	21.4

	CULL
	218
	187
	104
	509
	

	Est emmigration & other losses
	-40
	0
	0
	-40
	

	2021 Mortality
	25
	31
	32
	87
	

	2021 Spring Population
	1023
	1308
	398
	2728
	17.7

	2021 Summer Population
	1221
	1506
	527
	3255
	21.2

	CULL
	228
	192
	71
	491
	

	Est emmigration & other losses
	-40
	0
	0
	-40
	

	2022 Mortality
	24
	30
	32
	86
	

	2022 Spring Population
	1009
	1284
	425
	2718
	17.7

	2022 Summer Population
	1221
	1497
	524
	3242
	21.1

	CULL
	207
	138
	71
	416
	

	Est emmigration & other losses
	-40
	0
	0
	-40
	

	2023 Mortality
	24
	30
	31
	86
	

	2023 Spring Population
	1030
	1329
	421
	2780
	18.1

	2023 Summer Population
	1240
	1539
	539
	3319
	21.6

	CULL
	324
	206
	87
	617
	

	Est emmigration & other losses
	-40
	0
	0
	-40
	

	2024 Mortality
	25
	31
	32
	88
	

	2024 Spring Population
	932
	1302
	419
	2654
	17.3

	2024 Summer Population
	1141
	1512
	529
	3183
	20.7

	CULL
	253
	171
	79
	503
	

	Est emmigration & other losses
	-40
	0
	0
	-40
	

	2025 Mortality
	23
	30
	32
	85
	

	2025 Spring Population
	906
	1311
	419
	2635
	17.1


The above working shows that a red deer population of 1000 stags and 1300 hinds would be broadly stable with the culls that have been taken since 2020. This is assuming a recruitment of 35%. With so much forestry, and assuming that at least some deer are resident and born in there, this may well be significantly higher, allowing for a smaller population than depicted here.

The working suggests that a population of 17-18 red deer per sq km MAY be possible across the full 15,000 ha area. Ie Significantly more than what has been counted in spring 2025. There is little evidence to suggest that the population is actually going down, so there is at least some merit in the above approach.

In total, the 2025 drone survey counted 778 red deer and 31 roe deer.
Red Deer Cull Data

For the purposes of this plan, 25 years of cull data has been collated to help inform the background to what has been happening in the area, and therefore help decide what might be necessary going forwards.

The information presented here is taken from statutory deer returns to the Deer Commission for Scotland/ Scottish Natural Heritage/ Nature Scot. It is accepted that there may well be other culls taken within the area that have not appeared on such official cull returns.

This information is used as context for the overall deer plan.

The total ELSDMG cull has been increasing steadily over the years, with a drop around 2015-16. Stag and hind culls have been generally identical over most of that time, although stags have been slightly higher in the last few years.
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However, within this pattern, there have been different things happening east and west.

For the total deer culls, the east used to be greater than the west, but this changed in around 2010, when the increasing west cull started to overtake the east cull which was much flatter.

In the last few years, the red deer cull in the west has been over 200 deer more than in the east,

See graph below.
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There is a clear pattern involving the stags. In the west, their numbers have increased from just over 50 in 2000 to over 300 in 2024. Culls in the east are variable, but the trend is downwards, and the divergence between the two areas is becoming wider.
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There is less difference in the hinds, but the west cull is now slightly higher, and the overall trend is gradually upwards in both areas.

See below.
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In the west, it is the FLS cull which dominates over all the other properties, although there has been a convergence again in the last 2-3 years. In both cases, numbers have been increasing, but there has been a general divergence in numbers over most of the last 20 years.
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The pattern shown for total deer numbers is very similar to that for stags only in the west.

See below.


[image: image16.png]West stag culls 2001-25 FLS vs Other

250

200

150

100

GZ-vzoz
ve-ecoe
£€2-220C
zz-Leoe
Lz-0zoz
0Z-6L02
61L-8L02
8L-L102
L1-9102
9L-6L02
GL-vioz
vL-€10C
€L-zioz
Loz
Li-oLoz
0L-6002
6-8002
8-L002
£-9002
9-6002
G-v002
v-€002
£-2002
21002

West Other Stags

West FLS Stags




Although more erratic, we see the same pattern with hinds. Interestingly, the numbers have almost completely converged in the past two years.
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Roe deer culls in the east are minimal, but there are more taken in the west, mostly on FLS ground. It is possible that with more birch thickets, and perhaps fewer red deer, that roe deer numbers will increase in the 10 years or so ahead.

Finally, the last graph shows the proportion of calves culled to hinds over the 20 years., which at first glance appears to be gradually increasing on open ground east and west, and also in FLS woodland. This does not equate directly with recruitment, and may more accurately show changing culling practices. The west open range and FLS are actually very similar, and both well above the east. It is likely the case that with FLS in particular, calves may be culled first with their mothers escaping on occasion, so this would increase the apparent % figure. On open hill, some stalkers choose hind- calf pairs for culling, others choose yeld hinds. So culling preference will affect these figures. However, the patterns do appear fairly consistent over the 20 years, and in all cases, they appear to be broadly increasing.
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Red Deer Management Issues
The following issues and factors pertinent to this plan have been identified within the SRDG area, following discussions with the landholders and stakeholders involved:
· The need for restoration of the designated oak woodland/ rainforest
· Should we be positive or negative about current position?
· Shifting agency perspectives
· The dominance of public sector landholdings
· The SGRPID leases
· Grounds for intervention or not?
· Future restructuring of FLS Achanellen & FLS Glen Hurich
· Fencing or not?
· A new strategic fence?
· What effect would this have on the East sub group of ELS DMG?
· Anxiety about losing deer as a commercial resource
· The number of very small land holdings
· Wider community perspective on deer management
· Community & public agency relationship

· The need for give and take
· How many deer are there?
· How many deer do there need to be?
· How to monitor progress?
· A suitable local deer management structure
· Relationship to ELS DMG
· How to run a deer group going forwards?
· Deer management capacity
· Local Venison supply
· Part of the local culture
The need for restoration of the designated oak woodland/ rainforest

The designated rainforest habitats have had a national profile since the effort to restore them 25 years ago, and various initiatives and funding aimed at the rainforest woodlands in recent years have given them a profile again now, trying to build on what has went before. Agency monitoring deems that the woodland area is in Unfavourable condition. This is partly to do with browsing pressure, but also the presence of non-native tree species and invasive rhododendrons. The availability of funding through the Nature Restoration Fund is providing the means to address some important issues just now, but this also provides leverage for the agencies to steer management in a way they feel will bring about a more favourable status for the area.
The challenge for this deer plan, and the accompanying nature restoration plan, is to guide a series of actions going forwards that will make a material difference to the rainforest area, but in a way that landholders and the community can buy in to, and hopefully in a way that can be sustained beyond the period of any plan.

Should we be positive or negative about current position?

This is an important point to understand, and it feeds in to a subsequent point about how to monitor what is going on, and how success or otherwise might be defined.

Recent WHIA from 2024 shows high and very high impacts through much of the designated woodland area, and when combined with the extent of invasives and non native tree species, gives a very negative view overall of the woodland area.

However, many owners and community members are keen to point to point to the progress that has been made over 25 years or so, at least over parts of the site. There has been an extensive pulse of birch and willow regeneration that has taken place, and within this matrix, a smaller proportion of oak, hazel and other minor tree species. A drive along the Strontian- Salen road with occasional forays up woodland paths gives a generally positive view of progress. Agreed actions now should lead to a fresh wave of regeneration and some extension of the woodland area, along with a filling in of more open areas, and the development of a higher proportion of the more sensitive species. A core matrix of birch will help them, and is indeed likely to be a prerequisite for it.

Given the history of the site, and the local cultural value that it undoubtedly has, it is important to be positive about these woods and the way in which they are likely to develop in the years ahead. The challenge is to get an agreed programme of management that provides for confidence that this will happen.

Shifting agency perspectives

In recent years, SGRPID priority from their Sunart holdings and sporting leases has been to get maximum value for the public purse, and because of access issues and the age profile of their timber, the FLS Sunart blocks have perhaps been given lesser priority than other areas. With Nature Scot, campaigning and lobbying around the value of Scottish rainforest, and the climate/ biodiversity “crisis” more generally have raised the profile of woodland sites like Sunart. The advent of the Nature Restoration Fund (NRF) has allowed for the funding of projects that might not otherwise fit neatly in to the Forestry Grant Scheme (FGS).
What we see now is:

· SGRPID defining “public interest” in a wider sense, with a greater focus on biodiversity enhancement, even if that requires the sacrifice of some lease income from their sporting rights
· FLS focusing in on their Sunart blocks, analyzing more carefully the investment required to open these areas up, and being fully aware of the opportunities for native woodland/ rainforest restoration on a very significant scale
· Nature Scot now being in a position to fund restoration themselves, and using this as leverage to achieve the outcomes that they want.
And is evident now in Sunart, all three have shown an obvious willingness to liaise and then work together.

The outcome is a much stronger focus on achieving restoration success.

The dominance of public sector landholdings

The Sunart area is unusual in the sheer extent of public sector  owned or managed land, with both FLS and SGRPID being very significant owners, and Nature Scot owning both peatland and woodland sites too. In addition, SGRPID hold the sporting rights over areas of land owned by others. Put together, and in terms of deer management, the public sector agencies have control over 80% of the SRDG area, so their land management choices will determine priorities across the area. The smaller properties are well aware of this.

The SGRPID leases

In addition to the crofting estates on which they are landlords and where they retain the sporting leases, SGRPID also retain long sporting leases to the hill ground at Ardery and Ranachan, where the crofting interest has long been bought out. This is a highly unusual situation, with SGRPID effectively having sporting rights over otherwise private properties.

These two properties, and indeed the other crofted areas, have a right to buy out this interest, but the market  value deters them from doing so.

Going forwards, if the SGRPID policy moves towards environmental management, then it is very likely that the value of these leases will reduce, and this increases the possibilities of them being bought out. The secondary factor to consider here is that there is currently deer legislation passing through the Scottish Parliament, and one of the proposals being considered is that tenants and crofters can get access to unimproved hill ground for the purposes of culling deer. This is not exactly the situation at Ardery/ Ranachan, but legislation of such a type may well have some sort of impact there, even if only indirectly. The other crofted areas may then also have the opportunity to access their common grazings areas for deer control purposes.

The relevance to this plan is that whatever actions are suggested now may become circumvented by changes in the near future, and an appropriate assessment needs to be built around that.
Grounds for intervention or not?

A number of landholdings have raised the point over whether the Sunart area is at risk from agency intervention, with new powers being considered.

The answer given is that with public sector organizations controlling over 80 percent of the area, that this would not be very likely. What is more likely to happen is that the public sector agencies assert themselves fully and co-ordinate their activities, and if they do that, then they will effectively be able to set deer densities over the wider area, irrespective of what anyone else is doing.

All three of the public agencies have suggested however that they do want to be sensitive to local issues, and they recognize that the deer resource does support a number of local businesses, and they want this to continue.

The objective of this deer plan therefore is to help facilitate appropriate restoration/ development of natural habitats, but to leave a deer resource that is still useful to people, but which does not put these other outcomes at risk. If that can be achieved, or if people are working towards that end, then there is little threat.
Future restructuring of FLS Achanellen & FLS Glen Hurich

FLS are currently reviewing their long term management plans for these areas.

The objective for their smaller blocks along Loch Sunart is to restore them to native oak woodland, and that outcome is well on the way to being achieved. Amenity and public access provision are important as well. The FLS Drimnatorran block is to be fully restored to native woodland as well, but on a longer timeline.

At present, Glen Hurich and Achanellen are managed for a combination of commercial timber production and native woodland, which is invariably of a rainforest type. Both management units are difficult to access, and in Achanellen in particular, if the current timber crop is harvested, the pressure and opportunity may be to return a significant area of this back to native woodland, on the basis that this will be easier to manage in the longer term. One possibility is that this area is completely restored to native woodland, but whatever the outcome, the likelihood is that extensive felling and restocking/ regeneration will be taking place in the period of this plan, and the deer management situation needs to allow for that. Broadleaved regeneration will be more susceptible to browsing damage than conifers. However, the likely scale of regeneration, especially if dominated by birch, should help the area become established.

Glen Hurich is likely to remain as a mixed conifer/ native woodland area, albeit with the latter probably occupying a greater area than it does today.

In both cases, it will be hugely important that FLS resource an appropriate deer management strategy to ensure a good outcome, and focused on a reduction in current deer numbers. Such an approach, if implemented effectively, will have implications for the numbers of deer on adjacent open hill land.

Fencing or not?

At the outset of this current project, there was a lot of discussion as to whether the current strategic deer fence should be repaired or not. As it turned out, the NRF was not willing to fund the fence, with this decision supported by the various agencies, and Nature Scot in particular, who had made it clear that they would not support this.
In practical terms, the original fence, 23 kms in length, had facilitated a pulse of new native woodland in and around the existing designated remnants at that time. It was functional for 10-15 years, at which time it started to become porous. All the time, deer could access across the loch, and the fence was not continuous from the outset. There was little co-ordinated deer management within the fenced area, so that by 2024, there was extensive signs of higher browsing impacts again.

Within the 23 km fence, it is understood that some areas are more robust than others, and this fence does have the dual purpose of keeping livestock out of the woods in some areas too.

In terms of quantifiable outputs, it would be extremely difficult to justify putting a strengthened fence in the same place, and it is the view of this author is that not replacing this fence is the right thing to do. However, it does mean that effective deer control does now have to be across the wider area, and there are implications arising from that and this plan needs to acknowledge and address. 

A new strategic fence?
At present, there is a structurally sound deer fence that runs c 70% of the distance from Loch Sunart to Loch Shiel, more or less along the eastern side of this proposed new deer group. It runs up the eastern side of FLS Drimnatorran to the top of the hill, where there is a gap of approx. 2 kms, before running through the woods down to Loch Shiel. The latter part of this fence is poor, and would need replaced as well. This fence leaves part of FLS Glen Hurich on the eastern side of it, as can be noted from the map below.
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It is accepted that deer will come from the eastern side of ELS DMG in to the woods in Glen Hurich. Some of this movement will be temporary, but other deer may choose to stay. Some of them will certainly be culled. If this fence was closed, it would not quite leave the SRDG area as a self contained deer area, but it would certainly give a lot more control over what was happening, and provide for greater confidence that a deer management solution would work. Such confidence would be undermined if deer could easily come in from the more open ground lying adjacent to it, although this area is not necessarily higher density in terms of deer numbers. It is quite likely that it is the wooded areas that maintain higher densities.
If the objective in the west SRDG area was to have a reduced population density, perhaps significantly below what existed in the east, it would be difficult to see how that situation could be achieved and maintained without some sort of barrier in between.

There is then potentially a huge benefit to be had from creating a new strategic fence from Loch Sunart to Loch Shiel. It does not need to be 100% effective, but it has the potential to give a lot more control than exists at the moment.

Of course, those wanting a sporting stag resource in the west will be concerned about such a development in that it will cut off a potential supply of animals, and split off their landholdings from those with similar objectives in the east.

What effect would this have on the East sub group of ELS DMG?

In 2020, I undertook some analysis on the relationship between the East and West sub groups of ELS DMG. At that point, there was some concern on the eastern side of the DMG about the numbers of deer from their side drifting through to the west and not returning. This encouraged them to keep a higher deer density than perhaps they needed, having to make allowances for potential losses in that direction.
It is important not to read too much in to modelling, but at that time, there was information from 2 X recent helicopter counts, three years apart. The population counted in the first was modelled through to the second, and then compared with the actual count at that time. Plausible estimates were chosen for recruitment and mortality over the period. The exercise was useful in that there were relatively few places for deer to hide in the eastern sub group area, and the series of lochs made it relatively self contained, bar their boundary with the west.

From the modelling, it was difficult to make the case that there was a significant number of hinds drifting through to the forestry in the west, but there was a suggestion that approx. 40 stags annually were being lost from the population. That seems like a plausible enough scenario, enough of a movement that you have to be aware of it, but probably not as much as people might have feared. Inspection of the fence did show a lot of deer movement around it.
At the time, Scottish Natural Heritage (now Nature Scot) had welfare concerns about a fence if deer on the east were dependent on the shelter of the west in poor weather conditions, and they suggested that a significant compensation cull on the east would be required. There was also a suggestion that if losses to the west could be avoided, then it would be possible to reduce the density on the east, and still give people there the stags they wanted. Any difference would however be relatively modest.

The other important issue here is that any such strategic fence would leave part of FLS Glen Hurich on the eastern side of it. For a lot of that forestry, the trees there are poorly grown or difficult to harvest, and deer control for FLS rangers there is difficult. One option discussed was for FLS to lease that area to Conaglen Estate and let them do the deer control there, saving time for FLS and allowing them to put in effort elsewhere. That would allow an area of relatively low quality conifers to be used for deer shelter, helping alleviate any welfare issues that might arise from closing the fence. There is little in the way of native woodland remnants in that area, so neither the conservation nor timber production rationale for managing that area are particularly strong. In terms of deer, it is much easier for Conaglen to manage it than FLS. So, in any plan to complete a strategic fence here would have to carefully consider what to do with the FLS area on the wrong side of the fence.
So, from the East sub group perspective, a strategic fence would have these implications:

· It would effectively split the current group

· It would give both sides greater control over their deer populations

· The welfare implications would need to be fully considered, with a compensation cull taken of those animals which might be habituated to using the forestry on a temporary basis

· It would create this division of Glen Hurich, and raise the question about deer control, and indeed woodland management, on the eastern side. There could well be advantages in this for both parties.

Anxiety about losing deer as a commercial resource

There is currently a sporting demand for about 40 stags in the proposed SRDG area, which is a very modest number. If the SGRPID leases are restructured to favour management over sporting income, then this demand might fall to 20, or even 10-15 animals, across one or two properties. Any other animals taken would have to be more opportunistic.

The small numbers that are currently taken are a very small proportion of the total stag cull, but are considered to be part of a package of management objectives by those who do value them, and as such, do have a value above their apparent numbers. However, there does come a point, as evidenced in other areas, that when numbers fall below a certain level, it is questionable whether it is viable at all.

There is certainly an anxiety within the area that any concentrated effort to reduce deer numbers will leave any commercial use of deer unviable. The loss of income would be modest, but this would be borne by a small number of properties who are limited already in the options that they have.

In theory at least, it is possible to argue that the area could be marketed in a different way, with less emphasis on deer numbers, and more emphasis on the wider environmental experience, perhaps even over a much extended time period, but this would require a very significant change in thinking, and people would need to commit completely to a new way of doing things.
In this plan, the numbers of stags potentially available at different densities will be set out to try and inform this discussion, and the options that might be available going forwards. 

The number of very small land holdings

In terms of deer management, Sunart is a small area, and with the exception of FLS Glen Hurich, it can be said that the majority of landholdings are small- medium in size, with some of these very small indeed. This table below has been used previously:
	Size of property
	Tally

	< 20 ha
	6

	21-50 ha
	8

	51- 100 ha
	8

	101- 250 ha
	5

	251- 500 ha
	2

	501- 1000 ha
	4

	1001- 1500 ha
	1

	1501- 2000 ha
	1

	5000 ha +
	1

	
	36


This is the kind of landholding size profile that you might expect to see when dealing with roe deer in the lowlands.

Relatively few of these holdings have formal deer management capacity or submit statutory returns. However, 6-7 owners dominate c 95% of the area, with 80% of the area owned or managed by the public sector agencies. Despite the multitude of landholdings, a relatively small number of owners can effectively manage deer across the area if they decide to assert themselves in a particular direction. 

Wider community perspective on deer management

It appears from interviews that community interest in stalking is fairly modest in Sunart, although this might increase if more opportunities were available. People understand the value of the oak woodlands, and the role of effective deer management in that, but there does not appear to be much appetite for taking on community stalking or anything of that nature. The SCC Longrigg plantation is now just recently in community ownership, and a stalking arrangement will be required for that. This may encourage people to consider how stalking more widely is delivered.
However, the multitude of very small properties, many of which are partially wooded, suggests that some means of matching up these properties with willing stalkers would be useful, and may well provide some entry- level opportunities for people, leaving the more experienced and better equipped personnel to deal with the greater part of the area.

Community & public agency relationship

There is a strong feeling in Sunart that the previous efforts to manage the oak woodlands were a partnership approach between the local community and the public agencies, but that interests seem to have diverged over 20 years or so, and the agencies are now more remote. It is probably just the simple result of agency personnel now being more fluid in their roles, and other projects being developed elsewhere which have to be attended to as well. The community interest in Sunart possibly means that people think that issues there can be devolved now, and that the same agency input is no longer required.
Whatever the case, it remains the situation that the public agencies still own or manage over 80% of the area, and therefore, they are still the major landowner locally, and what they do affects the options that others might wish to pursue.

From the agency side, there is an acknowledgement of the history around community involvement in Sunart, and an anxiety not to undermine local businesses or opportunities. Something that looked and felt a bit more like a partnership approach going forwards would be welcomed by all.

The need for give and take

Restoring the oak woodlands will require fewer deer in Sunart than there are today, and that will mean fewer opportunities for those who want to make commercial use of them, at least on their own land. The numbers of deer required will still be there, but the issue will be if deer are present on a particular property at a particular time, and there will be less certainty around that with a smaller population. It will therefore be more difficult to commit to having conventional stalking guests coming to stay.
It would help the situation quite a lot if those wanting stags during September/ October, for example, had options to stalk across some of the smaller properties, public and private/ crofted, during that period. That would give some flexibility in the system, and there are well practiced means of doing that legally and safely. That would help some people access the higher value animals, and ensure a minimum level of economic activity.
At other times of year, FLS have suggested that it would be useful to them if they could exercise night shooting/ thermal shooting on some of the properties along the Strontian- Salen Rd, and that this would give them flexibility and greater options in controlling deer within the main rainforest area.

Flexibility in who was doing what and where will be important going forwards if an appropriate balance between control of numbers and deer related economic activity is to be achieved and done properly, and such an approach may give entry level opportunities for interested community members as well.

In practical terms, personnel with greatest capacity should be taking on the greater part of the area, but the smaller properties and awkward little corners take up time, and these can sometimes be stalked with greater effectiveness by others for whom time is less of an issue, or who might have easier access to these areas from adjacent properties.
The most obvious of these areas is that part of FLS Glen Hurich which would lie to the east of any strategic fence, and the number of small FLS properties along Loch Sunart. Likewise, there are numbers of areas where FLS could target deer safely if they had permission to do so.
How many deer are there?

The drone count in spring 2025 found 778 red deer and 31 roe across the 8000 ha NRF area, which includes some forested areas in which deer would not be detected.

However, there is another 7000 ha of largely forested land within the potential SRDG area, where deer densities could potentially be relatively high. As suggested earlier, some retrospective modelling suggests that there could be 2500+ red deer within the overall area if we assume the density is relatively stable and the recruitment rate is c 35%. At higher recruitment, the number would be less.

At this stage, the actual number of deer that might be present is speculation, and monitoring of impacts will be required to guide future actions, but we can say for certain that there will be many more deer present than actually counted in 2025, and the previously mentioned total will be used as a starting point for deliberations.

Calculations going forward will also have to take in to account whether immigration from the east is still ongoing, or whether a strategic fence is established. Even if this is the case, there is still likely to be a modest immigration of animals across the various lochs around the area. Sunart will never be a completely closed population.

How many deer do there need to be?

The spring 2025 drone count suggested 10.2 red deer per sq km across the 8000 ha NRF area. Retrospective modelling suggests the population may be much higher than this, potentially 17-18 per sq km, although much depends on your assumptions around population parameters on this.
You would expect High/ Very High woodland impacts at these densities, depending on where deer are spending their time.

Nature Scot have suggested an impact target of 80% LOW impacts across the woodland area to allow the full suite of more sensitive tree species including oak to become established. This implies a very low deer density, potentially < 2 deer per sq km, although in practice, birch regeneration will get established at higher deer densities than this, and sensitive species will inevitably get an opportunity to get away within a matrix of nurse species. We can see this happening at the moment within the main Sunart oak woodlands strip. If FLS are felling and restoring Achanellen and parts of Glen Hurich and Drimnatorran at scale, then the scale itself will help, generating an extent of regeneration that will likely overpower whatever deer density is present, within reason.

At this stage, we can only speculate on what deer density is required to make a difference to restoration activities in Sunart. A very low density may be required, or monitoring might establish that something higher will still be appropriate. A range of population models will be set out, covering deer densities of 10, 7.5, 5 and 2 per sq km. They will cover what culls are required to reduce to this density within five years, and what the sustainable cull at those levels might then be.

The important thing will be to monitor what is happening, and to be clear what the definition of success is. 
How to monitor progress?
It is worth noting at the outset what we currently have within the oak woodlands at largely High and Very High herbivore impact levels.
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In the two images above, there is good evidence of a fairly widespread cohort of new trees, both within the canopy of existing woodland, and in more open areas. The majority is comprised of birch and willow, but minor species are present as well.
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The photos above show in indication of the density of regeneration present, with birch, willow and alder being very much in evidence, with some pine in this incidence as well.
Among this matrix is a proportion of oak regeneration, perhaps a few tens of saplings per ha. If these saplings can become established under current conditions, then we can be positive about what can be achieved with these woods going forwards. The overall impression is of a strong, recent pulse of new regeneration, creating structure within the woodlands, and expanding their area.

	[image: image25.jpg]



	[image: image26.jpg]





XXXXXXX
 A suitable local deer management structure
Achieving the balance of objectives sought within Sunart is going to require a focus on the issues relevant to the area, with as few other distractions as possible.

The recommendation in this plan is to set up a standalone deer management group, and to leave the East Loch Shiel DMG. It is suggested that new group is known as the Sunart Rainforest Deer Group (SRDG).

The advantages a new group would have would be its small, compact nature, and the ease of administration that comes with that. With a group such as the Sunart Community Company involved, with a staff member familiar with all the properties, it should be possible to run such a group at minimal or no cost. 
Such a group need not require a membership subscription, and could decide whether it wanted to be a member of the Association of Deer Management Groups (ADMG) or remain as a standalone group. It could be run as a group with different landholdings as members, or it could simply be an open forum. However, the group would be stronger if it had a constitution and structure, especially if grant funding was being sought to deliver outcomes, thereby placing obligations on those involved.

The exact structure of any new group will probably be governed not by the deer management required, but by whatever other activities the group chooses to be involved with.

A very basic constitution is included as part of this plan, but landholdings should consider carefully what it is that is required, what costs might then come with that, and how these might be covered.

Relationship to ELS DMG

It is suggested here that the properties west of any strategic fence leave the current deer group, simply so that they have the opportunity to concentrate on their own business.
The degree of communication will then very much depend on whether there is a barrier between the two areas or not, but monitoring that boundary will be important for both, and there will need to be a localized compensation cull of those deer habituated to sheltering in the woods from the east.

At a minimum level going forwards, the two groups should share count and cull information and any habitat monitoring reports, and responsibility for checking fencelines clearly understood.

How to run a deer group going forwards?

Many deer management groups struggle if they are unable to administer themselves properly, but that should not be an issue in this situation with the Sunart CC so centrally involved, and with the potential for staff time to be set against this.

Whether the deer group acts in a standalone capacity or as part of ADMG is up to members, but the scope for a low- cost forum with few outlays certainly exists.

Deer management capacity

Although there are only a small number of statutory deer returns from within the area, the deer management capacity within the area is actually very strong.

It is however suggested that members do devise some sort of arrangement for giving young people within the area a means of experiencing stalking, either on community land, or perhaps public land which is made available for this purpose. Developing this interest in the local area may help secure a source of suitably trained and experienced personnel who can operate within the area in future.

Local Venison supply

There already is one significant venison processing business within the area, and several other properties who are interested in promoting the use and supply of local product.

There has been little suggestion during interviews that there is a demand locally for more lardering or processing facilities, and this is not a significant part of this plan, but the concept of making venison available locally to both residents and visitors is well understood by all, and links management of the landscape with an obvious product in a way that is being encouraged and supportive elsewhere.

It should also be noted that while FLS venison is committed to long term contracts, that up to 100 animals per annum can be sold to a local outlet, and this may be important or useful in sustaining or increasing local venison production business going forwards.

Part of the local culture

There is no doubt from looking around Strontian, visitor attraction boards and art galleries in the area, that the oak woodlands, lochs and natural environment in general are a key part of the local culture of the area, and probably the most important reason why visitors go there. A positive story about local environmental management is therefore hugely important, and something that landholdings should be able to benefit from.
Other Deer Species 
There were only 31 roe deer counted in the spring 2025 drone count, although the average roe deer cull over the past 20 years has been a similar number, implying that many/ most roe deer were not visible in the count.
It seems likely however, that roe deer numbers are fairly limited within the area, although they may well increase if there is an increase in woodland area, or in the proportion of young and thicket stage woods. They may also increase if red deer numbers reduce.

So, while the focus of any deer plan needs to be on red deer, the potential for roe deer numbers increasing needs to be borne in mind. If they do increase, that could be taken as a sign that young woods are developing and/ or red deer were reducing.

The information available suggests that sika deer are very occasionally in the area, with little evidence of resident breeding animals, at least in the cull figures. On average, just one sika stag annually appears in the official cull data, and it is over 15 years since a hind has been recorded.
There are no fallow deer in the area.

9. Moorland Management

There is little moorland management as such within the area, with no-one undertaking burning, and little other than grazing expected from the hill area.
10. Hill Sheep Management

Interviews done for this project suggest that there are only approx. 250 sheep on the hill areas of Sunart, with possibly the same number confined mostly to in bye crofts and lower ground. A majority of hill landholdings have no sheep at all.
Red deer are therefore by far the most important herbivore on the hill areas.

Cattle
There appear to be 100+ hill cows within the area, the majority of which do graze the higher hill areas. Cattle are generally recognized for their ability to scarify the ground around woodland areas to help regeneration, as well as helping to control bracken. They are already used pro- actively within the designated woodland area.
There is scope for increasing the numbers of hill cattle within the area, and a number of properties have expressed an interest in doing this.

Even at their current modest numbers, cattle are a proportionately more significant herbivore within the Sunart area than sheep.

11.  Forestry & Woodland Management

The SRDG area is dominated by FLS land, and therefore by forestry, but there is a significant level of woodland within the private and crofted properties as well. The woodland area is a combination of commercial conifer plantations, and high value  rainforest type oak woodland, a high proportion of which is designated, and it is this which has given the area its agency focus at present. A proportion of the native woodland area is underplanted with conifers, and would be recognized as PAWS (Plantations on Ancient Woodland Sites). In recent years, there has been a strong focus on restoring woodlands back towards a native rainforest type, and this process is likely to accelerate over the next 10 years or so.

In broad terms, all the woodland along loch Sunart is likely to be restored to rainforest, as is FLS Drimnatorran, although on a longer timeline.

Plans are currently being developed for FLS Achanellen, which will either significantly reduce or possibly remove the conifer interest there. FLS Glen Hurich is likely to remain as a mixed conifer/ native woodland resource, albeit with the latter potentially more extensive in future as it is at present. 
12.  Supplementary Deer Policies

Nature Scot Authorizations
Members will be encouraged to share information within the Group on any out of season and night shooting authorizations from Nature Scot, over some or all of the land where they carry out the deer control. 

The vast majority of deer are culled in season, but woodland deer and deer marauding on farmland and crofts in spring can sometimes occur and dealing with this is an important consideration in retaining some flexibility within the Group area. There is no longer a closed season for stags, so authorizations are no longer required.
Winter Mortality
Members will monitor and report any significant levels of winter mortality to the Group, or any significant health issues encountered. It is considered that mortality within the group is approx 2% for adults and 6% for calves in their first year. Recruitment varies significantly across the sub areas, and it is important to quantify this within each area individually. 
Deer Related Traffic Incidents

It is agreed by the Members that they will keep records of any collisions between deer and cars or other vehicles in their area together with relevant information (eg. location, species of deer, fate of deer, damage to vehicle, human injuries), while also recording dead deer in their annual cull returns and where appropriate, larder sheets. Members may also wish to contribute to the national project collating RTA reports which can be accessed at http://www.deercollisions.co.uk  Members recognize that deer related traffic accidents are receiving more attention nationally and that there may be places in the Group area where deer can be a particular hazard. Within the SRDG area, there are a very small number of DVCs recorded, largely because the area is devoid of roads.
A summary of such collisions can be seen at Sunart DMP DVC map, covering the period 2000- 2018.
Deer Fences

The strategic use or not of fences within the SRDG area is a key consideration for taking things forward over the next 5- 10 years.
The existing 20 year old strategic deer fence has been deteriorating for a number of years, and the agencies have indicated that they will not fund any repairs or replacement of this. There is a potential strategic fence defining the eastern boundary of the new SRDG area, which already extends for c 70% of the distance from Loch Sunart to Loch Shiel, and options for closing this are actively being considered at present. If this comes to pass, then there would be little need for deer fences internally within the SRDG area, where there would inevitably be a lower deer density.

Any such strategic fence would require a compensation deer cull on the eastern side to avoid any deer welfare issues.
Supplementary/ diversionary Feeding

There is currently only one DMG member who feeds deer, with the objective being to try and maintain stags in areas where they are unlikely to be culled by others.
Members agree that they will inform the Group if they decide to undertake any such feeding in period of this Plan, or if any significant changes are made to current practice. All deer feeding which takes place will comply with industry Best Practice.
Venison Marketing

Larder provision within the group is generally very good. Group members share a commitment to high standards beyond the larder door. However, only one member of the DMG (FLS) is quality assured, which is low for DMG areas of a similar type and location.
As a matter of general principle, members support the local consumption of locally shot, high quality venison, and there is potentially for developing the market which already exists locally.
There is one venison processing business within the area, who already process a significant proportion of the local cull.
13.  Non- native Species Policy

At present, as well as the native red and roe deer, there are known to be very occasional sika deer within the DMG boundary. There are no fallow deer present.
Sika Deer

There is no desire from any Group members to see Sika deer become established in the area. For this reason, all Sika deer will be culled within accepted seasons, or using authorizations if required, and such culls reported to the Group for the information of other members.
Other non- native species

Sightings of any other deer species, notably muntjac, will be reported immediately to both the deer group and to Nature Scot, and efforts made to remove such animals as quickly as possible. Group members are encouraged to cull such animals first, and report them later.
There are no wild goats within the area.
14.  Communications Policy

The SRDG is committed to the transparent communication of all relevant information to its members, to government agencies and to the public more widely, with the caveat that some sensitive data will be distributed to group members only.

The primary source of information about the Group will be on its website:XXXXXXX  and on which all information relevant to the group can be located. This will include the deer management plan and associated maps, a constitution, minutes of group meetings, and population models.

All enquiries to the Group should be made through the Group Secretary via email, or if necessary, to the Group Chairman. Their contact details are:

Sunart Rainforest Deer Group

Group Secretary:  Euan Palmer (Sunart Community Company)
euan@sunartcommunitycompany.co.uk  
Chairman

Rory Sinclair
Rory@resipole.co.uk 
The contact details for individual properties will not be available as a matter of course through the Deer Group or website, although the Secretary can put you in touch with the relevant people if appropriate to do so. No cull information on individual properties will be made available outwith the membership of the Group and Nature Scot.
Every effort will be made to deal with non- emergency issues within 10 days. More pressing issues will be dealt with promptly if appropriate.

For more long established or strategic issues, it may be appropriate for the issue to be brought up at a deer management group meeting, which take place at six monthly intervals. The Chairman may recommend this to you. The spring meeting will be an open meeting to which anyone is entitled to attend. Items for inclusion on the Agenda for such meetings must be submitted to the Group Chairman three weeks in advance of the meeting, otherwise they can be taken up under “Any Other Competent Business”. Any item that is not deemed appropriate for discussion on the Agenda will be addressed in some other, appropriate fashion. Please respect the judgement of the Chairman if his view is that, in the first instance, an issue should be dealt with outside a formal group meeting. This may be because of time pressures, or the nature of the issue at hand.

All local Community Councils and other relevant interests will be made aware of meetings in advance, and invited to contribute to the agenda for these.

Local input on the continuing evolution of the group Deer Management Plan is welcomed and encouraged. Property contact details are not being made public through the website, but are available on request to Group members and community interests as required.

Any queries about the running of the DMG can be addressed to Nature Scot, at any of the contact points listed here below:

Nature Scot Contact
Andrew.MacMaster is the current Nature Scot Wildlife Operations officer covering the Sunart area: Andrew.MacMaster@nature.scot . Contact for Nature Scot owned sites is Graeme.Taylor@nature.scot 
For more general deer enquiries: licensing@nature.scot 
SRDG will seek to respond to any requests from media sources or the local public for information, and individual members may arrange, from time to time, appropriate open days and information events if these are requested or deemed to be useful. 

SRDG welcomes comment on all matters either directly or indirectly associated with deer management within the Sunart area. 

15.  Training Policy

SRDG encourage and facilitate the attainment of all qualifications and training necessary for the delivery of effective deer management within their area of operation, and support continuing professional development through the adoption of Best Practice Guidance and other relevant courses .

The recognized and recommended industry standard for culling deer is that all those personnel involved in deer management should attain level of Deer Management Qualification (DMQ) Level 1 or equivalent.

As at August 2025, there were 15 core personnel involved with deer management in Sunart, some of whom had responsibilities over a wider area. For most of these people, deer management was only one activity that they are involved with, and some carried out their deer management on a recreational basis. Relatively few did this on a professional or commercial basis. Of these 15 personnel involved in deer management in the Sunart area, 14 have qualifications to DMG Level 2, with the same number holding trained hunter status and also on the Fit & Competent register.. 
The DMQ Level 2 qualification is increasingly held as the de facto industry standard for professional stalkers, which requires the identification, stalking, dispatching and  lardering of deer under supervision.

For those expected to larder deer and prepare them for the human food chain, industry requirements are that they have attained Trained Hunter status. This is the equivalent of any DMQ course passed after 2006, or an upgraded version of DMQ1 passed before that time.

All personnel requiring to take deer under special authorizations must be on the Nature Scot  “Fit & Competent”  register. The requirement for this is to hold the DMQ Level 2 qualification, or DMQ Level 1 plus two references.

These figures compare exceptionally well with any other deer management group, and therefore the level of training and competence of personnel working within the area should be considered to be very good.
All personnel within the area are encouraged to be proficient in First Aid, manual handling, ATV driving and maintenance and other tasks which are central to their job. In some areas, the use of boats is required. SRDG will monitor the level of skills among staff in the DMG area, and undertake to facilitate any such courses or training that may be necessary to put right any deficiencies that are identified. All estates will support their staff in attaining the agreed standards, especially in all matters relating to Health & Safety, both of personnel and visiting guests.
Group members are encouraged to bring forward any suggestions for suitable training that might be of relevance to the Group as a whole, or to ask for support in arranging training for their staff. The most relevant training going forwards is likely to be in relation to habitat surveying and monitoring work. While many group members are already capable of doing this, others will require some structured training, and the management of such activity across the area will be an important function for the group to be able to undertake.

16.  Reviewing the Plan

This Plan provides an agreed framework for a co-ordinated and co-operative approach to deer management in the area.  The actual implementation of the Plan will be decided on an ongoing basis at the Group’s spring and autumn meetings, with scope for the Membership to adjust and adapt the Plan to meet changing circumstances. This Plan, with its attendant maps and databases will be circulated along with the Agenda to all group members prior to meetings, any changes actioned, and the revised plan included with the minutes of that meeting, or at a suitable time thereafter. Group members are therefore encouraged to report all changes in contact details, personnel or management practices that might be relevant to the group, or any potential upcoming projects that might affect deer management within the area, even if such proposals are still at a planning stage.

The population models and maps will be updated on an annual basis as required, with the former adjusted so that it is always looking five years ahead.

The Members agree that there will be a more systematic review of the Plan and its provisions during autumn 2031 and thereafter, 2036, and, if considered necessary, the production of a revised edition of the Plan will be actioned at these points. 

Part Four  -  OPERATION OF THE GROUP

The SRDG area  (as part of the wider ELS DMG area) will have been  assessed against the DMG Benchmark document developed by the Association for Deer Management Groups in 2014, 2016 and 2019, with an ADMG health check also undertaken in 2018. However, at all these times, it is likely that decisions will have been made across ELS DMG as a whole, and the results may not have reflected the more local situation. In this section of the plan, an account is given of how the SRDG currently meets the recommended operating criteria and, where appropriate, correcting or amending actions are listed. An informal 2025 re-assessment has been made as part of this management planning exercise.
Area & Boundaries

As discussed in the text, the project area currently lies within the East Loch Shiel DMG area, although many of the landholdings are not members, and their interests are arguably not represented at that level.
The recommendation in this report is to set up a new deer group area, seperated  from ELS DMG by a strategic fence. At this stage, it is not known whether such a fence will be possible or not.
Action Points
1.1 Decide whether or not to set up as a new standalone deer group
1.2 If this recommendation is supported, liaise with ELS DMG on how best to achieve the transition, including interim communications and cull reports.
1.3 A strategic fence is not essential for allowing this to work, but it would give greater confidence to both sides if it did.
Membership

At present, the larger landholdings are members of ELS DMG, but many of the smaller ones are not.
Any new group will need to decide whether they have a membership, or whether they simply maintain a forum for discussing deer and other land management issues, perhaps paid for via some other mechanism.

One way to inform this would be to produce a 2026-27 budget for the group, to determine what in the way of finance is required to operate the new group.
Action Points

2.1 Decide whether any new group should have a membership, or simply act as a forum.
2.2 Decide on how such a group is supported, through membership subscriptions, or other means.
2.3 Produce a 2026-27 group budget, to help inform above decision.
Meetings

There has been a monthly schedule of meetings from summer 2025 to develop and bring forwards a plan for woodland restoration in Sunart. Those meetings have been generally well attended by private, crofting, agency and public sector land owners. The meetings have been organized and supported by the Sunart Community Company. Meetings have taken place both in person, and by Zoom/ Teams, with recent meetings being hybrid in nature. Some properties are still members of ELSDMG, who meet twice annually.
Action Points

3.1 DMG to decide on most appropriate schedule of meetings going forwards
3.2 That schedule to be informed by the nature and remit of any new group, and whether or not it is separate to ELSDMG.
3.3 New structure to be supported by Sunart CC in organizing meetings, minute taking, and provision of website space.
Constitution & Finances
The larger properties are currently members of ELSDMG, and will work under their constitution and system of finances.
Going forwards, and if a new deer group is to be established, a constitution will be required. A simple template, which can be added to if necessary, has been produced as part of this deer plan.

As previously mentioned, a draft 2026-27 budget would help properties form a view on what their structure should be and how this might be supported.
One key issue to discuss will be whether the new deer group should be a member of ADMG or not, this potentially being their largest financial outgoing.

Any new deer group has provisionally been called the Sunart Rainforest Deer Group (SRDG).
Action Points

4.1 If appropriate, new deer group to adopt a new constitution by spring 2026. 
4.2 As above, prepare a draft 2026-27 budget
4.3 Adopt a name for the new group, provisionally to be called the Sunart Rainforest Deer Group (SRDG)
4.4 Consider whether the new group should be a member of ADMG.
Deer Management Plan

The purpose of this new plan is to allow landholdings in the area to plan for the next 5-10 years, knowing what obligations they might have, what resources to deploy, and what level of income might be possible.
The plan is concentrated entirely on the project area, so that efforts can be focused on what needs to be done to support landholdings there.

Action Points

5.1 Endorse updated DMP by April 2026.
5.2 Ensure a system of communications is in place whereby local interests have access to the plan, and can input to future development of it. 
5.3 Add Working Plan to Agenda of all subsequent meetings of DMG

Code of Practice on Deer Management

The code has been endorsed in both this plan and in the constitution of the Group. The terms of the Code will be delivered through implementation of this plan, and the Code will guide all actions taken by the group and by individual members.

Action Point

6.1 Ensure adherence to code at all times, both by the Group, and by individual members. This action point will provide an opportunity for all members at meetings to bring up issues that may be off concern to them re: deer welfare or management. 
ADMG Principles of Collaboration

The ADMG principles of collaboration are accepted and endorsed by the Group and by individual members, namely:

· We acknowledge what we have in common, namely a shared commitment to a sustainable and economically viable Scottish countryside.

· We make a commitment to work together to achieve that.

· We accept that we have a diversity of management objectives and respect each other’s objectives.

· We undertake to communicate openly with all relevant parties.

· We commit to negotiate and, where necessary, compromise, in order to accommodate the reasonable land management requirements of neighbours.

· Where there are areas of disagreement we undertake to work together to resolve them.

These principles are also referenced in the South Grampian DMG constitution.

Best Practice Guidance

All deer management within the group area will be carried out in accordance with Best Practice guidance, and group members will input to this process and seek to influence it as it continues to evolve.

Data & Evidence gathering- Deer Counts

The 8000 ha NRF area conducted a drone count in spring 2025, returning an average deer density of 10.2 red deer per sq km. 31 roe deer where also counted. However, c 45% of the proposed new deer group area was not counted. This includes a lot of forestry in which relatively high deer densities are possible. Retrospective modelling suggests that the real deer density within the area could be as high as 17-18  per sq km, but much depends on the recruitment rate used. Population models will be drawn up on this basis.
Action Points

9.1 The group should develop and use population modelling and recruitment counts on an annual basis. Information on mortality shall also be collated where it is felt this might be significantly different to normal levels.
9.2 In a group which is so heavily forested, counts will be very limited in their value, and it is not suggested that a new count is conducted in this next 5 year period.

9.3 A WHIA protocol which is sufficiently robust to pick up on variation in impacts will be used to inform annual culls, in conjunction with modelling.

9.4 The SRDG will look to take forward a new drone count at the start of the second five year period of this plan.
Data & Evidence Gathering- Culls

As part of this plan, culls will be recorded at a Recording Unit level, with an interim season cull taken to inform progress each year.
In such a small deer group area, cull information will be proportionately more important, and the deer group will need the discipline to do this timeously and accurately.
Action Point

10.1 Update the population models and target culls on an annual basis, using recruitment and mortality data collected, as well as actual culls from the previous year.

10.2 All cull data to be presented on a Reporting Unit basis, so that it is more apparent where deer are being culled.
Data & Evidence Gathering- Habitat Monitoring

Because of the forested nature of much of the Deer Group area, and the consequent difficulty  in counting deer, habitat monitoring becomes much more important.
At this point, the detail of a suitable monitoring programme have not been discussed or agreed, and this will ultimately become the most important aspect of any new plan.

However, the following principles will apply:

· The same methodology should be used across all land holdings where habitat impacts are being assessed, completed by the same surveyor, on the same timeline, and preferably, presented as one overall independent report.

· The WHIA methodology, or some variation of it, is largely understood by all parties.
· The number of plots assessed needs to be sufficient to pick up on variations across the area

· Impact levels need to be sufficiently low to allow for the growth of more susceptible tree species such as oak. Nature Scot suggest that the impact target should be 80% LOW impacts within a given time period, most likely five years, with higher impacts acceptable in earlier years. (Details yet to be negotiated/ confirmed).

· The implication of these very low impact levels is very low deer densities, potentially < 2 per sq km.

· However, very extensive birch regeneration will help protect other vulnerable species, and it is very likely that a higher deer density will still allow for suitable development of the rainforest woodlands. For this reason, the necessary monitoring is key to achieving a successful outcome.
Action Points

11.1 Agree a suitable monitoring schedule and targets by spring 2026.

11.2 Source funding in order to be able to deliver this monitoring independently across all properties for the next  5 year period.

11.3 Deliver monitoring schedule from spring 2027 onwards until 2031 , either annually, or every second year.
Competence

Of the 15 personnel involved in deer management within the SRDG area, the following qualifications are held:

DMQ Level 1:

14
DMQ Level 2

14
14 personnel hold trained hunter status, and 14 personnel are on the Nature Scot “Fit and Competent” register. Note: in this latter case, personnel only need to be on the register if they are applying to cull deer under authorization at night or out of season. The greater number of stalkers within the group do not apply for such authorizations, and therefore do not require to be on the register.

Action Point

12.1 DMG members will seek to ensure that DMQ Level 2 and Trained Hunter status are delivered as the now accepted industry standard for all personnel involved with deer management within the area, and encouragement will be given to professional stalkers to achieve DMQ level 2 who do not already have this.
12.2 Training and support will also be sought from ADMG where that is required to help with running of the Deer Management group, should the new deer group opt to become members..

Training

A Training Policy is included earlier in this document.
Action Points

13.1 Promote and facilitate the uptake of appropriate deer management qualifications.

13.2 Be aware of the ongoing development of Best Practice Guidance and any new techniques or standards that arise from that.

13.3 Review training needs on an annual basis at spring DMG meetings. 
13.4 Add Health & Safety to the Agenda of meetings.
Venison Marketing

There is one significant venison processing business within the area, with a proportion of their product coming from within the Sunart area. However, other than FLS, none of the other properties within the area has an SQWV accredited deer larder, a very unusual situation within deer groups in Scotland.
There appears to be some demand for making more use of venison locally, and there is likely to be demand for a butchery training course or suchlike. Having an FLS larder centrally positioned at Strontian may well be a strategic asset for increasing local venison consumption, as they can supply up to 100 deer annually to local business withinthe terms of their current main contract.
Action Points

14.1 The DMG members will work to increase SQWV accreditation across the area, and try to identify the barriers to this happening.
14.2 Investigate the demand for a local butchery course.
Communications

A Communications policy is included in an earlier section of this document.

The annual communications strategy will involve making all relevant documents available through the SRDG website, including notices to local stakeholders and the opportunity to contribute to the Agenda of meetings, holding one open meeting a year, answering all requests for information from the media and arranging open days and demonstration events where these are appropriate.

All local stakeholders, including community councils have been consulted on the development of this plan. See Sunart DMP Community Councils Map.
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Action Point

15.1 Implement the communications strategy as agreed, and ensure a mechanism is in place for dealing with business and issues between meetings.

Part Five  -  PUBLIC INTEREST OUTCOMES

The SRDG has been assessed against the DMG Delivery of Public Interest document developed by Scottish Natural Heritage/ Nature Scot and the Association for Deer Management Groups in 2014, 2016 and 2019, and have taken part in the ADMG health check in 2018, albeit as part of the wider ELS DMG. In this section of the plan, an account is given of how the Group currently delivers public benefit and, where appropriate, correcting actions are listed.

Develop Mechanisms to manage deer

SRDG will undertake an informal assessment process, before and after any new plan being endorsed, and action points will be taken from this to improve management going forwards.
All associated deer plan documents, maps and minutes of meetings will be published on dedicated SRDG website space, XXXXXXXXX
Action Points

PIA 1.1 Publish and endorse the new updated SRDG Deer Management Plan by April 2026.

PIA 1.2 Re-assess the Group against the updated Benchmark criteria once DMP has been endorsed, by April 2026, and act on any correcting actions which are apparent from this. 

PIA 1.3 Review the Working Plan on a six- monthly basis and minute progress and changes.

Delivering Designated Features in to Favourable condition

There are a range of designated features within the deer group area in Unfavourable condition, including woodland and open ground features impacted by grazing.
A core aim of this deer plan is to implement a broad deer management density that will address these issues. It is likely that a deer density compatible with the woodland features is likely to also deal with any problems with open moorland features.

In terms of threats to habitats, it should be noted that invasive species and non native tree species are significant pressures as well, and an overall restoration plan has to deal with these issues as well.
Action

PIA 2.1 Agree target deer density that will ensure an acceptable level of progress across the designated upland features that are in Unfavourable condition.
PIA 2.2 As previously noted, agree a monitoring strategy by April 2026, and implement in 2027.
Manage Deer to retain existing Native Woodland cover and improve woodland condition in the medium to long term.
The main focus of this project is to try and resolve habitat threats within the Sunart area, especially those relating to herbivore impacts, which in this area essentially means deer.  It is  proposed that the same monitoring system is used across designated and non designated woodland, which are all likely to progress or not at the same time. A high proportion of the non designated woodland will be ancient woodland of a rainforest type, and a proportion of this will be classified as PAWS, requiring to have non native conifer species removed.
It can be implied from recent WHIA data and the likely deer densities within Sunart that the majority of native woods within the area will be at higher impacts, except for some woods at a very localized level.
Actions

PIA 3.1 The DMG needs to ensure that all personnel can undertake basic herbivore impact monitoring in woodlands, given the scale of woodland area which they might wish to monitor in the period of this plan.
PIA 3.2 However, to be most effective, it is likely that an independent external surveyer, covering all of the key woodland areas on the same time schedule, will be most effective and transparent.
Demonstrate DMG contribution to woodland expansion target

It is hoped that the wider habitat recovery plan will provide some information on what level of woodland extension may be possible in the coming 10 year period.
Actions

PIA 4.1 SRDG members to establish up to xxx ha of new woodland creation during the ten year period of this plan..
Monitor and manage deer impacts in the wider countryside

It is very likely that monitoring impacts in the woods and managing deer numbers to targets set for that will inevitably give a suitable density for the open hill habitats. The possible exception to this is blanket bog, where it may benefit members to monitor this separately, particularly for those involved with peatland restoration schemes.
Action Points

PIA 5.1 An agreed monitoring programme for these habitats will be updated and included  in this plan by spring 2026.
Improve Scotland’s ability to store carbon
Ultimately, this item focuses on woodland creation and management, and the management of peatland areas.
Actions

PIA 6.1  Create xxxx ha of new woodland planting/ regeneration in the period of this plan.
PIA 6.2  Carry out habitat monitoring on the blanket bog areas within the DMG to determine their current condition and ascertain what management action, if any, might be required to bring them in to good condition.
PIA 6.3  Discourage any burning that might impact on peatland sites.

PIA 6.4  Contribute to River Basin Management Planning as appropriate when requests to do so are forthcoming.

Reduce or mitigate the risk of invasive, non- native species

A non- native deer policy is included earlier in this plan. 
All sika deer will be removed as they are spotted, and fallow deer will be contained within their current boundaries within the south of the SGDMG area.

All members will be vigilant in relation to feral pigs becoming established within the area. If they do appear, then DMG members will seek to form a policy regarding them.

Action

PIA 7.1 Cull spreading sika deer so that they do not become established within the area.
PIA 7.2 Report any sightings of muntjac deer to Nature Scot. Muntjac deer should be shot on sight if possible.
PIA 7.3  Be aware of the possibility of feral pigs becoming established within the area.

Protection of Historic and Cultural Features

There are likely to be many hundreds of sites throughout the DMG area that have archaeological or cultural importance. It is likely that for the majority of these that light grazing by deer and sheep will be beneficial in keeping back rank vegetation growth. At present, the DMG are not aware of any cultural sites that are being negatively impacted by grazing.  A greater threat to such features will be woodland creation projects that do not ensure adequate buffer zones around such features, or other development projects. The current woodland grant schemes are very good at flagging up potential sites of cultural or historic value.
Actions

PIA 8.1 The DMG will maintain communication with the local community and look to address any issues that are identified with regards to sites of cultural interest and herbivore grazing. 
PIA 8.2 As required by Scottish Forestry, all potential woodland creation projects, including natural regeneration schemes, will be assessed by the applicants for any negative impacts on cultural or archaeological sites.

Delivering higher standards of competence in deer management

A training policy and audit is provided earlier in this document.

Of the 15 personnel who are involved in deer management, 14 have DMQ Level 1, 14 have DMQ Level 2, and 14 have trained hunter status.  These 14 personnel are also on the Fit & Competent register. The SRDG area therefore has one of the better levels of training in the country, especially in relation to DMQ Level 1 & 2.
Staff within the DMG area have a wide variety of other qualifications and certificates covering other aspects of their work. There does appear to be quite a strong ethos of training and staff improvement across many of the properties within the DMG. 
Action Point

PIA 9.1 Continue to support training efforts within the group as opportunities to do so arise.
Contribute to Public Health and wellbeing

Deer Vehicle Collisions are virtually absent in and around the SRDG area, but are a lot more abundant in the wider area. The record of deer collisions from 2000-18 is summarized on the map  Sunart DMP DVC Map, also copied in here below.
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Food safety and meat hygiene is best maintained through appropriate training and facilities, and a high proportion of personnel within the Group have Trained Hunter status. All properties operate their larder facilities to Best Practice standards, although only one of the properties is SQWV accredited, with the added oversight that this provides.

The Trained Hunter training allows personnel to be able to identify any notifiable diseases in deer found in the area. It is not thought that any such problems have been identified in recent years. In any incidences that do occur, the carcase will be held back from the food chain and a veterinary surgeon asked to inspect.

Members are aware of the threat of Chronic Wasting Disease (CWD) in deer being imported from North America, and ADMG and BDS guidance on this has been circulated to the Group.

All members are reminded to be aware of the risk of tick borne diseases, especially Lyme’s Disease, and to communicate such risks to guests and members of the public who might frequent their land through suitable channels.

It is not believed that there are any significant issues relating to deer stalking and public access pressure within the area.
Action Points

PIA 10.1 Maintain communication with local Community Councils re: DVCs and look to implement any mitigation which may be deemed helpful in reducing local risk.
PIA 10.2 Remind DMG members on an annual basis about the dangers of Chronic Wasting Disease (CWD) and individual members to ensure safety precautions are taken by anyone who has had recent contact with deer or habitats in North America.

PIA 10.3 DMG to highlight the risks of ticks and Lyme’s Disease to their guests and the public more generally through all appropriate channels.
Maximize Economic benefits associated with deer

At present, there is one significant venison processor within the area, who can take deer from a wider area than just Sunart. The sporting demand for stags is less than 40 animals, which is very modest indeed, but these two sources of value for deer are locally important, and others within the area appreciate this,
Going forwards, it is likely that there will need to be a much lower deer density to satisfy the need for woodland restoration. To achieve this, that will require a higher deer cull than at present, resulting in more product and activity in the short term, but the sustainable cull beyond that will be much lower. Populations models at the back of this document set out what sustainable culls at different densities might be, and the reduction culls needed to get to these densities.
Whatever deer density is ultimately achieved, there will be fewer deer in Sunart than there are today. Given the very small size of even the larger open hill properties, it becomes difficult to see how stalking can be reliably let with any expectation of deer being on a particular piece of ground, even though the deer will undoubtedly be somewhere in Sunart. It is little reassurance to know that deer are there somewhere, just not on you.

To try and square the circle a bit and retain at least some commercial value, there needs to be two principles guiding management at lower densities:

1 There needs to be some mechanism/ realization that allows stalking on agreed terms on land than might not currently be available to people, and perhaps a range of options drawn up around this

2 At low densities, there needs to be some discipline NOT to cull the higher value stags for management purposes, if the hind population is otherwise within acceptable limits.
On the first point, and at the more radical end of the spectrum, there could be a single stalking schedule for the entire open hill area for 2-3 months Aug- Oct, and for which people “buy” weeks as they require them, with access to the total area. Income would be returned to owners in proportion to their area. Management culling would take place as normal for the remaining 9-10 months of the year.

With small properties and fewer deer, there would need to be some arrangement like this to make commercial stalking worthwhile for people. It is not possible to suggest anything else.

At present venison values, and at lower deer densities, management culling will be a cost exercise, and SGRPID leases will need to reflect that. Properly recompensed, then there should be a commercial value to those engaged in reducing numbers, but that will require sustained and long term external funding.
Action Points

PIA 11.1 Make an evaluation of the commercial activities that might be available at different deer densities

PIA 11.2 Investigate options for developing a system of cross- boundary commercial stalking in key autumn season, that takes account of the small size of hill properties within the area.

PIA 11.3 SGRPID to develop new deer management leases that reflect the cost of deer management activity and which give due recompense to those who are then able to contribute to maintaining a more suitable deer density.
Minimize the economic costs of deer management

There is little doubt that maintaining a deer density that is low enough to promote woodland restoration of the extent envisaged will require significant and ongoing funding. Getting more for venison and retaining at least some commercial opportunities can mitigate this to some extent, but there is little doubt that maintaining very low deer numbers will mean net cost for all properties within the area, and this needs to be recognized as part of this process. It is unlikely that woodland grants or timber income will close this gap
Action Points

PIA 12.1  DMG to be aware of changing role and importance of deer management within the area and how the relative economic position changes in the five year period ahead.
PIA 12.2 As mentioned above, SGRPID to review terms of their sporting leases, in order to properly incentivize deer management activity.

PIA 12.3 FLS to review what level of deer management resource that they will require for the 5-10 year period.
Ensure effective communication in deer management issues

Internal communication within the group and with government agencies is very good, and the group has demonstrated an ability to address issues that arise between meetings, dealing with enquiries and putting members of the public in touch with the most relevant people.
The Deer Management Plan, minutes of meetings and other relevant information is being made available through the SRDG website at  XXXXXXX
There are a number of opportunities to view deer and learn about the natural environment more widely in the area. 
Action Point

PIA 13.1 Maintain those actions outlined in the Communications Policy/ Working Plan.
Ensure Deer welfare at individual and population level

In such a heavily wooded area with few barriers deterring deer from shelter, individual and population welfare should be good at the range of deer densities that might be appropriate for Sunart.
The one significant welfare problem that could arise however is that if a Loch Sunart- Loch Shiel deer fence is not properly planned for, and access to shelter is denied to a number of animals who are otherwise habituated to using this. If this fenceline was to be closed, then there needs to be a proper compensation cull on the east side.

The FLS Glen Hurich woodland to the east of any fence then becomes proportionately more important for shelter, and there needs to be an arrangement between FLS and Conaglen Estate over how best that area can be managed, in the context of achieving a better overall outcome across the wider area.
Training and levels of competence within the Group are generally good.
Action Points

PIA 14.1 Focus on bringing natural habitats in to favourable condition status, capable of withstanding browsing pressure and providing good nutrition.
PIA 14.2 Maintain current levels of stalker training and competence within the area.
PIA 14.3 FLS & Conaglen estate to investigate options for managing FLS Glen Hurich land to the east of any strategic north- south deer fence.

  POPULATION MODELS
At this stage, there is as yet no agreed target deer density for the Sunart area, but any agreed plan does have to be able to achieve significant regeneration and extension of the rainforest area, both within designated sites, and native/ ancient woodland areas more generally.

In this section, a number of population models are provided to inform thinking about what might be necessary for managing the deer population within Sunart.

This first model, which assumes a steady population and 35% recruitment, suggests that there could be 2815 deer in Sunart, or a density of just over 18 per sq km. The model assumes 40 stags immigrating in to the area each year.

	Model 1
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	

	WEST SIDE population estimate
	
	

	
	Stags
	Hinds
	Calves
	Total
	Density

	2020 Spring Population
	1000
	1350
	465
	2815
	18.3

	2020 Summer Population
	1233
	1583
	554
	3369
	21.9

	CULL
	218
	187
	104
	509
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	-40
	0
	0
	-40
	 

	2021 Mortality
	25
	32
	33
	90
	 

	2021 Spring Population
	1030
	1364
	417
	2810
	18.3

	2021 Summer Population
	1238
	1572
	550
	3361
	21.9

	CULL
	228
	192
	71
	491
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	-40
	0
	0
	-40
	 

	2022 Mortality
	25
	31
	33
	89
	 

	2022 Spring Population
	1025
	1349
	446
	2820
	18.3

	2022 Summer Population
	1249
	1572
	550
	3371
	21.9

	CULL
	207
	138
	71
	416
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	-40
	0
	0
	-40
	 

	2023 Mortality
	25
	31
	33
	89
	 

	2023 Spring Population
	1057
	1402
	446
	2905
	18.9

	2023 Summer Population
	1280
	1625
	569
	3474
	22.6

	CULL
	324
	206
	87
	617
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	-40
	0
	0
	-40
	 

	2024 Mortality
	26
	33
	34
	92
	 

	2024 Spring Population
	970
	1387
	448
	2805
	18.2

	2024 Summer Population
	1194
	1611
	564
	3369
	21.9

	CULL
	253
	171
	79
	503
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	-40
	0
	0
	-40
	 

	2025 Mortality
	24
	32
	34
	90
	 

	2025 Spring Population
	957
	1408
	451
	2816
	18.3


This second model suggests that for 40% recruitment, the population might be slightly lower, but not significantly so.

	MODEL 2
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	

	WEST SIDE population estimate- 40% recruitment
	
	

	
	Stags
	Hinds
	Calves
	Total
	Density

	 Spring Population
	1100
	1150
	450
	2700
	17.6

	 Summer Population
	1325
	1375
	550
	3250
	21.1

	CULL
	218
	187
	104
	509
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	-40
	0
	0
	-40
	 

	Mortality
	27
	28
	33
	87
	 

	 Spring Population
	1121
	1161
	413
	2694
	17.5

	 Summer Population
	1327
	1367
	547
	3241
	21.1

	CULL
	228
	192
	71
	491
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	-40
	0
	0
	-40
	 

	Mortality
	27
	27
	33
	87
	 

	 Spring Population
	1112
	1148
	443
	2703
	17.6

	 Summer Population
	1334
	1369
	548
	3251
	21.1

	CULL
	207
	138
	71
	416
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	-40
	0
	0
	-40
	 

	Mortality
	27
	27
	33
	87
	 

	 Spring Population
	1140
	1204
	444
	2788
	18.1

	 Summer Population
	1362
	1426
	570
	3358
	21.8

	CULL
	324
	206
	87
	617
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	-40
	0
	0
	-40
	 

	Mortality
	27
	29
	34
	90
	 

	 Spring Population
	1051
	1191
	449
	2691
	17.5

	 Summer Population
	1275
	1416
	566
	3257
	21.2

	CULL
	253
	171
	79
	503
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	-40
	0
	0
	-40
	 

	Mortality
	26
	28
	34
	88
	 

	Spring Population
	1037
	1216
	453
	2707
	17.6


This third model suggests what culls might be required to reduce the deer population to 10 deer per sq km in five years. For this model and subsequent ones, immigration has been reduced to zero as a strategic fence is possible, and comparisons are easier without this variable.
	MODEL 3
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Reduction to 10 per sq km
	
	

	
	Stags
	Hinds
	Calves
	Total
	Density

	 Spring Population
	1100
	1150
	450
	2700
	17.6

	 Summer Population
	1325
	1375
	550
	3250
	21.1

	CULL
	275
	300
	120
	695
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 

	Mortality
	27
	28
	33
	87
	 

	 Spring Population
	1024
	1048
	397
	2468
	16.1

	 Summer Population
	1222
	1246
	498
	2966
	19.3

	CULL
	250
	250
	100
	600
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 

	Mortality
	24
	25
	30
	79
	 

	 Spring Population
	948
	971
	368
	2287
	14.9

	 Summer Population
	1132
	1155
	462
	2749
	17.9

	CULL
	250
	250
	100
	600
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 

	Mortality
	23
	23
	28
	73
	 

	 Spring Population
	859
	882
	334
	2076
	13.5

	 Summer Population
	1026
	1049
	420
	2496
	16.2

	CULL
	250
	250
	100
	600
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 

	Mortality
	21
	21
	25
	67
	 

	 Spring Population
	756
	778
	295
	1829
	11.9

	 Summer Population
	903
	926
	370
	2199
	14.3

	CULL
	250
	250
	100
	600
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 

	Mortality
	18
	19
	22
	59
	 

	Spring Population
	635
	657
	248
	1540
	10.0


This fourth model suggests what culls might be required to reduce the deer population to 7.5 deer per sq km in five years.
	MODEL 4
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Reduction to 7.5 per sq km
	
	

	
	Stags
	Hinds
	Calves
	Total
	Density

	 Spring Population
	1100
	1150
	450
	2700
	17.6

	 Summer Population
	1325
	1375
	550
	3250
	21.1

	CULL
	300
	300
	120
	720
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 

	Mortality
	27
	28
	33
	87
	 

	 Spring Population
	999
	1048
	397
	2443
	15.9

	 Summer Population
	1197
	1246
	498
	2941
	19.1

	CULL
	300
	300
	120
	720
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 

	Mortality
	24
	25
	30
	79
	 

	 Spring Population
	873
	921
	348
	2143
	13.9

	 Summer Population
	1047
	1095
	438
	2581
	16.8

	CULL
	300
	300
	120
	720
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 

	Mortality
	21
	22
	26
	69
	 

	 Spring Population
	726
	773
	292
	1792
	11.7

	 Summer Population
	872
	919
	368
	2159
	14.0

	CULL
	240
	260
	104
	604
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 

	Mortality
	17
	18
	22
	58
	 

	 Spring Population
	615
	641
	242
	1497
	9.7

	 Summer Population
	736
	762
	305
	1802
	11.7

	CULL
	250
	250
	100
	600
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 

	Mortality
	15
	15
	18
	48
	 

	Spring Population
	471
	497
	186
	1154
	7.5


This fifth model suggests what culls might be required to reduce the deer population to 5  deer per sq km in five years.

	MODEL 5
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Reduction to 5 per sq km
	
	

	
	Stags
	Hinds
	Calves
	Total
	Density

	 Spring Population
	1100
	1150
	450
	2700
	17.6

	 Summer Population
	1325
	1375
	550
	3250
	21.1

	CULL
	325
	330
	132
	787
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 

	Mortality
	27
	28
	33
	87
	 

	 Spring Population
	974
	1018
	385
	2376
	15.5

	 Summer Population
	1166
	1210
	484
	2860
	18.6

	CULL
	300
	300
	120
	720
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 

	Mortality
	23
	24
	29
	77
	 

	 Spring Population
	843
	886
	335
	2063
	13.4

	 Summer Population
	1010
	1053
	421
	2485
	16.2

	CULL
	300
	300
	120
	720
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 

	Mortality
	20
	21
	25
	67
	 

	 Spring Population
	690
	732
	276
	1698
	11.0

	 Summer Population
	828
	870
	348
	2046
	13.3

	CULL
	300
	300
	120
	720
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 

	Mortality
	17
	17
	21
	55
	 

	 Spring Population
	511
	553
	207
	1271
	8.3

	 Summer Population
	615
	656
	263
	1534
	10.0

	CULL
	300
	300
	120
	720
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 

	Mortality
	12
	13
	16
	41
	 

	Spring Population
	303
	343
	127
	773
	5.0


This sixth model suggests what culls might be required to reduce the deer population to 2  deer per sq km in five years.

	MODEL 6
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Reduction to 2 per sq km
	
	

	
	Stags
	Hinds
	Calves
	Total
	Density

	 Spring Population
	1100
	1150
	450
	2700
	17.6

	 Summer Population
	1325
	1375
	550
	3250
	21.1

	CULL
	350
	350
	140
	840
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 

	Mortality
	27
	28
	33
	87
	 

	 Spring Population
	949
	998
	377
	2323
	15.1

	 Summer Population
	1137
	1186
	474
	2797
	18.2

	CULL
	350
	350
	140
	840
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 

	Mortality
	23
	24
	28
	75
	 

	 Spring Population
	764
	812
	306
	1882
	12.2

	 Summer Population
	917
	965
	386
	2269
	14.8

	CULL
	350
	350
	140
	840
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 

	Mortality
	18
	19
	23
	61
	 

	 Spring Population
	549
	596
	223
	1368
	8.9

	 Summer Population
	660
	707
	283
	1651
	10.7

	CULL
	350
	350
	140
	840
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 

	Mortality
	13
	14
	17
	44
	 

	 Spring Population
	297
	343
	126
	766
	5.0

	 Summer Population
	360
	406
	163
	929
	6.0

	CULL
	250
	250
	100
	600
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 

	Mortality
	7
	8
	10
	25
	 

	Spring Population
	103
	148
	53
	304
	2.0


This model below shows the annual deer cull that would be sustainable at 10 deer per sq km. In this model, and in subsequent models, some additional stags should be possible, with immigration either from the east, or across one of the lochs surrounding the area.

	MODEL 7
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	

	10 per sq km
	
	

	
	Stags
	Hinds
	Calves
	Total
	Density

	 Spring Population
	630
	630
	275
	1535
	10.0

	 Summer Population
	768
	768
	307
	1842
	12.0

	CULL
	106
	106
	46
	258
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 

	Mortality
	15
	15
	18
	49
	 

	 Spring Population
	646
	646
	243
	1535
	10.0

	 Summer Population
	767
	767
	307
	1842
	12.0

	CULL
	106
	106
	46
	258
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 

	Mortality
	15
	15
	18
	49
	 

	 Spring Population
	646
	646
	243
	1535
	10.0

	 Summer Population
	767
	767
	307
	1842
	12.0

	CULL
	106
	106
	46
	258
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 

	Mortality
	15
	15
	18
	49
	 

	 Spring Population
	646
	646
	243
	1535
	10.0

	 Summer Population
	767
	767
	307
	1841
	12.0

	CULL
	106
	106
	46
	258
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 

	Mortality
	15
	15
	18
	49
	 

	 Spring Population
	646
	646
	243
	1534
	10.0

	 Summer Population
	767
	767
	307
	1841
	12.0

	CULL
	106
	106
	46
	258
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 

	Mortality
	15
	15
	18
	49
	 

	Spring Population
	646
	646
	242
	1534
	10.0


This model below shows the annual deer cull that would be sustainable at 7.5 deer per sq km.

	MODEL 8
	 
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	

	7.5 per sq km
	
	

	
	Stags
	Hinds
	Calves
	Total
	Density

	 Spring Population
	480
	480
	200
	1160
	7.5

	 Summer Population
	580
	580
	232
	1392
	9.1

	CULL
	80
	80
	35
	195
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 

	Mortality
	12
	12
	14
	37
	 

	 Spring Population
	488
	488
	183
	1160
	7.5

	 Summer Population
	580
	580
	232
	1392
	9.1

	CULL
	80
	80
	35
	195
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 

	Mortality
	12
	12
	14
	37
	 

	 Spring Population
	488
	488
	183
	1160
	7.5

	 Summer Population
	580
	580
	232
	1392
	9.1

	CULL
	80
	80
	35
	195
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 

	Mortality
	12
	12
	14
	37
	 

	 Spring Population
	488
	488
	183
	1160
	7.5

	 Summer Population
	580
	580
	232
	1391
	9.0

	CULL
	80
	80
	35
	195
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 

	Mortality
	12
	12
	14
	37
	 

	 Spring Population
	488
	488
	183
	1159
	7.5

	 Summer Population
	580
	580
	232
	1391
	9.0

	CULL
	80
	80
	35
	195
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 

	Mortality
	12
	12
	14
	37
	 

	Spring Population
	488
	488
	183
	1159
	7.5


This model below shows the annual deer cull that would be sustainable at 5 deer per sq km.

	MODEL 9
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Reduction to 5 per sq km
	
	

	
	Stags
	Hinds
	Calves
	Total
	Density

	 Spring Population
	315
	315
	140
	770
	5.0

	 Summer Population
	385
	385
	154
	924
	6.0

	CULL
	53
	53
	23
	129
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 

	Mortality
	8
	8
	9
	25
	 

	 Spring Population
	324
	324
	122
	770
	5.0

	 Summer Population
	385
	385
	154
	924
	6.0

	CULL
	53
	53
	23
	129
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 

	Mortality
	8
	8
	9
	25
	 

	 Spring Population
	324
	324
	122
	771
	5.0

	 Summer Population
	385
	385
	154
	925
	6.0

	CULL
	53
	53
	23
	129
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 

	Mortality
	8
	8
	9
	25
	 

	 Spring Population
	325
	325
	122
	771
	5.0

	 Summer Population
	386
	386
	154
	926
	6.0

	CULL
	53
	53
	23
	129
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 

	Mortality
	8
	8
	9
	25
	 

	 Spring Population
	325
	325
	122
	772
	5.0

	 Summer Population
	386
	386
	154
	926
	6.0

	CULL
	53
	53
	23
	129
	 

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 

	Mortality
	8
	8
	9
	25
	 

	Spring Population
	325
	325
	122
	773
	5.0


This model below shows the annual deer cull that would be sustainable at 2 deer per sq km.

	MODEL 10
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Reduction to 2 per sq km
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Stags
	Hinds
	Calves
	Total
	Density

	 Spring Population
	130
	130
	50
	310
	2.0

	 Summer Population
	155
	155
	62
	372
	2.4

	CULL
	23
	23
	9
	55
	

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	

	Mortality
	3
	3
	4
	10
	

	 Spring Population
	129
	129
	49
	307
	2.0

	 Summer Population
	154
	154
	61
	368
	2.4

	CULL
	23
	23
	9
	55
	

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	

	Mortality
	3
	3
	4
	10
	

	 Spring Population
	127
	127
	49
	304
	2.0

	 Summer Population
	152
	152
	61
	364
	2.4

	CULL
	22
	22
	8
	52
	

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	

	Mortality
	3
	3
	4
	10
	

	 Spring Population
	127
	127
	49
	303
	2.0

	 Summer Population
	151
	151
	61
	363
	2.4

	CULL
	22
	22
	8
	52
	

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	

	Mortality
	3
	3
	4
	10
	

	 Spring Population
	126
	126
	49
	302
	2.0

	 Summer Population
	151
	151
	60
	362
	2.4

	CULL
	22
	22
	8
	52
	

	Est emmigration & other losses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	

	Mortality
	3
	3
	4
	10
	

	Spring Population
	126
	126
	49
	300
	2.0


HABITAT MONITORING
Information on habitat monitoring options will be provided on this page in due course……. 
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Export

		Season		West Roe		West FLS Stags		West FLS Hinds		West FLS Calves		WEST FLS TOTAL		West Other Stags		West Other Hinds		West Other calves		West Other TOTAL		West All Stags		West All Hinds		West All Calves		West ALL TOTAL		East Stags		East Hinds		East Calves		East TOTAL		ELS ALL Stags		ELS ALL Hinds		ELS ALL calves		ELS ALL TOTAL		WEST FLS REC %		WEST OTHER REC %		EAST REC %

		2001-2		18		27		29		5		61		34		37		4		75		61		66		9		136		117		137		32		286		178		203		41		422		0.17		0.11		0.23

		2002-3		4		32		15		7		54		35		35		8		78		67		50		15		132		101		153		39		293		168		203		54		425		0.47		0.23		0.25

		2003-4		3		20		20		2		42		42		32		10		84		62		52		12		126		124		171		44		339		186		223		56		465		0.10		0.31		0.26

		2004-5		24		65		63		9		137		36		33		4		73		101		96		13		210		123		119		35		277		224		215		48		487		0.14		0.12		0.29

		2005-6		28		68		46		20		134		42		46		5		93		110		92		25		227		109		124		37		270		219		216		62		497		0.43		0.11		0.30

		2006-7		21		64		62		20		146		44		41		6		91		108		103		26		237		151		125		62		338		259		228		88		575		0.32		0.15		0.50

		2007-8		34		76		82		25		183		50		35		4		89		126		117		29		272		136		128		61		325		262		245		90		597		0.30		0.11		0.48

		2008-9		53		97		75		36		208		42		29		6		77		139		104		42		285		149		146		66		361		288		250		108		646		0.48		0.21		0.45

		2009-10		49		71		58		35		164		25		22		3		50		96		80		38		214		91		110		54		255		187		190		92		469		0.60		0.14		0.49

		2010-11		65		128		110		59		297		68		68		23		159		196		178		82		456		109		188		73		370		305		366		155		826		0.54		0.34		0.39

		2011-12		38		126		100		46		272		41		40		9		90		167		140		55		362		95		139		67		301		262		279		122		663		0.46		0.23		0.48

		2012-13		29		143		106		56		305		45		48		5		98		188		154		61		403		119		120		55		294		307		274		116		697		0.53		0.10		0.46

		2013-14		42		175		104		44		323		33		22		6		61		208		126		50		384		171		287		110		568		379		413		160		952		0.42		0.27		0.38

		2014-15		51		166		145		83		394		43		46		12		101		209		191		95		495		101		144		47		292		310		335		142		787		0.57		0.26		0.33

		2015-16		42		128		78		28		234		43		29		6		78		171		107		34		312		83		52		11		146		254		159		45		458		0.36		0.21		0.21

		2016-17		30		108		74		32		214		36		33		10		79		144		107		42		293		103		176		97		376		247		283		139		669		0.43		0.30		0.55

		2017-18		44		175		139		72		386		41		30		6		77		216		169		78		463		113		186		91		390		329		355		169		853		0.52		0.20		0.49

		2018-19		39		158		111		54		323		44		56		14		114		202		167		68		437		65		122		46		233		267		289		114		670		0.49		0.25		0.38

		2019-20		25		176		127		53		356		30		56		16		102		206		183		69		458		86		144		49		279		292		327		118		737		0.42		0.29		0.34

		2020-21		24		188		141		90		419		30		46		14		90		218		187		104		509		86		146		71		303		304		333		175		812		0.64		0.30		0.49

		2021-22		20		187		141		62		390		41		51		9		101		228		192		71		491		116		185		65		366		344		377		136		857		0.44		0.18		0.35

		2022-23		18		162		87		59		308		45		48		12		105		207		135		71		413		94		100		42		236		301		235		113		649		0.68		0.25		0.42

		2023-24		20		193		105		71		369		131		101		16		248		324		206		87		617		92		136		43		271		416		342		130		888		0.68		0.16		0.32

		2024-25		37		175		89		52		316		78		82		27		187		253		171		79		503		100		110		30		240		353		281		109		743		0.58		0.33		0.27

		TOTAL:		758		2908		2107		1020		6035		1099		1066		235		2400		4007		3173		1255		8435		2634		3448		1327		7409		6641		6621		2582		15844		0.48		0.22		0.38
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Export

		Season		West Roe		West FLS Stags		West FLS Hinds		West FLS Calves		WEST FLS TOTAL		West Other Stags		West Other Hinds		West Other calves		West Other TOTAL		West All Stags		West All Hinds		West All Calves		West ALL TOTAL		East Stags		East Hinds		East Calves		East TOTAL		ELS ALL Stags		ELS ALL Hinds		ELS ALL calves		ELS ALL TOTAL		WEST FLS REC %		WEST OTHER REC %		EAST REC %

		2001-2		18		27		29		5		61		34		37		4		75		61		66		9		136		117		137		32		286		178		203		41		422		0.17		0.11		0.23

		2002-3		4		32		15		7		54		35		35		8		78		67		50		15		132		101		153		39		293		168		203		54		425		0.47		0.23		0.25

		2003-4		3		20		20		2		42		42		32		10		84		62		52		12		126		124		171		44		339		186		223		56		465		0.10		0.31		0.26

		2004-5		24		65		63		9		137		36		33		4		73		101		96		13		210		123		119		35		277		224		215		48		487		0.14		0.12		0.29

		2005-6		28		68		46		20		134		42		46		5		93		110		92		25		227		109		124		37		270		219		216		62		497		0.43		0.11		0.30

		2006-7		21		64		62		20		146		44		41		6		91		108		103		26		237		151		125		62		338		259		228		88		575		0.32		0.15		0.50

		2007-8		34		76		82		25		183		50		35		4		89		126		117		29		272		136		128		61		325		262		245		90		597		0.30		0.11		0.48

		2008-9		53		97		75		36		208		42		29		6		77		139		104		42		285		149		146		66		361		288		250		108		646		0.48		0.21		0.45

		2009-10		49		71		58		35		164		25		22		3		50		96		80		38		214		91		110		54		255		187		190		92		469		0.60		0.14		0.49

		2010-11		65		128		110		59		297		68		68		23		159		196		178		82		456		109		188		73		370		305		366		155		826		0.54		0.34		0.39

		2011-12		38		126		100		46		272		41		40		9		90		167		140		55		362		95		139		67		301		262		279		122		663		0.46		0.23		0.48

		2012-13		29		143		106		56		305		45		48		5		98		188		154		61		403		119		120		55		294		307		274		116		697		0.53		0.10		0.46

		2013-14		42		175		104		44		323		33		22		6		61		208		126		50		384		171		287		110		568		379		413		160		952		0.42		0.27		0.38

		2014-15		51		166		145		83		394		43		46		12		101		209		191		95		495		101		144		47		292		310		335		142		787		0.57		0.26		0.33

		2015-16		42		128		78		28		234		43		29		6		78		171		107		34		312		83		52		11		146		254		159		45		458		0.36		0.21		0.21

		2016-17		30		108		74		32		214		36		33		10		79		144		107		42		293		103		176		97		376		247		283		139		669		0.43		0.30		0.55

		2017-18		44		175		139		72		386		41		30		6		77		216		169		78		463		113		186		91		390		329		355		169		853		0.52		0.20		0.49

		2018-19		39		158		111		54		323		44		56		14		114		202		167		68		437		65		122		46		233		267		289		114		670		0.49		0.25		0.38

		2019-20		25		176		127		53		356		30		56		16		102		206		183		69		458		86		144		49		279		292		327		118		737		0.42		0.29		0.34

		2020-21		24		188		141		90		419		30		46		14		90		218		187		104		509		86		146		71		303		304		333		175		812		0.64		0.30		0.49

		2021-22		20		187		141		62		390		41		51		9		101		228		192		71		491		116		185		65		366		344		377		136		857		0.44		0.18		0.35

		2022-23		18		162		87		59		308		45		48		12		105		207		135		71		413		94		100		42		236		301		235		113		649		0.68		0.25		0.42

		2023-24		20		193		105		71		369		131		101		16		248		324		206		87		617		92		136		43		271		416		342		130		888		0.68		0.16		0.32

		2024-25		37		175		89		52		316		78		82		27		187		253		171		79		503		100		110		30		240		353		281		109		743		0.58		0.33		0.27

		TOTAL:		758		2908		2107		1020		6035		1099		1066		235		2400		4007		3173		1255		8435		2634		3448		1327		7409		6641		6621		2582		15844		0.48		0.22		0.38
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Export

		Season		West Roe		West FLS Stags		West FLS Hinds		West FLS Calves		WEST FLS TOTAL		West Other Stags		West Other Hinds		West Other calves		West Other TOTAL		West All Stags		West All Hinds		West All Calves		West ALL TOTAL		East Stags		East Hinds		East Calves		East TOTAL		ELS ALL Stags		ELS ALL Hinds		ELS ALL calves		ELS ALL TOTAL		WEST FLS REC %		WEST OTHER REC %		EAST REC %

		2001-2		18		27		29		5		61		34		37		4		75		61		66		9		136		117		137		32		286		178		203		41		422		0.17		0.11		0.23

		2002-3		4		32		15		7		54		35		35		8		78		67		50		15		132		101		153		39		293		168		203		54		425		0.47		0.23		0.25

		2003-4		3		20		20		2		42		42		32		10		84		62		52		12		126		124		171		44		339		186		223		56		465		0.10		0.31		0.26

		2004-5		24		65		63		9		137		36		33		4		73		101		96		13		210		123		119		35		277		224		215		48		487		0.14		0.12		0.29

		2005-6		28		68		46		20		134		42		46		5		93		110		92		25		227		109		124		37		270		219		216		62		497		0.43		0.11		0.30

		2006-7		21		64		62		20		146		44		41		6		91		108		103		26		237		151		125		62		338		259		228		88		575		0.32		0.15		0.50

		2007-8		34		76		82		25		183		50		35		4		89		126		117		29		272		136		128		61		325		262		245		90		597		0.30		0.11		0.48

		2008-9		53		97		75		36		208		42		29		6		77		139		104		42		285		149		146		66		361		288		250		108		646		0.48		0.21		0.45

		2009-10		49		71		58		35		164		25		22		3		50		96		80		38		214		91		110		54		255		187		190		92		469		0.60		0.14		0.49

		2010-11		65		128		110		59		297		68		68		23		159		196		178		82		456		109		188		73		370		305		366		155		826		0.54		0.34		0.39

		2011-12		38		126		100		46		272		41		40		9		90		167		140		55		362		95		139		67		301		262		279		122		663		0.46		0.23		0.48

		2012-13		29		143		106		56		305		45		48		5		98		188		154		61		403		119		120		55		294		307		274		116		697		0.53		0.10		0.46

		2013-14		42		175		104		44		323		33		22		6		61		208		126		50		384		171		287		110		568		379		413		160		952		0.42		0.27		0.38

		2014-15		51		166		145		83		394		43		46		12		101		209		191		95		495		101		144		47		292		310		335		142		787		0.57		0.26		0.33

		2015-16		42		128		78		28		234		43		29		6		78		171		107		34		312		83		52		11		146		254		159		45		458		0.36		0.21		0.21

		2016-17		30		108		74		32		214		36		33		10		79		144		107		42		293		103		176		97		376		247		283		139		669		0.43		0.30		0.55

		2017-18		44		175		139		72		386		41		30		6		77		216		169		78		463		113		186		91		390		329		355		169		853		0.52		0.20		0.49

		2018-19		39		158		111		54		323		44		56		14		114		202		167		68		437		65		122		46		233		267		289		114		670		0.49		0.25		0.38

		2019-20		25		176		127		53		356		30		56		16		102		206		183		69		458		86		144		49		279		292		327		118		737		0.42		0.29		0.34

		2020-21		24		188		141		90		419		30		46		14		90		218		187		104		509		86		146		71		303		304		333		175		812		0.64		0.30		0.49

		2021-22		20		187		141		62		390		41		51		9		101		228		192		71		491		116		185		65		366		344		377		136		857		0.44		0.18		0.35

		2022-23		18		162		87		59		308		45		48		12		105		207		135		71		413		94		100		42		236		301		235		113		649		0.68		0.25		0.42

		2023-24		20		193		105		71		369		131		101		16		248		324		206		87		617		92		136		43		271		416		342		130		888		0.68		0.16		0.32

		2024-25		37		175		89		52		316		78		82		27		187		253		171		79		503		100		110		30		240		353		281		109		743		0.58		0.33		0.27

		TOTAL:		758		2908		2107		1020		6035		1099		1066		235		2400		4007		3173		1255		8435		2634		3448		1327		7409		6641		6621		2582		15844		0.48		0.22		0.38
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Export

		Season		West Roe		West FLS Stags		West FLS Hinds		West FLS Calves		WEST FLS TOTAL		West Other Stags		West Other Hinds		West Other calves		West Other TOTAL		West All Stags		West All Hinds		West All Calves		West ALL TOTAL		East Stags		East Hinds		East Calves		East TOTAL		ELS ALL Stags		ELS ALL Hinds		ELS ALL calves		ELS ALL TOTAL		WEST FLS REC %		WEST OTHER REC %		EAST REC %

		2001-2		18		27		29		5		61		34		37		4		75		61		66		9		136		117		137		32		286		178		203		41		422		0.17		0.11		0.23

		2002-3		4		32		15		7		54		35		35		8		78		67		50		15		132		101		153		39		293		168		203		54		425		0.47		0.23		0.25

		2003-4		3		20		20		2		42		42		32		10		84		62		52		12		126		124		171		44		339		186		223		56		465		0.10		0.31		0.26

		2004-5		24		65		63		9		137		36		33		4		73		101		96		13		210		123		119		35		277		224		215		48		487		0.14		0.12		0.29

		2005-6		28		68		46		20		134		42		46		5		93		110		92		25		227		109		124		37		270		219		216		62		497		0.43		0.11		0.30

		2006-7		21		64		62		20		146		44		41		6		91		108		103		26		237		151		125		62		338		259		228		88		575		0.32		0.15		0.50

		2007-8		34		76		82		25		183		50		35		4		89		126		117		29		272		136		128		61		325		262		245		90		597		0.30		0.11		0.48

		2008-9		53		97		75		36		208		42		29		6		77		139		104		42		285		149		146		66		361		288		250		108		646		0.48		0.21		0.45

		2009-10		49		71		58		35		164		25		22		3		50		96		80		38		214		91		110		54		255		187		190		92		469		0.60		0.14		0.49

		2010-11		65		128		110		59		297		68		68		23		159		196		178		82		456		109		188		73		370		305		366		155		826		0.54		0.34		0.39

		2011-12		38		126		100		46		272		41		40		9		90		167		140		55		362		95		139		67		301		262		279		122		663		0.46		0.23		0.48

		2012-13		29		143		106		56		305		45		48		5		98		188		154		61		403		119		120		55		294		307		274		116		697		0.53		0.10		0.46

		2013-14		42		175		104		44		323		33		22		6		61		208		126		50		384		171		287		110		568		379		413		160		952		0.42		0.27		0.38

		2014-15		51		166		145		83		394		43		46		12		101		209		191		95		495		101		144		47		292		310		335		142		787		0.57		0.26		0.33

		2015-16		42		128		78		28		234		43		29		6		78		171		107		34		312		83		52		11		146		254		159		45		458		0.36		0.21		0.21

		2016-17		30		108		74		32		214		36		33		10		79		144		107		42		293		103		176		97		376		247		283		139		669		0.43		0.30		0.55

		2017-18		44		175		139		72		386		41		30		6		77		216		169		78		463		113		186		91		390		329		355		169		853		0.52		0.20		0.49

		2018-19		39		158		111		54		323		44		56		14		114		202		167		68		437		65		122		46		233		267		289		114		670		0.49		0.25		0.38

		2019-20		25		176		127		53		356		30		56		16		102		206		183		69		458		86		144		49		279		292		327		118		737		0.42		0.29		0.34

		2020-21		24		188		141		90		419		30		46		14		90		218		187		104		509		86		146		71		303		304		333		175		812		0.64		0.30		0.49

		2021-22		20		187		141		62		390		41		51		9		101		228		192		71		491		116		185		65		366		344		377		136		857		0.44		0.18		0.35

		2022-23		18		162		87		59		308		45		48		12		105		207		135		71		413		94		100		42		236		301		235		113		649		0.68		0.25		0.42

		2023-24		20		193		105		71		369		131		101		16		248		324		206		87		617		92		136		43		271		416		342		130		888		0.68		0.16		0.32

		2024-25		37		175		89		52		316		78		82		27		187		253		171		79		503		100		110		30		240		353		281		109		743		0.58		0.33		0.27

		TOTAL:		758		2908		2107		1020		6035		1099		1066		235		2400		4007		3173		1255		8435		2634		3448		1327		7409		6641		6621		2582		15844		0.48		0.22		0.38
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Export

		Season		West Roe		West FLS Stags		West FLS Hinds		West FLS Calves		WEST FLS TOTAL		West Other Stags		West Other Hinds		West Other calves		West Other TOTAL		West All Stags		West All Hinds		West All Calves		West ALL TOTAL		East Stags		East Hinds		East Calves		East TOTAL		ELS ALL Stags		ELS ALL Hinds		ELS ALL calves		ELS ALL TOTAL		WEST FLS REC %		WEST OTHER REC %		EAST REC %

		2001-2		18		27		29		5		61		34		37		4		75		61		66		9		136		117		137		32		286		178		203		41		422		0.17		0.11		0.23

		2002-3		4		32		15		7		54		35		35		8		78		67		50		15		132		101		153		39		293		168		203		54		425		0.47		0.23		0.25

		2003-4		3		20		20		2		42		42		32		10		84		62		52		12		126		124		171		44		339		186		223		56		465		0.10		0.31		0.26

		2004-5		24		65		63		9		137		36		33		4		73		101		96		13		210		123		119		35		277		224		215		48		487		0.14		0.12		0.29

		2005-6		28		68		46		20		134		42		46		5		93		110		92		25		227		109		124		37		270		219		216		62		497		0.43		0.11		0.30

		2006-7		21		64		62		20		146		44		41		6		91		108		103		26		237		151		125		62		338		259		228		88		575		0.32		0.15		0.50

		2007-8		34		76		82		25		183		50		35		4		89		126		117		29		272		136		128		61		325		262		245		90		597		0.30		0.11		0.48

		2008-9		53		97		75		36		208		42		29		6		77		139		104		42		285		149		146		66		361		288		250		108		646		0.48		0.21		0.45

		2009-10		49		71		58		35		164		25		22		3		50		96		80		38		214		91		110		54		255		187		190		92		469		0.60		0.14		0.49

		2010-11		65		128		110		59		297		68		68		23		159		196		178		82		456		109		188		73		370		305		366		155		826		0.54		0.34		0.39

		2011-12		38		126		100		46		272		41		40		9		90		167		140		55		362		95		139		67		301		262		279		122		663		0.46		0.23		0.48

		2012-13		29		143		106		56		305		45		48		5		98		188		154		61		403		119		120		55		294		307		274		116		697		0.53		0.10		0.46

		2013-14		42		175		104		44		323		33		22		6		61		208		126		50		384		171		287		110		568		379		413		160		952		0.42		0.27		0.38

		2014-15		51		166		145		83		394		43		46		12		101		209		191		95		495		101		144		47		292		310		335		142		787		0.57		0.26		0.33

		2015-16		42		128		78		28		234		43		29		6		78		171		107		34		312		83		52		11		146		254		159		45		458		0.36		0.21		0.21

		2016-17		30		108		74		32		214		36		33		10		79		144		107		42		293		103		176		97		376		247		283		139		669		0.43		0.30		0.55

		2017-18		44		175		139		72		386		41		30		6		77		216		169		78		463		113		186		91		390		329		355		169		853		0.52		0.20		0.49

		2018-19		39		158		111		54		323		44		56		14		114		202		167		68		437		65		122		46		233		267		289		114		670		0.49		0.25		0.38

		2019-20		25		176		127		53		356		30		56		16		102		206		183		69		458		86		144		49		279		292		327		118		737		0.42		0.29		0.34

		2020-21		24		188		141		90		419		30		46		14		90		218		187		104		509		86		146		71		303		304		333		175		812		0.64		0.30		0.49

		2021-22		20		187		141		62		390		41		51		9		101		228		192		71		491		116		185		65		366		344		377		136		857		0.44		0.18		0.35

		2022-23		18		162		87		59		308		45		48		12		105		207		135		71		413		94		100		42		236		301		235		113		649		0.68		0.25		0.42

		2023-24		20		193		105		71		369		131		101		16		248		324		206		87		617		92		136		43		271		416		342		130		888		0.68		0.16		0.32

		2024-25		37		175		89		52		316		78		82		27		187		253		171		79		503		100		110		30		240		353		281		109		743		0.58		0.33		0.27

		TOTAL:		758		2908		2107		1020		6035		1099		1066		235		2400		4007		3173		1255		8435		2634		3448		1327		7409		6641		6621		2582		15844		0.48		0.22		0.38
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Export

		Season		West Roe		West FLS Stags		West FLS Hinds		West FLS Calves		WEST FLS TOTAL		West Other Stags		West Other Hinds		West Other calves		West Other TOTAL		West All Stags		West All Hinds		West All Calves		West ALL TOTAL		East Stags		East Hinds		East Calves		East TOTAL		ELS ALL Stags		ELS ALL Hinds		ELS ALL calves		ELS ALL TOTAL		WEST FLS REC %		WEST OTHER REC %		EAST REC %

		2001-2		18		27		29		5		61		34		37		4		75		61		66		9		136		117		137		32		286		178		203		41		422		0.17		0.11		0.23

		2002-3		4		32		15		7		54		35		35		8		78		67		50		15		132		101		153		39		293		168		203		54		425		0.47		0.23		0.25

		2003-4		3		20		20		2		42		42		32		10		84		62		52		12		126		124		171		44		339		186		223		56		465		0.10		0.31		0.26

		2004-5		24		65		63		9		137		36		33		4		73		101		96		13		210		123		119		35		277		224		215		48		487		0.14		0.12		0.29

		2005-6		28		68		46		20		134		42		46		5		93		110		92		25		227		109		124		37		270		219		216		62		497		0.43		0.11		0.30

		2006-7		21		64		62		20		146		44		41		6		91		108		103		26		237		151		125		62		338		259		228		88		575		0.32		0.15		0.50

		2007-8		34		76		82		25		183		50		35		4		89		126		117		29		272		136		128		61		325		262		245		90		597		0.30		0.11		0.48

		2008-9		53		97		75		36		208		42		29		6		77		139		104		42		285		149		146		66		361		288		250		108		646		0.48		0.21		0.45

		2009-10		49		71		58		35		164		25		22		3		50		96		80		38		214		91		110		54		255		187		190		92		469		0.60		0.14		0.49

		2010-11		65		128		110		59		297		68		68		23		159		196		178		82		456		109		188		73		370		305		366		155		826		0.54		0.34		0.39

		2011-12		38		126		100		46		272		41		40		9		90		167		140		55		362		95		139		67		301		262		279		122		663		0.46		0.23		0.48

		2012-13		29		143		106		56		305		45		48		5		98		188		154		61		403		119		120		55		294		307		274		116		697		0.53		0.10		0.46

		2013-14		42		175		104		44		323		33		22		6		61		208		126		50		384		171		287		110		568		379		413		160		952		0.42		0.27		0.38

		2014-15		51		166		145		83		394		43		46		12		101		209		191		95		495		101		144		47		292		310		335		142		787		0.57		0.26		0.33

		2015-16		42		128		78		28		234		43		29		6		78		171		107		34		312		83		52		11		146		254		159		45		458		0.36		0.21		0.21

		2016-17		30		108		74		32		214		36		33		10		79		144		107		42		293		103		176		97		376		247		283		139		669		0.43		0.30		0.55

		2017-18		44		175		139		72		386		41		30		6		77		216		169		78		463		113		186		91		390		329		355		169		853		0.52		0.20		0.49

		2018-19		39		158		111		54		323		44		56		14		114		202		167		68		437		65		122		46		233		267		289		114		670		0.49		0.25		0.38

		2019-20		25		176		127		53		356		30		56		16		102		206		183		69		458		86		144		49		279		292		327		118		737		0.42		0.29		0.34

		2020-21		24		188		141		90		419		30		46		14		90		218		187		104		509		86		146		71		303		304		333		175		812		0.64		0.30		0.49

		2021-22		20		187		141		62		390		41		51		9		101		228		192		71		491		116		185		65		366		344		377		136		857		0.44		0.18		0.35

		2022-23		18		162		87		59		308		45		48		12		105		207		135		71		413		94		100		42		236		301		235		113		649		0.68		0.25		0.42

		2023-24		20		193		105		71		369		131		101		16		248		324		206		87		617		92		136		43		271		416		342		130		888		0.68		0.16		0.32

		2024-25		37		175		89		52		316		78		82		27		187		253		171		79		503		100		110		30		240		353		281		109		743		0.58		0.33		0.27

		TOTAL:		758		2908		2107		1020		6035		1099		1066		235		2400		4007		3173		1255		8435		2634		3448		1327		7409		6641		6621		2582		15844		0.48		0.22		0.38
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Export

		Season		West Roe		West FLS Stags		West FLS Hinds		West FLS Calves		WEST FLS TOTAL		West Other Stags		West Other Hinds		West Other calves		West Other TOTAL		West All Stags		West All Hinds		West All Calves		West ALL TOTAL		East Stags		East Hinds		East Calves		East TOTAL		ELS ALL Stags		ELS ALL Hinds		ELS ALL calves		ELS ALL TOTAL		WEST FLS REC %		WEST OTHER REC %		EAST REC %

		2001-2		18		27		29		5		61		34		37		4		75		61		66		9		136		117		137		32		286		178		203		41		422		0.17		0.11		0.23

		2002-3		4		32		15		7		54		35		35		8		78		67		50		15		132		101		153		39		293		168		203		54		425		0.47		0.23		0.25

		2003-4		3		20		20		2		42		42		32		10		84		62		52		12		126		124		171		44		339		186		223		56		465		0.10		0.31		0.26

		2004-5		24		65		63		9		137		36		33		4		73		101		96		13		210		123		119		35		277		224		215		48		487		0.14		0.12		0.29

		2005-6		28		68		46		20		134		42		46		5		93		110		92		25		227		109		124		37		270		219		216		62		497		0.43		0.11		0.30

		2006-7		21		64		62		20		146		44		41		6		91		108		103		26		237		151		125		62		338		259		228		88		575		0.32		0.15		0.50

		2007-8		34		76		82		25		183		50		35		4		89		126		117		29		272		136		128		61		325		262		245		90		597		0.30		0.11		0.48

		2008-9		53		97		75		36		208		42		29		6		77		139		104		42		285		149		146		66		361		288		250		108		646		0.48		0.21		0.45

		2009-10		49		71		58		35		164		25		22		3		50		96		80		38		214		91		110		54		255		187		190		92		469		0.60		0.14		0.49

		2010-11		65		128		110		59		297		68		68		23		159		196		178		82		456		109		188		73		370		305		366		155		826		0.54		0.34		0.39

		2011-12		38		126		100		46		272		41		40		9		90		167		140		55		362		95		139		67		301		262		279		122		663		0.46		0.23		0.48

		2012-13		29		143		106		56		305		45		48		5		98		188		154		61		403		119		120		55		294		307		274		116		697		0.53		0.10		0.46

		2013-14		42		175		104		44		323		33		22		6		61		208		126		50		384		171		287		110		568		379		413		160		952		0.42		0.27		0.38

		2014-15		51		166		145		83		394		43		46		12		101		209		191		95		495		101		144		47		292		310		335		142		787		0.57		0.26		0.33

		2015-16		42		128		78		28		234		43		29		6		78		171		107		34		312		83		52		11		146		254		159		45		458		0.36		0.21		0.21

		2016-17		30		108		74		32		214		36		33		10		79		144		107		42		293		103		176		97		376		247		283		139		669		0.43		0.30		0.55

		2017-18		44		175		139		72		386		41		30		6		77		216		169		78		463		113		186		91		390		329		355		169		853		0.52		0.20		0.49

		2018-19		39		158		111		54		323		44		56		14		114		202		167		68		437		65		122		46		233		267		289		114		670		0.49		0.25		0.38

		2019-20		25		176		127		53		356		30		56		16		102		206		183		69		458		86		144		49		279		292		327		118		737		0.42		0.29		0.34

		2020-21		24		188		141		90		419		30		46		14		90		218		187		104		509		86		146		71		303		304		333		175		812		0.64		0.30		0.49

		2021-22		20		187		141		62		390		41		51		9		101		228		192		71		491		116		185		65		366		344		377		136		857		0.44		0.18		0.35

		2022-23		18		162		87		59		308		45		48		12		105		207		135		71		413		94		100		42		236		301		235		113		649		0.68		0.25		0.42

		2023-24		20		193		105		71		369		131		101		16		248		324		206		87		617		92		136		43		271		416		342		130		888		0.68		0.16		0.32

		2024-25		37		175		89		52		316		78		82		27		187		253		171		79		503		100		110		30		240		353		281		109		743		0.58		0.33		0.27

		TOTAL:		758		2908		2107		1020		6035		1099		1066		235		2400		4007		3173		1255		8435		2634		3448		1327		7409		6641		6621		2582		15844		0.48		0.22		0.38
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		Season		West Roe		West FLS Stags		West FLS Hinds		West FLS Calves		WEST FLS TOTAL		West Other Stags		West Other Hinds		West Other calves		West Other TOTAL		West All Stags		West All Hinds		West All Calves		West ALL TOTAL		East Stags		East Hinds		East Calves		East TOTAL		ELS ALL Stags		ELS ALL Hinds		ELS ALL calves		ELS ALL TOTAL		WEST FLS REC %		WEST OTHER REC %		EAST REC %

		2001-2		18		27		29		5		61		34		37		4		75		61		66		9		136		117		137		32		286		178		203		41		422		0.17		0.11		0.23

		2002-3		4		32		15		7		54		35		35		8		78		67		50		15		132		101		153		39		293		168		203		54		425		0.47		0.23		0.25

		2003-4		3		20		20		2		42		42		32		10		84		62		52		12		126		124		171		44		339		186		223		56		465		0.10		0.31		0.26

		2004-5		24		65		63		9		137		36		33		4		73		101		96		13		210		123		119		35		277		224		215		48		487		0.14		0.12		0.29

		2005-6		28		68		46		20		134		42		46		5		93		110		92		25		227		109		124		37		270		219		216		62		497		0.43		0.11		0.30

		2006-7		21		64		62		20		146		44		41		6		91		108		103		26		237		151		125		62		338		259		228		88		575		0.32		0.15		0.50

		2007-8		34		76		82		25		183		50		35		4		89		126		117		29		272		136		128		61		325		262		245		90		597		0.30		0.11		0.48

		2008-9		53		97		75		36		208		42		29		6		77		139		104		42		285		149		146		66		361		288		250		108		646		0.48		0.21		0.45

		2009-10		49		71		58		35		164		25		22		3		50		96		80		38		214		91		110		54		255		187		190		92		469		0.60		0.14		0.49

		2010-11		65		128		110		59		297		68		68		23		159		196		178		82		456		109		188		73		370		305		366		155		826		0.54		0.34		0.39

		2011-12		38		126		100		46		272		41		40		9		90		167		140		55		362		95		139		67		301		262		279		122		663		0.46		0.23		0.48

		2012-13		29		143		106		56		305		45		48		5		98		188		154		61		403		119		120		55		294		307		274		116		697		0.53		0.10		0.46

		2013-14		42		175		104		44		323		33		22		6		61		208		126		50		384		171		287		110		568		379		413		160		952		0.42		0.27		0.38

		2014-15		51		166		145		83		394		43		46		12		101		209		191		95		495		101		144		47		292		310		335		142		787		0.57		0.26		0.33

		2015-16		42		128		78		28		234		43		29		6		78		171		107		34		312		83		52		11		146		254		159		45		458		0.36		0.21		0.21

		2016-17		30		108		74		32		214		36		33		10		79		144		107		42		293		103		176		97		376		247		283		139		669		0.43		0.30		0.55

		2017-18		44		175		139		72		386		41		30		6		77		216		169		78		463		113		186		91		390		329		355		169		853		0.52		0.20		0.49

		2018-19		39		158		111		54		323		44		56		14		114		202		167		68		437		65		122		46		233		267		289		114		670		0.49		0.25		0.38

		2019-20		25		176		127		53		356		30		56		16		102		206		183		69		458		86		144		49		279		292		327		118		737		0.42		0.29		0.34
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