WELFARE & COMPETENCE:
SAFEGUARDING WILD DEER WELFARE AS PART OF SUSTAINING A NATIONAL RESOURCE
Summary to Date:
A seminar was held on 20th November 2007 looking at the welfare of wild deer in the context of delivering sustainable deer management. The seminar discussed three key areas of work:

· Competence

· Unified Data

· Responsibility of Care

The report of this seminar (http://www.dcs.gov.uk/info_welfare.aspx) identified a number of emerging themes. Leading on from this a focused workshop, involving key stakeholders was held on 27th May 2008. The purpose of the workshop was to explore in more detail these emerging themes. The workshop discussion summaries begin on Page 2.
What Happens Next?

A seminar is planned for the end of October to outline practical options for implementing these areas of work. The options and recommendations presented at the seminar will have emerged through collective discussion. Further details and invitations will be sent out nearer the time.
Further Information:
In the meantime if anyone has any further questions please can they contact Jessica Findlay on 01463 725370 or jessica.findlay@dcs.gov.uk. Please also note that we have recently added a ‘Welfare and Competence’ section to the DCS website (www.dcs.gov.uk). As well as background details this section includes consultant and staff background reports available for download. 
WORKSHOP SUMMARIES
Competence
Notes from Workshop on Competence Session-Led by Alastair MacGugan
1. What do we mean by competence? 

	KEY THEMES
	DETAILS FROM DISCUSSION
	 DEVELOPING PRACTICAL PROPOSALS

	Competence is about having skills to ensure welfare, public safety and food safety
	· There is a need to demonstrate that competence should be about ensuring public safety, food safety and welfare

· Competence is about shooting deer humanely

· Competence is about understanding the implications of your actions 

· Competence is a combination of skills, knowledge and attitude 

· The competence to shoot deer requires an understanding of the context – why selecting particular animal etc
· Competence comprises theoretical and practical elements 
	A successful Competence system will safeguard and demonstrate welfare, public safety and food safety

	There are different levels of competence ranging from an individual to a population level
	· Competence could include actions at a management level

· Competence should be relatively narrow and is about a specific set of skills

· The competence to manage deer is a stage on from the competence to shoot deer

· Competencies are currently organised as a hierarchy of competency levels e.g. competencies relating to doing, supervising and managing. This may not be appropriate to all sections of the deer sector.
· There are a mosaic of competence levels
	Competence will focus on actions/decisions which have direct impact on wild deer welfare, public safety and food safety (positive or negative)



	Competence could be linked to your objectives – i.e. accountability for the welfare implications of  objectives
	· The welfare implications of actions/inactions should be understood

· Competence should focus on securing welfare of deer as an objective

· Competence is about understanding the whole picture and being accountable for the process as well as all actions carried out as a result of this process
	A system of competence will clarify individual accountability for actions/decisions which have direct impact on wild deer welfare (positive or negative)



2. What’s wrong with ‘Competence’ now?
There are gaps in who has to demonstrate competence - people can shoot on owner/occupier land without demonstrating competence.
3. What elements make up competence?
	KEY THEMES
	DETAILS FROM DISCUSSION
	 DEVELOPING PRACTICAL PROPOSALS

	Competence should be articulated through identified standards
	· Competence embraces many different skills which could be/are defined through National Occupational Standards (NOS)
· NOS relate to roles/jobs – outlines types of skills

· How does Continual Professional Development fit with this?

· NOS relating to the deer industry should reflect the needs of the deer industry 
· There is a hierarchy of levels within NOS standards that does not transfer across to recreational stalking
· Standards for anyone shooting deer should relate to a basic level of competence 
· Standards are not the same as qualifications

· Existing training opportunities are not sufficiently integrated 
· The different strands of ‘competence’ are confusing

· There are many different routes to achieve/demonstrate the different strands of competence (DSC etc)
	1. We will work with LANTRA to review the relevant current National Occupational Standard’s to ensure they reflect the skills and knowledge required to be ‘competent’ 
2. The different routes to demonstrating competences will be identified and clarified

3. The distinction between standards and the mechanisms to achieve/demonstrate these standards will be made clear

	Best Practice has a role to play in ‘competence’ 
	· Best Practice is currently used to assess Fit & Competence
· Best Practice breaks competence down into sections 
· Best Practice has picked up the practical element

· Competence relates to Best Practice – decision making process, habitat awareness, field craft


	1. The descriptions of competence and the categories described within  Best Practice must cross match to ensure consistency 
2. We will promote the role of Best Practice in providing supporting material to inform and facilitate the decisions necessary to shoot deer competently.


4. Should Government implement compulsory competence for the individual?
	KEY THEMES
	DETAILS FROM DISCUSSION
	 DEVELOPING PRACTICAL PROPOSALS

	Voluntary approach or legislative approach?
	· It is desirable to have a system which is advisory not mandatory

· Deer sector system should be allowed to work first -  if can be done on a voluntary basis is preferable
· Should have the opportunity to get ‘own house in order’ first, self regulation – Deer Stalking Certificates(DSC) evolved from this
	We will be clear on the benefits/constraints of an advisory vs mandatory approach

	There should be consequences for not demonstrating competence
	· Quality standard – charter mark, individual competence (traceability) reviewed regularly
· Key is consequences (primary legislation)

· What consequences do we have – unsupervised environment

· Laws are adequate but not enforced

· Proving incompetence rather than competence, bring into animal welfare legislation
	We will address the issue of consequences for not demonstrating competence 

	Competence could be linked to Firearms Certificates/Game Licences
	· Consequences of incompetence and demonstration of competence could be linked into firearms certificates 
· Consequences of incompetence and demonstration of competence could be linked into Game licences
· Need to be able to show can use firearm competently
	We will be clear on the benefits/constraints of linking competence to Firearms/Game Licences

	Government is influenced by public opinion on animal welfare and this filters down into related policies
	· Public are not always fully aware or educated in deer management issues 
· Government can be swayed by public perception

	We will ensure the DCS Communication Strategy acknowledges how the demonstration of competence could help the general public to become better educated about aspects of deer management


Responsibility of Care
Notes from Workshop on Responsibility of Care Session-Led by Jessica Findlay

	KEY THEMES
	DETAILS FROM DISCUSSION
	DEVELOPING PRACTICAL PROPOSALS

	Implementing mechanisms
	· Legal vs moral responsibility
· The implementation of a Responsibility of Care would differ at the level of the individual

· In the future there may be opportunities regarding welfare that relate to the cross compliance for activities related to grant aid
	We will initiate discussions to explore how a Responsibility of Care could be implemented through mechanisms such as GEAC and Cross Compliance.



	Spectrum of Responsibility
	· Spectrum with farmed deer at one end (defined in legal terms) and wild deer as they currently stand at the other (not defined in legal terms)
· There is a spectrum of responsibility based on the differences between actions which have direct welfare consequences and those which have  indirect consequences
· Why treat deer differently from other wild animals?
	1. A ‘Responsibility of Care’ will be applicable to and will incorporate all levels/types/elements of responsibility

2. A ‘Responsibility of Care’ will only be applicable to wild deer – we will be clear on the rationale behind this


	Welfare Risk Assessment
	· Supplementary feeding - if someone supplementary fed deer and those deer became infected with disease, where would the responsibility lie?

· Individual management decisions should consider the specific welfare considerations key to that case
· Compensatory culling and the issue that whilst compensatory culls may be enforced for other reasons within the Deer Act, they can’t be enforced for welfare reasons
	A ‘Responsibility of Care’ will provide a framework which codifies how the welfare of wild deer should be taken into account in management planning and deer management activities. 

	Multiple Responsibilities
	· Individuals or different organisations may have very different roles to play in the same scenario for example in the case of RTAs - potentially many people involved-from car drivers to landowners to roads authorities but that all would have different responsibilities
· Difficult to clarify who has overall responsibility and how to quantify the different levels of responsibility within this
	A ‘Responsibility of Care’ will map out the different levels of responsibility and different mechanisms for implementing this responsibility.



	Best Practice and Responsibility of Care
	· BP could be used to underpin decision making

· ROC could be used to demonstrate that thought process and due attention had been paid to welfare
· Why separate out ROC when there is already Best Practice and that by signing up to Best Practice already demonstrated dedication and commitment to welfare
	The role of Best Practice in a ‘Responsibility of Care’ will be articulated stressing that Best Practice relates to practical deer management and is focused on industry needs whereas a ‘Responsibility of Care’ will have a more outward focus. 


	Responsibility of Care - terminology
	· Suggested that the use of the word “care” could infer a legal responsibility relating more to that of livestock., whereas the word “responsibility for welfare” could be considered more appropriate for use in a wild deer context.
	We will examine further the legal or other connotations associated with using the word “care”


	Signing up to RoC
	· People/organisations to “sign up” to an agreement in order to give it wider credibility
· Resistance that signing up to ROC would simply be regarded as “tokenism” and runs the risk of being perceived as high aspiration
· The difference between taking responsibility and demonstrating responsibility was highlighted.

· Accept and buy into the principle that: “Everyone at some level has a responsibility for welfare of deer”.
	We will explore the options for modelling the Responsibility of Care (e.g. along the lines of a concordat)


Unified Data

Notes from Workshop on Unified Data led by Linzi Seivwright 
	QUESTIONS & KEY THEMES
	DETAILS
	DEVELOPING PRACTICAL PROPOSALS

	Q What should a unified system do and how could the data be used?

Provide data to inform management decisions

Issues with Data Availability/Sharing?

Issues with using available data to monitor competence at the individual level
National disease monitoring programmes
	· Good information is available - what we do with it is the issue
· Cull returns don’t provide the full picture
· Current system doesn’t provide feedback to inform decisions at a local level.

· Extraordinary that not all deer culled are recorded
· Cull returns work ok in open but not in woodland

· Cull levels are a proxy for population but if growing population then no linkage will be absolute

· Separate information into that required at a local level and that required at a national level
· FOI and no go areas in stocking densities etc.
 -    The FOI v cull returns
· SQVW data collection requirement
-    Should cull returns be mandatory through SEARs data     sharing?
· There could be a link between FAC and cull returns 
· Deer densities & diseases feeding this into the monitoring regimes
	1. We will describe the data needed to inform management at a local and national level
2. We will explore the  limitations/ opportunities for data sharing and potential links with SEARs
3. We will clarify the role of a unified data system in monitoring competence of an individual.


	Q How do we ensure that data are representative and accurate?
Need for a standardised approach to collecting data
	· Software to crunch larder sheet: ratio, weights, no  etc

· Issue of the pricing of the tag etc.

· Mandatory count needed if cull data to be meaningful

· Probably not a national public case for therefore not expense to be borne by the taxpayer

· Need for a standardised approach to what collected

· EU tag is good as standardised 

· Compulsory tagging etc
	We will clarify the mechanisms for collating data and the different costs/benefits associated with each of these
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