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7.2 Future collaborative actions 
 
Many attendees at the Understanding Predation Project Review Seminars noted that the project had 
been a success in bringing the various interest groups together and providing them with opportunities to 
discuss the issues surrounding the declines of ground-nesting birds in Scotland and the role of predation 
in those declines. There was a shared aspiration amongst many attendees to find ways of maintaining 
this positive dialogue, and opportunities to work together through future collaborative actions. These 
future actions need not be research projects and some stakeholders expressed the need for urgent 
action to arrest population declines of the focal species rather than delaying to allow further research.  

Collaborative actions can have several aims, which may include generating valuable information, and 
disseminating existing knowledge and understanding, as well as bringing together individuals and groups 
to work with one another. However, it is this latter element that is especially critical to continuing the 
positive interactions between the differing groups of stakeholders that have been an integral part of this 
project. In this section of the report, we endeavour to identify activities that can bring together people 
from different backgrounds, and with different knowledge, values and priorities, to engage in activities 
that allow them to share at least some common ground. These activities should enable participants to 
grow more familiar with one another, and to develop a mutual appreciation and respect for the 
perspectives of others. They will not make entrenched differences disappear overnight, but make it 
more likely that contentious issues will be given serious thought by all parties, and that compromises 
might be  found that, ultimately, allow more effective conservation of ground-nesting wild birds in 
Scotland. 

 

Methods 

A list of ideas for future action was compiled based on responses to the online questionnaire, 
discussions during the Project Workshops, during the three Review Seminars and suggestions from the 
Project Steering Group, Review Panel and external referees from GWCT, JHI and RSPB during the 
reviewing of the draft report. The aim was to discuss the list of ideas further with stakeholders at a final 
additional Review Seminar but unfortunately this was not able to go ahead. To give interested 
stakeholders a chance to comment on the range of ideas and their merits further, the Research Group 
collated them into 29 possible future collaborative actions (Table 15) and asked stakeholders to assess 
these in a short survey. 

The survey was prefaced by a short introduction, some brief instructions, and an overview of the 29 
ideas that required rating. Participants were asked to rate each of 29 ideas against five different criteria: 

x Opportunity for collaboration across a broad range of stakeholders 
x Likely acceptability across a broad range of stakeholders 
x Opportunity to build greater trust between sectors 
x Opportunity to provide new insights and fill key gaps in current knowledge 
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x Level of priority / interest for the participant or their organisation  

Participants were asked to rate each idea against all five criteria as 'High', 'Medium' or 'Low', responding 
'Don't know' if they were not certain. They were given the opportunity to record up to three additional 
ideas for collaborative actions that they thought were important, but were not among the 29 ideas we 
had asked them to rate. Participants were also asked not to circulate the survey for others to fill in, in 
order to restrict participation to a pre-defined group of people who had all been involved in the project. 
These included the participants in all the three project seminars, the Steering Group, the review panel 
and expert reviewers of the draft report. This resulted in the survey being completed by a wide and 
representative cross-section of stakeholders (Table 16). 
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Table 15) which formed the basis of a short questionnaire survey which stakeholders were asked to 
participate in. 
 
These future collaborative actions included: 

x 8 actions aimed principally at fostering collaboration among the diverse groups of stakeholders 
with which the project has engaged; 

x 16 actions aimed at addressing significant gaps in knowledge relevant to the ecology and 
management of wild birds; and  

x 5 actions aimed at improving understanding of attitudes and values among the relevant 
community.  

Many of these actions might contribute to multiple objectives if they were able to address one or more 
knowledge gaps or areas where understanding currently differs, at the same time as building trust 
through increased opportunities for dialogue and for working together, from design to delivery of these 
projects. 

The survey was prefaced by a short introduction, some brief instructions, and an overview of the 29 
ideas that required rating. Participants were asked to rate each of 29 ideas against five different criteria: 

x Opportunity for collaboration across a broad range of stakeholders 
x Likely acceptability across a broad range of stakeholders 
x Opportunity to build greater trust between sectors 
x Opportunity to provide new insights and fill key gaps in current knowledge 
x Level of priority / interest for the participant or their organisation  

Participants were asked to rate each idea against all five criteria as 'High', 'Medium' or 'Low', responding 
'Don't know' if they were not certain. They were given the opportunity to record up to three additional 
ideas for collaborative actions that they thought were important, but were not among the 29 ideas we 
had asked them to rate. Participants were also asked not to circulate the survey for others to fill in, in 
order to restrict participation to a pre-defined group of people who had all been involved in the project. 
These included the participants in all the three project seminars, the Steering Group, the review panel 
and expert reviewers of the draft report. This resulted in the survey being completed by a wide and 
representative cross-section of stakeholders (Table 16). 
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Table 15. The 29 future collaborative actions as they were presented to stakeholders for assessment by 
survey in the Understanding Predation project. The ideas are grouped under three headings (Fostering 
Collaboration, Ecology & Management, and Attitudes & Values) according to their primary aims and foci, 
but most of these ideas could contribute to multiple collaborative objectives. 

FOSTERING COLLABORATION 
1. Establish an adaptive management forum consisting of nominated policy advisers, 

practitioners and researchers. Such a forum could be used to discuss and agree management 
strategies, and to ensure that practitioners are fully integrated in collaborative projects from inception 
to delivery and implementation of findings. 

2. Hold regular workshops/meetings with interested stakeholders (e.g. policy advisers, 
practitioners and researchers). These would give interested parties from different sectors the 
opportunity to get together, share knowledge and seek consensus on relevant issues. 

3. 'Walking in another person's shoes' – a professional-exchange program where 
representatives from different professions or key decision-making bodies can exchange roles for a time 
(e.g. day/week/month) to better understand the perspectives and decision-making of people in other 
sectors and organisations. 

4. Develop a high-tech, web-based portal to act as an online facility to share observations, 
knowledge and collaborative opportunities within and between stakeholder groups and sectors. 

5. Develop citizen science projects - programmes to train and engage volunteers from different 
stakeholder groups to take part in different kinds of organised wildlife surveys. 

6. Promote and enhance BASC's Green Shoots mapping initiative, a programme to encourage 
members of the shooting community to provide records of wildlife and habitats, both on and off their 
shooting areas, on a regular basis. 

7. Establish better links between monitoring and public awareness / education - find ways to 
better communicate wildife survey findings to the public. 

8. Establish large-scale demonstration sites to show the effectiveness of legal predator 
management. These could host trials to implement and assess different conservation-management 
strategies and promote those which are deemed most effective for conserving ground-nesting birds. 

ECOLOGY & MANAGEMENT 
9. Understanding causes of curlew decline (e.g. breeding success, habitat management, 

predator control, spatial variation). 
10. Understanding recruitment and dispersal of black grouse (e.g. collecting information on 

breeding productivity, using remote tracking to get information on movements, foraging behaviour 
and survival, and combining this information with data on habitat, predators, land-use and 
management to inform understanding of population drivers). 

11. Project to examine impact of legal predator removal on breeding success of ground-nesting 
birds - experimental approach to understand the effects of removing predators on the general licence, 
such as foxes, crows, stoats and weasels, using appropriate range of removal methods, control sites 
etc. 
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12. Project to examine impact of removal of protected species (e.g. buzzard, raven, goshawk, 
pine marten, badger) on breeding success of ground-nesting birds - experimental approach to 
understand the effects of removing predators on the general licence, using appropriate range of 
removal methods, control sites etc. 

13. Gathering information on predation and predators (e.g. using camera traps or remote 
tracking to collect information on presence and movements of animals), to improve our understanding 
of predator numbers and activity and implications for prey populations. 

14. Scale of predation impacts - legal predator removal experiments to examine how impacts 
of predators vary from the local scale to the landscape scale. 

15. Experimental work on interactions between predator control and habitat management, 
such as investigating how the impact of predator control on nesting grouse varies in relation to habitat 
management. 

16. Understanding the influence of land-use and landscape configuration on the abundance 
and activities of generalist predators. This would involve observational or experimental studies to 
investigate the potential for predation impacts on bird populations in different land-use types to be 
affected by the proximity, and size and shape of area, of other land-uses. 

17. Effects of human-mediated prey/food availability on predator densities and activities at 
different landscape scales, including through deliberate provision of food to released or wild animal 
populations, introduction of non-native prey species, artificially high densities of native prey species, 
road kill, and refuse. 

18. Comparing the ecological, social and economic consequences of different models of land-
use (e.g. intensive management for hunting/shooting, low intensity management, no management and 
rewilded land). 

19. Investigating the direct and indirect effects of human disturbance on ground-nesting birds - 
using a combination of observational and experimental approaches to look at and test effects of 
disturbance on the success of ongoing breeding attempts, as well as on the subsequent survival and 
productivity of disturbed adults, and young produced from these breeding attempts. 

20. Understanding how the spatial pattern in predator removal across a landscape affects the 
abundance and behaviour of prey and predator species. This could involve a mixture of experimental 
and observational approaches, setting up predator control programmes (or finding existing ones) that 
operate at different spatial scales. The ability of these programmes to reduce predator numbers and 
conserve prey populations, at site, landscape and national levels, could then be compared. 

21. Research into the benefits to society of economically non-productive land, including 
cultural value, ecosystem and public health, wildlife conservation, and recreation. 

22. Intra-guild predation in raptors (e.g. Goshawks predating on corvids and Golden Eagles 
predating other birds of prey), and the consequences of this phenomenon for predator assemblages, 
behaviour of sub-dominant predators, and size and growth of prey populations. 

23. Predator removal and compensation between predators – this would involve investigating 
the impact on numbers and behaviour of the remaining predators, and on prey populations, of 
predator control programmes targeting single predator species versus a range of species. 

24. Comparing different predator control techniques - this would involve experimental 
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investigation of two or more different predator control techniques (e.g. shooting at different times of 
year, poisoning, snaring) to determine their relative effectiveness (at reducing predator densities and 
as a means of reducing the effect of predation on target prey populations). 

ATTITUDES & VALUES 
25. Explore how stakeholder attitudes and values regarding different predator species and 

related impacts of predation may influence conservation of ground-nesting birds - e.g. research to 
develop awareness / education programs based on a better understanding of stakeholder attitudes 
(e.g. general public, media, policy advisers, practitioners, researchers) towards different predator 
species and their impacts on ground-nesting birds. 

26. Examine public attitudes towards and knowledge about impacts on ground-nesting bird 
populations, including those arising from predation, and the effects of different predator control 
techniques. This could involve research to assess levels of public tolerance for different predator 
management strategies via a survey of the general public. 

27. Building a shared vision for the countryside - research to understand the perceptions held 
by different stakeholders about different predator and prey species (including what constitutes healthy 
populations of these species, and what are appropriate baseline population levels), and what sort of 
countryside stakeholders aspire to. 

28. Understanding constraints to implementing licencing for specific protected predators, such 
as Buzzard - this would involve research and/or trials to determine what level of licencing, if any, 
could be acceptable to different stakeholders in the context of ground-nesting bird conservation and, if 
so, in what circumstances. 

29. Enhancing predation management as a tool for ground-nesting bird conservation through 
the Scottish Rural Development Program (SRDP) - e.g. research and/or consultation with different 
stakeholders to understand how the SRDP can be used in a more targeted way to link predation 
management measures with habitat management measures. 
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Table 16. Affiliations of the 35 participants in the survey assessing and prioritising future collaborative 
actions suggested during the Understanding Predation project. 
Organisations & Affiliations Number 

Association of Deer Management Groups 1 
British Deer Society 1 
Borders Forest Trust 1 
British Moorlands 1 
British Trust for Ornithology 1 
Cairngorms National Park Association 2 
Consultants and surveyors 2 
Field Sports & Conservation 1 
Game and Wildlife Conservancy Trust 1 
Langholm Project 1 
National Trust for Scotland 1 
Review Panel 2 
Scottish Association for Country Sports  1 
Scottish Raptor Study Groups 2 
Scottish Gamekeepers Association 3 
Scottish Land and Estates 1 
Scottish Natural Heritage 3 
Songbird Survival 1 
Sporting Estates 6 
Wildlife Estates Scotland 1 
Wildlife interests 1 
University of Highlands and Islands 1 

 

Survey assessments were numerically weighted to derive scores for each idea against each of the five 
criteria. Ratings of ‘High’ contributed a score of 2, ‘Medium’ a score of 1, and ‘Low’ a score of 0, with 
ratings of ‘Don’t know’ not being included. The average score for each criterion provides an overall 
assessment across all survey participants, with scores close to 2 indicating consistently high ratings, and 
scores close to 0 indicating consistently low ratings. For each action, these scores are summed to give an 
overall score out of 10. These scores should not be interpreted as exact measures of project quality, but 
as indications of the relative value of and support for each project among the stakeholder community. 
The actions are ordered by rank according to this overall score in Table 17. Additional suggestions 
provided by participants in the survey are listed in Table 18. 

 

Results 

Of the eight collaborative actions, the two scoring highest overall were action 1, involving the 
establishment of an adaptive management forum, and action 8, establishing one or more large 
demonstration projects (). Action 1 was rated very positively by stakeholders in terms of opportunities 
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for collaboration, building trust, and individual prioritisation. Its lower rating for insight need not be a 
concern if the aim of such a project was primarily to foster good relations (though such a forum, if well 
managed, could be used to improve the evidence base on which decisions about management practice 
could be based). Action 8 was rated higher for insight, but lower for acceptability and priority. Several 
stakeholders’ commented that previous, similarly large projects, such as Langholm, had proved very 
expensive, but had delivered little in terms of resolving disagreements and conflicts. 

The highest scores for the 16 ecology and management actions went to actions 9, 10 and 13, placing 
these actions in the top ten in almost all categories (Table 17). These are field-based projects, the first 
two of which are aimed at collecting more information on population drivers of Curlew and Black 
Grouse, respectively, and the third of which is aimed at collecting more information on predator activity. 
This kind of project could provide valuable opportunities for stakeholders to accumulate shared 
experiences and evidence relating to wild birds and their environment, contributing to the development 
of mutual trust and respect. The involvement of different stakeholders in the design, implementation 
and reporting of such studies does not preclude differences in interpretation, but it does make it more 
likely that agreement can be reached on what the data do and do not show. As well as providing 
stakeholders an opportunity to engage with one another and build up a shared body of experience and 
evidence, these projects also provide information that is valuable for conservation, of interest to a wide 
cross-section of stakeholders. 

The highest overall score given to any of the 5 attitudes and values actions went to action 25, exploring 
and increasing societal awareness of stakeholder attitudes towards different predator species and the 
impact of predation (Table 17). Ratings for this action were in the top 10 for all 5 criteria, indicating that 
many stakeholders believed that this action would not just be good for promoting collaboration, but had 
the potential to yield useful insights and to advance the interests of their sectors. During this project, 
many stakeholders expressed the belief that lack of understanding of predation among the public was 
one of the most significant barriers to legislative and regulatory change to enable better management of 
predators. The phrase “better management” would definitely mean different things to different 
stakeholders but, nevertheless, better and wider understanding of the values and attitudes of 
stakeholders would be a positive development. 
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Table 17. Average scores against each of five criteria (opportunity for collaboration across a broad 
range of stakeholders; likely acceptability across a broad range of stakeholders; opportunity to 
build greater trust between sectors; opportunity to provide new insights and fill key gaps in 
current knowledge; and level of priority / interest for the participant or their organisation) for 29 
ideas relating to future collaborative actions, rated by 35 stakeholders who participated in an 
online survey. Participants gave each project a rating of ‘High’ (score = 2), ‘Medium’ (score = 1), 
‘Low’ (score = 0) or ‘Don’t know’ (no score) against all five criteria. The top 10 scores under each 
criterion are shaded the same colour as the column header. For each project, average scores for 
each criterion, an overall score (from 0 to 10) combining scores for all five criteria, and a rank 
based on this score, are given in the table below. Projects are ordered by rank. See the Methods 
section for further detail.  

Action Collaboration Acceptability Trust Insight Priority OVERALL Rank 

13 1.69 1.35 1.43 1.77 1.76 6.24 1 
10 1.63 1.51 1.34 1.69 1.58 6.17 2 
9 1.66 1.38 1.27 1.74 1.58 6.06 3 

20 1.62 1.13 1.40 1.74 1.64 5.89 4 
25 1.58 1.26 1.36 1.64 1.48 5.83 5 
22 1.59 1.22 1.33 1.67 1.41 5.81 6 
19 1.49 1.23 1.37 1.71 1.45 5.80 7 
15 1.59 1.20 1.37 1.60 1.36 5.76 8 
8 1.65 1.06 1.41 1.57 1.48 5.69 9 

18 1.54 1.18 1.34 1.60 1.52 5.66 10 
1 1.69 1.15 1.38 1.33 1.61 5.55 11 

23 1.52 0.97 1.30 1.71 1.52 5.50 12 
27 1.46 1.26 1.29 1.49 1.42 5.49 13 
14 1.55 0.97 1.24 1.71 1.48 5.46 14 
29 1.53 1.09 1.32 1.47 1.53 5.41 15 
16 1.45 1.21 1.24 1.47 1.34 5.38 16 
2 1.57 1.09 1.23 1.43 1.48 5.32 17 

11 1.47 1.06 1.32 1.31 1.30 5.17 18 
21 1.39 1.23 1.06 1.45 1.23 5.13 19 
7 1.42 1.30 1.21 1.06 1.42 5.00 20 

26 1.26 1.09 1.11 1.46 1.36 4.92 21 
6 1.31 1.23 1.16 1.21 1.34 4.91 22 
3 1.49 1.00 1.18 1.18 1.09 4.84 23 

12 1.40 0.44 1.18 1.71 1.52 4.73 24 
28 1.31 0.62 1.17 1.60 1.48 4.70 25 
5 1.38 1.03 1.12 1.11 1.12 4.64 26 

24 1.26 0.71 1.14 1.51 1.27 4.62 27 
17 1.06 0.87 0.94 1.27 1.03 4.14 28 
4 1.17 0.91 0.85 1.09 1.03 4.01 29 

 

In order to be successful in engaging stakeholders, projects should ideally have a focus that is of 
immediate interest to them, and a remit that does not directly threaten their positions. For example, 
projects looking at the ecological effects of non-native game bird releases (e.g. action 17) or 
investigating the effect of removal of protected raptor species on breeding success of ground-
nesting birds (e.g. action 12) could yield information that would support a case for societal change. 
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Such change might be welcomed by some stakeholders, and have positive consequences for society 
or wild bird conservation in the long run, but could also be perceived as threatening the interests or 
livelihoods of others. This could make it more difficult to successfully engender collaboration 
through such projects than through those aimed at generating information that all parties welcome 
and recognise the need for. 

This is not to say that controversial projects are not important, nor that projects aimed primarily at 
filling knowledge gaps should necessarily be recognised as important by all stakeholders before they 
are carried out. Some other ideas for action that do not feature prominently in the ratings of the 
stakeholders could nevertheless make valuable contributions to stakeholder understanding of the 
issues dealt with by this project. These include actions 11, 16 and 17, which involve research on the 
ways that predator abundance and predation impacts are affected by legal predator control, human-
managed landscapes, and human-mediated food sources. All of these projects could fill important 
gaps in currently available information on predation (in the case of projects looking at legal predator 
control, confirming and clarifying when and where effects that have been clearly demonstrated in a 
few studies apply in a wider variety of contexts), but were not recognised as being well-suited to 
encouraging collaborative action by the majority of stakeholders. Other projects, such as action 22 
looking at the consequences of intra-guild effects for predator and prey assemblages, and action 23 
on compensatory predation following removal of a subset of predators, were recognised by project 
stakeholders as having the potential to yield useful information, but were rated less positively in 
terms of respondent priorities (intra-guild predation) and potential for collaboration (compensatory 
predation). 

Two other projects that were very positively rated, ranking in the top ten under four of the five 
criteria, were action 20 looking at the consequences of spatial pattern of predator removal, and 
action 25 exploring stakeholder values and attitudes towards different predator species. The first of 
these could have a strong, field-based component, though to generate the anticipated information it 
would have to be coordinated and synthesised at a large spatial scale. Nevertheless, it could also 
provide ample opportunity for stakeholders to work together on the ground, and (like actions 9, 10 
and 13) could also help to build trust and relationships at higher levels of participating organisations 
through collaboration during design, coordination, analysis and reporting. 

One final consideration concerns the investment of time that is required to develop true 
collaborations and foster continuing trust between different stakeholder interests.  Many of the 
future actions identified as higher priority by stakeholders would constitute projects of fixed 
duration, and would not necessarily result in a step change in collaboration and trust that would be 
maintained in the longer-term. Possible future initiatives like actions 1 (adaptive management 
forum), 5 and 6 (with potential to develop wider stakeholder involvement in longer-term data 
collection and monitoring) would serve to increase collaboration and trust over longer timescales 
and could lead to greater overall ownership of the basic monitoring information on which a whole 
range of conservation-management decisions are currently based.
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Table 18. Additional ideas for collaborative action put forward by participants in the survey 
1. Sharing good practice for land management with socio-economic and biodiversity benefits 

2. Impacts of large scale game bird release on biodiversity 

3. Predator exclusion areas for conservation of ground-nesting birds  

4. Organisations gaining the necessary permissions to gain access to land to carry out what ever 
studies they wish to do. Covert studies/operations by bird organisations in the past have widened the 
gap between them and the sporting/rural community. 

5. More social science on understanding what motivates and historical context of, farmers, 
gamekeepers 

6. Game theory (walking in shoes) vital to see how other protagonists react to scenarios 

7. simple, frill-free, annual conference with no affiliation marked on attendees - in order to meet and 
spread common ground 

8. Broadening participation in established monitoring schemes and greater transparency of 
process/data 

9. Moorland Group/RSG joint events - field visits 

10.  There is urgent need to compare impact of predation with impacts of habitat 
loss/impoverishment, pesticide use and reduced availability of invertebrate food (as reported in the 
journal Science in July 2014). 

11. Greater use of mathematical modelling to better understand the importance of predation relative 
to the other factors specified in Idea 1. 

12. Use some of the existing evidence that's out there and believe it. e.g. Grouse Moor Densities. A 
lot of the answers already exist from the Langholm project. 

13. Investigate the impact of high concentrations of red kites have on local biodiversity  

14. Survey training to ensure that species recording (presence, abundance, changes over time) is 
valuable to set the benchmark against predation can be measured 

15. Alongside, mapping & recording, development of simple recording app which would collate info 
and download to dbase / via mapping tool 

16. To amend through management bird species populations based on the red/amber/green grading 
to improve the opportunities for at risk species 

 

 


