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Our specific interests in this consultation are as:

Academic/scientific/research
Animal Welfare

Farming arable

Farming livestock

Fishery or fish stock management
Gamebirds
Landowner/occupier/manager
Pest control

Wildfowling

Wildlife conservation

Who we are

This submission has been produced by the Game & Wildlife Conservation Truesi(GMECT), a
research and education charity that has had over 1,000 scientific papers publishezl/iavpeer

journals over the past 80 years, more #0@of which were on issues relating to predation and
farmland and moorland birdn the basis obur scientific expertise, we regularly provide advice to
statutory bodies as well as providing practical advice to farmers and landowners on how to manage
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their land with a view to improving biodiver€dyr Advisory team have, for many years, run indust
leading best practice predation control training courses. These courses are based on practical
experience backed up by GWCT science.

Much of our research is undertaken in collaboration with other institutions and organisations, including
Cardiff Univerty, the British Trust for Ornithology, the Centre for Ecology and Hydrology, and the
RSPB.

Confidentiality and Data Protection
1. Would you like your response to be kept confidential? (Required)

1.1. No

1.2. If you answered Yes to this question plgiaeeyour reasons
NA

About you
2. What is your name? (Required)

Matthew Goodall

3. What is your contactmail or postal address? (Required)

mgoodall@gwct.org.uk

4. Are you responding as an individual or on behalf of an organ{gauifed)
4.1. Organisation

4.2.If you are responding on behalf of an organisation, please tell us which one:

Game and Wildlife Conservation Trust

5. What is the main reason for your interest in the shooting and trapping of wild birds in
Wales? (Pleasiek the one that best applies to you): (Required)

Academic/scientific/research
Animal welfaré

Falconry

Farming) arablé/

Farming livestock

Fishery or fish stock managerient
Gamebird¥
Landowner/occupier/manayer
Pest controf

Recreation
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Wildfowlingy
Wildlife conservatidh

Other. If other, please specify:

6. Your location (Required)

The Maltings, East Tyndall Street, Cardiff CF24 5EA

6.1.1f you are based in the UK, please tell us the first part of your postcode (for
example LL57)

CF24

6.2.1f you are based outside the UK, please tell us which country

N/A

Principles for deciding when general licences are appropriate

7. Do you agree with the principles we are proposing to apply for deciding whether to
grant a general licence?

7.1. No

7.2 Please give your reasons

Whilst it isclearly importarthat the governance of granting general licences should be transparent and
follow a set of o6principlesd we believe that t he
and may impede therect decision being made or the correct outcome being achieved.

Within the consultation and regarding the principles NRW dthtkss all of theg@inciples are

satisfied, we do not consider it appropriate to allow the killing or takisgexfies under general

licencé Whilst this concept has merit, we believe that including wording sudiesstherare good

reason8 whereby increased flexibility is added into
reached based on evidenand a commosense approach.

Our main concern with these principles is Principle 5 which&tatés| owi ng | et hal contr
species under a gener al l'icence wil/ amt ri sk pu
specificaly Prn ci pl e 5 p aWe propose)thatva lspgeaeb wilsohlasatisfg thiprinciple for

potential inclusion ongae ner a l Il icence if it is O6green |isted

assessment fa¥aled .

We feel it ismportantto pointott t hat the statement under 5(i) ol
|l i stedd, it means that on the basitamdedlineanvai | abl e
breeding population or breedi ng ;raatylgcalidatianandwr ong,
international importance are also criteria. Hencedrolining species may be-fisted if they are of

global importance, or ambkisted if they are of European importance, occur in internationally important
numbers, have adily localised distribution or are important to the wider UK.

We find Principleb potentially dangerous in terms of specionservation. Red, amber and green
categorisation is based mainly on relative measures of population (how muwgthiéhiasreased or
declined in abundance or range from a previous poinhterdational importance); except for rare
species, it 3ot a measure of absolypepulation size or an assessment of how close to extinction a
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species might be.thterefore has the potential to create perverse outcomes. For instapesies

which has moveddm green to amber may still belativey abundantf the abundancérom which it

has declined was historically Hgjuallya species whidias recovered from amber to green owing to
predation controtould go back tamber when consent for that control was withdradditionally
refusal to give consent pootect greedisted species from predation, when the latter has been shown
to have gpopulatiodlevel impact, could result in the species declining to amber.

There is no evidence to suggest inclusion of a target species on a general licence can cause a decline at a
national scale. Predation control undertaken under the general licencesamsitargeted and

localised to reduce predation pressure (not eradicate predation pressure) at a crucial time of year for

prey species. It can be argued that if with the same effort you can annually take the same number of a
particular species for many consigewears, you would be doing so sustainably, i.e. your control would

not be impacting the wider population. Furthermore, outside Wales, where intensity of control is

arguably higher, there has been no detrimental impact to the main corvid speciesltakeence:

carrion crow has increased by 138% in 51 years in England and magpie has increased by 105% in 51
years.

To reiterate, there is no evidence to tie changes in population size to control under the general licence
in any UK country. The factaffecting population size are much more complex, including variables

such as habitat change, type and intensity of agriculture, proximity and scale of human settlements and
climate change to name a few.

Furthermore, and perhaps most importantly, we believe that NRW is wrong to use the conservation

status relating to BoCC in Wales as a guide to determine whether species should be intltdadrag e t 6
species in the general or indeed specific licenses. ttioo coar se a categorisati (
abundance needs to be contextualised relative to the species we are looking to conserve. We believe a
better barometer to determine whether a species could be controlled under a general licence would be

to compare its categorisation under the |1 UCN ori
conserved. If a species has recently declined from historically very high abundance, then even with a
recent decline, it is likely to still be abundashthawe a low extinction risk. We believe that this is the

case for magpie in Wales, whose abundance has declined by 43% in a-fesamnp@3od in Wales;

but in the context of a 97% increase in ey&ar period across the UK (we do not have acces®to th

specific historic data for Wales during the same period). By contrast, the abundance-nésfiognd

species needing protection from predators, e.disted waders, are much less abundant and at higher

risk of extinction.

The precautionary principle should prioritise giving a greater level of protespieci¢s that are
nearer to extinction than to those that are not, ev@ughpopulations of both species may be
declining at a similar rate (which is one ofgbiges that determines whether a species-isamdber
or greenlisted).

To illustrate, below, we present data on the population sizes of breeding grounda€stiagnihe
UK compared with those of avian nest predgtobsut excl uding raptors). The
avian nest predat@opulations is many times greater than that of the waalbest at a UK scale.
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Avian predators vs Red-listed waders

UK breeding population (pairs)
] 200000 ADDODD 600000 BOOODD 1000000

Carrion Crow
Magpie

Rook

Western Jackdaw
Eurasian Jay

Herring Gull W Stone et al. (1997)
Lesser Black-backed Gull

Great Black-backed Gull Woodward et al [2020)
Morthern Lapwing
Ringed Plover |

Dotterel

Whimbrel

Eurasian Curlew |
Black-tailed Godwit
Ruff

Red-necked Phakrope

8. Do you think there are other principles or tests we should apply before deciding
whether to grant a general licence?
8.1.Yes

8.2.Please give your reasons

As covered above, we believe that the Welsh Bstafiis may not be the most appropriate method
for determining target species inclusion and i ns
categorisation may be more appropriate.

Although we do not agree with strict, rigid principles; we think thampaet of not issuing a licence

should be given equal consideration to the impact of issuing a licence. Similarly, we think that the impact

of not including a target species on a licence should be given equal consideration to the impact of said
species klusion. For example, the cost to prey species, the cost to public health and the cost to
farmersd |ivelihoods should be carefully consi de
licence would be detrimental, especially when there is a Egdlerice to support the exclusion of

said species from the licences being beneficial to its conservation status but evidence to show that it is a
recognized predator of other species of poor conservation status.

Target species on general licences

9.Do you think that magpie is suitable for inclusion on general licences in Walesf ievidénce of
decline in their population in Wales?

9.1.Yes

9.2.Please give your reasons

We believe that, although the population has declined recently in Waldectime should be
contextualised with a historical increase across the UK. We suspeciiite iiCrease in magpie

Game & Wildlife Conservation Trust, Cymru, submissichRW' s approach to regul ating
the shooting and trapping of wild birds and the destruction of eggs and nests Consultation 2021 5



from 1967 is relevant to Wales to some degree, but we currently do not have access to data from
Wales during the same period.

Furthermoe, please refer to the argument above for question 7 relating to high predator abundance
and BoCC status and how this may not be the most appropriate method for determining whether a
species should be controlled under the general licencesudjestthat he | UCN o6r i sk of
categorisation may be more appropridfe. would argue that when there are smaller, more

threatened, and declining prey populations, which are inherently closer to extinction due to less
individuals within that populatiorisiof greater importance to offer protection to those prey species
instead of withdrawing their protection by removing the option of managing the predatory species.

Whilst we recognise that a minimum sample size of 178 plots is large enough toitallgtatistist

enough to reliably inform a trend for magpie abundance, we are concerned with the range and
coverage of the available data (see the BTO map included below). Most sites are in the north, east and
south, leaving central and western Walesvebatsparsely sampled. The 20@breeding atlas shows

that there is some mismatch with the Welsh distribution of magpie, which is relatively common in the
southwest peninsula for instance. There is therefore potential for bias, with BBS trend dirggestima
decline if magpies in sowtlest and central Wales are doing well.

COVERAGE OVERVIEW
This coverage map illustraies »

3,756 ‘core’ I BBS squares, +
Woodland =

Page 7 of the Breeding Bird Survey 2019 published by BTO, JNCC and RSiBefound
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J’d HHH

Picture of the BTOnapstoreweb page showing map migpie breeding distribution 2041 found
here

Additionally, we are concerned that a perceived trend in changed habitat usage has seen magpie more
closely associated with human settlements than in the past. This is reflected in the RSPB Big Garden
Birdwatch results for Wales where magpie sigghtiave increased in recent years. Whilst the shift

towards human settlements may be partly responsible for a perceived decline from BBS sample areas,
we have no substantial evidence to base this assumption on. We are however concerned how this
dynamic d&écts predataeprey relationships in the wider countryside.

Whilststrongly reiteratgthat there is n@videncdo suggest that local control of a target species can
impact a nationgopulationWe question whethethere isa potential evidencgap andpportunity

for research withegards to how local control could potethjiskew BBS data wheha data set is
relatively small amjdoes notcover the representative area adequalkly theorya percentage of

BBS plots occupidde same area whemntrol of a target species takes plaoé that ontrol had

begun duringhe time frarma in question or increased intensity during the time frame in question, could
local control skew aBS data set if that data set was relgtsmiall?

Please note ehave started to collate informationd@ok intothe aboveand better understand this
potentialconceptbut we will not be able to produce thell research anahalysis needeuthin the
time frame of the consultation. However, we have fétomd aquickly coordinatesiurveythat magpie
control(n=218) potentially takes place on approximately 30% opBB&En= 333). Given that the
BBS plots used for the sample (n=333) is greater thanitiimum sample fdhe magpie population
estimate (n=178)the overlap may be greater. In additd¥) ofsurvey respondentsd begun
magpie controin their locationwithin the last 1yearsard 69% of respondentsaid that magpie
control hadncreased ieffort since beginning control in their location

9.3.If you answered No to this question, do you think we should:

9.3.1. Not include magpie on general licences straight away, so that they would not
be inclded on any general licences we grant in 2022?
NA

9.3.2. Wait until the next published BoCC Wales assessment before making the
decision?
NA

Game & Wildlife Conservation Trust, Cymru, submissichRW’ s approach to regul ating
the shooting and trapping of wild birds and the destruction of eggs and nests Consultation 2021 7


https://app.bto.org/mapstore/StoreServlet?id=450

9.3.3. Take another approach?
NA

9.4.Please give your reasons
NA

10.Do you think there are other speoigsich may be suitable for inclusion on a general
licence?

10.1. Yes

10.2. If you answered Yes to thigestionplease tell us which species and give
your reasons

Rook

Although there is a lack e&sily accessiliiestoricdata specifically for Wales ttata available for
Rook at a UK level suggesis population in 1996 was estimated at 1.27 million nesting paivasand
about 40% higher than estimated in 2897%J.H. Marchant & R.D. Gregd899) This historic rise in
population should be considdralongside the 22% decline seen irldkeook population between
19952018 and this decline should be viewed in context of the historic rises. There is no easily
accessible evidence to suggest that Wales does not reflect the whole of the UKgarthedthough
the decline in Wales is documented as 58% between2@H%

Where predatoryspecis i.e., rook or magpabundance remains high in comparison to prey species,

even after a decline in said predatory spewie argue that the potentialtdenental impact is still

worth very careful consideration, especially where prey species are in serious decline and/ or when the
financi al i mpact to farmers | ivelihoodAowings gr eat
lethalcontrob f a o6t ar get & s p e cinetgiskputtidgdtinto an ugfa/oueablea | i ce
conservationstatis wher e species considered of BoCC statu
inclusion in a general licence, especially where historic sorease species are not being considered

in context of more recent declines. There is also no robust evidence to suggest control under a general
licence negatively impacts a population at a national scale and therefore no evidence to suggest that the
cortinued inclusion of said species on a licence would be detrimental to its future conservation status.

As stated aboveheére is no robust evidence to suggest that local control impacts a species at a national
level, although we are hoping to gain furtineietstanding of how local controlutd potentiallgkew
datasetswhen survey sample size is low, as is the case for rook in Wales where the data is based on a
sample size of 83. There may be potential that data can be skewed by locasuggestintpat

perhaps commonly us&BSmethodolog may not be aseliableas previously considered, when

species control and low sample sizes are variables.

Reviewing and reissuing general licences

11.Do you agree that general licences should be subjeciuiar review?
11.1. Yes

11.2. Please give your reasons

We support the notion that such measures should be regularly reviewed as part of a best practice
approach to wildlife management.
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12.Do you agree with the way in which we propose to carry oeg@ar review of general
licences?

12.1. Yes

12.2. Please give your reasons

Whilst we agree with regular reviews we do not agree or support Principle 5 due to the reasons given
above. We believe that using the BoCC Wales data may not be the most atenepsi of

concluding whether a species should be included as @ spgcieg udder the general licences and
instead suggest that the | UCN 6risk of extinctioca

13.Do you agree that general licences should continueissum for one year, and run
from January to December?

13.1. Yes

13.2. Please give your reasons

We are happy with the current system and believe that users are also familiar with this concept.
Currently we are not aware of a need to move away from thisaddowever, in principle and in

theory we may be supportive ofdmnual reviews also. However, they also have both pros and cons
associated with them. Further stakeholder consultation should be considered before such measures are
taken to fully undersid the implications and practicalities.

14.Do you have any other suggestions concerning the regular review and reissue of
general licences?

14.1. Yes

14.2. If you answered Yes to tigestionplease tell us your suggestions

In an ideal world we wouliké to see the impacts of licence decisions being researched and monitored.
Although we sympathise that this is unrealistic due to the complexities of predator prey relationships
and the ability to associary changes with one particular spetiess seemingly impossible to do so.

However, we believe thathere there are evidence gaps, targeted,-pmeed research should be
undertaken to better understand those evidence gaps.

The form in which general licences are published

15.Do you have any commnteron the format of general licences or any suggestidrsiowe could
improve them in terms of presentation?

15.1. Yes
15.2. If you answered Yes to this question, please tell us your comnseiggestions

We recommend that NRW d not move to the HTMIlformat aswve believe it creates additional
difficulties for users in the field. The format of HTML licence does not lend itself to being printed in a
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way which is usdriendly. We would recommend NRW stick with producing PDF format general
licences. This especially important if users are advised to print and keep a copy.

Standard terms and conditions for general licences

16.Do you agree that a person authorised by a landowner or occupier to carry out actions
under a general licence, shouldabthorised in writing by the landowner or occupier?

16.1. No

16.2. Please give your reasons

An unnecessarily imposed, additional piece of paperwork would represent a move away from simple,
lighttouch regulation and could in practice cause unnecessary complications.

As defined in this consul seatioi2tlnoftheOMdlifedndr i sed per
Countryside Act 1981 as 6(a) the owner or occupi
occupier, of the Il and on which the action author
should be authorised, and no stipulattat it must be in writing. We would therefore suggest there is

no legal justification to impose that the authorised person must be authorised in writing.

As an example of unnecessary complications: if due to unforeseen circumstances, an authorised perso
required the help of an additional person to adhere to the welfare requirements of a call bird in a
Larsen trap, then it should be reasonable that a verbal agreement would be sufficient rather than a pre
arranged written agreement.

In addition, we woulduestion why is such a requirement being suggested? If a person is found to be
unauthorised, then by definition they would not be covered by the general licence and would not be
acting lawfully. A simple conversation with the landowner or occupier uffinklte determine

whether a person is authorised. It must be more efficient to have that convérsetiand when
occasionally occurs, rather than stipulate that every authorised person must go through the process of
undertaking additional papemnkoln any case, how does NRW plan to check whether all authorised
persons are authorised in writing? If authorisation in writing is not to be checked, is it not a pointless
exercise?

17.Do you agree that general licences should include a conditioimgaggers to first try
to address the problem using alternative-letimal methods, and to continue to make
reasonable efforts to do so?

17.1. No

17.2. Please give your reasons

Firstly, wegteet hat t he word ©6sol ut i on fdthevpolicyhratherthamtee gener
otherwiseproscribed method of contrals described in principle 3 in the consultafibat is, NRW

are satisfied thatgeneral licends the only satisfactory solution to address widespread, complex,
seasonally, and logalariable wildlife management problafitsich is slightly different thEiRW

needing to besatisfied thdethal controls the only satisfactory solut{dris ofcourse fundamental to

establish whether lethal control can be an effective option insthadtance Therefore, if the nature

of the problem warrants it, and if issuing individual licences on an annual basis for the widespread
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purpose would be disproportionately burdensome, the policy would be to issue a general licence
allowing the optionf lethal control at the discretion of the practitioner.

By allowing lethal control alongside-tathal methods, NRW ensures there is a suite of options
available to manage wildl&s.stated above,is ofcourse fundamental to establish whether letha
control can be an effective option in the first instance. However, it is not then necessary to establish
whether lethal control options are invariably effective, or thdetia control options are invariably
ineffective in every circumstance facetthéypractitioner. In specific circumstances either lethal-or non
lethal approaches may be inappropriate or ineffectual or damaging to some other interest.

We argue that the general licence should not stipulate what and whgthredmeasures should be

used. I't should be at t hethepviseapeosciibednbnonethadd s di scr et
methods, provided NRW have satisfied themselves that the issuing of a general licence as the policy is

the only satisfactory solution.

If it is deemed neceary to refer to notethal options within the general licences, we recommend that

they do not occur as a condition but should be introducedhadvisory note instead. In addition, the
wording would need careful clashderapli anednwdi wior
and phrases such as 6as far as reasonably practi

18.Do you agree that general licence users should be advised to keep records of the
actions they have taken under the licences?

18.1. Yes

18.2 Please give your reasons

GWCT recommends that, as part of a best practice approach, practitioners undertaking wildlife
management should keep records of their wildlife management activities. We therefore agree that
general licence users shouldabgisedo keep records.

However, it is worth noting that we would not agree if it was a proposed condition as this would add a
level of bureaucracy and there is minimal information given here as to the purpose.

With regards to reporting information, whilst vieglerstand and agree that data collection is valuable in
context, we are concerned with the anonymity of such data and the risk and danger which such data
may place practitioners under. We are therefore pleased to see that NRW have concluded the value of
the information would not justify the costs and burdens involved.

Complying with protected site requirements when granting general
licences

19.Do you agree with our proposed approach to addressing protected site requirements
when granting genelaences?

19.1. No

19.2. Please give your reasons

We would prefer if NRW followed the methodology set by Defra and NatureScot with regards to
issuing general licences with additional conditions to address protected site requisthesnitsan
the condiion that the general licences cannot be relied upon in or near protected/sitespe that
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NRW will carefully consider this option as an alternative to the current methodology, as Principle 6

wi t hin the clomayhelndcessary o mclustthd#ions is a ggéneral licence in order to

satisfy thiprinciple, including in particular in relation to the potential impact on proteciéd sitels e r e b y
confirming it is possible to do so in Wales.

We believe that the removal of the requirement to abtaritten consent for SSSis in Wales, in favour

of having to apply for an individual licence, is the wrong ddéRldhsuggest removing the need to

have SSSI written consent relieves bureaucracy, without recognising the additional bureaucracy that an
individual licence application places on both paArditionally,ite argument that NRW are avoiding

an unnecessary additional regulatory busdeoid when contextualised against the requirement that

other ancillary activities associated with, butowared by, general licences (for example the use of a
vehicle)would still needSSI consent

Whilst we recognise that individual licences can be applied for, it is difficult to comprehend why this
added level of difficulty has been sosghtifically fi8SSI areas, some of which are critically important

for threatened prey species. On one hand NRW recognises predation control as part of the solution to
conserving and recovering populations of these threatened species such as curlew, lapwing and golden
plover, whilst on the other hand NRW create a barrier and disincentivise practitioners before such
conservation work can be undertaken.

Look to the BerwyiSPA and SSSI to seee of manyexampls of what happens when predation
control is removedihe remowal of predation controldiween 1983 and 2002ed to the
disappearance t#pwinga 90% decline igolden ploveand a 7%decline ircurlew(Warren and
Baines2014). By deterring rather than encouraging predation cahiot is the potential to hinder
the conservation of many prey speciegesignated areas.

20.Do you agree with the list of sites and buffer zones where we are proposing that
general licences should not apply?
20.1. No

20.2. If you answered No to tlyjgestion, please tell us what changes youghimkd be made to the
list, and give your reasons

Please see our answer above. We believe there is a better way of ensuring that general licences can
cover designated areas, albeit with additional condititin®,it impacting on the designating features,

rather than the current methodology followed by NRW. In addition, if the list is to be kept, the reasons
why designated sites are not included should be made transpatehe list should be reviewddis

unclear why some of the sites are included on the list when considering the reasons NRW have given in
this consultation. As one of potentially many examples, we would query why the SSSI Carmel Head,
designated for its geological features, is includée disttas we cannfwreseea scenario where

actions under the general licence would impact the designated features of that site.

Specific licences

21.Do you have any suggestions on how the process of applying for a specific licence,
including the appétion forms, could be improved?

21.1. Yes

21.2. If you answered Yes to this question, please tell us your suggestions
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The process could and should be streamlined to reduce the time taken for specific licences to be
granted. A 40 working day turn arouratipd is too long, and the level of evidence requérederly
burdensome with little guidance given.

In Englandor 2021Natural England introduced a {ay@plication screening process which in theory
speeds up the procedhis process was implemented on the bacldifastrou2020 wrere Natural
Englandvere unable to cope with the number of applicaismbmittedHowever, we are not yet
convinced that thecreening procesasimade anglifferenceo the number of successful applications
or made anylifferenceo those on the ground wanting and willing to undertake conservation work
underlicence

GWOCT are please toead thatwithin the consultation document under 10. Conservatianlabirds,

animals and plants, Our proposBlinciples for conservationriag Principle 4: There should be

suffient evi dence t hat spedesib lkely tocfustinet arconkervatibn parpoget ar g et ¢
NRW state

e have considered what is the apprate level of evidence vs@ould apply when deciding whether

the lethal control of wild birds will genuinely furthesreservation purpose. We do not consider that

wild bird control should be licensedonih er e it i s possi bcongoldftarged pr ovedod
species X will result incarresponding improvement in the conservation status of beneficiary species Y.

We thinkthat setting such a high standard of evidence is impractical and would make it difficult if not
impossible to grant licesxcfor conservation purpos®ge consider that it should be reasonable to

conclude that controlling a particular wild bpecies is likely, on the balance of available evidence, to
contribute to either amprovement in the local or national consemwatiatus of another species is

likely tocontribute to the achievement of the conservation objectives of one or more praieiid

We stronglyrecommendNRW take this view when considering whethspecifidicence should be
grantedas it is ouwview that this ian aea which Natural England have severely taileshd we are
keen that NRW d not make the same mistakes.

UnfortunatelyNatural Bglandhavebeenaslkngfor what seems to be amobtainable level of
evidenceWe are told anecdotally that in 2020, 98% of individual licences applied fafusad by
NE.lIt is notenough for NE to say that the application forms were inadequately filled in: t898&fuse
would imply the application forms wetither appallingly designed or thers litde intention to grant
consents.

NE is requiring licenegplicants to provide evidence that the species they seek to control is having a
population level impact on the species of conservation concern they wish to piistaot.dtear what

NE meas by population level impact (it is not defined), nor is ittlikglgny licence applicant could
actually provide this informati@respecially gractitioners have controlled the species under GLs in
previous years (a higkelihood).

We are greatly concerned withe level okevidenceequired by NE andish to advise NRW agt

makingsimiar requirementsNRW should notequirealevel of evidence beitigat cannot be met,

either because it experimentally impossible; or the work needed to gather evidence has never been
commissionedNRW should avoi@dskngfor evidence knowing it is not availdlden practitionerr

the evidence required is described but not defined,gp@ | i cant s are |l eft in ign
met. In our view all of theseouldrepresent defective process.

What is an appropriate level of evidence to consent, say, an individual liceeafdrahof guller
rooksto protect grounehesting birds on moorlandlr view itshould le photographic evidence of
these birds foraging in or around the areavftich a consent is sought, at a time of year when species
of conservation concermeavulnerable to predation (i.e. in this case Maumb}). It is ecologically
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reasonable tassume that flocks of foraging gulls or corvids will find any nests, eggs or chicks that are
present and prey on them. Photographs can bestateped, and GPS-oodinatesrovided

Please sethe attached doument submitted with our responsésubmission to the Habitats
Regulation Assessment Working Giich was produced by GWCT asdbmitted to the Habitats
Regulation Assessment Working Groumigldhdo highlight a number of conceswgrourling the
individualicencingn Englandor further information.

A stakeholder working group could be collaborated with 4estgn the appligah forms in order
increase the efficiency of the process.

There is potential, dependent the proposed species to be controlled and species to be protected,
that a tiered system could be installed whereby more straight forward licence applicatibadastuld
tracked if they meet basic criteria, whereas a more complex applicatidmeed to meetadditional
criteria to be granted.

Furthermore, it would be beneficial to have increased transparency with regards to specific numbers
allowed to be takermnd the methodology undertaken to determine such numbiseee is a concern
within the user community that the number of birds allowed to be controlled is often unrealistic to
achieve the goal of the applicant. We are not able to comment verbatim r boafesach community
concerns can undermine the process and beutiihg to future applicants.

22.Do you have any suggestions on how the requirement to provide reports on activity
carried out under specific licences, including the reporting, could be improved?

22.1. Yes

22.2. If you answered Yes to this question, please tell us your suggestions

Data could be summarised more effectively. For example, Actions could be summarised as particular
actions which occurred between given datdgerdhan a specific date for each action. It seems overly
burdensome to require the County, Grid Ref and Site Nsntigerenot a system in place which
recognises the county for example based on their original application and licence number?

It is difficli to suggest changes with@atess to, or knowledge tife detail required by the
administrativeystem in usand without an explanation of what the data is used for.

Licensing the use of lethal methods

23.Do you agree with the overarching princgple have set out for deciding which
methods should, and should not, be licensed for the killing or taking of wild birds?
23.1.Yes

23.2. Please give your reasons

These principles are | ardesstherarg goddeason8 civhdr ey wbhdi
correct decision can be reached based on evidence@mdraonrsenseapproach. We therefore
agree with these principles in sectierbicensing the use of lethal methadl .

24.Do you think there are other matters we should take atmunt in deciding which
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methods should and should not be licensed?
24.1. No
24.2. If you answered Yes to this question, please tell us what else you think we

should consider

The lethal methods we propose to allow

25.Do you agree that general licengeasnted by NRW for the lethal control of wild bisti®uld allow
the use of ALL methods which are not prohibited by section 5 &¥ilddife and Countryside Act
19817

25.1. Yes

25.2. If you answered No to this question, please set out whigdrattibitel methods you think
should not be allowed under general licences and givesgsons

26.Do you agree that any general licences granted by NRW should continue to allow the
use of semautomatic weapons and cage traps?

26.1. Yes

26.2. Please give youasens

These are recognised as the most efficient methods of undertaking the actions under the general
licence. They augsedlegally andompetently by practitioners, and allow efficient, effective, and

humane control of target speci€bere are situatiawhere only a cage trap is effective and, being a

live capture trap, netarget captures can be released unharmed. The use ofautematic weapon

is desirable in many situations, allowing more flexibility to the user, increased humanenesse@dnd increas
efficiency whereby a task can be completed in a shorter timeframe therefore limiting any disturbance.

These methodsre also deemed satisfactory by NRW, hence appearing on current licences and have

been deemed appropriate and lawful during the JurRksigdw which concluded in January 2021. We
therefore can not think of any circumstance whi c
control.

27.Do you agree that any method which is allowed under general licences should also be
allowed, if apf@d for, under specific licences?

27.1. Yes

27.2. If you answered No to this question, please tell us which methods you think

should not be allowed and give your reasons.

Regulating the use of cage traps

28.Do you agree that NRW general aspkcific licences should specify the types otreggghat may
be used?

28.1. No
28.2. Please give your reasons

We do not strongly oppose this concept. On one hand we support the concept and associated clarity
of defining tr ap imtrap/cpnstaudionhonwde vireart,e rwea | asr guusee dt h at
is currently deemed legal, and the current licences have been deemed lawful during the Judicial Review
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which concluded in January 2021, then we see no reason to implement change fopflahaage
and would remind NRW that licences should be astbgich as necessary and easily understood and
adhered to by users as per Principle 7 in the consultation.

Regarding the trap design s o metinthesossultamftesisr ed t o
a historical portrayal of a trap which worksyefficiently as a corvid catching tkiptorically the

design was used with small dords to target raptors, however there is no evidence to suggest that

when used with corvid decgyep mounted catching compartments attract more or even less hon

target species than side catching compartments. Additionally, the whole reason for usapguadive

trap is so no#larget species can be released unharmed. To us, this seems an afeejpdge the

actions of individuals which, to all intents and purposes would be working lawfully and targeting the
appropriate corvid species.

29.Do you agree with the types and specifications of cage trap which we propoti®tise for use
under ay general licences we grant?

29.1. Yes
29.2. Please give your reasons

Please see abotee above answer to question 28. We are not opposed to the types of trap listed.

Use of meat -based bait in cage traps under our general licences

30.Do you agree witlthe proposal not to allow the use of mdssed baits under aggneral licences
granted by NRW?

30.1. No
30.2. Please give your reasons

At certain times of the year and for specific reasons meat baits are essential to catch problem corvids
causing serisldamage.

These are when a decoy is not available, and the use of other baits is ineffective as the birds have not
yet Oswitchedd to eggs yet i.e. early in the bre

When corvids are serious damaging livestock early in the year and othes affeative, a meat bait
is necessary to catch birds causing serious damage.

There may also be other times when other baits and decoys are not effective, such as when a young
decoy is not seen as a threat to a territory holding pair.

We recommended thawith the correct wording the desired outcome can be achieved and
recommend that NRW f ol | owYd endistnatdise meéaebaitd, incluglingn g t h e
carrion, in any trap unless strictly necessary. This is to minimise catéhiggtnepeiesd Bef or e gi v
advice on when it might be strictly necessary. V
overly burdensome in Wales.

31.Do you agree that continuing to allow the use of diced meat as feed for dec@chiegdss the
right kalance between mitigating the risk of catchindgarget specieand the welfare of decoy birds?
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31.1. Yes
31.2. Please give your reasons

We are happy with the continued ability for users to use diced meat to feed decoys. We reiterate that
as divecapture trap, if a nerarget were to be caught as a direct result of using diced meat as decoy
food, then it could be released unharmed.

Method of dispatching captured birds

32.Do you agree that licences should include a conaé@dpriring captured birds of therget species
to be killed out of sight of other captured birds and decoys, exagtion to multcatch traps?

32.1. No
32.2. Please give your reasons

We are not aware of any evidence to suggest that this is heckésdglieve this stipulation comes

from an athropomorpht viewpoint with no clear evidence to support it. We could argue that the
decoy bird would be pleased to see the back of the bird in the catch compartment which intended to
drive it from its territoy.

33.Do you agree with the proposal to allow users of raaltth traps discretion to kithpped birds
within sight of other birds where they consider that the additionalasheldandling caused by moving
out of sight to kill each bird would cansere distress?

33.1. Yes
33.2. Please give your reasons

For the above reasons given in answer to question 32 and from a practical viewpoint. It is not practical
and arguably much more stressful for the user to continuously enter and exit ihéhegpere
requiredto dispatch birds out of sight

34.Do you agree that trap users should be required to kill trapped birds (of thespergies) as soon
as reasonably practicable after discovery?

34.1. Yes
34.2. Please give your reasons

We are happy with he wor ding 6as soon as reasonably pract

Inspection of cage traps

35.Do you agree that NRW licences should specify, as a licence condition, themaattaust be
addressed at each cage trap inspection?

35.1. Yes

35.2. Please give your reasons
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We have no reason to oppose this in principle, but remind NRW that such conditions are already
applied through other legislation i.e. the Animal Welfare Act 2006. Additionally, we would remind NRW
that their current licences have been deemed lawful ahd oked to keep licences as simple and

straight forward as necessary. We believe that if any additional conditions are to be added that NRW
liaise with stakeholders to discuss the wording.

36.Do you agree with our proposal to specify a maximum ithteet@een inspections @b hours?
36.1. Yes
36.2. Please give your reasons

We are happy with this proposal, although we would be happier with a 26 hour maximum inspection
window as an additional hour would not be detrimental to the birds welfare butaffeulddditional
flexibility to the user.

Use of wing -clipped decoy birds

37.Do you agree with our proposal to include a condition prohibiting the use aflippeg birds as
cage trap decoys?

37.1. Yes
37.2. Please give your reasons

We agree onwelfare grounds regarding the call bird.

Administration of licences which allow use of cage traps

38.Do you agree that we should introduce a dedicated general licence containing temdanad
conditions for the use of cage traps?

38.1. No
38.2. Plese give your reasons

We do not believe this is necessary and would be an overly burdensome step away from simple, easy
to use and understand licencing for practitioners. Another licence containing standard terms and
conditions for the use of cage traps matsbeen required in the past and we are not aware of any
evidence suggesting it is needed now.

Mandatory registration or tagging of cage traps

39.Do you have any views on whether a mandatory scheme of trap registratiaggang in Wales
would be baeficial?

39.1. Yes

39.2. If you answered Yes to this question, please tell us your views
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We are of the view that a mandatory scheme of trap registration and tagging in Wales is npt needed
andwe are aware of nevidence which suggestherwise. We undstand why it might be felt that

such a scheme would beneficial buare not aware of any cases in England and Wales where licence
conditions havbeen ignorednd the trap user could not be identified. Without the evidence to
suggest such a scheme isdeel we think that this is another layer of unneeded bureaucracy.

Licencegprior to 2019contained h e  w dt is cecommended that any cage trap or Larsen trap
used under this licence shall carry a tag or sign that gives the number of the |éeaChiittileDfficer

for the area. The tag shall also carry a unique code that allows the ownefetatified by the police.
The operator of the trap will contact their local Wildlife Crime officebtain this code in advance of
use of trap8 a sof Qoradition 4. The fact that it was only recommended meant that adherence to
this recommendation was very low, indeed if memory serves correctly even Wildlife Crime Officers
were not aware of the recommendation. It is an example of an overly burdensmaet echich was

not adhered to, and which could not be regulated would be against Principle 7 in the consultation
document wleigeanéral lxdneetcan be framed in terms which are clear to all users,
compliant with all relevant legal requiata,and enforceabieWe should avoid such policy, especially
if it is deemed unnecessary in the firsieplac

40.Do you have any additional views on the approach that NRW should take tosgardsing the
use of cage traps for lethal control of witd4s?

40.1. Yes
40.2. If you answered Yes to this question, please set out your views

To reiteratewe do not consider there is evidence to suggest a change is needed regarding regulating
the use of cage traps. A fair approach is needed to ensurermaistzanprotect their livelihoods and
wildlife managemnmanage wildlife as necessaithout an overly burdensome approach on either

both users and NRW

Considering other regulatory approaches

41.Do you have any views on areas of wild bird cohtehsing where the use ofaternative
approach to specific and general licences could be beneficial?

41.1. Yes
41.2. If you answered Yes to this question, please tell us your views

We believe that NRW should continue to review class licencebaritiis should entail further
stakeholder engagement. Currently there are evidence gaps as to whether a class licence would be
beneficial or ngand as such more work is needed by all interested parties to ascertain their use.

Preventing serious damage or spread of disease to livestock,
foodstuffs, crops, vegetables or fruit

42.Do you agree that we should continue to grant a single general licencepfevérgion of serious
damage?

42.1. Yes
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42.2 Please give your reasons

This licence has been deemed lawful during the Judicial Review which concluded in January 2021. As
such we see no reasons to alter it.

43.Do you agree that a general licence for the prevention of serious damageshcitidvhich
particul purdoopedi edombd nat i ocostrolar e aut horised f ol

43.1. No
43.2. Please give your reasons

This licence has been deemed lawful during the Judicial Review which concluded in January 2021. As
such we see no reasons to alter it. Altering it in the megbavay would make it less user friendly and
more complicated.

44.Do you have any comments on the particular species to purpose combinationprepasing
should be authorised for lethal control for the prevention of serious damage?

44.1Yes
44.2. Ifyou answered Yes to this question, please set out your comments araligieasons

We do not recommend that NRW follow this approadiowever if NRW deems it necessary the
evidence provided by the APHAReview ptherevidenteidadei s hed i
for inclusion of avian species on General Licences GL34, GL35 and GL36 th Englamdlt ai ns t he
relevant information, as does the table included in the English equivalent licence GL 42.

45.Do you agree that a general licence for thegméon of serious damage should specify limits
on the times of year when the licence can be used?

45.1. Yes
45.2. Please give your reasons

The current licence has been deemed lawful during the Judicial Review which concluded in January
2021. As suctve see no reasons to alter it. Due to the scope of the licence, it would be impractical to
specify limits on the times of year when the licence could be used. It would also add another layer of
complication to the licence which is against Principle i8 gbtisultation.

46.Do you agree with the way in which we propose to continue to define livestock?
46.1. Yes
46.2. Please give your reasons

We are happy with the definition in principle.

Conservation of wild birds, animals or plants
47.Do youagree with our proposed principles for licensing the lethal control of wiltbbirds

conservation purposes?
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47.1. No
47.2. Please give your reasons

We agree that the beneficiary species should be those which can/ do regularly breed in Wales and

should bethose which are considered vulnerable to predation by one or more of the corvid species.
However, we oppose the position that the licences should only be used to protect red or amber listed
species, especially when there is scientific evidence to detadmsirarotection improves the

popul ation of a beneficiary species, no matter i
no legal justification for NRW to determine which species can and cannot be conserved.

In addition, we believe that whkea legal harvest of a grdested beneficiary species aahas a

resource for a landowner and evmimg financial return, there should be no reason why that

landowner cannot aim to conseryat resourcelLicences can be granted un8ection 16(1)(kof the
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981for a variety of reasons, including for the purposes of preventing
serious damage to livestock, foodstuffs for livestock, crops, vegetables, fruit, growing timber, for the
purpose of protecting any collection dfvidirds and for the purpose of conserving wild birds. We

would argue that producing a harvest of wild game birds is as legitimate a land use as any other, and
NRW should not inhibit this by unnecessarily restrictingsthef the general licences to aone

BoCC species only.

In principle we agree with principle 2, however we guestiordeteomines, and in what circumstances

is itdeterminebwh at i s O6necessaryo6? For example, when an
decline, has its carsation status been improved to a point where protection is no longer necessary?

Or does that beneficiary speciesd population nee
longer necessary? If so at what previous level would that be?

Weagre with principle 3 ardrexanmple, benéfitmasoeal populaton N R W
can in principle be a legitimate conservation puijpesgying wild bird control, as well as improving the
conservation status of a spedessidered at a natial or international scéle

We agree with principle 4 and recommend that NRW follow this principle when assessing individual
licences too. The level of evidence required should be reatibivabland be based on sound
ecologically correct assurops where controlling a particular wild bird species is likely, on the balance
of the available evidence, to contribute to either an improvement in the local or national conservation
status of another species.

Whilst ve agree in principle with principler@ recommend that this should be advice rather than a
condition A condition should be avoided as it would require standardsaeebeedmeasuredand
met,which would not be enforceable and would therefore contravene the original principle 7 within
pat C of the consultation.

48.Do you think there are any other principles we should follow when deciding whegreamtto
licences for conservation purposes?

48.1. Yes
48.2. If you answered Yes to this question, please set these out and givaspmsr

Firstlywe would highlight our answer to Q17, where we highlight the need for a general licenae when
solution is needed to addresi&lespread, complex, seasonally, and locally variable wildlife management
problemsTherefore, if the nature of the prebt warrants it, and if issuing individual licences on an
annual basis for the widespread purpose would be disproportionately burdensome, the policy would be
to issue a general licenc
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In addition, we strongly recommend the careful consideration ofgteeéant r etargeb i s gpeai 6 s
would have on the beneficiary species. Where the impact is unknown (both at the local and national
level) or, and there is an evidence gap, we recommend that the precautionary approach should be
taken whilst research is @nthken to fill the evidence gap i.¢arget specieshould not be removed

from a licence until the impact of removing it is fully understood and would not be detrimental to
beneficiary species.

Where atargets pe ci es d abunda n ctehe local andnatibnal teveletbanthea , bot h |
beneficiary species then the above argument requires extra geseitashen théargetspecies has

declined in recent years. This is the case for magpie, where the recent declines must be contextualised
with popdation increases in the latter half of the @ntury. Please see the graph included in answer

to Q7 which further emphasises this point, albeit at the UK level.

Conservation licensing: general or specific licences?

49.Do you think we should (1) retaangeneral licence for conservation of wild birds wthere
evidence indicates that a general licence is appropriate, (2) not grant dicgmerdbr conservation
of wild birds, (3) gather evidence on the extent to which Gl0Gded beforenaking that decision (4)
adopt another approach?

49.1. [Select one option]
Option 1: Retain a general licence for conservation purposes
49.2. Please give your reasons

We consider option 1 to be the best course of action because it is the system whickalgsaen

deemed satisfactory by NRW and deemed lawful dilmindudicial Review which concluded in January
2021. It is a system which practitioners are used too, and which places the least amount of strain on all
parties involved to implement necessaryservation of prey species.

We believe that option 2 has the potential to be disastrous to the conservation status on many avian
prey species across Wales. It would be overly burdensofpettioif) to many practitioners awduld
disincentivise pratdiners to undertake wildlife management on private land across Wh&sas we
believe that practitioners undertaking privately funded wildlife management for conservation purposes
should be supported and incentivised to ddsis consultation statBsR W&wsrent standard of

service iso determine all wild bird control licence applications within 40 workind=dgytsveeks is far

too long a period of time to wait to protect prey species during the breeding season and if GL 004 was
withdrawn it iseasonable to expect many more licence applications and, without additional resource,
an even longer period of time.

With regards to option 3, milst we understand the desire to garner further informatiemefer to a

previous answer within this applara{Q18) where we stated eoncernregardinghe anonymity of

such data and the risk and danger which such data may place practitionér¢éeualderwould
highlight here that the infor mat i dnnrmogsituaions, ded by
we do not think that the value of the information we might obtain freepating system would be

justified by the costs, practicalities and burden on usetdficing and administering such

arrangemenfs. We woul d t h 8RVeHawecorcludedhemseives thdlie aalue of the
information would not justify the costs and burdens involved
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Deciding the beneficiary species and the target species of a general
licence for conservation

50.Do you agree that the most appropriate basisdientifying the beneficiary species gérzeral
licence for conservation of wild birds is: red or amber listed specieseghlahly breed in Wales and
which are considered vulnerable to predation by omease of the corvid species concerned?

50.1. No
50.2. Please give your reasons

We agree in principle that the beneficiary species should be those which can/ do regularly breed in

Wales and should be those which are considered vulnerable to predation by one or more of the corvid
species. However,thetes no proposed definition of ©&6regul ar/l
we would require further clarification before giving full support.

From an evidendeased perspective, we believe it is nonsensical to have a red or amber listed
beneficiargpecies where there is no evidencé bfeeding in Waleand no evidence that predation
controlis required to conserve it. Albeit with the caveat that sound ecological interpretation/
assumption would be reasonably used where actual eviddimited nomxistent.

However, we oppose the position that the licences should only be used to protect red or amber listed
species, especially when there is scientific evidence to demonstrate how protection improves the
population of a beneficialye c i e s , no matter itds BoCC status, s
no legal justification for NRW to determine which species can and cannot be conserved.

In addition, we believe that where a lsgaplusharvest of a gredlisted beneficiary sgies caract as

a resource for a landownand everbring financial return, there should be no reason why that
landowner cannot aim to conserviat resource Licences can be granted un8ection 16(1)(k) of the
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981for aiggr of reasons, including for the purposes of preventing
serious damage to livestock, foodstuffs for livestock, crops, vegetables, fruit, gronang fiontikee
purpose of conserving wild birds. We would argue that producing a harvest of wild dmimabir
legitimate a land use as any other, and NRW should not inhibit this by unnecessarily restréeting the
of the general licences to conserve BoCC species only.

51.Do you agree that a general licence for the purpose of conserving wild hifdgshiinue to be
limited to conserving only the chicks or eggs of the beneficiary species?

51.1. No
51.2. Please give your reasons

Section 16(1)(k) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 288ivs NRW to grant licences @wariety of
reasons, includingr the purpose of conserving wild bind& do not believe there is any legal standing
for NRW to include the conditiorelating to only chicks or eggs

Whi |l st NRaWaw timatedd in this way because the available scientifieyieerd

evidenceshows predation by each of the four species of corvid listed on Gh@dder species of

wild birds is generally limited to predation of eggs andéchickswe ar e awar e t hat t he
demonstrate that adult beneficiary specieasn be predated by 6targetdé spe
species to protect a chick, only for it to be predated as an adult when it is potentially breeding itself and
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or had dependant young. The value of an adult bird to the conservation staatispéties is worth
the same as it is at any stage of that birdds ||

We also argue that the inclusion of this condition rather than an advice note creates confusion as to
when exactly control of atargetspeciesic t ake pl ace. Does it have
included in the wording and do chicks alheseo n
is also no | egal definition of whaytheatrisioof hi c k
prosecutionf they were undertake control to protect afledged, at risk juvenile.

t o |
eed
O i s

NRW fail to recognise that to detekpectedserious damageontrol must take place before eggs are

laid for a variety of reasons. Firstly, it is teddaundertake a predation control regime once the first

egg of a beneficiary species has been laid, in this instance many eggs will end up predated and the
control will not be justified as it becomes inefficient. Secondly, NRW fail to recogniserthe welfa
implications on the target species that waiting for eggs and chicks of the beneficiary species creates.
Undertaking control early enough in the season, before eggs have been laid, allows us to remove
territorial target species which have had time temiswvhere beneficiary species are nesting. Crucially

it allows us to remove the territorial pair before they have dependent young themselves. The process is
then to continue to remove target species as they enter the vacant territory, and again lyefore the
themselves have any dependent young. Waiting until later creates a welfare concern for target species
chicks, hence why i n Engl avoidlethabdcentral af birtisaunder thisn c | u d €
licence during the breeding season whenewssilple, by acting under this licence at other times of

yead .

52.Do you think that a general licence for the purpose of conserving wild birdsrstiodél
restrictions on the time of year when the licence can be relied upon?

52.1. No
52.2. Please giyeur reasons

Please see above answer to Q51 regarding the inefficiency of waiting until eggs and or chicks are
present before control can be undertaken and the welfare concerns that this brings about regarding
dependent young of the target species.

In addtion, to restrict a time of year would presumably lead to set dates being introduced which, as any
farmer who has been involved in recentagvironment schemes will attest to, does not work when
working in nature; as annual seasonal variance, geadtaphtion and beneficiary species specifi

plays apart on breeding dates, second clutches and so on.

Including set datedso could render some forms of control ineffective or unusable depending on the
time of year, putting more stress on practitigreerd reducing the effectiveness of a programme of
predation control as a whole. There seems to be no recognition from NRW that local population

control leading into the breeding season is necessary to reduce predation pressure. Whilst Larsen
trapping is #ective at removing territorial pairs, #boeeding target individuals are still opportunistic
predators which pose a potential to cause serious damage to beneficiary species. The ability to reduce
the local population of target species can be requiresttace (not eradicate) predation pressure and

there is no evidence to suggest that such control impacts the wider population outside of the local area.

53.Do you agree that carrion crow should continue to be included on a general licehe@diopose
of conserving wild birds?

53.1. Yes
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53.2. Please give your reasons

We agree with the reasons given within the consultation document and are pleased to see that NRW
¢ o n s halthere refntins a highedium strength of evidence afnaderate likdliood of a high

effect of predation by carrion crow on wild lpapulations. We consider that this supports the

inclusion of carrion croan a generdicence for the purpose of conserving wild birds in \Wales

54.Do you agree that jay should continue be included on a general licence for the gurpose
conserving wild birds, but only in relation to the conservation of woodlasgdiies?

54.1. Yes
54.2. Please give your reasons

We agree with the resons given within the consultation document and are pleased to see that NRW

¢ o n s thadthere is@ mediumighstrength of evidence of some likelihood of a high effect of

predation by jay on wild bigbpulations. There is strong evidence that nesapoedby jay is likely to

be greatest foopennesting birds in scrub or woodland habitats. On this basis we believe that it is
appropriate to include jay on a general licence for the purpose of conserving Wild birtko we ver , Wwe
disagree thathat thebeneficiary species of such control should be restricted to breeding wild bird

species of scrub and woodland halitatsa s t hi s di smi sses the i mpact |
which nest in farmland hedgerows near to or between woodland bloekstl@ivjay have increased

in Wales by 52% in a 3&ar period, and that the habiggtecific trend includes increases in mixed

farmland and rural settlement, we argue that species which nest in or adjacent to this habitat should also
be able to receive ptection. If it is argued that little evidence exists of impacts on such species, we

would recommend that the precautionary approach is followed until such evidence can be produced.

55.Do you agree that gkdaw should no longer be included on a general licence fourtiase of
conserving wild birds?

55.1.No
55.2. Please give your reasons

Al t hough the APHA r epor t-lonsstreagtheokevidei@e® ferraraimpgactoft her e
jackdawonthecener vati on of wild birdso, it doem not st
addition, although jackdaw atable in Wales, there UK population has increased 139% in 51 years and
continues to increase.

We would strongly recommend NRW to folldive precautionary principle before removing jackdaw
from general licence 004 and reiterate that the impact that removing the target species would have
upon current beneficiary species should be carefully considered. Again, if the evidence does not yet
exist, research should be undertaken to fill the evidence gap, alongside using sound ecological
interpretation and assumptions and anecdotal evidence from practitioners.

Furthermore, we would again highlight the graph used in answer to Q7, to demonst@igptreson
between target species i.e. jackdaw compared to othiskdieneficiary species, to further emphasises
this point, albeit at the UK level.
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Avian predators vs Red-listed waders

UK breeding population (pairs)
] 200000 ADDODD 600000 BOOODD 1000000

Carrion Crow
Magpie
Rook
Western Jackdaw
Eurasian Jay

Herring Gull B Stone et al. (1997)

Lesser Black-backed Gull

Great Black-backed Gull Woodward et al [2020)
Morthern Lapwing
Ringed Plover |
Dotterel
Whimbrel
Eurasian Curlew [B9
Black-tailed Godwit
Ruif
Red-necked Phakrope

56.Do you think that Magpie is suitableifmiusion on a general licence for the purpb®®nserving
wild birds in light of the evidence of its impact?

56.1. Yes
56.2. Please give your reasons

Firstly, as stated within the consultation document, the APHA report and other diceratificdhat
there is a mediurhigh strength of evidence of some likelihood of a high effeetdzition by magpie
on populations of wild birls. On t hi s thHere s ensugwesidebtejlsiifyghe entinued
inclusion of magpie on gendiednce 004

Secondly,igenthatve bel i eve t hat magpie should remain a ¢
outlined in our answers to Q7, 8 and 9 above, we again strongly recommend NRW to follow the
precautionary principle before removing neafypim general licence 004 and reiterate that the impact

that removing the target species would have upon current beneficiary species should be very carefully
considered. Again, if the evidence does not yet exist, research should be undertaken wiete possib

fill the evidence gap. Howeweith the caveat that single species predation impact is incredibly difficult,

if not impossible to acquire and as such we recommend it would be reasonable to use sound ecological
interpretation and assumptioansd anedotal evidence from practitioneusiless there are good

reasons not to.

Furthermore, we would again highlight the graph used in answer to Q7, to demonstrate the comparison
between target species neagpiecompared to other atisk beneficiary speciwsfurther emphasises
this point, albeit at the UK level.

In summary of our answers to Q7, 8 and 9:

We oppose NRWbds proposal of needing to satisfy a
or taking of certain species under a generallidengee ci al l'y Princi plWe 5 and p
propose that a species will only satisfy this principle for potential inclusgemereélicence if it is

6green |listedd in the most Waedbcent!|ly published Bo
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We believe that thiprincipledoes not contextualise the current data egwkntdeclines with historical

data and dramatic population increadssstated n answer to Q7, 8 and 9 a ©0
be very abundant after a recent decline if it has declined from very high historical abundance. The target
speciesd abundance must be compared wimegt t he ben
species must be very carefully considexgdrdinghe impact it would have on the current beneficiary

species and the precautionary principle should be applied.

We believe thatand perhaps most importantly, NRW is wrong to use the conservatimrstating

to BoCC in Wales as a guide to determine whether
gener al or indeed specific |Iicences. It is too c
needs to be contextualised relativehe species we are looking to conserve. We believe a better

barometer to determine whether a species could be controlled under a general licence would be to
compare its categorisation under the & UCN 0Ori sk
conserved. If a species has recently declined from historically very high abundance, then even with a
recent decline, it is likely to still be abundant and have a low extinction risk.

We would argue that when there are smaller, more threatened, amdrdepliey populations, which

are inherently closer to extinction due to less individuals within that populatiomitéagrieater
importance to offer protection to those prey species instead of withdrawing their protection by
removing the option of nmaging the predatory species. It could be argued that removing the ability to
control the target species in this scenario would be irresponsible of the licencing body.

We reiterate that there is no evidence to suggest inclusion of a target speciesevaldiggme can

cause a decline at a national scale. Predation control undertaken under the general licences is short
term, targeted and localised to reduce predation pressure (not eradicate predation pressure) at a crucial
time of year for prey specidiscan be argued that if with the same effort you can annually take the

same number of a particular species for many consecutive years, you would be doing so sustainably, i.e.
your control would not be impacting the wider population. Furthermore, outsilés \Where intensity

of control is arguably higher, there has been no detrimental impact to the main corvid species taken
under licence: carrion crow has increased by 138% in 51 years in England and magpie has increased by
105% in 51 years.

To further réterate and justify the need for magpie to be included as a target species in general licence
004 we want to ensure NRW do not overthatdhere t hr ee
is a mediuntnigh strength of evidence of some likelihood dfla éffect opredation by magpie on

populations of wildbirds i s enough to just i f gftetréliesonarechrringi on o
confounding factor in that most predator removal studies are measuring the impact oteviigher

group ie. corvids and sometimes other mammalian predators too. As stated above it is incredibly

difficult to differentiate the relative impacts of individual predator spheresigecentscientific

evidence that corvid removal does positively impact sopgiputhtions locally. Previous national scale
studies suggest that local effects have no impact on national population trends, with weak links between
magpies and songbird populations. However, the new evidence strongly suggests that the national
figures Wl mask local patterns. The evidence surseddrelow indicates that the ability to apply

targeted corvid control at short notice can be beneficial, where breeding hedgerow nesting and

probably other songbirds are exposed to breeding corvids.

In their reent comprehensive review Roos et al. (2018) state (in the abstract) that they found little
evidence that predation limits populations of passerines but that they do limit waders. This, however, is
not a full and balanced reflection of the results, aeg #nkling of the review, highly relevant to this call

for evidence, is easily overlooked. Table 5, which refers specifically to experimental predator removal
studies, shows songbirds increased in 40% of 20 studies following predator removal. Fowamders, i
similar, at 44% of 29 studies. The conclusion from this is that the science available prior to 2017 tells us
that corvid removal can lead to an increase in songbird population size.
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Since Roos et al. (2018) conducted their review (in 2016), the QWEpublished the results of a

large field study over four years that looked specifically at the effect of corvid removal using, primarily,
Larsen traps (Sage & Aebischer 2017). The study applied randomised corvid control treatments to one
plot in each o6 pairs of study plots and documented nest success in hedgerow nesting passerines,
using fledged brood counts and occupancy modelling. Overall songbird productivity was increased in the
removal plots by on average 10% over the four years and by, oreat6fagn the three study years

when it didnoét rain heavily throughout spring (s
both crows and magpies were removed from study plots, the ecology of these two birds suggests that
magpie control usirigarsen traps was probably the main cause of the improved songbird breeding
success documented in the study. Control reduced but did not eliminate magpies or crows from any of
the 16 study sites.

The third strand of evidence relates to a PhD study swgabbysExeter University and the GWCT and
successfully defended in 2018 (Capstick 2018). The PhD examined factors that might cause variation in
the effect of corvid predation on songbirds in a UK agricultural landscape. Three chapters are of specific
relevace to this consultation:

AChapter Two (paper in review): This review of the literature found that 25% of all reported songbird
nest predation was attributed to corvids. Some songbird species were more susceptible than others,
depending on their nestingplogy and breeding season. Corvid removal can lead to increases in the
breeding success of species especially vulnerable to predation.

AcChapter Four (paper in press): The study found that artificial nests (mimicking hedgerow farmland
songbird nests) weraore vulnerable to predation by magpies, inside magpie territories and at the peak
of the magpieds breeding season.

AChapter Five (paper in prep.): Site choice and success of songbirds in an agricultural environment
were examined and indicated that sdrdgomay be actively avoiding nesting near magpie nests and, as
a conseguence, could be choosing suboptimal sites.

Key References

Capstick, L. A. (2018). Variation in the effect of corvid predation on songbird populations. Unpublished
PhD thesis, Universibf Exeter.

Sage RB & Aebischer NJ (2017) Doesfmesttice crow Corvus corone and magpie Pica pica control
on UK farmland improve nest success in hedgeesting songbirds? A field experiment. Wildlife
Biology. DOI: 10.2981/wlb.00375.

Roos S, Smart@ibbons, DW & Wilson JD (2018). A review of predation as a limiting factor for bird
populations in mesopredatoch landscapes: a case study of the UK. Biological Reviews. DOI:
10.1111/brv.12426.

Other manipulations

Of the replicated, randomised remosngberiments represented by work on Salisbury Plain, Otterburn

and the Corvid Study are at the t-scplemahipumtiodsqual it
over large areas and over time are the next quality down. The GWCT has conductedegrover

many such studies.

Loddington

This is the GWCTods first demonstration farm, set
on heavy clay in Leicestershire. Between 1993 and 2001 we began a programme of management for

wild gamespecies and songbirds, which included habitat enhancement, winter feeding and legal, seasonal
predator control using the General Licence to control corvids. In that time, we recovered songbird
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numbers to their 1960s levels. Also, in that time, a siroikase was not observed in national
breeding bird data. Additionally, our wheat yields matched national and regional figures. The increase in
bird numbers was not caused by amtensification of farming; in fact, the reverse was true.

However, songbircherease was not thought to be attributed to predator control alone. What role did
habitat and feeding play in this increase? To answer this, we removed predator control between 2001
and 2006 whilst maintaining habitat improvements and feeding. Overethé®tigbird numbers fell

and continued to fall when the feeders were also removed between 2006 and 2010.

During this period, we collected data on nest survival. For selected species, but not all, survival rates
increased during periods when predators wergrolled compared to periods when they were not.

e.g.:

Keeper Unkeepered % change

Blackbird 25.78.9 +65
Songthrush 23.611.6 +50
Chaffinch 28.114.2 +50
Yellowhammer 32.316.9 +48

Key References:

White, P.J.C., Stoate, 8zczur, J. & Norris, K. (2008). Investigating the effects of predator removal and
habitat management on nest success and breeding population size of a farmland passerine: A case study.
Ibis, 150: 17&90.

White, P.J.C., Stoate, C., Szczur, J. & Ko(@6,14). Predator reduction with habitat management can
improve songbird nest success. Journal of Wildlife Management442.402

Stoate, C., & Szczur, J. (2001). Could game management have a role in the conservation of farmland
passerines? A case stérdm a Leicestershire Farm. Bird Study, 48: 292.

Stoate, C. & Szczur J. (2006). Potential influence of habitat and predation on local breeding success and
population in Spotted Flycatchers Muscicapa striata. A short report. Bird StudyQ@3R: 000

Preserving public health or public safety and preventing the spread
of disease

57.Do you agree that we should continue to grant a general licence allowing lethabtterabl
pigeon forthe purpose of preserving public health?

57.1. Yes
57.2. Please give your reasons

There seems to be sufficient evidence on a number of grounds to maintain the inclusion of feral pigeon
for the purpose of preserving public health. These are outlinedAR e report published iAugust

2 02 0 Revidawlofahe evilence base for inclusion of avian species on General Licences GL34, GL35
and GL36inEnglaiid and r ef er rDed WidBsdshQemerald icemae Revmblished

in March 2021.
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58.Do you agree that we should not grant a general licence for public health palipeseg lethal
control of any species other than feral pigeon?

58.1. No
58.2. Please give your reasons

We believe there may be justification for the inclusion of Cgioada and jackdaw on this licence

also.The justification for including these species is given in the APHA report published in August 2020
t i tRlewed of the evidence base for inclusion of avian species on General Licences GL34, GL35 and
GL36 in Englad .

59.Do you agree that NRW should require a gull management plan as part of anafipoagon to
control gulls in an urban situation?

59.1. Yes
59.2. Please give your reasons

We are not opposed to the requirement for a gull management plimgsas there is sufficient

guidance for an applicant to complete such a management easily with minimal effort. Practitioners
should be able to complete such plans swiftly and to the desired standard without the need for constant
mentoring from the relevaNRW andthe associated delaygiich benefit neither party.

Preserving air safety

60.Do you agree that NRW should continue to licence lethal control of wild birds faurthese of
preserving air safety through specific licences?

60.1. Yes
60.2. Plese give your reasons

Theapproach andeasoning behind the proposal in the consultation document seesilsle and
logical.

61.Do you agree that applications to control birds for air safety purposes sheeddibed to include
an appropriate managenigran for how wildlife risks at therodrome site will be managed?

61.1. Yes
61.2. Please give your reasons

The reasoning behind the proposal in the consultation document seems sensible and logical. As
described in the consultation, if Aerodrome manadyieyady have a wildlife hazard management plan in
place as required by CAA guidelines, then this should already be covered.

Fish-eating birds
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62.Do you agree that any lethal control of cormorant or goosander for the purpgsesariting
serious damage to fisheries or for conserving flora or fauna should doriimsabject to specific
licensing?

62.1. Yes
62.2. Please give your reasons
GWCT sit on NRWbés Fish Eating Bird Advisory Grou

Yes, licencing is necessary to ensure thatdetttabdl is regulated to prevent over killing of these

protected birds but whilst still allowing their control for the sustainable management of fish stocks. A
number of fish species, particularly migratory salmon and sea trout are in sharp declineopposed

stable numbers of cormorants and modest declines in overwintering goosanders. Most salmon and sea
trout populations in Wales are now classified as at risk, whereas Cormorants and goosander populations
are deemed healthy, being classed as on the Gstétolwever, there needs to be a number of

changes made to the licencing procedure to make it more efficient and effective both from the applicant
and the grantee perspectives and the numbers of birds killed under licence should increase or decreased
basel on the health of current fish stocks. See answer 65.1 & 65.2.

63.Do you have any views on the development and application of a population asethitis
modelling tool to predict the impact of different levels of licenced lethal contimorant and
goosander populations in Wales?

63.1. Yes
63.2. If you answered Yes to this question, please tell us your views

GWCT are supportive of the development of a goosander population model for the purpose of

protecting threatened wild fish popidas. However, as the adage goes a model is only as good as the
data upon which itds based. We currently feel th
guantitative data upon which to base a sound model. We urge Welsh government to praide NR

with resources to provide robust data for a Wales model. The model needs to incorporate data on the
numbers of goosanders and their locations in early spring. For example, the BTO survey over the winter

of early 2021 needs to be repeated evefl/yzarsJuvenile salmonid stock assessment data needs to

be incorporated along with expected baseline predation rates. Going forward, the importance of flow
regimes, changing due to climate change, during the smolt migration period between March to May

needs to ke investigated. Dryer springs and the resultant lower flows are highly likely to increase the
predation rates of smolts. The 2021 BTO FEB suryv
main stem of rivers, this again increases the overlap betweerl B&®ls in spring as they migrate to

sea.

64.Do you have any views on the application of a licensing threshold that sets dHenituomber of
cormorant and goosander that may be licensed to be controNgdles, informed by population
modellig?

64.1. Yes

64.2. If you answered Yes to this question, please tell us your views
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We agree there needs to be limits on the numbers of birds shot and that this should be through a
population model. However, the model needs to take into account the duerad in wild fish
populations. On stillwaters, the viability of the fisheries must not be compromised.

65.Do you have any views on the application of area or catctrased licences ftethal control of
cormorant and goosander in Wales?

65.1. Yes
652. If you answered Yes to this question, please tell us your views

Yes we are very supportive of moving to a catchment scale approach. The current licencing process for
many applicants can be complex and requires too much detail from the applicabsethisestly

leads to poor quality applications and difficulties in processing them. The process should be streamlined,
set out on a catchmeiltased approach with professionalSgctor advisors on hand to help and co

ordinate an annual catchment scaldiggion. This is similar to the approach in England where Defra

funds fishery advisors for the Angling Trust who provide professional advice to applicants-and can co
ordinate high quality catchment scales applications.

66.Do you have any views on th#fieacy of nottethal and lethal methods for controlcofmorant
and goosander?

66.1. Yes
66.2. If you answered Yes to this question, please tell us your views

Evidence presented to the 2013 Defra review in England showed that on stillwaters a comibination
scaring and lethal control was most effective. However, we believe that only lethal control is a realistic
option on rivers where scaring would simply move birds to other parts of the catchment.

67.Do you have any views on the need for managemianso support specific liceraggplications
for any lethal control of cormorant or goosander?

67.1. Yes
67.2. If you answered Yes to this question, please tell us your views

This is only realistic for Stillwater where actions such as increasingosieelter/tsh could be

implemented. Studies have shown that in certain Stillwater fisheries increasing cover will reduce the level
of predation. On rivers NRW should themselves in
fisheries management strategies

Invasive non -native species of birds

68.Do you agree that we should continue to authorise the control of ruddy du€laaada goose
under general licences?

68.1. Yes

68.2. Please give your reasons
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We agree due to the threat Ruddy Duck cause a@swasive species to native species and due to the
serious damage Canada geese cause to. crops

We highlight that Canada goose has previously been controlled under the conservation licence when it
addressed the conservation of fauna and ffo@aaada gee<an negatively impact native flora and
sensitive habitats. We do not feel the inclusion within GL 001 covers this aspect and argue that there
should be scope within the licencing to permit control to protect native flora. Further information
relating tahe damage Canada geese can cause native flora is coverédaitutheEngland Technical
Information Note TINOG9rhe management of problems caused by Canada geese: a guide to best
practice

69.Do you agree with the approach we propose to take inioglab other invasive nemative species
of wild birds?

69.1. No
69.2. If you answered No to this question, please give your reasons

Given theGB nonnative species strategy, and the proposed Generic contingency plan for Invasive Non
native Terrestrial Viebrates (Wales), we can think of no reason for not including the otheative

species referred to within this section of the consultation. Indeed, they have been included on the
licence in England. There are two problems which waiting could crediejranthat the control is

delayed by a year until a new licence including the species is published and two being that the licences
are changed migear to include those species which would cause confusion. In theory anebirstthe
casescenario, thedénces could be changed several times in one year to add those species one at a
time as they appear in Wales. In our opinion it would be better temppe their arrival and add them

to the species now. Those organisations, including the GWCT, who irgforoers of changes to the
general licences through press releases could cover the changes at the beginning of the year and then
no further disruption would be caused. We are not aware of any positives of leaving those species off
the licences until they bmue a problem.

Other matters relating to how NRW regulates the
lethal control of wild birds

70.Do you have any other views imformation which you think may be relevant todbissultation
and which you would like to share with us?

70.1. No

70.2. If gu answered Yes to this question, please set out your views
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