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RURAL AFFAIRS AND ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
 

WILDLIFE AND NATURAL ENVIRONMENT (SCOTLAND) BILL 
 

WRITTEN SUBMISSION FROM LEAGUE AGAINST CRUEL SPORTS 
 
 

1. The League Against Cruel Sports campaigns to expose and end the cruelty inflicted on 
animals in the name of sport. As an animal welfare charity, the League has a strong 
concern with the welfare of wildlife as well as the prevention of unnecessary suffering.  

 
2. The League welcomes the opportunity given by the Scottish Parliament’s Rural Affairs 

and Environment Committee to provide written evidence on the general principals of the 
Draft Wildlife and Natural Environment Bill. 
 

3. The League believes the issue of snaring has not been adequately covered in the draft 
Bill and the following paper will document our arguments supporting this view. 
 
Introduction 
The League welcomes the introduction of the Wildlife and Natural Environment Bill and 
in general, is supportive of the overarching aims of such legislation. However, it is our 
opinion that the powers which the draft Bill presents to eliminate the use of snaring in 
Scotland could and should be utilised. 
 
The Scottish Government has the opportunity, within the framework of the Bill, to make 
illegal the use of snares and vastly improve animal welfare. It is our belief that the 
proposals laid out in the Bill will not adequately meet the Government’s objective of 
improving the welfare of animals caught in snares.   
 
It is our understanding that public opinion is hugely in favour of a ban on snares and we 
would urge the Committee to note the following evidence which documents the case for 
a ban on the sale, manufacture and use of all snares.  
 
The case for a ban on snares 
The case for a ban on snares is simple; snares are cruel; cause unnecessary suffering; 
are indiscriminate; and unnecessary. The basis of our argument for a ban on snares is 
on the grounds of animal welfare but for the sake of this paper we have also looked at 
the key arguments used by those in favour of the continued use of snares and of the 
Scottish Government in reaching its decision to impose a series of measures to regulate 
their use. We have addressed each of these under the following headings: 
 

 Conservation 

 Economy 

 Welfare of Animals 

 Enforcement 

 Public Opinion 
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Conservation 
The argument that snaring makes an important contribution to conservation and 
biodiversity comes almost exclusively from the shooting industry which employs 
extensive predator control practices to manage the land for game species at the 
expense of all other species seen as a threat to game birds. It is from within this same 
industry that the argument that snares are an important factor in protecting ground 
nesting birds such as lapwing and golden plover from foxes and other predators, comes 
from.  
 
However, the League believes the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) 
would offer more expert and impartial advice on this issue. We would like to point out to 
the Committee that the RSPB manages 73 reserves in Scotland, spanning 65,000 
hectares and has practical experience of managing land for both conservation and 
farming. As a matter of policy the RSPB does not use snares as a method of predator 
control on any of the land it manages1.  
 
Other examples of conservation organisations and major land owners which do not rely 
on snaring as a land management tool include Forestry Commission Scotland which as 
a policy does not use snares on the national forest estate2, the Scottish Wildlife Trust 
which does not use snares and supports a complete ban on their use and the Woodland 
Trust which also as a policy does not use snares and supports a UK-wide ban on their 
use.  
 
In research carried out by Scottish National Heritage, for the 2006 consultation on 
snaring, into the extent of snare use on SNH managed reserves, no examples were 
found3. It is also worth noting that none of the 32 local authorities in Scotland permit the 
use of snaring on any council owned land4. 
 
Conversely, snares can actually have an adverse impact on biodiversity, particularly 
with the number of non-target species, including protected species, which are trapped. 
The Scottish Wildcat, a European Protected Species and one of Scotland’s most 
threatened endemic species, is put at further risk by the continued use of snares. 
Despite initiatives to prevent further decline and its inclusion in the Scottish 
Government’s Species Action Framework5 to conserve populations, such attempts are 
futile as long as snaring continues. Steve Piper, from the Scottish Wildcat Association 
has stated: 
 
“I am in no doubt that snaring causes a significant amount of Scottish wildcat deaths in 
the Highlands.”6 

                                                 
1
 http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/Doc/174964/0049245.pdf 

2
 Scottish Forestry Strategy 2006 | 47 

3
 Dr Chris Sydes, pers comm. July 2008  

4
 League Against Cruel Sports / Advocates for Animals local authority survey June 2008 

5
 http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/Environment/Wildlife-Habitats/16330/eu/wildcats  

6
 Steve Piper, pers comm., August 2008 

http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/Environment/Wildlife-Habitats/16330/eu/wildcats
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Economy 
Throughout the debate on snaring the most prominent argument for the retention of 
their use has been that of financial gain made through Scotland’s shooting industry and 
the wealth and employment this generates in rural areas. The League must stress that 
while it is our policy not to support the shooting of live targets for sport, we do not 
dispute that shooting is indeed a generator of income and employment.  
 
A report in 2006 by PACEC on behalf of the British Association for Shooting and 
Conservation (BASC), Country Land and Business Association, the Countryside 
Alliance and in association with the Game Conservancy Trust estimated that shooting 
contributes around £240 million to the Scottish rural economy7. It is our opinion that this 
report is not an objective overview of the contribution made by shooting to the economy, 
nor does it support any argument to retain snaring as a land management tool. We 
believe this for a number of reasons which include the fact that the data was compiled 
using information from questionnaires that had been sent to pro-shooting organisations. 
The number of responses was extremely low at just 296 and of those responses more 
than half were generated by members of the Countryside Alliance, BASC and the Game 
Conservancy Trust. The significance of the PACEC report and the objectivity of the peer 
review process were also queried in Westminster parliamentary questions in January 
2008.  
 
While the League is not in a position to comment on the accuracy of this report we feel it 
is necessary to raise these concerns. However, this aside we note that the report shows 
that - by numbers of providers and on a UK basis - the two largest sport shooting 
sectors are avian pest control (e.g. pigeon shooting) and mammalian pest control (e.g. 
rabbit shooting).  Deer stalking is also a significant sector. In other words, there are 
significant parts of the shooting industry which, while counted in the overall income 
referred to in these submissions, would not be affected at all by the banning of snaring. 
 
There is no data available to illustrate to what extent snaring contributes to the rural 
economy and no evidence to support claims that snaring is a significant factor in the 
profit generated by shooting. We believe that the importance placed on snaring and its 
contribution to the economics of shooting is exaggerated and it is our belief that a ban 
on snares would have little or no impact on the income generated by the shooting 
industry as a whole.  
 
Welfare of animals 
It is our view that no amount of financial gain can justify the extent of cruelty and 
suffering inflicted on animals by the use of snaring and we would urge the Committee to 
consider this suffering rather than just looking at the economic argument for retaining 
the use of snares. 
 
While we could list hundreds of examples of suffering of both target species and non-
target species, including domestic pets we will begin with the adverse welfare impacts 

                                                 
7
 http://www.shootingfacts.co.uk/pdf/pacec_glossy1.pdf  

http://www.shootingfacts.co.uk/pdf/pacec_glossy1.pdf
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likely to affect snared animals as listed in a report by the Independent Working Group 
on Snares (IWGS)8. These include:  
 

 The stress of restraint, which could include frustration, anxiety and rage; 
 Fear of predation or capture whilst held by the snare; 
 Friction, penetration and self-inflicted skin injuries whilst struggling against or 

fighting the tether; 
 Pain associated with dislocations and amputations especially with un-stopped 

snares; 
 Ischemic pain (due to lack of blood supply) associated with ligation of body parts; 
 Compression or injuries in muscles, nerves and joints associated with violent 

movements against restraint; 
 Thirst, hunger and exposure when restrained for long periods; 
 Inflammatory pain and pain from contusions associated with injuries during 

restraint, and in some cases persisting following escape; 
 Pain and malaise associated with infections arising from injuries, in escapees; 
 Neuropathic pain in those escapees that experience nerve injuries; 
 Reduced ability of injured escapees to forage, move and hence survive; 
 Stress of capture and handling before despatch by the snare operator; 
 Pain and injury associated with killing by the snare operator if unconsciousness 

is not immediate. 
 
It is clear that the level of suffering which can be caused by a snare goes beyond any 
reasonable welfare standards. This is a view which is supported by the Senior Vice-
Chairman of the Animal Welfare Science, Ethics and Law Veterinary Association in a 
report on fox control which called on the Scottish Government to properly regulate the 
commercial shooting industry and recommends that “the use of snares should be 
banned other than under licence for humanely conducted academic research”9.   
 
In a survey carried out in 2007 by the Scottish SPCA10 vets, wildlife crime officers and 
Scottish SPCA Inspectors were asked for their professional opinion on whether animals 
they had seen snared had suffered or not. Of the responses, 90% said that they 
believed the animals had suffered.  
 
Another important factor when considering the animal welfare problems associated with 
snaring is the indiscriminate nature of a snare. The IWGS concluded that even with 
good field craft and training, the overall proportion of non-target species captured in fox 
snares may be around 40%11. In the Scottish SPCA12 report into snaring, of the 269 
animals reported, 77% were non-target species and of those 17% were companion 

                                                 
8
 Kirkwood et al, Report of the Independent Working Group on Snaring, DEFRA2005 

9
 Shooting and Fox Control 2008: Report for the League Against Cruel Sports by William J Swann BVMS 

MRCVS 
10

 Snaring in Scotland: A Scottish SPCA Survey of Suffering, November 2007 
11

 Kirkwood et al, Report of the Independent Working Group on Snaring, DEFRA2005 
12

 Snaring in Scotland: A Scottish SPCA Survey of Suffering,  November 2007 
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animals and 12% were European Protected Species. The evidence of these reports and 
many more, is that snares are intrinsically indiscriminate. 
 
Enforcement 
The League firmly believes that regulating the use of snares is simply not a workable 
solution and for sake of consistent enforcement we would urge the Committee to 
consider a complete ban. The current status of enforcement is complex and we do not 
believe that the regulations as laid out in the Snares (Scotland) Order 2010 or the 
proposals in this Bill will reduce the problem.  
 
Historically the regulations have been widely ignored or breached and the League has 
many examples where this has been the case. Most recently a report published in 
August this year highlighted a number of estates in Scotland where industry guidelines 
were being ignored13. Investigations for this report were carried out several months after 
the Snares (Scotland) Order 2010 came into force and in our opinion this highlights how 
ineffective these regulations are and how easy it is for snare users to ignore them.  
 
The report also illustrated the level of suffering caused by snares, including a live 
badger which had been trapped by a legal, free running snare which had become 
tangled and effectively self-locking. This badger was freed by a Scottish SPCA 
Inspector but many others are not so lucky.  
 
The ability for a snare to become self-locking, and therefore illegal, after it has been set 
is just one of the many problems which hamper effective enforcement of snaring laws.  
 
Public opinion 
The League has campaigned for many years for a ban on snares in Scotland and it is 
our belief that public support is overwhelmingly in favour of a ban. To cite just a few 
examples of this we refer to the public consultation of November 2006 which generated 
a response of 2:1 in favour of making snares illegal14. Of the 247 responses to the then 
Scottish Executive, 172 were in favour of an end to the use of snares in Scotland with 
only 4 favouring further licensing.  
 
Since then a number of national opinion polls have been commissioned with the most 
recent, in March 2010, finding that 77% of people in Scotland support a ban on 
snares15. In a survey of vets in Scotland 75% said they were in favour of a ban and 69% 
said they did not believe the regulation of snaring would eliminate the animal welfare 
problems associated with these types of traps16.  
 
More recently, in an analysis of responses to the consultation on this Bill when asked to 
comment on proposals for an accreditation scheme for snare users almost half (46.7%) 

                                                 
13

 www.league.org.uk/bloodstillonthewire August 2010  
14

 http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2007/08/23111220/8  
15

 Opinion poll by TNS System Three on behalf of Advocates for Animals, March 2010  
16

 Survey carried out by League Against Cruel Sports and Advocates for Animals in conjunction with 
Vetfile, September 2008 

http://www.league.org.uk/bloodstillonthewire
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2007/08/23111220/8
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disagreed with this proposal while only 29% were in favour. A further 25% agreed in 
principal but noted a number of problems with the scheme17. Again in this example the 
views of those opposed to the use of snares continue, in our opinion, to be ignored.  
 
Conclusion 
The League believes Scotland has an historic opportunity not only to make these cruel 
and outdated traps illegal but also to lead the way in the UK by implementing effective 
and important animal welfare legislation. The Northern Ireland Assembly is currently 
considering a ban on snares under its Wildlife and Natural Environment (NI) Bill with the 
Environment Committee at Stormont recently voting in favour of including such a ban.  
 
The opportunity presented within this Bill is one which must not be ignored. As long as 
snaring is legal animals will continue to suffer horrific injuries and painful deaths.   
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 http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/Doc/302621/0094713.pdf  
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