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1. Executive summary 

The development of this Action Plan is as the result of an agreement between 
Scottish Natural Heritage and the National Farmers Union of Scotland to work 
together to find ways of minimising adverse impacts of white-tailed eagles (WTE) on 
Scottish farmers and crofters.  It is recognised that with a now firmly established 
population that we need to review what actions are required to ensure conflicts are 
minimised to allow the population to  recover its former range. 
 
This Action Plan has been developed by a stakeholder group comprising 
representatives from Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH), National Farmers Union 
Scotland (NFUS), Royal Society for the Protection of Birds Scotland (RSPB 
Scotland), Forestry Commission Scotland (FCS), Scottish Government Rural 
Payments and Inspections Division (SGRPID) and Scotland’s Rural College (SRUC).   
 
The overall objective of the Action Plan is to find ways of reducing any impacts of 
WTE on farming and crofting interests whilst developing the right conditions for the 
sustainable co-existence between WTE and sheep farming in ways which benefit the 
biodiversity, economic and social interests of Scotland. 
 
The Action plan recognises that some serious agricultural impacts can be caused by 
WTE predation on some hill sheep farmers and crofters in Scotland.  
 
The Action Plan also recognises the high level of legal protection afforded to WTEs. 
 
The plan sets out a general direction of travel, supported by a number of key 
management actions that the key stakeholders intend to implement during the next 3 
years followed by a review in 2020 that will set out an approach for the subsequent 3 
to 5 years.  The plan is intended to be adaptive and to be able to respond and adjust 
to feedback on actions taken. The plan will require the continuing close co-operation 
of  stakeholders to lead or contribute on the delivery of the proposals and to develop 
these proposals into a longer term management plan  the  10 to 15 years beyond 
2020. 
 
Section 10 sets out in detail the actions that will be supported by the plan but in 
summary these are: 
 

 Continue with the current Sea Eagle Management Scheme to provide support 
to farmers and crofters managing sheep in areas subject to  impacts from 
white-tailed eagles 

 Consider extending the existing scheme for a further 3 year period 

 Introduce a number of trial sites (monitor farms) where new approaches to 
eagle management can be tried and tested (including active scaring) 

 Trial the issue of licences to manipulate nest sites outside the breeding 
season where there are considered to be conflicts with agriculture    

 Roll out these approaches to further suitable sites, if successful in reducing 
impacts of white-tailed eagle activity on farms/crofts within the plan period 

 Build up local resources to provide expert advice to farmers/crofters 

 Consider use of technology to reduce impacts 

 Support further research into the impacts of sea eagles 
 

A detailed timeline of the actions is set out in Section 11.  
 



Delivery of the plan will depend on securing the necessary resources and funding 
from the partner organisations. 
 
The plan does not propose any actions that relate to tourism development. 

 
2. Introduction 

 

Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) and the National Farmers Union for Scotland 
(NFUS) issued a joint Statement of Intent, in September 2014, to work together to 
take forward a number of actions to find ways of minimising any adverse impacts and 
to make the most of the wider gains from white-tailed eagles now established in 
Scotland.  That statement included a commitment to develop an action plan for 
Scotland which would develop the right conditions for the sustainable co-existence 
between WTE and sheep farming in ways which benefit the biodiversity, economic 
and social interests of Scotland. The action plan will address the conservation 
objectives following on from the re-introduction programme and will introduce 
management objectives. 
 
This Plan has been written by SNH but has been guided by input from key 
stakeholders through both formal and informal discussion.  It covers a 5 year period 
from 2017 to 2022 and will be reviewed in 2021. 
 
The Plan focuses on the issues around sheep farming as agreed in the original 
Statement of Intent.  However, it also includes reference to other land use activities 
on which WTE currently have an impact or may have an impact on in the future, 
some of which may be also part of wider land management on hill farms, as a result 
of diversification.  As such, it is recognised that the re-establishment of white-tailed 
eagles contributes towards Scottish international biodiversity commitments and 
meeting the outcomes of the Scottish Biodiversity Strategy. 
 
It is recognised within this Plan that some farmers and crofters are concerned about 
the growing sea eagle population and the potential impacts on their livestock, but that 
white-tailed eagles are an important part of our natural heritage and that many 
members of the public enjoy seeing the birds for the wild spectacle they afford.  
 
The Plan sets out some background information for context, it describes existing 
management options for land managers and it sets out possible future management 
options which may be implemented or require further research over the next 5 years.  
Much of the background information has already been set out in previous 
publications so this Plan summarises and provides references to these publications 
rather than repeating the detail.   
 
The Plan pulls together a ‘toolkit’ of management options which land managers can 
use to mitigate against any impacts of white-tailed eagles and contribute to further 
research on management of these birds. 

 
3. Biological assessment 

 

The white-tailed eagle (Haliaeetus albicilla)  is a native species to Scotland. However, 
by the early 20th Century it had become extinct through persecution, primarily due to 
the belief that it was a major predator of livestock and also of game.    
 
Across Europe the species was also in decline and it became a very rare visitor to 
Scotland with little prospect of natural recolonisation. Two independent releases each 



of four birds, at Loch Etive Argyll in 1959 and on Fair Isle Shetland in 1968, initiated 
thoughts of a more formal reintroduction. In the early 1970s the Nature Conservancy 
Council, supported by government, decided to undertake a sustained chick release 
programme.  From 1975-1985 82 eaglets sourced from Norway were released on 
Rum National Nature Reserve. This release established territorial pairs on several 
west coast islands with the first successful breeding occurring on Mull in 1985. This 
initial population relied on a few consistently successful pairs and there were 
concerns about the long term viability of the population. A second phase release was 
agreed to bolster the population. From 1993-1998 a further 58 eaglets from Norway 
were released in Wester Ross under a joint SNH and RSPB project. This release 
combined with the increasing number of wild bred young entering the population, has 
made the future of the population more secure. A third and final release of 85 birds in 
Fife from 2007-2012 was carried to enhance recovery of the former range and to 
establish birds away from the west coast population to ensure the reintroduction was 
complete. 
 
The species is widespread across much of northern Eurasia, breeding from 
Greenland east to Japan, and south into south-east Europe, the Middle East and 
central Asia. See http://www.birdlife.org/datazone/speciesfactsheet.php?id=3364 
for more information on population size and distribution. When the Scottish 
reintroduction started in the 1970s the species was listed as being Near-Threatened 
by IUCN, however conservation efforts across its range lead to its status being 
revised to Least Concern in 2006. 
 
As indicated by its large geographical range the species occupies a wide range of 
habitats. There is an association with coastal and freshwater habitats in both lowland 
and upland situations. It is also found in both open and wooded or forest habitats.  In 
many areas it lives close to human populations including winter roosts and nesting 
pairs near large towns and cities. The species is also adapted to a wide range of 
climatic conditions, again evidenced by its broad distribution, though some northern 
populations are migratory. 
 
In Scotland comparison is often made with the golden eagle (Aquila chystaeos), 
however the white-tailed eagle has significant differences in its ecology. Generally, 
white-tailed eagles as adult pairs are less territorial than golden eagles and pairs can 
often nest within 2km of each other. This more social behaviour extends to the 
immature birds too. As with other large raptors, young white-tailed eagles take 
around five-six years to reach breeding age. During this period they range widely but 
also form non-breeding communal roosts. These roosts can have an important role in 
pair formation amongst older immatures in particular. 
 
The species has a relatively long breeding season laying eggs during March and 
April, with young leaving the nest usually in July and August. Adult pairs remain on 
territory all year roosting at or near the nest although they will at times join nearby 
communal roosts too. 
 
Nest sites in Scotland are usually in trees or on cliffs and crags. Some of the latter 
are almost ground nests whilst a range of tree species are used, though most are in 
conifers. The main requirement for tree nests is that the tree can support the large 
stick nest. 
 
The diet of the species is wide, including both live prey and carrion. They generally 
take greater proportion of waterbird and seabird prey compared to golden eagles. 
Most prey consists of medium-sized mammals (e.g. rabbits & hares) and birds (e.g. 
gulls, ducks, geese, auks, grouse and especially in Scottish coastal sites, fulmar). In 

http://www.birdlife.org/datazone/speciesfactsheet.php?id=3364


some parts of the world range they eat mainly fish. In Scotland fish can form a 
smaller component of the diet although over 20 species have been taken recorded in 
the diet of the reintroduced population.  Most carrion consumed in Scotland is deer or 
sheep. More unusual prey items recorded in Scotland since reintroduction include 
hedgehog and octopus.   
 
Scottish Natural Heritage and Scottish Government have funded two studies into 
lamb predation, one on the island of Mull, where white-tailed eagles first bred, and 
one at Gairloch in Wester Ross. These studies have identified that the eagles can 
and do take a small number of live lambs, however, the majority of lambs taken were 
scavenged as carrion. As result of this, especially the first study on Mull, a Sea Eagle 
Management Scheme has operated to help those farmers and crofters at risk of 
losing some lambs from eagle predation. It pays to help improve lamb and sheep 
flock health so they are less likely to be impacted by eagles rather than compensate 
for losses.  
 
White-tailed eagles can also be victims of wider raptor persecution which happens in 
Scotland. So far relatively few white-tailed eagles have been confirmed to be 
persecuted in Scotland. However, it is considered that levels of illegal persecution 
have hampered re-establishment of the white-tailed eagle in the East of Scotland in 
particular, although these are suspected to relate to other forms of land management, 
not agricultural. 
 
A newer potential threat is from wind farms, as information from Scandinavia and 
continental Europe has shown that white-tailed eagles are relatively poor at avoiding 
turbines and at risk of collision. In Scotland, to date, risks to white-tailed eagles have 
been minimised through discouraging developments in key areas. However, as the 
population grows and spreads, the risk of collision will grow and this is something that 
is being closely monitored. 
 
In 2015 the population reached the 100 pair level for the first time since reintroduction 
with 106 confirmed pairs.  The current trend of strong population growth is expected 
to continue at least in the short to medium term as predicted in (Sansom et. al. 2016). 
The increased breeding experience in the population combined with it being 
dominated by wild bred Scottish birds which breed and survive better than released 
birds are the main factors behind this growth. The population as a whole is 
considered to be self-sustaining, however the East Coast release birds are still 
maturing and settling down so it will take some time before a larger population 
becomes established away from the west coast core population. Population 
modelling predicts that there are likely to be over 200 pairs by 2025. Over the longer 
term, the modelling predicted the population could potentially reach 889 -1,005 pairs 
by 2040; however, this top end of the population range is unlikely to be reached, 
because it does not take into account the carrying capacity of the land and other 
factors. These values do not include juvenile birds, which typically do not pair up and 
breed until they are five or six years old.  
 
Dispersal and settlement distances vary but it is still expected that most birds will 
continue to ‘in-fill’ and settle mainly in the west in the short to medium term. There is 
likely to be some local distribution changes within the west coast core area as nest 
site availability and suitability is likely to be affected by the ongoing commercial 
forestry clear-felling and restructuring which is occurring over large areas of the 
current core range. The presence of the East coast release birds and the increased 
number of wandering young west coast birds does mean that there is likely to be an 
increase in longer distance pioneering pairs settling almost anywhere in the 
Highlands than previously. Such pairs can act as a nucleus attracting additional birds 



to the area. As a result of this it is difficult to predict on how quickly the population will 
spread into new areas. However we do expect continued settlement along the 
western seaboard and islands with possible spread into the Great Glen area and 
establishment of pioneer birds in central and eastern areas. 
 

4. Legal status of white-tailed eagles in Scotland 

The white-tailed eagle is listed as an Annex 1 species under the EC Directive on the 
Conservation of Wild Birds and under Schedules 1, A1 and 1A of the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act 1981(as amended).   
 
This means that it is an offence to intentionally or recklessly; 

 take, injure or kill a white-tailed eagle or to take, damage or destroy its nest, eggs or 
young;  

 disturb the birds close to their nest; 

 disturb a white-tailed eagle while it is building a nest or is on or near a nest 
containing eggs or dependent young; 

 harass a white-tailed eagle at any time. This includes birds away from their nests 
and outside the breeding season; 

 damage, destroy or otherwise interfere with a habitually-used nest of a white-tailed 
eagle, even when it is not in use. 

 
The Birds Directive includes derogation under Article 9 which allows management of 
listed species to prevent damage.  Within UK legislation, the Wildlife and Countryside 
Act allows licences to be granted to permit actions that would otherwise be an 
offence in respect of wild birds for a number of specific purposes including for the 
purpose of: 
 
'preventing serious damage to livestock, foodstuffs for livestock, crops, vegetables, 
fruit, growing timber, fisheries or inland waters'. 
 
Before granting a licence the licensing authority (SNH) would have to be satisfied that 
the following tests were met; 
 

a) Is serious damage being, or likely to be, caused by WTE at the site? 
b) Have all other reasonable non-lethal scaring measures either been tried and 

found to be ineffective; or are impracticable; or are unlikely to work at the site? 
c) Is it reasonable to consider that use of the derogation will reduce, or prevent 

from increasing, the level of damage? 
 
Additionally they would need to be assured that the proposed licensed actions would 
not be detrimental to the conservation status of populations of WTE.  
 
Currently, a precautionary approach has been taken to any licenced management of 
WTE due to the vulnerability of the population, the lack of evidence of the 
effectiveness some of the alternative management measures, the difficulty of 
demonstrating the levels of damage due to WTE (meeting the licensing tests) and the 
current policy approach to licensing management of raptors.  
 
SNH are currently developing a licensing framework that will articulate the level of 
evidence required before issuing any licences. It will define how SNH issues licence 
and what is expected from applicants.  The approach to possible licencing of 
activities around WTE will be outlined within this framework. 

  

http://www.snh.gov.uk/protecting-scotlands-nature/protected-species/legal-framework/wca-1981
http://www.snh.gov.uk/protecting-scotlands-nature/protected-species/legal-framework/wca-1981


5. Conservation objectives 
 

 As the WTE reintroduction has progressed and birds have re-established the 
conservation objectives have been re-assessed at various time and moved from the 
aim of re-establishing breeding pairs to those set out in the SNH Species Action 
Framework in 2007 which aimed to:  

•  To translocate white-tailed eagles to an east coast Scottish site. 
•  To ensure the current west coast population is viable and self-sustaining. 

 
 As these have progressed the main conservation objective is now to maintain the 

population as self-sustaining to allow it to recover to its former range by: 

 Ensuring no management actions adversely affects the conservation status of 
the species. 

 Ensuring that pairs not proven to be causing damage are not scared or 
subject to nest manipulation 

 Ensuring appropriate safeguards put in place for edge of range and outlying 
‘pioneer’ pairs from west coast population to establish as they are important in 
recovering range (N.B. This does not preclude licenced management of 
‘pioneer’ pairs). 

 Ensuring established pairs stemming from East Coast release are maintained. 

 Continuing monitoring released East Coast birds as they reach maturity and 
establish pairs. 

 Ensuring monitoring of the growth and breeding performance of the 
population continues at a level that will allow population trends to be updated. 

 Assessing requirement for and implement protected sites (i.e. SSSIs &  SPAs) 
for the species as required. 
 

6. Policy context   
 

The Scottish Government is committed to supporting rural life, rural communities and 
the rural economy.  To do so it has 'mainstreamed' the needs of rural Scotland within 
all of its policies.  In this way, rather than setting rural Scotland aside as something 
different, it has encouraged all policy makers to take the needs of rural areas 
seriously and to adapt their policies to meet local needs and circumstances wherever 
possible. 
 
Many of the Scottish Government national policies can be applied in an agricultural 
context in relation to both farming and crofting and there is a clear policy that 
Scotland has a vibrant agriculture and rural sector that the Scottish Government aims 
to support. It encourages the growth of good farming and crofting business while still 
enjoying and protecting our natural environment. 
 
The Government also has a strong commitment to biodiversity. Scotland has a rich 
and varied natural heritage with a mosaic of landscapes and scenery. Our 
landscapes and the plants and creatures that make and live in them, are recognised 
around the world and have underpinned our lives. Maintaining the high quality of our 
natural environment is vital to the economy of Scotland; it helps to attract tourists and 
makes a key contribution to the success of many rural businesses. The Scottish 
Government has an important role in ensuring that the legislative framework which 
underpins wildlife and natural environment management is fit for purpose. 
 
Other key land use policies relate to forestry and the current Scottish Forestry 
Strategy sets out a vision of a multi-purpose forestry sector delivering public benefits 
as well as commercial aspects such as environmental (e.g. white tailed eagles); 



employing many people in a wide range of enterprises; and providing the many other 
services and benefits that people need, now and for the future. 
 
There are also policies relating to renewable energy development (2020 Routemap) 
and a target to meet an equivalent of 100% demand for electricity from renewable 
energy by 2020, as well as our target of 11% renewable heat.  The application of this 
policy may result in conflicts between windfarm development and WTE. 
 
At an international level, the EU biodiversity strategy aims to halt biodiversity loss in 
the EU by 2020. EU nature legislation, most notably the Birds Directive and the 
Habitats Directive, forms the backbone of biodiversity policy and the legal basis for 
our nature protection network.  Within the UK there is an ongoing review of Special 
Protection Area provision and this may recommend identification of possible SPAs for 
WTE. 
 
This Action Plan aims to take these policies into account as far as possible whilst 
recognising that a balance needs to be struck between the various policy objectives. 
 

7. Impacts and current management 

7a.  Agriculture 
There have been a number of studies carried out to try to quantify the impacts of 
WTE on sheep farming.  Most notably there were two studies commissioned by 
Scottish Government, on Mull (Marquiss et.al., 2004) looking at the diet of WTE and 
by SNH  on the Gairloch peninsula (Simms et.al., 2010) which attempted to quantify 
the level of sheep scavenged and predated by WTE.  More recently, NFUS 
conducted a survey of their members on the impacts of WTE on their business (NFU 
Scotland, 2014).    
 
The studies concluded that most lambs found in eagle nests were taken as carrion. 
However, remains of dead lambs found in some nests showed signs that they may 
have been taken when live. Limitations on the scope of the studies meant that it is 
not possible to precisely quantify the effects of WTE predation on viable lambs.  More 
recent work which has looked at the remains left in nests alongside post mortems 
carried out as part of SNH’s Sea Eagle Scheme and the use of nest cameras confirm 
that in some cases, WTE are bringing freshly dead lamb carcasses to the nest and in 
a number of cases, these lambs are likely to have been viable1.  Therefore, it is 
accepted that WTE predation is a factor in some lamb losses, over and above 
historical levels of black loss2. 
 
WTE Diet studies have focused on breeding WTE and their nests as the birds forage 
so widely it is difficult to observe what they catch or scavenge other than what they 
bring to the nest. Also the drive to catch live prey is accelerated by the need to feed 
chicks during the breeding season which also coincides with the lambing season in 
the West Highlands and Islands when most sheep impacts are reported. However, as 
the population grows so has the number of juvenile non-breeding birds.  Often these 
are the first birds to appear in new areas not previously frequented by WTE.  Farmers 
and crofters are increasingly reporting sheep impacts from these younger birds. In 
some cases birds have been reported attacking and wounding, or killing, adult sheep.  

                                                
1
 There is further data from ad hoc nest clear outs and post mortems carried out through the 

management schemes and flock records held by farmers will add to this but this has not yet been 
analysed in any systematic way.   
2
 Unexplained loss of lambs possibly due to a number of factors including disease, flock health, 

predation, quality of grazing etc. 



 
These impacts on hill farms are not just straightforward losses as they include the 
difficulties of sourcing replacement ewes for a hefted flock.  These issues can result 
in a diminished quality of breeding flock over a period of time as well as impact upon 
an as yet unquantified number of farmers’ ability to claim their full allowances under 
the Scottish Upland Sheep Scheme. In some cases, the economic loss to the 
farmer/crofter may be substantially greater than loss of lambs and, in combination 
with other factors, affect the viability of some sheep farms and crofts. 
 
It is reasonable to assume that, as WTE will continue to establish across their former 
range and possibly increase in density in some locations, the impacts of WTE 
predation on some hill sheep farms might increase. 
 
A management scheme is currently available to continue support for livestock 
farmers and crofters experiencing impacts across the sea eagle breeding range.  
Funding for this Scheme has been substantially increased compared to the previous 
scheme which closed in 2015, and is another action implemented from the 
NFUS/SNH joint statement agreed last year. 
 
The Sea Eagle Management Scheme is managed by local stakeholder groups set up 
across the sea eagle range and administered, on their behalf, by Scottish Natural 
Heritage (SNH). The stakeholder groups are represented on a national scheme panel 
comprising representatives from SNH, National Farmers Union Scotland (NFUS), 
RSPB Scotland, Forestry Commission Scotland (FCS), Scottish Government Rural 
Payments and Inspections Directorate (SGRPID) and Scottish Crofting Federation 
(SCF). Initially stakeholder groups have been set up in Argyll & Lochaber, Skye & 
Lochalsh, and Wester Ross. Other groups may be established where the demand 
arises.  
 
This scheme, led by SNH on behalf of regional and national stakeholder groups, is 
operating between 2015 to 2018 and aims to investigate all issues involving sea 
eagle impacts on livestock. It also offers special measures where required and 
practical.   
 
Support under the scheme is available through:  
 

 Co-ordination of recording/ logging of sea eagle activity and flock management 
information at a farm/croft level  

 Provision of one-to-one advice from experienced contractors to land managers 
experiencing sea eagle impacts  

 Loan of equipment  

 Payments to land managers who undertake prevention measures as part of their 
livestock management, through long-term Management Agreements. 

 
The stakeholder groups aim to work jointly to address WTE impacts in the areas they 
represent. Whilst SNH provides the majority of resources, all the stakeholders are 
involved in resourcing and delivering the actions under the scheme according to their 
areas of expertise and operation. Further details on the responsibilities for individual 
actions are set out in Section 11. 

7b. Forestry Operations 
White-tailed eagles frequently nest and roost in woodlands and tend to use habitual 
nest sites. As such, forestry management operations need to take into account the 
presence of WTE, along with a number of other species including birds, red squirrels, 
pine martens etc., and management needs to be adjusted according if these species 



are present.  This can have an impact on many forestry operations including felling, 
road building/maintenance, recreational use of forests etc.  Forestry Commission 
Scotland (FCS), in partnership with key forestry stakeholders, has produced a 
detailed guidance note, “Managing Forests for White-tailed Eagles” (Kortland et.al. 
2011). which is designed to minimise risk of ‘reckless’ offences caused by forestry 
operations as a result of the presence of eagles.  The guidance also sets out advice 
on timing and location of operations if they are to take place within a certain proximity 
of nesting or roosting sites.   
 
A summary of this guidance is as follows: 
 
During the breeding season, between 1 February and 31 August, most forestry 
operations and activities should be avoided or severely restricted within 250 m of an 
active nest. Depending on circumstances and local expert guidance, it may be 
possible to carry out a range of management and recreational activities between 250 
m and 500 m from an active nest without risk of disturbance.  At other times, activities 
up to and around nest sites may normally be carried out with little risk of disturbance, 
although habitually-used nests themselves are protected from damage and 
destruction, even when not in use.  At any time, birds should be protected from 
repeated disturbance (harassment), for example at roost sites, as this is also an 
offence. 
 
These restrictions can have clear impacts on forestry operations and may result in 
increased costs to forest managers.  In some cases these costs can be quite 
significant. However, pre-planning of operations can significantly reduce both 
conflicts and costs. 
 
It may be an appropriate point at which to review the guidance in light of experience, 
provide more guidance on best practice and to work towards providing advice on 
when a licence may be appropriate.  

7c. Other land uses 
There are a number of other land uses where the presence of WTE can have an 
impact.  As the east coast population re-colonises some of the eastern and central 
uplands it is possible that we may begin to see impacts on sporting activities on 
upland areas in terms of game management, access conflicts and disturbance to 
nests/roosts or to land management activities that can arise from monitoring or 
birdwatching activities . There have been very few reports of impacts to date but it is 
important that we have an appropriate system in place for recording incidents to allow 
us to monitor the scale of any impacts and allow the development and provision of 
advice to manage impacts. 
 
There are a numbers of locations where WTE have a positive impact on tourism, 
particularly on Mull and Skye where high densities of the birds have attracted 
birdwatchers and other tourists for a number of years.  A study into the economic 
value of WTE to Mull (https://www.rspb.org.uk/Images/wildlifeatwork_tcm9-
282134.pdf, demonstrates a positive impact on the local tourism economy.  
  
There is a slight risk that the presence of WTE could have an impact on recreational 
use of some locations close to nest sites and there needs to be consideration of how 
these risks can be managed in the longer term. To date there have been some 
restrictions on informal access for walkers and cyclists using a forest track close to a 
nest site on Mull and one instance where the Mull car rally was modified to avoid 
disturbance to WTE. However, so far, these are not considered greater than any 
other issues connected to a protected species. As the range expands there may be 

https://www.rspb.org.uk/Images/wildlifeatwork_tcm9-282134.pdf
https://www.rspb.org.uk/Images/wildlifeatwork_tcm9-282134.pdf


other events affected with potential economic impacts.  Again, it is important to have 
an appropriate recording system in place to monitor the scale of any impacts and 
allow the provision of advice to manage impacts. 
 
The other key land use on which WTE, along with other similarly protected species, 
can have an impact is on development control.  Their protected status makes them a 
material consideration in any development proposal where they are present. This is 
no different to other specially protected/sensitive bird species that need to be taken 
account of under Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Regulations. Rarely are 
they the only species that needs to be considered so they don’t necessarily add to 
the normal levels of survey and assessment required for EIA/ESs.  Harassment at 
any time needs to be avoided which can add to mitigation required. Pre-application 
engagement with developers can ensure that inappropriate development is avoided 
at an early stage and can help identify sites for development which will not result in 
adverse impacts on nest or roost sites. 

8. Evaluation of Sea Eagle Management Scheme 
 

A review and evaluation of the previous Sea Eagle Management Scheme was 
completed in 2014 (Boulton 2014).  This reported that many of the scheme 
participants treated the payments made as compensation and used them to support 
existing management activities rather than to enable a change in management. 
 
It recommended that future schemes should focus on agricultural issues only and be 
supported by specialist advice and that plans should focus on minimising sea eagle 
predation on sheep where possible, minimise the economic impact on sheep where 
possible and put in place long term adaptation measures.  It also recommended that 
a monitoring mechanism should be built into any further schemes. 
 
As a result the new scheme, launched in 2015, is designed to be much more 
solution-based, and to rapidly respond to conflict situations between farmers and sea 
eagles with the aim of delivering long-term solutions. A flock management record 
form has been implemented by the scheme that farmers complete annually to record 
how they are adapting sheep management to accommodate eagles and record 
evidence of sheep losses and predation/scavenging by WTE.    It does this through 
the use of ‘call-off contractors’ (specialist advisors who deliver practical, reactive one-
to-one advice/help to farmers/crofters and record farm visit data).  This approach was 
very successful in trials and the remit has been expanded under the new Scheme.  
The use of experienced call-off contractors is expected to be one of the main ‘actions’ 
identified within this new Action Plan. 

 
9. Management objectives  
 

The overall objective of the Action Plan is to ensure WTE are established as a fully 
functioning element of Scotland’s natural heritage whilst developing the right 
conditions for the sustainable co-existence between WTE and other land users in 
ways which benefit the biodiversity, economic and social interests of Scotland.   
 
This objective presents us with significant challenges, not least the constraints on 
possible management due to the high level of protection afforded to WTE.  This 
section of the plan will consider future management actions and how these might be 
practically achieved within the current legal framework and within a three year action 
plan period.  This  includes, a better understanding of the primary causes of 
predation and how these contribute to sheep black loss, consideration of managing 



areas around nest sites, diversionary feeding, scaring, moving nest sites, protecting 
lambs, continuing to improve flock health and use of technology to compliment 
shepherding effort.  These will be considered in more detail in later sections of this 
Plan. 
 
It also includes supporting further research effort to support future management 
actions.  
 
It is also important to recognise that not all WTE pairs come into conflict with 
agriculture and we must ensure that actions we take do not risk displacing these 
pairs. 
 
There will be some actions which can be taken forward immediately, as the plan will 
include existing management options.  There will be other actions which will be taken 
forward in limited locations as a trial basis over the first 2-3 years of the plan.  
Depending on the success or otherwise of these trials, the actions may be rolled out 
further during the  3 years of the plan period and beyond. 
 
There are also actions within the plan that will contribute to longer term 
understanding and possible actions to be included within future plans.  They include 
the support for research into black loss and understanding predation. 
 
The overarching aim for management is that, within the 3 year Plan period, there will 
be a ‘toolkit’ of options that will be made available to allow land managers to mitigate 
against the impacts of WTE.  Some of these options, such as the Sea Eagle 
management Scheme are available now, some options, such as manipulation of nest 
sites outside the breeding season require additional information: co-operation of land 
managers: careful assessment involving local guidance for WTE experts: definition of 
licencing terms: and the development of approaches and protocols so will initially be 
implemented on a restricted trial basis. The aim will be to assess the effectiveness of 
such management prior to any further rolling out that type of management but it is 
anticipated that the initial trials will be done in the early part of the Plan period with a 
roll out of options, subject to evaluation of effectiveness, soon thereafter.  
 

10. Possible Management actions  
 
 This section sets out a broad description of some of the proposed actions. Individual 

actions are set out in more detail, with timescales and key stakeholders identified in 
section 11. 

 
10a. Continue existing management scheme 
The first step within the action plan is a commitment to deliver the current Sea Eagle 
Management Scheme for the period 2015 to 2018.  This provides support for farmers 
and crofters to mitigate against the losses suffered by WTE predation. In addition to 
paying for management actions, this scheme also supports the provision of 
management advice from contractors who are experienced in the management of 
WTE. The scheme is adaptive in nature and has potential to deliver some of the 
specific actions in this plan such as call-off contractor advice, support for additional 
shepherding, additional drug treatments etc. It may also provide the structures and 
funding for testing new approaches to management. 
 
Action: SNH to continue to deliver the existing Sea Eagle Management Scheme 
until 2018 and use this to provide the structure within which special measures 
and management actions can be implemented and tested. 
 



10b. Consider extending timeframe of existing management scheme where 
there is an indication of possible impacts on livestock. 
The predicted increase in numbers of birds and their range (Sansom et. al. 2016) 
over the next 10-20 years points to more frequent incidences of WTE impact on 
farming and other land management interests.  At a time of increasingly constrained 
resources the challenge will be to keep in step with the anticipated growth in demand 
to reduce WTE impacts and adapt to take account of success or otherwise of 
measures trialled so far and new measures suggested by this plan. It will need to 
investigate what other sources of funding might be available/secured to enable this 
and the stakeholders’ responsibilities and roles in delivering it. Alongside or as part of 
this, it is likely that other ways of mitigating WTE impacts on land management can 
be explored through the scheme. This would allow option for new farmers/crofters to 
enter as range increases. 
 
Action: SNH to explore the option of extending the time frame of the existing 
management scheme to cover the time frame of the Action plan i.e. until 2020.  
SNH staff will submit a bid detailing costs and resources to SNH Management 
team by end of 2017. 
 
10c. Consider other mitigation options 
Alongside, or as part of the current sea eagle scheme, this plan proposes two options 
to trial ways in which different tools and techniques might be deployed, taking 
account of our balancing duties between the different interests in this conflict and  
within in the legal framework for the protection of birds. These options propose to test 
alternative methods of preventing damage by using the current licencing legislation 
and adopting an adaptive management approach.  An adaptive management 
approach is one where we implement certain types of management, carefully monitor 
the impacts and adjust the management where necessary as we gain the knowledge 
needed to make the most appropriate management decisions.   
 
The action plan sets out two scenarios to be tested and evaluated in detail in the 
early part of the plan period. The aim being to  roll out possible management options 
more widely across the areas impacted upon by WTE as and when these are proven 
to be successful and transferable to other farms/crofts experiencing similar impacts .  
The first approach is based around management at a farm scale.  The second 
approach is based around management at a landscape scale, taking into account all 
land managers interests within an area. 
 
Approach A: Preventing agricultural losses at a farm scale 
 
This approach will look at how management can be carried out on a farm scale.  The 
loss of stock to all causes has serious impacts on agriculture both as a direct result of 
losing individual lambs and due to the lack of quality replacements for hill flocks. It is 
possible within current legislation to apply for licences to prevent serious agricultural 
damage.  Licences can be applied for to disturb, or even kill, birds.  In order to obtain 
a licence, the farmer/crofter must present evidence of the level of damage and 
evidence that all other alternative forms of management have failed to address the 
problem.  This can be an extremely difficult thing to do on hill sheep areas where the 
exact level of losses to WTE is not always known.  Nest clearance work and post 
mortems on carcasses can provide some evidence alongside observations by land 
managers and others. 
 
The proposal is to try a number of scenarios with combinations of management 
options to try to establish the most appropriate type of management which will allow 
the WTE population to expand into its historical range whilst recognising the need to 



support farmers in preventing serious agricultural damage where this is occurring.  
This will involve the possible licencing of disturbance close to nest sites and the 
manipulation of nest sites in some locations.   
 
The proposal within this 3 year Action Plan is to use a number of trial or “monitor” 
farms currently proposed under the sea eagle management scheme where we can 
test the various management options available and work out the best ways forward 
for both WTE and land managers. 
 
Criteria for monitor farms may include: 
 
• Current participant in Sea eagle scheme 
• Supports or is close to a sea eagle nest (in a location where the land manager 

can influence management) 
• Proven issue with predation of lambs 
• Ability to collect accurate data from both WTE, agricultural and animal health 

point of view 
• Willing farmer/crofter 
• Willingness to share farm management and economic data with agricultural 

experts 
• Provides a suitable geographical location 
• Farmer/crofter willing to share lessons learned with other farmers/crofters in their 

locality and beyond 
• Accessible nest site (for nest clearance checks) 
• Agreement of forest manager to carry out any required tree management (e.g. 

felling of nesting tree) 
 
The aim of the monitor farms is to work closely with individual land managers to test 
different approaches to management, including nest and roost site manipulation 
under licence, and to monitor the effects of that management. Any nest site 
manipulation will be done outwith the breeding season.  If we can work through a 
successful set of measures that we have some confidence in their effectiveness on 
monitor farms then these measures can be rolled out more widely to other locations 
where WTE activity is similar.  This approach will allow limited resources to be 
targeted effectively prior to rolling out measures to wider areas where the collection 
of evidence and the ability to monitor is more challenging. 
 
The possible actions on monitor farms include: 
 
• Continuing to use options available within the sea eagle scheme 
• Increased monitoring of the effectiveness of scheme options 
• Test recording/evidence gathering to increase efficiency of this for farmers (using 

contractors or technology/mobile phone apps) 
• Licence applications to manipulate nest sites supporting eagles causing damage 

(might include scaring, tree felling, alternative nest provision,  diversionary 
feeding during key periods) 

• Nest clearance checks 
• Monitoring of effectiveness of licence in preventing damage 
• Explore possible use of technology to improve efficiency of farm activities and 

reporting of WTE activity 
• Veterinary testing of stock to gauge flock health and rule out other possible 

reasons for loss. 
 

Approach B: Preventing agricultural losses and impacts on forestry operations at a 
landscape scale 



 
This approach will examine how management might be carried out at a landscape 
scale.  Many WTE nest and roosting sites sit within commercial woodland 
plantations.  In these cases, eagles will often nest/roost on forest edges in sheltered 
situations where the presence of more accessible and suitable perches can be found.  
The presence of WTE in managed forests can have implications with regard to the 
harvesting of commercial timber and can impact on other land uses within the forest, 
including recreational use.  The Forestry Commission have published guidelines on 
managing forests which support WTE. 
 
In many locations the areas adjacent to forest plantations are hill sheep farms and 
eagles will move from the forest edge to hunt over the adjacent land, where possible 
predation of lambs can result in agricultural damage. 
 
The action plan proposes to extend the monitor farm proposal to a landscape scale 
and work with all land managers in an area to try and test possible solutions to the 
problems at that scale and to develop a model which can be followed in other 
locations.  The proposal is that we take advantage of an existing opportunity to work 
with the land users in Glen Brittle on Skye and we identify another location which we 
can work with on a crofting township scale. 
 
Forest Enterprise Scotland (FES) has already begun exploring the issues around 
Glen Brittle Forest on Skye.  This is a site that currently supports two nests plus a 
roost of around 8 birds, mostly utilising the edge of the forest.  It is surrounded by hill 
sheep farms/crofts and the farmers have discussed increasing levels of damage due 
to the WTE, particularly since roosting birds began using the site.  It is also a site with 
some level of recreational use due to the provision of a network of footpaths within 
the forest.  FES is about to undertake management operations within the forest, 
including felling, and have consulted their neighbours to discuss management within 
the forest to mitigate the impacts WTE have on the surrounding area. 
 
This action plan proposes to map the progress at Glen Brittle, work with FES and 
farmers to monitor the effectiveness of the approach and of management actions 
taken.  The issues in Glen Brittle are complex in that there are a number of different 
management requirements that need to be addressed.  These include the 
conservation needs of the WTE, the agricultural needs of the neighbouring land 
managers, the needs of the commercial forestry operation and the use of the area for 
recreational purposes. 
 
Issues discussed to date include the possible siting of alternative nesting platforms 
away from the forest edge and therefore away from the lambing parks, (although to 
date nesting platforms have had very limited uptake in Scotland); the lack of 
abundance of wild prey perhaps at certain times of year having a negative impact on 
WTE on one hand but prey such as rabbits and deer having a negative impact on 
forestry and to some extent agriculture; diversionary feeding close to nest sites to 
divert WTE from hunting lambs; licencing of scaring and nest site manipulation (out-
with the breeding season) to encourage WTE away from the conflict areas in both 
forestry and agricultural terms. 
 
Initial ideas need to be included within the forest plan but the consultation with 
neighbours is a positive step forward.  The actual management/manipulation of nests 
within forestry and done by forest managers may deliver reduce negative economic 
impacts for both forestry and agriculture. 
 



As with the farm scale approach we need to select sites to test the approach before 
rolling out the methods used more widely.  Glen Brittle is a useful case study to 
monitor as the process has already begun there but if we are to try a similar test 
approach to other areas the criteria for selection would be very similar to that for 
individual farms but would also include a co-operative community group who are 
willing to work with each other and the various agencies. 
 
Further details on the approaches to trial or monitor farms/locations are set out in 
Annex B. 
 
10d. Research work 
A research plan should set out future WTE population monitoring needs to assess 
population trends, test the model predictions and the impact of this Action Plan on the 
WTE population and its distribution.   
 
Measures to mitigate against economic losses should continue to include targeting 
known causes of black loss.  However, we need to obtain more information to assess 
effectiveness of these measures.  Agencies such as SRUC carry out research on  
causes of black loss and they may prove to be a useful partner to help establish 
monitoring protocols and to set up monitor farms (possibly with comparisons between 
areas with and without sea eagles).   
 
Action: SRUC are seeking funding for a two year research project and a PhD at 
present.  SNH and others are supporting the development of a partnership with 
SRUC to deliver relevant research.  Proposed timescale for the research to 
start is by the end of 2017.  The research will be completed by the end of the 
plan period and will contribute towards development of WTE actions going 
forward into the next plan. 
 
10e. Provision of expert advice 
The provision of expert advice through call-off contractors has been assessed as a 
useful part of the Sea Eagle Management Scheme.  One of the issues we will face as 
WTE expand into new areas is how to provide that level of advice to farmers and 
crofters who experience new issues with the birds as they move into new areas. The 
Action Plan proposes to explore how we expand the availability of that type of advice, 
perhaps through the development of a dedicated phone number and/or website. 
Demand for this type of advice is also being sought for other wildlife management 
issues and therefore actions under this measure could involve collaborating over 
other wildlife issues.  
 
Action: SNH to set up a Sharing Good Practice event to share and expand 
knowledge on management to mitigate against sea eagle damage.  The aim will 
be for this to be delivered by mid-2018.  The timing proposed will ensure that 
lessons learned from call-off contractor and  monitor farm work can be shared 
with others. 
 
Action: SNH to continue support for call off contractors and to work with 
interested volunteers to expand the pool of expert advice available.  Initial 
actions will be to meet with a group of interested parties on Skye to provide 
training and share knowledge.  This action will happen by end October 2016.  
Further training may be rolled out in future years if this is agreed to be a useful 
approach. 
 
Action:  Formally establish the local stakeholder groups as an advisory body 
overseeing the management of white tailed eagle impact mitigation within their 



local area. Groups to be involved in advising SNH on any license applications 
to manipulate white tailed eagle behaviour in their area.   
 
10f. Use of technology to make the reporting and recording of data easier and 
more efficient for farmers/crofters. 
One of the main difficulties in dealing with potential WTE damage is the collecting of 
evidence and reporting. The action plan aims to look at ways to improve 
communications and to develop techniques for making communication of information 
more efficient.  Farmers report that the writing down of data and submission of 
paperwork is difficult when most of the issues occur during their busiest periods and 
problems are often encountered when on the hill.  The action plan proposes to look at 
ways to use technology to record data where possible.  This may be in the form of 
developing a smartphone app which will allow pictures, geo-tagging and some basic 
information on individual problems to be recorded in seconds whilst out in the field.  
The app can then upload information into a central database which will monitor the 
levels of damage cause by WTE.  It may also consider the development of a 
dedicated website with advice and recording facilities. 
 
Other possible technological applications may be the use of drones in shepherding 
activities.  Drones are used for this purpose in some locations in New Zealand and 
are seen as an efficient way to cover large areas of difficult ground.  A university in 
England has already supported some research into the use of drones for hill sheep 
farming in Scotland and it may be possible to develop that research to examine 
possible practical applications here which could reduce the opportunities for 
predation by a number of predators. 
 
Action: Consider use of technology in the longer term 
 

11. Actions and timescales 
 

This section sets out a summary of the actions that are proposed to deliver the Action 
Plan objectives.  The actions are grouped into 3 sections with the first section 
including actions which can currently be applied and those which are proposed within 
the first 12 months of the Plan period.  The second section sets out the actions which 
are proposed for implementation in years 2-3 of the Plan period.  These actions 
include the testing of some new and innovative management solutions.  The last 
section includes actions which, although initiated within the first 3 years of the plan 
are likely to take longer period to develop and realize the benefits. The table below 
also sets out the key stakeholders involved in delivery of these actions.   
 
N.B. Whilst the summary sets out a list of actions required to deliver the Action Plan 
objectives, the implementation of each action will depend on availability of budgets 
and resources within each partner organisation.  Estimated costs will be developed 
once the list of actions has been agreed.  Initially, many of the management costs will 
come from the existing Sea Eagle Management Scheme budget for special 
measures. 

 
11a. Immediate actions (within 12 months of start of the Plan period) 
 

 ACTION 
 

LEAD/PARTNER COMMENTS TIMESCALE 

1. Stakeholders to agree 
the content of the 
action plan 
 

National Panel Draft plan with 
available for discussion 
by end September 
2016.  Plan has been 

By May 2017 



developed in 
discussion with 
National Panel 
therefore agreement on 
plan expected by end 
May  2017 

2. Agree delivery 
mechanism for the 
Action Plan 
 

National Panel The Plan currently 
includes a range of 
actions and ideas that 
need to be worked up 
in more detail. 
 

By end 2016 

3. Continue call-off 
contractor service 
 

SNH Current funding in 
place until 2018 

Ends 2018 

4. Continue delivery of 
Sea Eagle 
Management Scheme 
 

SNH Current funding in 
place until 2018.  This 
scheme will provide the 
structures and funding 
for special measures 
that can be tested for 
future implementation.  
May require some re-
focussing of budgets. 
 

Ends 2018 

5. Continue nest 
clearance and post 
mortem service.  
Analyse data from 
previous nest 
clearance work. 
 

SNH / RSPB Current funding in 
place until 2018.  Need 
to identify resource to 
carry out data analysis. 

By summer 
2017. 

6. Agree selection 
criteria for 
management trial 
sites.   
 

National Panel See section 10c of plan By end 
October 2016 

7. Select trial sites and 
agree approach with 
land managers.  
Collate background 
information and agree 
actions to be taken on 
site. Actions may 
include nest site 
manipulations, 
scaring techniques 
and diversionary 
feeding alongside the 
farm management 
activities supported by 
the sea eagle 
scheme. 
 

National Panel / 
SNH / FES 

 There will be a 
geographical spread of 
sites and there will be 
at least one farm/croft 
scale site and one 
landscape scale site. 
 
Provisional plan for 
2017 is 2 farms on 
Mull, 2 farms on 
mainland North Argyll, 
2 landscape scale sites 
on Skye.  

By end 
December 
2016 



8. Set up a training 
event to allow farmers 
and crofters to share 
experiences and 
provide self-help type 
advice. 
 

NFUS / SNH Trial event to be set up 
on Skye.  May be 
repeated at other 
locations in future years 
depending on 
effectiveness. 

By end of 
2016 

9. Set up co-ordinated 
system of recording 
WTE locations and 
behaviour where 
impacts  are reported 
 

RSPB/NFUS/SNH As range expands it is 
not possible to monitor 
every nest site, 
therefore there needs 
to be a 
reporting/recording 
system developed to try 
to track birds that are 
suspected of causing  
impacts (especially 
where they are not 
subject of any generic 
national monitoring 
programme) to allow 
the provision of timely 
and effective advice. 
 

By autumn 
2017 

10. Develop input into 
research proposals 
looking at ‘black loss’. 

SRUC / National 
Panel / NFUS / 
SNH 

Research proposal 
developed by SRUC 
with support from SNH.  
The research will be 
undertaken in the form 
of a PhD and, provided 
funding can be 
obtained, will begin by 
the end  of 2017.  Work 
will take approx. 3 
years. 
 

By the end of  
2017 

11. Develop approach to 
defining serious 
agricultural damage 
caused by WTE 
 

SNH / NFUS Examine the available 
evidence and the level 
of evidence required to 
demonstrate that WTE 
cause serious 
agricultural damage to 
ensure that a 
consistent approach is 
taken at all sites. This 
will be done as part of 
the work to develop 
management actions 
on trial sites. 
 

By autumn 
2017 

12. SNH licensing 
framework review 
 

SNH This is currently being 
developed and will 
provide the context  to 
the licensing of 

By end of 
2016 



activities that can be 
undertaken to manage 
WTE 
  

13. Development of a 
detailed research plan 

National Panel / 
SRUC / NFUS / 
SNH / RSPB 
 

This will set out the 
research requirements 
necessary to deliver 
outcomes of this Plan 
and to increase 
understanding of WTE 
interactions with 
agriculture and other 
types of land 
management. 
 

Starting 
summer 
2017 

14. Communications plan National Panel / 
NFUS / SNH  

This is required to set 
out aims, objectives 
and actions in a clear 
manner to stakeholders 
and the general public 
 

By Spring 
2017 

 
11b. Medium term actions over the first 2-3 years of the Plan period 
 

 ACTION 
 

LEAD/PARTNER COMMENTS TIMESCALE 

1. Implement 
management actions 
at trial sites 
 

National Panel / 
SNH/ FES / 
NFUS  

See annex B for a list 
of possible actions 

Begin early 
2016 and 
continue until 
2018 

2. Bid for funding to 
extend Sea Eagle 
Management Scheme 
for a further 3 years 
beyond 2018. Deliver 
scheme until 2021 if 
funding is successful. 
 

SNH SNH to seek internal 
funding approval to 
extend scheme to 
cover Plan period 

By autumn 
2017 

3. Sharing good practice 
type event 

SNH / National 
panel 

Organise an event at a 
policy level to share 
and exchange 
knowledge of 
management activities. 
 

Late 
2017/early 
2018 

4. Develop checklist to be 
followed when 
developing an adaptive 
management plan for a 
farming unit where 
WTE impacts have 
been reported.  

SNH / NFUS This follows on from 
the work to define 
serious agricultural 
damage and the 
lessons learned from 
implementing the 
trial/monitor farm 
management.  A draft 
list of steps is set out 
for discussion at Annex 

By end 2017 



C 
 

5. Develop trials of 
diversionary feeding, 
supported by the 
special measures 
within the Sea Eagle 
Management Scheme 
 

SNH / NFUS Required to find out if 
we can divert birds 
known to predate 
lambs to other food 
sources 

Set up trials 
by winter 
2017 

 

11c. Longer term actions to be initiated in first  2-3 years of the Plan with a view to 
roll out over the longer term. 
 

 ACTION 
 

LEAD/PARTNER COMMENTS TIMESCALE 

 Evaluate nest site 
manipulation and roll out 
approaches to other 
locations, depending on 
outcome of evaluation 
and available evidence at 
new locations. 
 

National Panel  2018 
onwards as 
and when 
measures 
have been 
successfully 
trialled on 
monitor 
farms 

 Evaluate research into 
black loss for information 
that may help mitigate 
possible impacts of WTE. 
 

National Panel To be done on 
completion of SRUC 
research 

2020 
onwards 

 Develop research into the 
longer term use of 
technology such as 
scaring devices, mobile 
apps for recording data or 
drones for use in 
shepherding. 

National Panel Look at what technology 
is available and how it 
might be applied in the 
longer terms to gather 
evidence, improve the 
efficiency of 
management and 
mitigate against impacts 
 

2018 
onwards 

     

N.B. Further actions may be added to all sections of the plan as resources become 
available, our knowledge increases or WTE activity changes. 
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Annex A: Key Stakeholders 
 
National Panel Membership 
 

Name Organisation 

Andrew Bauer NFUS 

David Colthart NFUS 

Jake Sayles NFUS 

Kenny Kortland FCS 

Duncan Orr-Ewing RSPB 

Des Thomson SNH 

Ross Lilley SNH 

Rae McKenzie SNH 

Andrew Stevenson SNH 

Ross Dunsmore SGRPID 

Davy McCracken SAC 

 
 
Regional Stakeholder Groups 
 

 Argyll & Lochaber Regional Stakeholder Group 

 Skye & Lochalsh Regional Stakeholder Group 

  



Annex B: Suggested list of actions on trial areas/monitor farms 
  

 Local and national stakeholder groups will identify up to 3 initial monitor farms/crofts 
and up to 2 landscape scale trial areas across a representative geographical spread 
by the end of 2016 based on the agreed criteria. 

 Set up initial assessment of the issues/establish the problem by arranging site visits 
by call off contractors by Feb 2017 

 Arrange site visits by call off contractors to monitor predation and mitigating 
management through breeding/lambing season 2017. 

 Establish levels of losses via information from call off contractors and assess impacts 
of losses through a farm audit (flock management, flock health and economic 
aspects) carried out by SRUC/SAC hill farming experts and possibly by veterinary 
experts by August 2017 . 

• Assess usage and effectiveness of other methods used to try to avoid damage by 
August 2017 (using call off contractors) 

• Develop licence applications for nest site manipulation, where trial circumstances are 
present, by September 2017 

• Set up any agreements required between farmer/crofter, SNH and Forest Enterprise 
by October 2017. 

• Issue licences (if licensing tests can be met) for nest site manipulation in 
October/November 2017 

• Carry out any licenced felling of nesting or roosting trees in October/November 2017 
• Arrange follow up visits by call off contractors in breeding/lambing season 2018 to 

assess the effects of manipulating the nest site. 
• Keep records of WTE activity throughout this process and over next 3 years. 
• Keep records of process and develop a template that can be followed by other 

farmers and crofters. 
 

  



Annex C: Structure for decision making 
 

This annex sets out a possible structure for the decision making processes and the 
implementation of actions required to take forward management for WTE.  The intention 
is that the Action Plan will develop a flow chart type approach to this process but for the 
purposes of discussion at this stage the possible elements of the required approach are 
set out below.  It should be noted that at this stage, these approaches will be tested on 
the trial/monitor farms but the aim will be to learn from that testing process and develop a 
structure that can be followed by all. 
 
It should be noted that the aim is to reduce agricultural damage by WTE.  The levels of 
damage need to be assessed and the means of reducing proven damage may not always 
require the issuing of a licence to manipulate nest sites.   
 
1. Reporting of WTE presence and concerns about possible predation (to SNH). 
2. Initial contact with call-off contractor to confirm regular presence of WTE in an area 

where predation may be possible. 
3. Discussion of all forms of management that may help reduce possible predation on 

livestock – include sheep health, flock location, scaring, diversionary feeding, 
additional shepherding. 

4. Examining flock records and assessment of farming practices to ensure best practice 
is being applied. 

5. Carrying out nest clearances where possible to establish what WTE are feeding on. 
6. Collecting evidence in form of observations, logs, photographic/video where possible. 
7. Implementation of all possible management under the support of the Sea Eagle 

Management Scheme. 
8. Monitoring of the effectiveness of Sea Eagle Scheme on reducing impacts of WTE on 

individual farm 
9. If existing measures under the Sea Eagle Management Scheme have been proven to 

fail to reduce serious agricultural damage, a licence application to manipulate the nest 
site may be considered. 

10. If there is proven to be serious agricultural damage and other measures have been 
proven to fail to reduce that damage, a licence to manipulate nest or roosting sites 
may be issued 

11. Manipulation of the nest/roost site may include scaring or removing the nest/roost site 
(cut down tree).  This may be done in conjunction with other activities such as 
provision of alternative nest sites or diversionary feeding. 

12. The effects of nest/roost site manipulation will be monitored to assess the 
effectiveness in reducing serious agricultural damage. 

 
 
The licensing process must be managed by SNH, as the licensing authority, but there is a 
role for the National Panel to contribute to the development and implementation of this 
process 
  



 
 
 

  



Annex D: Alternative measures that can be taken to help prevent 
predation on livestock 
 
This Annex summarises the measures that have been used or could be used to help prevent 
predation whether perceived or real and thereby address in more detail, areas 1 – 4 in the 
flow chart. 
 
Steps 1 and 2 are included in this paper as the impact of sea eagles on livestock can often 
be based on assumption rather than observed evidence.  Consequently steps 1 and 2 are 
an important part of dealing with the conflict.  The more we know about the presence and 
behaviour of individual birds that are claimed to be causing impacts, and the nature of their 
impact, the more likely subsequent steps in the flow chart will resolve the issue.   
 
At one end of the spectrum a thorough investigation of bird behaviour and evidence of 
predation might prove no impacts are occurring and can save the need to progress further 
on in the flow chart.  At the other end of the spectrum a clear understanding of the behaviour 
of the birds and their interaction with livestock can help target the most appropriate 
intervention that is most likely to resolve the conflict.   
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



Measure Action By Whom Effectiveness for action plan 

Step 1 Establishing the presence of sea eagles and their behaviour 

1 Continued monitoring of 
the distribution and 
behaviour of the sea 
eagle population as it 
becomes re-established 
in its former range – 
particularly at the edges 
of the established 
population distribution. 
 

Collaboration 
between statutory 
agencies, RSPB 
Scotland, Raptor 
Study Groups 
and Volunteers 

Provides data to help improve 
population predictive 
modelling; 
Helps verify presence and 
locations of breeding birds and 
prospecting non-breeding 
birds; 
Provides an early indication of 
likelihood of sea eagle 
presence in an area not 
previously occupied.  

2 Observations of 
individual birds focussed 
on those that are 
present in previously 
unoccupied territory and 
are showing signs of 
starting to breed or 
where regular sightings 
have been made in 
conjunction with reports 
of livestock losses 

Members of the 
collaborating 
groups 
mentioned in 1, 
sea eagle 
scheme 
contractors and 
land managers. 

Can provide evidence of 
presence of birds, their status 
(e.g. age, breeding, non-
breeding), behavioural traits 
and signs of interactions with 
livestock (particularly through 
any nest inspections).  

Step 2 & 
3 

Evidence of lamb predation. These steps are a pre-cursor to step 5.  

1 Observations of birds 
attacking livestock 

Land managers, 
scheme 
contractors, bird 
observers 

Circumstances are rarely 
present for this but when they 
are those that are captured on 
camera or are recorded in 
detail are of most use including 
records of the presence of 
other predators and their 
interaction with sea eagles.   

2 Carcasses found 
showing evidence of 
predation by sea eagles 

Land managers, 
scheme 
contractors, bird 
observers 

Experience so far is that this is 
a rare occurrence but when 
they are found those that are 
recorded in situ i.e. 
photographed where found 
and then further examined 
carefully for clear signs of sea 
eagle predation are of most 
use.  Those that are judged to 
be less than 3 days since 
death that can be sent for post 
mortem and can help evidence 
the condition of the animal and 
reveal other signs relating to 
the under lying causes of 
predation.  

3 Record keeping of 
livestock performance 
including lambs/animals 
no longer present on the 

Land manager Relies on land manager 
keeping good records of pre & 
post lambing ewe condition 
and numbers, lamb condition 



ground and numbers pre & post turn 
out to the hill, lamb condition 
and numbers pre & post 
marking, lamb condition pre & 
post gathering for market. Plus 
good records of management 
of other causes of predation.   

4 Presence of 
lambs/animals in sea 
eagle nests 

Raptor workers 
and land 
managers 

Post breeding clear out of nest 
contents can reveal evidence 
of lambs brought to the nest 
and consumed during breeding 
season.  At this stage it is 
difficult to determine whether 
lambs were predated or 
scavenged. In some cases 
signs of predation can be 
detected but this information 
mostly confirms lambs are part 
of the birds diet but not 
whether they were predated 
nor, in all cases, which farm 
the lambs might have come 
from.  

Step 4 Most of these measures are supported by the current sea eagle scheme 
although many may only involve an adjustment of livestock management 
practices without significant cost. Some have not been extensively trialled and 
could be considered for support in the future.  

Livestock management related   

1 Separate livestock from 
sea eagles 

Land managers Often limited circumstances in 
which this can be done. Most 
success where the land 
manager has access to a 
range of inbye parks or can 
create new parks through 
improvements and fencing that 
allows more management 
intervention 

2 Additional shepherding  Land managers Greater presence and 
interaction with livestock 
reduces the opportunity for 
predation as well as identifies 
more opportunities to intervene 
to prevent predation.  

3 Develop means to retain 
lambs inbye for longer 
before turning out to the 
hill e.g. through lambing 
park improvements, 
lambing sheds. 

Land managers Relies on farm having access 
to inbye land conducive to 
infrastructure improvements. 
Limited support from scheme 
towards lambing shed 
construction but other 
schemes available e.g. CAGS.  

3 Sheep health measures 
designed to reduce 
propensity of animal  to 
predation including 

Land managers From previous experience 
most scheme applicants 
deploy a full range of sheep 
health measures. However, 



better tailoring of 
parasite or nutritional 
treatments to individual 
animals pre and post 
lambing,  more regular 
and tailored treatment 
for post-lambing lamb 
disease and parasites.  
Use of hardier livestock 
breeds 

the world of drugs, nutrition 
and animal husbandry is 
continually developing on the 
back of ongoing research and 
sharing good practice.  The 
application of this knowledge 
to individual farms 
experiencing loss to sea 
eagles can help to reduce 
impacts of sea eagles as well 
as other causes of lamb loss.  

4 Supplementary feeding 
and use of 
nutrition/mineral blocks  

Land managers Similar outcomes to 3.   

5 Scanning of ewes for 
separation of those with 
twins. 

Land managers.  
Opportunities 
for communal 
use 

Limited to where there is 
capacity to manage ewes with 
twins separately from ewes 
with singles.  Singles are more 
easily defended from predation 
than twins.  

Bird behaviour interventions in and around livestock  

6 Use of bird scaring 
devices including:  
Scarey men, kites, gas 
guns, streamers, rockets 

Land managers 
assisted by 
scheme 
contractors 

Best results where they are 
deployed on enclosed inbye 
land. Limited benefits for short 
periods only when risk of 
predation is at its greatest.   
Deployed where livestock are 
most vulnerable rather than 
close to sites habituated by 
sea eagles so that they do not 
constitute harassment  

7 Diversionary feeding:  
temporary deployment 
of food to divert birds 
from interacting with 
livestock.  Can include 
carrion such as chicken, 
rabbit, geese or deer.  

Combination of 
raptor 
workers, land 
managers, 
volunteers 
and scheme 
contractors 

Not to be confused with 
supplementary feeding.  The 
amount of food offered is 
insufficient to make a material 
difference to the birds year 
round diet and therefore 
choice of location.  It also is 
offered for a limited period that 
co-incides with greatest risk of 
predation.  It has been trialled 
in limited circumstances. We 
know of at least one attempt 
with some success.  Quite time 
consuming and resource 
intensive. Needs careful 
observations in order to 
maximise propensity of birds to 
respond to the food.  

8 Use of guard animals to 
scare birds away from 
flocks.  Can include 
donkeys, alpacas and 
dogs 

Land managers A technique more commonly 
trialled in similar conflict 
situations abroad e.g. Alpine 
dogs vs wolves in Alps.  There 
has been one trial in Scotland 



involving alpacas that 
appeared to be useful in the 
inbye but not on the hill. This is 
a technique that has not been 
extensively explored but which 
might have potential benefits.  

9 Introduction of 
alternative prey e.g. 
rabbits, hares, wildfowl 

Land managers 
with specialist 
support 

As far as we know, so far, the 
lack of alternative prey is not 
influencing the general 
numbers or distribution of sea 
eagles probably due to the 
distribution of common sea 
eagle prey species such as 
wildfowl and sea birds and 
carrion (deer and sheep). 
However, the prevalence of 
wild prey during vulnerable 
periods in the sheep calendar 
may influence the propensity 
for birds to prey upon livestock 
in some locations.  The re-
establishment of rabbits and 
hares in some locations may 
help to divert sea eagles from 
livestock during periods when 
they need live prey to feed 
chicks etc.  This is a complex 
issue that needs careful 
thinking as there are legal 
issues involved as well as 
potential for negative impacts 
on other land uses.  It has not 
been trialled as yet but may be 
an option worth exploring 
under the action plan    

10 Artificial nest platforms 
built in locations to 
encourage 
establishment of birds 
away from areas where 
they might come into 
conflict with livestock or 
forestry operations 

Raptor workers, 
scheme 
contractors 

Historically this technique has 
been used to aid the 
establishment of the newly 
introduced sea eagle 
population.  In general the 
frequency of use by birds is 
low and so it is not a fail safe 
method for influencing where 
birds become established. 
However, as with the other 
measures listed here much 
depends on the specific 
circumstances of the birds and 
the geography of the area 
within which they are found.   

 
 
  



 

Annex E: Note of discussion to define serious agricultural damage 
 
A sub group of the  National Sea Eagle Stakeholder Panel was set up to discuss in more 
detail how we might define serious agricultural damage with regard to possibly licencing 
management actions for WTE.  RMcK circulated some background information prior to the 
meeting that covered EC guidance on use of the Article 9 Derogation (in relation to great 
cormorants) and the draft flow chart setting out how we might apply a process to managing 
sea eagles. 
 
The initial discussion on the EC guidance was that the emphasis is that Article 9 deals with 
serious damage and does not necessarily cover all damage.  We also discussed how Article 
9 defines “prevention” i.e. can actions be taken before damage is caused.  It is clear that 
Article 9 can allow actions to prevent damage but there needs to be a reasonable 
expectation that damage is likely to occur.  In the case of WTE it is accepted by the 
stakeholders that not all WTE predate lambs therefore it is not possible to assume that there 
is a reasonable expectation of damage occurring.  As such we agreed that if a licence can 
be issued it will be for the purpose of preventing further damage.  However, eagles nesting 
close to livestock have increased potential for predating lambs. 
 
Key point:  There needs to be agreement that (serious) damage has occurred before we can 
issue a licence to manage WTE. 
 
We then discussed what level of evidence might be required to prove serious agricultural 
damage is occurring.  There are inherent difficulties in doing this through direct evidence 
(eyewitness accounts, video, photos, post mortems, nest clearances) of WTE attacking 
lambs as some of the predation that does occur, takes place in remote locations and early 
mornings/late evenings when there are less likely to be potential observers present.  Some 
carcasses may be removed and taken to the nest.  In this scenario, nest clearances can 
demonstrate that eagles can feed on lambs but there is no evidence as to the condition of 
those lambs at that stage.  Nest clearances depend on nests being accessible and this is not 
always the case.  Not all prey is taken back to the nest so other evidence can be gained 
from carcasses on the ground, but these are difficult to find. 
 
Key point:  Direct evidence is difficult to collect but if it is available it should be included 
within any licencing considerations. 
 
We discussed how we might consider other evidence that will contribute towards any 
assessment of damage.  We covered looking at farm records pre and post WTE arrival and 
looking for differences in average lambing returns using data such as number of ewes to the 
tup, number of lambs marked and number of lambs weaned.  It might also be possible to 
compare lambing returns from a farm that has reported WTE predation, with a farm that 
does not suffer from predation (due to no WTE or a local pair not predating lambs).  SRUC 
will have detailed data on good and bad years due to other factors such as weather, fluke 
etc. that can be used to potentially explain some of the fluctuations.  If other factors such as 
flock health and shepherding practices are as good as they can be (confirmed by experts 
such as veterinary services or SRUC) then it may be a reasonable assumption that losses 
might be down to WTE, especially if the above comparisons show that losses are more than 
the ‘norm’ elsewhere for that year.  SNH Call-off contractors may also hold relevant historical 
data. 
 
Key point:  There are a number of sources of indirect evidence (circumstantial and historical) 
that can be considered and whilst each of the issues taken individually might not provide 



enough evidence, a cumulative picture might show that it would be a reasonable assumption 
that WTE are causing damage. 
 
We moved on to discuss the seriousness of any damage and how that can be demonstrated.  
In terms of direct predation (i.e. the loss of lambs from the flock) we discussed how the value 
of any single lamb or a small number of lambs may not be perceived initially as a significant 
loss to a farm, especially if it is a larger scale operation.  We considered if we looked at the 
losses purely in those terms it would be difficult to explain to the wider public that the costs 
to the farm business are significant (especially if lambs do not attract a good price at sale). 
We also considered how impacts might be different on land of varying quality.   However, on 
all types of land, serious impact comes mostly due to the inability to replace ewe lambs in 
hefted hill flocks.  That can result in a steady reduction in the flock size, a reduction in the 
stocking density on parts, or all, of the hill and the degradation of the habitat due to lack of 
grazing (meaning the habitat is less attractive to sheep and other species).  It can be costly 
to replace ewe lambs and the known difficulties and long timescales of successfully hefting 
naïve replacements mean that the impacts on the farmer of losing even a small number of 
lambs to WTE predation goes way beyond the sale price of an individual lambs.  The 
replacement strategy will vary from farm to farm (e.g. replacing breeding ewes at five years 
old, six years old etc), but for any one farm or croft it will be possible to calculate the number 
of ewe lambs that need to be retained each year to maintain the desired future number of 
breeding ewes in the flock. This – together with the need to also have surplus lambs for sale 
- could be used as  production target baselines against which to compare the impact of 
losses on each farm attributable to WTE each year. At present there is not a lot of research 
available on the difficulties associated with ewe lamb retention and maintenance of breeding 
ewe numbers in hefted flocks but SRUC have removed and then replaced a flock in a glen at 
Kirkton and therefore hold information on how difficult it can be to repopulate areas with 
unhefted replacements and to subsequently increase  stocking density where blackloss 
(from factors other than WTE) is also limiting the number of ewe lambs available from the  
ewes starting to heft to the area. 
 
Key point:  The main economic impact of WTE predation is on the inability to replace ewe 
lambs within hefted hill flocks.  This can have a steady reduction in the output and therefore 
the economic viability of the farm.  It may be that we required more information on this at an 
individual farm level and we may also need to consider further research into the economic 
impacts as that is what can easily define the “serious” nature of the damage. 
 
In summary, we concluded that we will likely require evidence from a range of sources 
(direct evidence, circumstantial evidence and site history) to build up a picture of whether or 
not serious agricultural damage is occurring.  As such, in the initial stages it is unlikely that 
we can set up a “one size fits all” approach until we have worked through some of the ideas 
set out above on the farms we choose as monitor farms.  The intention would be to select 
some initial farms and work through these ideas but further farms could be added in 
following years and we do not intend to trial these approaches for 5 years before they are 
available to others. 
 
We also agreed that it is important to involve SNH licencing team in these discussions and 
that it may be beneficial to invite them to a farm where there are known WTE impacts to try 
to demonstrate the scale and difficulties involved in these potential licencing decisions.  
We also agreed that any licenced action to manage or manipulate WTE is likely to raise 
public interest and may be considered contentious.  As such we are clear that the process of 
working towards any licence needs to be robust and able to stand up to scrutiny. 
 
 


