Written evidence submitted by the British Association for Shooting and Conservation
to the group reviewing pheasant shooting on University of Reading land

Executive Summary
This written evidence explores the benefits delivered through shooting at the UK scale. This
evidence is presented in support of the written and oral submission received from the
leaseholder of shooting at Hall Farm.
•
•
•

The evidence presented clearly shows that legal, responsible game shooting
contributes to the sustainable management of natural resources
Shooting in accordance with the Code of Good Shooting Practice is sustainable and
delivers conservation, economic, social and wellbeing benefits
Benefits provided by shooting are principally funded by private investment of those
who go shooting.

The British Association for Shooting and Conservation
The British Association for Shooting and Conservation (BASC) is the representative body for
sporting shooting in the UK with a membership of over 155,000. It aims to protect and promote
sporting shooting and the well-being of the countryside throughout the UK. It actively promotes
good firearms licencing practice, training, education, scientific research and practical habitat
conservation.
Anti-shooting lobbying
It is public knowledge that the League Against Cruel Sports (LACS) is lobbying University of
Reading to withdraw the pheasant shooting lease on University land at Hall Farm. LACS
campaign material1 makes a number of un-evidenced statements in relation to game shooting.
BASC has objectively critiqued these statements as part of our due process for presenting
good evidence to University of Reading for its review. We have provided a copy of this report
in Appendix A. In summary, LACS claims reflect their organisational position and not a
balanced or correct review of available evidence.
High level legislation and policy landscape.
Convention on Biological Diversity2
The UK is one of over 190 countries which have signed the UN Convention on Biological
Diversity. The sustainable use principles enshrined within it support hunting as a legitimate
use of biodiversity. European legislation and guidance on hunting3. Although the UK is working
towards exiting the EU, we feel it is correct to highlight the support for hunting through the EU
instruments.
Under the Birds Directive, the ability to hunt certain species is provided for and this was
transposed into UK law in the 1981 wildlife and countryside act. In 2001, the EU commission
launched the Sustainable Hunting Initiative to improve the understanding of legal and technical
aspects of the directive’s provisions for sustainable hunting.

This initiative has been supported by a European Charter on Hunting and Biodiversity which
was adopted by the standing committee of the Bern Directive in 2007. This demonstrates the
recognition of hunting as a sustainable use of biodiversity (an important aspect of natural
resources and the underpinning element of ecosystem services).
Shooting and the maintenance and enhancement of natural resources
Information from The Value of Shooting: The economic, environmental and social benefits of
shooting sports to the UK (PACEC 2014)4 provides robust evidence of the benefits shooting
provides for the maintenance and enhancement of natural resources. These benefits are
equally relevant to land University of Reading owns or manages.
The report indicates that shooting spends £250 million on conservation annually across the
UK. This includes direct habitat management and creation, as well as pest control activities to
support conservation. The report indicates that the effort that goes into conservation work from
shooting is the equivalent of 16,000 full-time conservation jobs, 2,400 of which are provided
in south east of England. This report demonstrates the high level of importance of shooting to
the maintenance and enhancement of natural resources.
Game shooting and its role in maintenance and enhancement of natural resources
The influence of shooting game is an important reason for habitat maintenance and
improvement. Pheasants prefer to utilise the outer edges of woodlands, be that the edges
themselves or rides and glades within them. This is an important reason to increase the
quantity and quality of hedgerows and woodland. The PACEC 2014 report indicates that 41
per cent of shooting providers (someone who provides shooting to others) create or maintain
hedgerows and 37 per cent create or maintain small woodland ‘coverts’ (UK-scale
information).
This can lead to shooting estates having up to ten times the woodland cover of non-shooting
estates and for hedgerows to be better connected to woodlands (Oldfield, Smith, Harrop, &
Leader-Williams, 20035 ). In addition, land managed for shooting is more likely to use
traditional, labour-intensive, woodland management techniques, such as coppicing, which are
beneficial to birds and other wildlife (Fuller & Green, 19986; Fuller, Stuttard, & Ray, 19897).
Shooting land managers also undertake other, large-scale habitat management to benefit
gamebirds and other wildlife. For example, 33 per cent of shooting land managers report
creating and maintaining grass strips around fields and 19 per cent report retaining overwinter
stubbles (PACEC, 2014). Cereal stubbles are important as over-wintering habitat for farmland
birds, providing habitat for up to 44 per cent of seed-eating birds (Perkins, Maggs, & Wilson,
20088 ). Sympathetically-managed grass margins can also provide important food throughout
the year (for review, see Vickery, Feber, & Fuller, 20099) for many types of birds and small
mammals. For example, they can supply up to three times the level of chick-food arthropods,
essential for breeding birds (Douglas, Vickery, & Benton, 200910 ).
Management for game shooting typically includes supplemental feeding to encourage them to
stay within the boundaries of a shoot, improve winter survival and subsequent breeding
success in the wild. Feed is provided through provision of grain in hoppers, hand feeding or
through planting seed-rich plots of wild bird cover, also known as cover crops.
The PACEC 2014 report indicates that in the UK those providing shooting spend over £5.4
million on cover crop seeds each year. Cover crops are also an important source of food for
many farmland birds (Boatman, Stoate, & Watts, 200011 ; Sage, Parish, Woodburn, &
Thompson, 200512) and can support up to 100 times more birds than set-aside or cereal

stubbles (Parish & Sotherton, 200413), including threatened farmland birds such as the tree
sparrow, linnet, corn bunting, yellowhammer, dunnock and reed bunting.
Food hoppers and feeding rides are used by shoots to encourage pheasants and partridges
to use specific areas. UK shoot providers spend £25m per year on grain, which equates to
over 200,000 tonnes of feed. Typically, only around a quarter of this food is eaten by
gamebirds (Sánchez-García, Buner, & Aebischer, 201514) with songbirds consuming a
significant proportion. This can increase overwinter survival for some species (Siriwardena,
Calbrade, & Vickery, 200815), and is likely to improve breeding success (Stoate & Szczur,
200116). This could be especially important for species such as yellowhammer, linnet and corn
bunting which are known to use hoppers (Brickle, 199717).
In summary, evidence demonstrates that game shooting is a motivator for the maintenance
and enhancement of natural resources. In addition, these benefits apply to habitats as well as
species, many of which are not game birds but are biodiversity priority species in the UK.
The Code of Good Shooting Practice and its role in maintenance and enhancement of
natural resources.
The Code of Good Shooting Practice18 applies to all game shooting activities and provides
rules and guidance on a range of practical and ethical matters pertaining to game shooting. It
recognises the conservation benefits of game shooting and provides guidance on sustainable
gamebird releasing to avoid potential negative conservation impacts.
A review of gamebird release by the RSPB (Bicknell et al., 201019) highlighted the range of
impacts (both positive and negative) associated with gamebird releasing. The many benefits
included positive habitat management for a wide variety of bird and animal species, as well as
the economic and employment benefits to the local area. (PACEC 2014). Of the negative
impacts listed, many are simply management trade-offs, for example, managing for game
increased the number of thrushes and generalists, but decreased the number of tits. The
majority of the impacts, such as damage to vegetation and localised declines in butterflies,
can be mitigated by following best practice releasing guidelines (which are within the Code of
Good Shooting Practice).
The executive summary for Bicknell et al., (2010) reported that: “The data available shows
that at high densities of gamebird release, negative environmental impacts are likely to occur,
and in some cases may be severe. In the majority of cases, however, where densities are
moderate, it is likely that impacts are minor or may be offset by beneficial habitat management.
In areas where good habitat management is combined with low release densities, or in areas
that work to promote breeding populations of gamebirds, impacts may be largely positive.” In
this context, ‘high density’ is likely to be in excess of 1,000 birds per hectare in the release
pen. Current research from the GWCT supports this (Neumann, Holloway, Sage, & Hoodless,
201520; Sage, Ludolf, & Robertson, 200521) which is why it forms the basis of the maximum
recommended release density in the Code of Good Shooting Practice and the English Nature
and Forestry Commission’s Guidance on Woodland Conservation and Pheasants22.
Pest and Predator Control
The PACEC 2014 report indicates that over half of the people that provide shooting
opportunities (shoot providers) carry out wildlife management (for example deer management)
and pest and predator control to avoid damage to game and habitats. Such activity is regulated
through legislation (Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981, Deer Act 1991, Animal Welfare Act 2006,
Wild Mammals Protection Act 1996) supported by relevant codes of good practice.

Predator control, in combination with habitat management, has been found to reverse the local
declines of farmland bird species such as song thrush, whitethroat, dunnock and blackbird
(Stoate & Stour, 2001).
Corvids are one of the most important groups of avian nest predators (Andren, 199223;
Anglestam, 198624), and management for shooting, which includes the removal of corvids, can
lead to significant increases in passerine breeding success (Stoate & Szczur, 2001).
Furthermore, jays can be responsible for up to 40 per cent of all nest predation in blackcaps
(Weidinger, 200925). c
Research has found that the most effective control is where mammalian and avian predators
are both removed (Bodey, McDonald, Sheldon, & Bearhop, 201126; Madden, Arroyo, & Amar,
201527; Parker, 198428). The data from PACEC 2014 shows that, on average, shoots report
annual bags of 74 small mammalian predators per estate, suggesting that this is likely to be
common practice.
Animal welfare
The welfare of pheasants reared and released for sporting purposes is regulated through
section 9 of the Animal Welfare Act 2006, supported by DEFRA Code of practice for the
welfare of gamebirds reared for sporting purposes29.
Further guidance on ensuring welfare of animals is provided through The Code of Good
Shooting Practice and Respect for Quarry; a code of practice30.
Food
One of the products of shooting is food. There are approximately 3,000 tonnes of gamebird
meat available to eat each year (BASC & CA, 201431) with 97 per cent destined for the human
food chain (PACEC, 2014). The game meat market is expanding rapidly with sales up from
£97 million in 2014 to over £106 million in 2015 (Poultry and Game Meat - UK - October
201532); this has led to it being identified by Mintel as one of the “50 fascinating markets you
need to watch”. There is significant room for growth in the game market, which currently
accounts for just 2 per cent of poultry and game sales, but sales of game meat are forecast to
reach £143 million by 2020.
Well-being
Sports and outdoor activities are increasingly being recognised as important for their
contributions to our physical, personal and social well-being. The Personal Value of Shooting33
summarises results from a survey in 2015, which investigated the well-being benefits people
receive from taking part in shooting, beating, picking up, and habitat management.
At the UK scale it reveals:
• 98% of people stated it improved their well-being.
• 91% said they would spend less time outdoors if they could not shoot.
• 71% said their levels of physical activity would suffer without shooting.
• 88% of people said one or more of their shooting related activities was of moderate to
high intensity.
• 75% of respondents said they would spend less time on conservation work if they were
not involved in shooting. This really does show the strong linkage between shooting
and conservation in the minds and lives of the public that shoot.
• 77% of people said their social life in general would be poorer without shooting.

Clearly, this report demonstrates the benefits shooting sports have for the well-being of people
who participate in them.
BASC would be pleased to expand on this response and to meet with the review group at
University of Reading in relation to pheasant shooting on University land.
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