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Review of Animal Aid’s Shooting on Natural 

Resources Wales’ Land briefing sheet 
 

Animal Aid has published a briefing detailing their arguments against and 

recommendations for shooting on Natural Resources Wales’ Land1. The main aim of this 

paper is to assess the reliability of the claims made within the Animal Aid briefing, and 

the reliability of the evidence cited to support these claims.  

1. The reference list 
The reference list contains 22 numbered references. However, only 15 (68%) of these are 

unique references; the remaining seven are duplicates citing sources referenced more 

than once. For example, the same freedom of information request appears four times in 

the reference list. 

The quality of the reference list is extremely low. A high-quality reference list would 

contain mostly primary literature – i.e. peer reviewed, fully referenced original work such 

as journal articles or book sections. 

The reference list contains only three primary literature references - Neumann et al. 

(2015), Corke (1989) and Callegari et al. (2014). The rest of the reference list is comprised 

of information request results, website links and grey literature. This is research that is 

either unpublished or has been published in non-commercial form, including reports, 

theses, government documents, white papers and conference proceedings.  

Grey literature references used are themselves either heavily biased or low in quality. 

For example:  

 Mateo (2009) and Pain et al. (2009) are articles within the conference 

proceedings of a conference organised by the US-based Peregrine Fund, who also 

publish the proceedings. Pain was a member of the Lead Ammunition Group and 

previously worked for the Wildfowl and Wetlands Trust (WWT), during which time 

she co-authored a Lead Gunshot Position and Advocacy Plan for WWT. This 

proposed, amongst other things, a total ban on the use of lead shot in the UK.  

 

                                              
1 http://www.animalaid.org.uk/nrw/NRWbriefing.pdf 

 

 

http://www.animalaid.org.uk/nrw/NRWbriefing.pdf
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 Pain et al. (2014) is an article within the conference proceedings of the Oxford 

Lead Symposium. BASC has previously expressed concerns about the Symposium 

website, which has been registered anonymously more than 5,000 miles from 

Oxford, in Arizona. Crucial information about the site’s administration, registration 

and billing has been deliberately blocked from public view by an internet company 

which boasts of its ability to ‘mask’ identity details. BASC believes that raises 

concerns about the true identity of those financing the Oxford Lead Symposium, 

which attempts to present an image of being ‘independent’ and ‘UK-focused’. 

 

 Bicknell et al. (2010) is an RSPB research report reviewing the impacts of non-

native gamebird release in the UK. This report focuses very much on specific 

management issues, often without addressing how they fit in at the landscape level. 

Several modern papers are not included and some of the key included papers are 

taken out of context or misrepresented. The knowledge gaps identified at the end 

of each section often don’t reflect the knowledge gaps identified in the text, can 

take the form of unsubstantiated statements (rather than logical discussion points 

for further research) and in some instances are peculiarly narrow. In its current form 

this report appears to be more a reflection of the RSPB’s desired future work 

programme with (often) poorly supported background text rather than a true 

review of the effects of game bird management. 

 

 Mustin et al. (2011) is a contract report by the James Hutton Institute. The report 

misses a significant number of important studies and relies heavily on (often) 

unreviewed grey literature itself, rather than citing the primary literature. Section 1 

almost completely relies on information sheets from a single website. Throughout 

this report there appears to be a lack of understanding of how game bird shooting 

fits into land management at a national scale. Some of the knowledge gaps 

identified address real issues with important ramifications for shooting and 

conservation interests. However, the authors’ reliance on section 1 and 2 of this 

report, which demonstrate poor attempts to review and synthesise the available 

literature, substantially undermine their credibility. 

 

The remaining references are unscientific in nature. For example: 

 Web links to photos and video on the Animal Aid website  

 An ex-BASC employee’s statements at their employment tribunal against BASC 

 A letter to a Minister  

 Freedom of Information request results (one request is referenced once, the 

other is referenced once then duplicated three times in the reference list) 

http://oxfordleadsymposium.info/
https://basc.org.uk/blog/press-releases/latest-news/basc-raises-concerns-over-oxford-lead-symposium-website/
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1.1 Reference list categorised 
The following is a full reference list used in the Animal Aid briefing. Duplicates have been 

removed. A colour system has been used to categorise the references by quality. 

 

 

 

Red: Low quality, highly questionable in objectivity and not at all 

scientific 

 

 Geoffrey Underwood (2007) former Training and Development Officer for the 

British Association for Shooting and Conservation, giving evidence at 

employment tribunal [Online]2 

 

 

Amber: Ambiguous quality, either originating from a non-

objective source or grey literature3 

 

 Bicknell et al. (2010) Impacts of non-native gamebird release in the UK: a 

review. RSPB Research Report Number 40. ISBN: 978-1-905601-26-4. 

 Mateo, (2009) Lead poisoning in wild birds in Europe and the regulations 

adopted by different countries. In R. T. Watson, M. Fuller, M. Pokras, and W. G. 

Hunt (Eds.). Ingestion of Lead from Spent Ammunition: Implications for Wildlife 

and Humans. The Peregrine Fund, Boise, Idaho, USA. 

 Mustin et al. (2011) Biodiversity impacts of game bird hunting and associated 

management practices in Europe and North America. Pp. 25. [Online] 

 Pain, Fisher & Thomas (2009) A global update of lead poisoning in terrestrial 

birds from ammunition sources. In R.T. Watson, M. Fuller, M. Pokras and W.G. 

Hunt (Eds.) Ingestion of Lead from Spent Ammunition: Implications for Wildlife 

and Humans. The Peregrine Fund, Boise, Idaho, USA. 

 Pain, Cromie & Green (2014) Poisoning of birds and other wildlife from 

ammunition-derived lead in the UK. In Delehay, R.J & Spray, C.J (eds) (2015). 

Proceedings of the oxford Lead Symposium, Lead ammunition: understanding 

and minimising the risks to human and environmental health. University of 

Oxford, UK. Pp 48-84. 

 

 

                                              
2 URL provided does not lead to the reference quoted, however possible reference found at: 

https://www.animalaid.org.uk/revealed-40-birds-shot-sport-wounded-never-recovered/  
3 See page 3 for a definition of grey literature 

https://www.animalaid.org.uk/revealed-40-birds-shot-sport-wounded-never-recovered/
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Green: High quality (primary literature) 

 

 Callegari et al. (2014) Impact of game bird release on the Adonis blue butterfly 

Polyommatus bellargus (Lepidoptera Lycaenidae) on chalk grassland. European 

Journal of Wildlife Research 60:781-787. 

 Corke (1989) Of pheasants and fritillaries: is predation by pheasants (Phasianus 

colchicus) a cause of decline in some British butterfly species? British Journal of 

Entomology and Natural History 2:1-14. 

 Neumann et al. (2015) Releasing of pheasants for shooting in the UK alters 

woodland invertebrate communities. Biological Conservation. Volume 191, 

November 2015, Pages 50 - 59. 

 

 
Grey: Reference source could not be found, so was not assessed 

 

 Breaches documented in a letter to then-Minister, Carl Sargeant, 21 December 

2015. http://www.shootinguk.co.uk/news/plans-to-boost-shooting-in-wales-

289#DxTqVzhEh2GZReLm.99   

 Freedom of Information request (ATI-09782a), 11 April 2016, containing the 

documents LPC Blaen Myherin & LPC Tarenig 

 Photos and video at 

http://www.animalaid.org.uk/h/n/NEWS/news_shooting//3374// 

 Statement read out by NRW chair at 17 March 2016 Board meeting4 

 

 
White: Other 

 

 Natural Resources Wales (2015) Freedom of Information Ref: ATI-08519   

 Natural Resources Wales (2014) Sporting Rights Relating to the Land at 

Cwmgwynen. Pp. 11 

 

                                              
4 Confirmed Minutes of the Natural Resources Wales Board Meeting (Business), dated 17th March 2016 

reads on page 9, section 10, paragraph 53: “The Chair confirmed that the Board had been written to by a 

charity called Animal Aid, protesting against shooting leases on land managed by NRW. The Chair read 

out a formal statement sent out from the Board to Animal Aid.”: 

https://naturalresources.wales/media/678405/nrw-board-confirmed-march-2016-minutes-business.pdf 

http://www.animalaid.org.uk/h/n/NEWS/news_shooting/3374/
https://naturalresources.wales/media/678405/nrw-board-confirmed-march-2016-minutes-business.pdf


REVIEW OF ANIMAL AID’S SHOOTING ON NATURAL RESOURCES WALES’ LAND BRIEFING SHEET 

Page 7 of 30 

 

2. Reliability of statements made  
The claims the Animal Aid briefing were assessed both for reliability, and in terms of the 

references cited to support them, section by section as statements appear in the 

briefing.  

Each claim was assessed as follows: 

 

The evidence used to support the claim is unavailable, very 

weak or misrepresented 

 

The evidence used to support the claim is partial or other 

sources dispute it 

 
The claim is well supported by the evidence 

 
The legitimacy of the claim is unknown 
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2.1 Environmental impact 
 

“In the case of nearly all of these sites, shooting tenants annually 

release non-indigenous pheasants into the woodlands in numbers of 

up to 5,000 at a time.” 

Reference: 

 

Natural Resources Wales (2014) Sporting Rights Relating to the Land at 

Cwmgwynen. 

Claim: 

 

The statement is deliberately misleading and misrepresents the 

evidence it cites. 

 

The statement is referring to shoots on NRW-managed land. The cited evidence 

shows that of four shooting leases on NRW land, two release pheasant; at these sites 

1,500 to 5,000 are released. Therefore, the statement that at “nearly all of these sites, 

shooting tenants annually release non-indigenous pheasants” is false. One lease is for 

a wildfowling club, and the other a shoot for which type is unspecified. In addition, 

adherence to the Code of Good Shooting Practice (2012)5 is mandatory for NRW 

leases. The Code, based on research conducted by the Game & Wildlife Conservation 

Trust (GWCT), provides recommendations on numbers of birds released in comparison 

with pen sizes. It recommends that shoots should avoid releasing more than 1,000 

pheasants per hectare of pen, and more than 700 per hectare of pen in ancient semi-

natural woodland. 

                                              
5 Available at: http://www.codeofgoodshootingpractice.org.uk/pdf/COGSP.pdf  

http://www.codeofgoodshootingpractice.org.uk/pdf/COGSP.pdf
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“Research conducted by The James Hutton Institute suggests that 

the ‘rear and release’ approach of the kind deployed on NRW land 

can have many negative impacts on the natural environment.” 

Reference: 

 

Mustin et al. (2011). 

Claim: 

 

The statement is deliberately misleading and is disputed by the very 

evidence it cites as support, and an abundance of sources showing the 

benefits of management for game. The evidence cited does state that 

gamebird rear and release can have negative impacts, but only at high 

densities – and in fact, in the majority of cases, impacts are minor or 

beneficial. 

 

The executive summary of the source states: “The data available show 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.”  

 

BASC and other organisations promote and recommend best practice stocking and 

release guidelines in the Code of Good Shooting Practice. These stocking guidelines 

are based on the Game and Wildlife Conservation Trust’s Guidelines for Sustainable 

Gamebird Releasing (GWCT 2006), which were developed using evidence from 

research conducted by the GWCT. 

 

The underlying objective of woodland creation or management for game is to provide 

a positive conservation balance (Woodland Trust & GWCT n.d.). Pheasants are 

primarily birds of woodland edges, and show a strong preference for shrubby cover 

(Robertson, Woodburn, & Hill, 1993; Robertson et al. 1993). Therefore, a significant 

amount of habitat management is focused on managing woodlands, woodland 

margins and hedgerows, to maximise the quantity and quality of these features, with 

41% of UK shooting providers reporting that they create or maintain hedgerows and 

37% creating or maintaining small woodland ‘coverts’ (PACEC, 2014). 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 et al. 2003). 
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Woodland management for shooting usually improves habitat for a broad range of 

wildlife, and game crops provide important cover and food for many farm and 

woodland birds in winter (GWCT 2003 & 2006, also see BASC white papers on 

environmental benefits of lowland game shooting in the UK, and the role of shooting 

in landscape scale land management6).  

 

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 1998; Fuller, Stuttard, & Ray 1989) and encourage the growth 

of understorey vegetation (Draycott et al. 2007). Abundance of breeding birds increases 

in the presence of game management, which is important in increasing populations of 

nationally declining passerines (Stoate & Szczur 2001). 

 

It is likely that releasing very large numbers of pheasants into a pen for a long 

duration can result in changes to ground flora, yet this can be controlled for by 

ensuring stocking densities are not too high (GWCT 2003). A large-scale survey of 159 

broad-leaved woodlands in England concluded that the impacts of pheasant releasing 

on vegetation structure and bird communities was positive or benign, rather than 

negative (Draycott et al. 2007). 

 

 

                                              
6 Available at: https://basc.org.uk/wp-content/plugins/download-monitor/download.php?id=1216 and 

https://basc.org.uk/wp-content/plugins/download-monitor/download.php?id=924  

https://basc.org.uk/wp-content/plugins/download-monitor/download.php?id=1216
https://basc.org.uk/wp-content/plugins/download-monitor/download.php?id=924
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“The impact is also felt with regard to competition for invertebrate 

‘resources’, as well as through the introduction or maintenance of 

parasites in wild species.” 

Reference: 

 

Mustin et al. (2011). 

Claim: 

 

This statement is deliberately misleading, and misrepresents the cited 

evidence which a) repeatedly cites positive impacts of gamebird 

management on invertebrates, including increasing invertebrate food 

resources available for non-game species, and b) discussed the benefits 

of anti-parasitic medications for gamebirds on other species.  

 

A word search in the referenced report reveals nine references to the word 

‘invertebrate’, excluding one reference relating to the United States and four related 

to upland muirburn areas. Of these nine references to ‘invertebrate’: 

 
 One refers to the benefits of beetle banks (not solely for game management but also designed 

as a grey partridge management tool), to enhance populations of polyphagous invertebrate 

predators in arable field systems. 

 Two refer to the fact that there is strong evidence that the reduction of pesticide applications 

needed to increase the food supply for gamebird chicks also increases diversity or abundance 

of invertebrates, birds and small mammals, and act as valuable refugia for predatory arthropod, 

and parasitoid species. 

 Two mention that delaying Rotational Set Aside (RSA) cutting for the benefit of game birds 

could be generally favourable for a number of invertebrates and rare arable wildflowers. 

 Two refer to winter and summer game crops having higher densities of songbirds than 

adjacent arable crops, and food crops attracting invertebrates during the spring and summer, 

which are a further source of food for game and non-game species alike. 

 Two state that “released pheasants which subsequently breed may act as competition for 

invertebrate food resources”. One of these statements is unreferenced; the other references 

solely the Bicknell report (categorised amber) but does not go into more detail.  

 

Furthermore, the cited report notes that released birds are likely to have greater 

parasite infections than wild birds (in turn referencing solely the Bicknell report, 

categorised amber). However, Mustin et al. go on to state that anti-parasitic drugs are 

used to treat gamebirds prior to their release, and are added to feeders around 

release sites. The report notes: “This is likely to benefit wild birds, compared to 

releases in the absence of such measures, as there is the potential to pass infections to 

wild populations.” 
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“Pheasants, furthermore, reduce the biomass of ground-active 

invertebrates, causing a decline in carabids, including beetles, 

caterpillars and butterflies – all of whom are important food 

resources for breeding birds.” 

Reference: 

 

 

Bicknell et al. (2010), Callegari et al. (2014), Corke (1989), Neumann et 

al. (2015). 

Claim: 

 

This statement is deliberately misleading and misrepresents the 

evidence cited, while ignoring evidence to the contrary. 

 

Of the ‘green’ cited studies: 

 

 One (Callegari et al. 2014) found that the evidence that red-legged partridge was 

negatively influencing the number of adult Polyommatus bellargus butterflies 

emerging “was not strong”. 

 

 One (Neumann et al. 2015) found no major differences related to pheasant release, in 

invertebrate abundance, or Carabidae or Staphylinidae richness, in spring at either the 

pen scale or the wood scale. The study did find pheasant release pens resulted in 

significant changes in the species composition of Carabidae, at pheasant release 

densities higher than 1000 birds/ha. Average release density in this study was 1489 ± 

126 birds per hectare, much higher than recommended. The authors concluded: “We 

suggest that detrimental effects on specialist woodland invertebrates would be 

minimised if releasing was conducted at the recommended density of 700 

birds/ha.” 

 

 One (Corke 1989) found seven British butterfly species had a statistically significant 

negative correlation between pheasant density and 10km squares from which the 

butterfly species had been lost. However none of the species assigned low risk of 

pheasant predation scores showed a significant negative correlation with pheasant 

density. Correlation does not show cause and effect, and causal relationships 

between pheasant density and the decline in ‘high risk’ butterfly species are discussed 

and hypothesised in the article, but further research was recommended by the author 

in order to be able to infer cause and effect. 

 

Research by Callegari, Sage and Hoodless (the latter two co-authored both Callegari 

and Neumann papers), underpinned GWCT’s Guidelines for Sustainable Gamebird 

Releasing (GWCT 2006), which minimises negative impacts. 
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Animal Aid have not taken a balanced view, ignoring evidence that shows, for 

example: 

 

 Game areas have more habitat for woodland and hedgerow butterflies, and 

more butterflies than non-game areas (Hinsley 1999). 

 

 Studies which conclude there was no evidence to suggest released pheasant 

predation on butterflies led to significant rates of larval loss (Clarke & 

Robertson 1993), or which found no effect of pheasant predation on 

invertebrate communities, including butterflies (Callegari 2006). 
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“The parasite loads carried by purpose-bred ‘gamebirds’ such as 

pheasants are very much higher than is found in their wild 

equivalents. The spread of disease by released birds not only 

increases mortality in wild birds, but may also reduce their 

reproductive potential and make them more vulnerable to disease.” 

Reference: 

 

Bicknell et al. (2010). 

Claim: 

 

The statement is generalised and relates more to gamebird release at 

high densities, rather than those at recommended levels. It is also only 

partially supported by evidence and other existing evidence (including 

that within the referenced report) is ignored. 

 

Bicknell et al. (2010) concludes that released gamebirds pass on parasites to wild 

birds, especially at feeders. However, the statement made by Animal Aid excludes 

mention of other conclusions in the Bicknell report, such as: 

 

 The source of many parasites are not well understood, and in many cases 

studies have not comprehensively tested the parasite link between gamebirds 

and other wildlife, making the evidence presented here largely anecdotal or 

isolated. 

 

 No known studies have investigated population impacts of disease on birds in 

the UK. 

 

Other evidence shows that medicating birds prior to, and after release reduces the risk 

of disease transfer to wild game or other birds. Furthermore, passerines are commonly 

infected by Salmonella, and would potentially benefit from gamebird medication 

programs (e.g. within Mustin et al. 2011). 
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“To ensure high stocks of pheasants on shoot days, NRW’s shoot 

tenants eliminate foxes, stoats, weasels, corvids and rodents. 

Because, for birds of prey, rodents are an important food source, 

their numbers become threatened.” 

Reference: 

 

Mustin et al. (2011). 

Claim: 

 

This statement is deliberately misleading and misrepresents the 

evidence cited, while ignoring evidence to the contrary. 

 

This statement is heavily biased, and ignores the benefits of predator control as stated 

in the cited source. There does not appear to be any information in the cited source 

which refers to illegal predator control being detrimental to birds of prey. Mustin et al. 

(2011) discuss the following: 

 

 No studies up to now have shown negative effects of predator control on other 

species, but available information for positive effects is inconclusive. 

 

 Removal of top predators may produce a release in numbers of meso-predators - for 

example, the removal of foxes in some areas may produce an increase of rodent 

numbers. 

 

 Evidence suggests that the positive effects of predator control on breeding success 

affect other, non-game, species. Ground nesting birds might be expected to benefit 

from the control of mammalian and avian predators and several studies have shown 

the control of predators, particularly foxes and crows, to have positive impacts on 

breeding success, densities and diversity of waders in the UK. 

 

When combined with habitat management, predator control has been found to locally 

reverse the declines seen in farmland bird species such as song thrush, whitethroat, 

dunnock and blackbird (Stoate & Szczur 2001). Squirrels are a non-native, invasive 

species and are subject to numerous control schemes which attempt to prevent them 

from outcompeting our native red squirrels, and to protect forestry.  

 

The latest Breeding Bird Survey (Harris et al. 2016) found 28 statistically significant 

long-term (1995-2014) population trends in Wales, seven of which were declines, but 

none of these were for bird of prey species.  
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“Toxic lead ammunition is also used at each of the sites. The impact 

is particularly stark with respect to birds of prey, especially when 

they consume shot ‘gamebirds.’ Studies have shown increased levels 

of sickness, death and reproductive failure in birds of prey and other 

predators.” 

Reference: 

 

Bicknell at al. (2010), Mateo (2009), Pain et al. (2009). 

Claim: 

  

The literature shows there are individual risks, but that there is no 

evidence of any impact at the population level. 

 

The reference used to support this statement excluded several modern papers and 

some of the key included papers were taken out of context or misrepresented. This is 

most apparent in Section 5 which predominantly assesses the risks to game birds, 

raptors and the environment from lead shot. For example, the report did not include 

any of the papers available at the time, which found no effect of lead shot, and did not 

fully report papers were very low incidences of lead ingestion (not poisoning) were 

found. Finally it fails to report that the unusually high levels of lead in UK red kites was 

mainly due to the kites being captive birds fed exclusively on a diet of shot prey. One 

of the cited sources - Pain et al. (2009) – points out that “Although the extent to which 

survival is reduced by sub-lethal lead poisoning is difficult to quantify in field studies, 

it is clearly undesirable in any species.”   

 

Defra and the Food Standards Agency commissioned the Lead Ammunition Group to 

prepare an expert review of the risks arising from lead ammunition. Defra reviewed 

the report and found no evidence of any risks to human health, wildlife or the 

environment that were not already adequately controlled through existing legislation. 
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“It is because of the loss of biodiversity as set out above that the 

production of birds for sport shooting has been made illegal in the 

Netherlands.” 

Reference: 

 

Mustin et al. (2011). 

Claim: 

 

This claim is misleading and misrepresents the evidence it cites. 

 

The cited source states that rear and release is banned in the Netherlands, but does 

not go on to state why, so this source does not support the contention that rear and 

release is banned because of biodiversity loss.  
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2.2 Animal protection 
 

“Shoot tenants employ a variety of vicious predator control devices. 

Traps and snares, designed to crush, immobilise and strangle, are 

used on foxes, stoats, weasels and other animals who present a 

perceived threat.” 

Reference: 

 

No evidence provided to support this statement. 

Claim: 

 

This claim appears to be simply opinion-based and there is no obvious 

evidence available to substantiate it. The language used is deliberately 

misleading: as an example, self-locking snares, which were designed to 

continually tighten and strangle a fox, have been illegal for over 35 years. 

 

The use of traps and snares in Wales is governed by legislation, international 

agreements and recognised codes of practice designed to ensure humane standards.  

 

The use of snares in Wales is regulated by section 11 of the Wildlife and Countryside 

Act 1981. The Animal Welfare Act (2006) affects all use of traps and snares. This Act 

makes the operator responsible to avoid the unnecessary suffering of any captured 

animal. The Agreement on International Humane Trapping Standards (AIHTS) includes 

a number of requirements for testing and the use of traps for fur-bearing species, to 

ensure they meet humane standards.  

 

There is a recent (2015) Welsh Government Code of best practice on the use of snares 

in fox control endorsed by farming, countryside and shooting organisations7. The 

code sets out the legal requirements and gives practical advice on the effective and 

humane use of snares. Modern fox snares are compliant with the code, which are 

designed to only to catch and hold a fox have several design features such as stops, 

swivels and breakaway eyes to enhance the welfare of and foxes caught and to 

prevent the capture of non-targets. Self-locking snares, which were designed to 

continually tighten and strangle a fox, have been illegal for over 35 years since 1981 

(Wildlife and Countryside Act). The use of gin traps, which were designed to catch and 

hold, has been illegal since 1958. 

 

Spring traps are used to control pest species such as rats and squirrels for a number of 

reasons, including conservation purposes and protecting crops, livestock and public 

                                              
7 Available at: https://www.nfu-cymru.org.uk/code-of-practice-on-snares1/  

NONE 

https://www.nfu-cymru.org.uk/code-of-practice-on-snares1/
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health. Their use is governed by the Pests Act 1954 and The Spring Traps Approval 

(Wales) Order 2012. It is an offence under section 8 of the Pests Act 1954, to use or 

knowingly to permit the use of any spring trap, other than a trap that has been 

approved by order, for animals or in circumstances for which it is not approved. The 

Chartered Institute of Environmental Health published a code of practice for the use of 

vertebrate traps8 in 2014. This states: “The term ‘spring traps’ normally applies to traps 

which use the power of a spring to strike and hold the target animal on a part of the 

body with sufficient force to kill it and that are required to be approved under The 

Spring Traps Approval Order”. BASC also issues its own codes of practice for the use 

of these traps.  

 

 

“Many of these targeted animals will sustain painful and stressful 

injuries, which they might be forced to endure for up to 24 hours 

before, as demanded by the law, they are despatched. Animals’ 

distress, however, can continue for much longer, where a trap-setter 

fails to check the device within the required time limit.” 

Reference: 

 

No evidence provided to support this statement. 

Claim: 

 

This claim appears to be simply opinion-based and there is no obvious 

evidence available to substantiate it. 

 

Snares must be inspected at least once a day while set. The Welsh Government’s 

recent Code of Best Practice on the Use of Snares in Fox Control7, published in 2015, 

states that by law snares must be inspected at least once every day, however the code 

recommends that snares are inspected twice daily. The code states: “As most captures 

are made at night it is recommended that you inspect your snares as soon after 

sunrise as is practicable. A further inspection should be carried out later in the day to 

ensure that your snares are in position for the night, and that any daytime captures 

are dealt with promptly.” The use of traps and snares in Wales is governed by 

legislation, international agreements and recognised codes of practice designed to 

ensure humane standards, as discussed in the previous section. 

 

                                              
8 Available at: http://www.cieh.org/Code_of_practice_for_the_use_of_vertebrate_traps.html 

NONE 
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“Industry figures indicate that a substantial proportion of the 

released birds will die of disease, of predation or under the wheels of 

a vehicle.” 

Reference: 

 

No evidence provided to support this statement. 

Claim: 

 

The statement is only partially supported by current evidence. 

 

GWCT research9 into the mortality of released pheasants found that 25% of released 

pheasants died before the shooting season began, but most losses were due to 

predation, for example by foxes. In this single study, the researchers found that only 

10% of losses were due to disease and accidental deaths including road collisions. 

  

“When the shoots themselves are taking place, around 40 per cent of 

pheasants are shot down but not retrieved. An uncounted number 

will remain injured, without veterinary attention to alleviate their 

suffering, until death overcomes them.” 

Reference: 

 

No evidence provided to support this statement. 

Claim: 

 

This claim appears to be simply opinion-based and there is no obvious 

evidence available to substantiate it.  

 

It is possible that the estimate of 40% unretrieved pheasants came from a statement 

made by a former BASC employee at his tribunal hearing. This source is in the 

reference list of the briefing note. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                              
9 https://www.gwct.org.uk/research/species/birds/common-pheasant/fate-of-released-pheasants/ 

NONE 

NONE 
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2.3 NRW shortcomings 
 

“Many people would be alarmed to learn that the leading 

environmental agency in Wales is inviting commercial shoot 

operators to use their land for the large-scale killing for pleasure of 

purpose-bred birds.” 

Reference: 

 

No evidence provided to support this statement. 

Claim: 

 

This claim appears to be simply opinion-based and there is no obvious 

evidence available to substantiate it. It is misleading and ignores 

evidence to the contrary. 

 

The Campaign for National Parks survey, conducted in 2016, highlighted public 

support for shooting. Among those living and working within national parks, shooting 

was the third most popular recreational activity out of a list of 23, and the second 

most popular activity for those respondents living and working outside of national 

parks. Shooting was second in popularity to ‘walking’ among visitors, and third to 

‘walking and observing wildlife’ among residents (Campaign for National Parks 2016). 

 

“It can also be reasonably argued that Natural Resources Wales runs 

its pheasant shooting enterprise in a manner that does not provide 

the local economy and communities with any meaningful benefit.” 

Reference: 

 

No evidence provided to support this statement. 

Claim: 

 

This claim appears to be simply opinion-based and there is no obvious 

evidence available to substantiate it. It is misleading and ignores 

evidence to the contrary. 

 

This claim appears to be simply opinion-based. Research clearly demonstrates local 

and national economic benefits delivered by shooting, which boosts the Welsh 

economy by £75 million in Gross Value Added (GVA) annually, and supports 2,400 Full 

Time Equivalent (FTE) jobs in Wales (PACEC 2014). In addition to beaters and pickers-

up, on larger shoots there will also tend to be at least one employed gamekeeper. This 

is normally a full time position on an annual salary of around £20,000 with a range of 

additional benefits including a house, business vehicle, clothing and dog allowances.  

 

NONE 

NONE 
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Typically, this employment is focused in deprived rural areas, often with limited 

sources of income. Aside from direct employment, shooting contributes indirectly to 

local economies through the use of local services and businesses. For example, 

lowland shoots spend around £14 million maintaining and running shoot vehicles, 

often at small, rural garages, and shoots and their guests spend £28 million on 

catering and accommodation (PACEC 2014). This activity supports local businesses in 

what is traditionally thought of as the off-season, when small businesses tend to 

struggle due to reduced footfall. 

 

Biodiversity is maintained and enhanced through the landscape scale management 

and predator control conducted for shooting. When combined with habitat 

management, predator control has been found to locally reverse the declines seen in 

farmland bird species such as song thrush, whitethroat, dunnock and blackbird (Stoate 

& Szczur 2001). Shooting estates can have up to ten times the woodland cover of 

non-shooting estates and hedgerows better connected to woodlands (Oldfield et al. 

2003). The effort put in to planting cover crops for shooting in the UK amounts to the 

equivalent of 96 full time jobs annually (PACEC 2014). Cover crops maintained for 

shooting are an important food source for wild birds and can support up to 100 times 

more birds than set-aside or cereal stubbles (Parish & Sotherton 2004). 
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Around 380,000 hectares are influenced by shooting activity in Wales, resulting in 

120,000 conservation work days taking place annually for shooting, which is the 

equivalent of 490 full time conservation jobs. In addition, shoots in Wales spend 

around £7.4m annually on conservation (PACEC 2014). Shooting actively supports 

ecosystem services – through conservation and maintenance of habitat, regulating 

pests and predators, food provisioning and providing a cultural benefit to both those 

shoot, and those who visit the countryside and enjoy the landscape and wildlife 

supported by shooting. 

 

Shooting provides community-level benefits and public goods. In an independent 

national survey, 90% of surveyed shooters in Wales felt they or their shoot actively 

contributed to the attractiveness of the local environment and landscape, 87% to the 

conservation of flora and fauna, 85% to the social fabric of the local area, and 78% to 

local employment and skills (PACEC 2014). Shooting is actively contributing to 

wellbeing goals in Wales – survey research shows that on average individuals make 20 

friends through shooting activity, 84% of shooters said shooting was important for 

their physical wellbeing, 88% said shooting gave them moderate to high intensity 

exercise, 91% said they would spend less time outdoors if they could not shoot, 77% 

said their social life would suffer without shooting, and 95% said shooting was 

important for their personal wellbeing (BASC 2016). 

 

 

“NRW receives a mere £5,965 (not £30,000 as stated in NRW’s 

Briefing to the Minister) for the renting out of all shooting rights” 

Reference: 

 

Natural Resources Wales (2015) Freedom of Information Ref: ATI-08519. 

Claim: 

 

There is no obvious evidence available to substantiate this claim, and 

the FOI request and response does not appear to be available online. 
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“Pheasant shooting often results in conflicts with various users of 

public land, including walkers, bird watchers and other visitors.” 

Reference: 

 

No evidence provided to support this statement. 

Claim: 

 

This claim appears to be simply opinion-based and there is no obvious 

evidence available to substantiate it. 

 

Rather than conflicting with other land users, pheasant shooting actively improves the 

landscape for others and supports cultural ecosystem services. The landscape scale 

management conducted for shooting includes a range of activities. The effort put into 

this management for shooting (PACEC 2014) amounts to the equivalent of: 

 
 1,600 full time jobs in maintaining woodlands 

 790 full time jobs in creating or maintaining hedgerows 

 630 full time jobs in planting native trees 

 450 full time jobs in maintaining the banks of rivers and streams 

 440 full time jobs in creating or maintaining conservation headlands 

 400 full time jobs in litter picking 

 213 full time jobs in creating ponds and scrapes, and creating/maintaining 

flight ponds 

 170 full time jobs in controlling bracken 

 170 full time jobs in creating or maintaining beetle banks 

 100 full time jobs in creating and preserving wetlands 

 

Work such as this is a privately funded service which improves the natural 

environment for public good. It means visitors to the natural environment can 

continue to enjoy a variety of landscapes, habitats and aesthetic appeal of the 

countryside, while benefiting from the improved biodiversity - especially in terms of 

bird life. Shooting supports the activities of those who don’t shoot, rather than 

conflicting with them. 

  

NONE 
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2.4 Animal Aid’s investigation 
 

“Numerous pheasants we found drifting up and down country roads 

near Maesmawr and Llanfair woods, vulnerable to being hit by 

vehicles. While it is often said that pheasants are ‘stupid’ for straying 

into traffic, the manner in which they are raised and released 

conspire to make such outcomes likely.” 

Reference: 

 

No evidence provided to support this statement. 

Claim: 

 

This claim appears to be simply opinion-based and circumstantial. 

 
 

“Competition for territory in local woods and cover crops would have 

been fierce. The country roads, though presenting a hazard, are likely 

to have been inviting, particularly because the shoot operator at the 

site where our male victim perished had set up feeding units for 

released birds on the roadside itself. In addition, at least one of the 

fields of cover crops butted onto a road. The birds would likely have 

associated roads with feed.“ 

Reference: 

 

Photos and video at 

http://www.animalaid.org.uk/h/n/NEWS/news_shooting//3374// 

Claim: 

 

This claim appears to be simply opinion-based and there is no obvious 

evidence available to substantiate it. In addition the language is emotive 

and biased. 

 

The reference is web link to a page on Animal Aid’s website, but upon following the 

link the page is unavailable. 

 

NONE 
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“The evidence we collected during the investigation referred to 

above, pointed to 11 contract breaches. These included the illicit 

release of birds; failure to put up warning signs for the public when 

shooting was in progress; laying traps for animals; and the 

introduction of feeders onto land where it was not permitted to do 

so. That we were able to detect so many apparent breaches in one 

short visit strongly suggests that there are a lot more to be 

discovered.” 

Reference: 

 

Breaches documented in a letter to then-Minister, Carl Sargeant, 21 

December 2015.  

Claim: 

 

The reference is web link to a page on Shooting UK’s website, but upon 

following the link the page is unavailable. There is no obvious evidence 

available to substantiate this claim. 
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2.5 The review 
 

“Animal Aid’s concern now – The promised review will be conducted 

behind closed doors, and without consultation with stakeholders and 

interested members of the public.” 

Reference: 

 

No evidence provided to support this statement. 

Claim: 

 

This claim appears to be simply opinion-based and there is no obvious 

evidence available to substantiate it. 

 
 

“NRW intends for its own staff to conduct the review – although they 

were from another department unconnected with the shoot 

operations. This does not give us confidence in the objectivity of the 

process.” 

Reference: 

 

No evidence provided to support this statement. 

Claim: 

 

This claim appears to be simply opinion-based and there is no obvious 

evidence available to substantiate it. 

 
 

“A further FOI has revealed that NRW is unable to provide any 

evidence that it has taken relevant scientific evidence into 

consideration, relating to conservation or biodiversity impacts, prior 

to awarding the leases.” 

Reference: 

 

No evidence provided to support this statement. 

Claim: 

 

This claim appears to be simply opinion-based and there is no obvious 

evidence available to substantiate it. 

 

 

 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 
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