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PROPOSED RESPONSIBLE BREEDING AND OWNERSHIP OF DOGS 
(SCOTLAND) BILL – CHRISTINE GRAHAME MSP 

SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION RESPONSES 

 
 
This document summarises and analyses the responses to a consultation 
exercise carried out on the above proposal.   
 
The background to the proposal is set out in section 1, while section 2 gives 
an overview of the results.  A detailed analysis of the responses to the 
consultation questions is given in section 3.  These three sections have been 
prepared by the Scottish Parliament’s Non-Government Bills Unit (NGBU). 
Section 4 has been prepared by Christine Grahame MSP and includes her 
commentary on the results of the consultation.   
 
Where respondents have requested that certain information be treated as “not 
for publication”, or that the response remain anonymous, these requests have 
been respected in this summary.   
 
In some places, the summary includes quantitative data about responses, 
including numbers and proportions of respondents who have indicated 
support for, or opposition to, the proposal (or particular aspects of it).  In 
interpreting this data, it should be borne in mind that respondents are self-
selecting and it should not be assumed that their individual or collective views 
are representative of wider stakeholder or public opinion.  The principal aim of 
the document is to identify the main points made by respondents, giving 
weight in particular to those supported by arguments and evidence and those 
from respondents with relevant experience and expertise.  A consultation is 
not an opinion poll, and the best arguments may not be those that obtain 
majority support.  
 
Copies of the individual responses are available on the following website 
www.christinegrahame.com.  Responses have been numbered for ease of 
reference, and the relevant number is included in brackets after the name of 
the respondent. 
 
A list of respondents (excluding those that are “not for publication”) is set out 
in the Annexe.  
 
 
 

http://www.christinegrahame.com/
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SECTION 1:  INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
 
Christine Grahame’s draft proposal, lodged on 3 May 2018, is for a Bill to: 
 

Improve the health and wellbeing of dogs throughout their lives by 
strengthening the regulation of the activity of breeding, and of selling or 
transferring puppies, and by establishing a more responsible and 
informed approach to acquiring and owning a puppy or dog. 
 

The proposal was accompanied by a consultation document, prepared with 
the assistance of NGBU.  This document was published on the Parliament’s 
website, from where it remains accessible:  
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/Bills/29731.aspx.   
 
The consultation period ran from 4 May 2018 to 30 July 2018.  
 
The following organisations and individuals were sent copies of the 
consultation document or links to it:  

• All 32 Scottish local authorities 
• OneKind 

• Scottish SPCA 

• Edinburgh Dog and Cat Home 

• The Kennel Club & The Scottish Kennel Club 

• Dogs Trust 

• Blue Cross 
 
There was a press launch at Edinburgh Dog and Cat Home on Friday 4th May 
2018 to which national press were invited. The launch received coverage on 
the BBC and in various newspapers. A press release was also issued. The 
consultation was promoted regularly on Christine Grahame’s Facebook page 
and had a dedicated page on her website. She also mentioned it in local 
newspaper columns and took part in national media appearances (for 
example on BBC Radio Scotland), to discuss the bill and its aims.  
 
The consultation exercise was run by Christine Grahame’s parliamentary 
office. 
 
The consultation process is part of the procedure that MSPs must follow in 
order to obtain the right to introduce a Member’s Bill.  Further information 
about the procedure can be found in the Parliament’s standing orders (see 
Rule 9.14) and in the Guidance on Public Bills, both of which are available on 
the Parliament’s website: 

• Standing orders (Chapter 9): 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/26514.aspx 

• Guidance (Part 3): 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/Bills/25690.aspx 

  

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/Bills/29731.aspx
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/26514.aspx
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/Bills/25690.aspx
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SECTION 2: OVERVIEW OF RESPONSES 
 
In total, 92 responses were received.   
 
Two late responses were received. These are available to view on the 
Member’s website but have not been taken into account in the summary. 
 
The responses can be categorized as follows: 

• one (1%) from a representative organisation, a joint response from the 
British Veterinary Association Scottish Branch with the British Small 
Animal Veterinary Association. 

• nine (10%) from Scottish local authorities.  

• one (1%) from a private sector organisation  

• six (7%) from third-sector organisations 

• 75 (82%) from private individuals (members of the public) 
 
Of the 92 responses: 

• 27 (29%) responses were anonymous submissions  

• nine responses (10%) are “not for publication”  
 
In general, there is strong support for tightening the regulation of dog breeding 
on the one hand and the ambition to achieve higher levels of responsible dog 
ownership on the other.  
 
For each of the questions under the four strands of the proposal, respondents 
indicate a majority support for the measures proposed. 
 
There is a consensus that more breeders than is currently the case should be 
licensed. Whilst there is very strong support for reducing the threshold for 
licensing from five to three litters, there are a number of respondents who 
believe it should be reduced further.  
 
There is also considerable support for the regime to apply not only to those 
selling puppies, but equally to those transferring or giving away the animals. It 
was felt this was necessary to close a loophole currently exploited by 
unscrupulous breeders and that the welfare of the animals should be the 
priority. At the same time some concern was raised that this would impact 
more on ordinary people than unscrupulous breeders. 
 
For those not licensed, there is support for some form of registration of litters, 
in particular to improve traceability and provide local authorities with an 
enforcement tool. Some raised concerns as to how ‘light touch’ this might be 
and whether checks would still be carried out. A number of suggestions were 
put forward on implementation, including the suggestion of setting up one 
central database. Others felt the measure could impact negatively on hobby 
breeders, and would place a considerable burden on local authorities. 
 
The proposal to introduce a criminal offence for failing to register a litter 
received support in principle, with differences of views on how to implement it, 
some suggesting a fixed penalty notice instead of a fine. Others were 
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opposed to criminalising people for failing to register. Some believed it would 
be difficult to police. The risk of litters being destroyed if they became a 
liability was raised. 
 
The three measures proposed to improve responsible ownership also 
received support: prospective owners having to consider a number of 
questions related to their suitability to and capacity to take on a dog; the 
breeder having to check they have done so; and an obligation on prospective 
owners to check breeders are either licensed or registered. There was a 
consensus that better informed prospective owners, who would only get a 
puppy from a licensed or registered breeder, would reduce impulse buying, 
reduce the number of abandoned and neglected dogs, and provide greater 
transparency on those breeders behaving irresponsibly. Some respondents 
provided suggestions for implementation.  Many raised questions over how 
the measures would be monitored and enforced.  
 
Whilst the proposed measures received majority support overall from those 
that responded, there are key themes, recurring across the questions, 
emerging from the responses of both those supporting and opposing.  These 
relate in particular to the potential burden on local authorities and their 
capacity to cope with what could be a substantial increase in the number of 
breeders that would be either licensed or registered; and to the practicalities 
of implementing some aspects of the proposal and related challenges of 
monitoring and enforcing the measures.  
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SECTION 3: RESPONSES TO CONSULTATION QUESTIONS 
 
 
Section 1 of the consultation document set out the overall aim of the proposed 
Bill, with sections 2-4 covering the background, the current situation and the 
current legislative framework.  
 
Section 5 of the consultation document set out the detail of the proposed Bill 
and was structured in four strands (A-D). This consultation summary sets out 
an overview of responses to each question and, for the main content 
questions, follows the same structure, grouping responses under strands A-D. 
 
 
A – Reducing the threshold for a breeding licence to three litters a year 
 

Question 1: Which of the following best describes your view of reducing 
the threshold for a breeding licence from five to three litters in a 12-
month period (Fully supportive / Partially supportive / etc.)?   
Please explain the reasons for your response, including any advantages 
or disadvantages. 

 
Currently the law states that a person who owns or is responsible for bitches 
that together produce a total of five or more litters in a 12-month period should 
apply for a breeding licence.  
 
All 92 respondents answered this question. 
 
An overwhelming majority of respondents (84 or 91%) supported reducing the 
threshold for a breeding licence from five to three litters (69, or 75%, fully and 
15, or 16%, partially). Five respondents (6%) were opposed to the proposal (3 
partially and 2 fully). Two respondents were neutral and one unsure.   
 
Reasons for support 
 
Reasons given for supporting the proposal include— 
 

• the health and welfare of the mother and the pups; 

• that bringing more breeders under the licensing regime could help to 
raise welfare standards; 

• that there is currently an oversupply of puppies with many dogs ending 
up in shelters; and 

• that a limit of three litters per year would allow for consistency across 
the UK. 

 
A number of respondents argued for an even lower threshold, several of 
whom stated that reducing the limit to three was at least an improvement, 
and/or referred to the fact that it would enable consistency across the UK. 
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Animal welfare 
The majority of those who support the proposal cite the welfare of both the 
mothers and pups as the main reason for their support. Many of the 
respondents felt that profit was usually the main motivation for the breeding of 
dogs, that animal welfare inevitably suffers as a result, and that a stricter 
licensing regime could therefore have a positive impact, improving animal 
welfare. 
 
Many respondents questioned the ethics of dogs being forced to give birth to 
multiple litters in any one year, citing the stress on the mother as well as the 
health of the offspring. Jolene Wilson stated that— 
 

“I don’t believe that any animal can sustain a good level of health and 
produce multiple litters. You then have to question why a good owner 
would put an animal in its care through the stress of pregnancy multiple 
times a year?” (Response 33; ID 88870646)  

 
One anonymous submission stated that— 
 

“Anyone producing more than 2 litters per year is doing it for the money 
rather than for the love of the animal …” (Response 14; ID 83547080)  

 
It is important to clarify in this respect that breeders producing several litters in 
12 months may own more than one bitch.  
 
Several respondents felt that if the threshold for licensing was lowered then 
breeders would be more inclined to focus on the welfare of the animals in their 
care. Suzanne Gould noted that— 
 

“If the limit is reduced it will put the dogs and their health first.” 
(Response 47; ID 90612110) 

 
Conor Crichton pointed out that that many breeders are— 
 

“… often unaware of the challenges, health risks and financial 
implications involved in breeding their bitch. Many are severely 
inexperienced and do not do a sufficient level of research before 
deciding to breed. This can lead to poor standards of welfare for both 
the bitch and the puppies.” (Response 19; ID 85706244)  

 
Raising standards by bringing more breeders into the regime 
Dr Andy Cage BVM&S MRCVS: (Response 50; ID 90787716) noted that, 
under the current system, many breeders can operate “under the radar” and 
are therefore not subject to the same inspection and enforcement regime as 
licensed breeders. The Scottish SPCA stated that it has— 
 

“… long opposed the current 5 litter threshold, having a lower threshold 
will bring more dog breeders under control to ensure correct standards 
are met.”  (Response 41; ID 90523664) 
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Dogs Trust also supported the proposal, pointing out that— 
 

“… one accidental litter is possible, a second litter is unlikely to be 
accidental and in this case licensing is appropriate … it is important 
that anybody breeding dogs does so to appropriate standards of animal 
welfare, for both the breeding adults and the offspring. As such it is 
necessary that local authorities inspect operations to these standards, 
to ensure the dogs being bred receive the care, habituation and 
socialization they need.” (Response 75; ID 91195577)   

 
Several respondents indicated that they believed that breeders would be 
happy to become licensed. Sheena McCulloch stated that— 
 

“Any responsible breeder would be happy to register and obtain a 
licence. Anyone producing more than one litter per year is either 
running a business or totally irresponsible.” (Response 23; ID 
86846413)  

 
Mary Davey noted that— 
 

“… unchecked breeding will go on by unscrupulous or thoughtless 
people until all are forced to be regulated.” (Response 18; ID 
84461054) 

 
Another respondent (partially supportive) pointed out that reducing the 
threshold from five to three could penalise ethical breeders who behave 
responsibly and with high regard for animal welfare (Flora Cairnie: Response 
79; ID 91133967). 
 
Oversupply of puppies 
 
Some respondents expressed the view that there is an oversupply of puppies 
in Scotland, pointing out the number of unwanted dogs in animal shelters in 
need of homes. Many of these respondents believed that reducing the 
number of litters born each year would in turn reduce the profits that can be 
made by unregistered breeders, in turn reducing the number of dogs ending 
up in shelters. One anonymous submission stated that— 
 

“Given the number of dogs overcrowding animal shelters and facing 
euthanasia for want of a home, any more than one litter exacerbates 
the problem and can be detrimental to the bitch’s welfare.” (Response 
81; ID 91221373) 

 
Consistency across the UK 
 
Several of those who supported the proposal cited consistency of rules across 
the UK, given that there are currently different systems operating across the 
UK, with a new system operating in Wales where the licensing threshold is set 
at three, and a similar system proposed for England. North Lanarkshire 
Council stated that having a higher threshold for licensing in Scotland could 
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have unintended negative consequences which, as mentioned in previous 
sections, could impact upon animal welfare— 
 

“It would be sensible to implement a new legal regime in Scotland that 
is aligned to the new regime in Wales and the proposed regime in 
England. Otherwise, Scotland could be targeted by unscrupulous 
breeders with no concern for the welfare of the dogs in their care. 
Failure to align could also encourage unwitting prospective purchasers 
to attempt to buy from Scottish breeders and bypass new legislative 
restrictions in the pursuit of a bargain” (North Lanarkshire Council: 
Response 59; ID 91089076) 

 
This sentiment was echoed by several responders who feared that by having 
a more lenient licensing system than the rest of the UK in Scotland could 
potentially attract more unscrupulous breeders, with a resulting adverse 
impact upon animal welfare. 
 
An even lower threshold  
 
A significant number of those in support of the proposal argued that it should 
go even further, that anyone breeding more than one litter per year should be 
brought formally within the licensing regime, rather than on a temporary basis 
as detailed under strand C of the proposal. 
 
Monitoring and enforcement 
  
Although the majority of those who responded to the consultation support the 
proposal to reduce the threshold for a breeding licence from five to three, 
some did raise the need for monitoring and enforcement by local authorities, 
some pointing to potential challenges. West Lothian Council stated—  
 

“… there are unscrupulous individuals who seek to make profit with no 
regard for animal health or welfare. It is however impossible from an 
enforcement point of view to determine how many litters a breeder sells 
therefore despite good intentions, the proposal is unlikely to address 
the real problem of the illegal trade.” (West Lothian Council 
Environmental Health: Response 46; ID 90631211) 

 
The animal charity Blue Cross states in its submission that— 
 

“… sellers can easily masquerade as individuals who have bred from a 
family pet which makes it harder for local authorities to identify who 
they should be investigating. However, a framework where everyone 
requires a registration or license would quickly identify individuals who 
are not complying and could improve a local authority’s ability to act.” 
(Response 73; ID 91183511) 

 
Reference was also made to the impact it may have on local authority 
resources— 
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“The proposal would definitely reduce breeding, however this would 
also significantly increase workload on a local authority. Numbers of 
licensed dog breeding establishments under the current regime are low 
but this proposal could cause a sharp increase.” (Anonymous: 
Response 78; ID 91201193 

 
Another potential consequence mentioned was that more breeders would 
become visible to HMRC as making money from the breeding and selling of 
dogs.  
 
Other comments 
 
One respondent who was partially opposed argued for an even lower 
threshold— 

 
“Putting the maximum litter to one per bitch in a year but no more than 2 
litters per household would eliminate some of the current “holiday funding” 
that is currently going on.” (Mrs A Martin BVM&S MRCVS Dip AS (CABC): 
Response 24; ID 86913402) 

 
One anonymous respondent (Response 25; ID 86945480) felt that the current 
threshold of five was fair and that reducing this to three was too extreme. One 
individual was fully opposed to the proposal but did not give a reason for that 
view. 
 
 
B – Extending the breeding licence regime to any form of transfer, not 
only sale 
 

Question 2: Which of the following best describes your view of requiring 
people to be licensed as breeders even if they do not sell their puppies, 
but transfer them/give them away (Fully supportive / Partially supportive 
/ etc.)?  
Please explain the reasons for your response, including any advantages 
or disadvantages. 

 
All 92 respondents answered this question. A large majority (82, 89%) 
supported the proposal to require people to be licensed as breeders even if 
they do not sell their puppies but transfer them or give them away. Of this 
figure, 73 (79%) fully supported the proposal and 9 (9%) partially supported 
the proposal. Five respondents (5%) were fully opposed. Four (4%) were 
neutral and one unsure. 
 
Reasons for support 
 
The main reasons given for supporting the proposal include that— 
 

• animal welfare is of paramount importance, regardless of whether 
money changes hands; 
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• bringing all breeders within the licensing regime, even on a temporary 
basis, would create a more transparent system; and 

• that this proposal would close a potential loophole that could be 
exploited by unscrupulous breeders. 

 
Animal welfare 
 
As with the previous section, the welfare of both the mothers and pups was 
cited by most respondents as the main reason for their support of the 
proposal. Alison Leiper noted that—  
 

“Even if no money changes hands for a puppy it still has the same 
welfare requirements as a puppy that is sold.” (Response 31; ID 
88424301) 

 
This view, that the welfare of the animals should be the primary concern and 
that it was of no consequence whether they were given away or sold, was 
echoed by several respondents, Scottish Borders Council agreed in its 
submission that ‒ 
 

“We need to build a licensing model which ensures animal welfare is 
front and centre. It should not matter if the puppies are sold or given 
away.” (Response 54; ID 90380493) 

 
Other views expressed included that— 
 

• it would give peace of mind to owners that the puppy and mother had 
received the same appropriate care and attention as they would expect 
from a reputable licensed breeder; 

• the same conditions should apply to all breeders irrespective of 
business models; 

• it would increase accountability and traceability and help safeguard 
complex health and welfare needs of young puppies; 

• it would be welcomed by responsible breeders and would make it more 
difficult for disreputable breeders. 

  
“There are no disadvantages to having a breeder’s licence. The only 
disadvantage will be to those who shouldn’t be breeding dogs in the 
first place. Responsible potential owners should be more than happy to 
pay the incremental cost (if one is passed on to them).” (Anonymous: 
Response 80; ID 91222693) 

 
Transparency and traceability 
 
Some respondents pointed out that the current system makes it difficult for 
members of the public to know which breeders are reputable and to know the 
provenance of puppies being given away. A submission from Pat Anderson 
noted that— 
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“This is how puppy farms are run. The potential buyer doesn’t go to the 
puppy farm to get their pup. They are invited to some house that looks 
nice and they have no idea where the pup came from.” (Response 16; 
ID 83614826) 

 
Many stated that this would enable members of the public to be able to trace 
where the puppy they were taking on had come from and would allow them to 
be confident that they had been properly looked after in the early stages of 
their life.  
 
Closing a loophole  
 
A number of respondents highlighted the fact that disreputable breeders can 
avoid the need to be licensed (and therefore subject to the associated fees 
and enforcement) by claiming that they are giving away puppies for free, 
when they are actually receiving a fee by another route— 
 

“[This proposal] would prevent breeders from staying out of sight and 
not registering by, for example, saying they are giving away a “free 
puppy” when in actual fact although this could be true, they neglect to 
mention it’s a free puppy but only if accompanied by the purchase of “a 
pencil for £500 from the breeder” or some other underhand way of 
charging interested customers in order to still get the money for the 
puppy without breaking the law but still remaining unregistered.” 
(Anonymous: Response 28; ID 87182905) 

 
According to Blue Cross— 
 

“… the number of people who legitimately transfer puppies or give 
them away would be limited and therefore creating some sort of 
loophole for these few numbers of people would be unnecessary and in 
fact could end up being exploited by unscrupulous breeders or dealers. 
We believe a system of registration and licensing which covers 
everyone is the most workable system and would not only prove to be 
less burdensome on local authorities but also ensure there are no 
loopholes which can be exploited.” (Response 73; ID 91183511) 

 
Monitoring and enforcement  
 
Some respondents, whilst indicating support, also put forward some concerns. 
Fiona Grahame questioned whether local authorities had the necessary 
capacity— 
 

“I am concerned as to how this will be managed. Local Authorities who 
would be responsible for this would not be capable at the current time 
of running an enhanced licence scheme. They would require additional 
funding for this and it would need to be ringfenced …” (Response 36; 
ID 89157305) 
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It was also noted by West Lothian Council that— 
 

“It is agreed that there are unscrupulous individuals who seek to make 
profit with no regard to animal health or welfare. It is however 
particularly difficult, from an enforcement point of view, to identify 
breeders. Routes of sale include face-to-face, public locations (such as 
car boot sales) and various forms of electronic media to which 
enforcement staff have either no access to or have insufficient 
resources to monitor at a level to identify unlicensed breeders.” (West 
Lothian Council Environmental Health: Response 46; ID 90631211) 

 
Exemption for donating to animal shelters 
 
Both the Edinburgh and Battersea Dog and Cat Homes argued that, although 
they support the proposal, there should be an exemption for individuals 
donating unwanted dogs/ litters to animal shelters. 
 
The Edinburgh Dog and Cat Home stated that it— 
 

“… would like to ensure that legislation makes allowance for dog 
owners who find themselves unwittingly dealing with pets who have a 
litter, and would like to gift these to their local rehoming centre. We 
would therefore like to see those gifting animals to [a] licensed 
rehoming centre/charity to be exempt from licensing.” (Response 53; 
ID 90838683) 

 
Reasons for opposition 
 
The Kennel Club and Scottish Kennel Club were fully opposed to applying the 
licensing regime to those that do not sell, but transfer or give away puppies— 
 

“… this proposal is not targeted at either small scale or volume puppy 
farms and therefore is not addressing the problems set out in the 
consultation documents such as imports, rogue breeders and public 
education … if there is no exchange of money, it makes it automatically 
less likely that the breeder of that puppy is a puppy farmer or 
irresponsible breeder … priority should be tackling larger scale 
breeders or indeed unlicensed smaller scale breeders operating at high 
profit margins.” (Response 42) 

 
They then went on to state that— 
 

“The purpose of this Bill should not be to license every breeder but to 
find better ways of tackling irresponsible ones.” (Response 42) 

 
According to Kris Beller — 
 

“This will create only more problems and more dogs will be sold 
through black market websites located in different countries or genuine 
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people will be forced to give away full accidental litters to the rescue.” 
(Response 51; ID 90799430) 

 
One respondent, who was neutral, raised the concern that puppies may be 
aborted as a result of legislating in this way.  
 
C – Introducing a temporary registration scheme for those that breed 
fewer than three litters a year 
 

Question 3: Which of the following best describes your view of 
introducing a temporary registration scheme for those breeding one or 
two litters in a 12-month period, who wish to sell or transfer their 
puppies (Fully supportive / Partially supportive / etc.)?  
Please explain the reasons for your response, including any advantages 
or disadvantages. 

 
All 92 respondents answered this question. 
 
In total, 75 (82%) of the 92 respondents expressed support for the 
introduction of a temporary registration scheme (57 fully and 18 partially). 
Twelve (13%) respondents were opposed (three partially and nine fully). Two 
respondents (2%) were neutral. Three (3%) were unsure. 
 
Reasons for support 
 
Reasons given for supporting the introduction of a temporary registration 
scheme included that it could— 
 

• help tackle the problem of breeders not declaring the true number of 
litters produced; 

• aid traceability and help ensure the welfare of dogs; 

• present an opportunity to provide breeders with welfare and husbandry 
advice at the point of registration; 

• discourage people breeding puppies without giving any thought to the 
rearing and socialisation needed to ensure their health and wellbeing;  

• increase transparency and serve as a valuable enforcement tool for 
local authorities. 

 
“This will give some assurance on traceability and help crack down on 
those who breed and supply more litters than is claimed.” (Scottish 
SPCA: Response 41; ID 90523664) 

 
“Dogs Trust has long advocated the creation of a registration scheme 
for anybody falling below the licensing threshold as a means of 
creating a transparent system which will be a valuable enforcement 
tool for local authorities. We believe that anyone breeding, selling or 
transferring the ownership of more than one litter of puppies in a 12 
month period, regardless of any financial transaction or gain, should 
require a licence.” (Dogs Trust: Response 75; ID 91195577) 
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Dundee City Council expressed support for the measure and suggested it 
could be further strengthened— 
 

“The online registration scheme would significantly strengthen control 
over the breeding of puppies. To further strengthen it a registration 
number should be included in the puppy’s microchip information. The 
person who inserts the microchip should have a legal duty to ensure 
that the breeder’s details are accurate.” (Response 58; ID 91059566) 

 
Blue Cross, although supportive of the proposed scheme, raised questions as 
to how it might work in practice— 
 

“Firstly, how long would a temporary registration last for? We wouldn’t 
want a situation where someone was granted a temporary registration 
for a set period of time then was able to breed further animals without a 
need to upgrade to a full licence. Secondly any system would need to 
ensure that local authorities were able to share data on who has a 
temporary registration; this would ensure that people couldn’t apply for 
temporary registration in multiple LA areas to cover up the scale of 
breeding. Our third question as with any system is how we can ensure 
that local authorities are able to enforce this legislation and ensure high 
welfare standards. Obviously a temporary registration implies a fairly 
light touch approach to enforcement and potentially a lack of physical 
checks of the premises.” (Response 73; ID 91183511) 

 
The British Veterinary Association (Scottish Branch) and the British Small 
Animal Veterinary Association were supportive of a registration scheme and 
suggested— 
 

“A simple online registration system which automatically generates a 
registration number on submission of details and alerts a Local 
Authority to the registration, would support identification and monitoring 
of breeders and sellers with minimal impact on Local Authority 
resources. For breeders, should the threshold of three or more litters 
per year be met, this would trigger a dog breeding licensing inspection. 
If there were other concerns or complaints in the meantime, then a visit 
could be carried out under the Animal Welfare Act 2006 or other 
relevant legislation.” (Response 76). 

 
They go on to question— 
 

“… why this should be a temporary register as more long-term 
permanent records have the potential to be of value for prosecutions 
e.g. repeat offenders, and could also support benchmarking and 
illustrate trends thereby potentially assisting local authorities in 
targeting their resources more effectively.” 
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Other views included the following—  
 

“… we would suggest that the threshold for temporary registration 
should be the first litter (as we believe that once a breeder has a 
second litter they should be licensed).”  (Battersea Dogs and Cats 
Home: Response 83) 

 
“If … you have a litter whether through a planned or accidental mating 
you are a breeder. Even if you only plan to breed one litter there ought 
to be a registration scheme in place to check on the welfare of the bitch 
and the litter.” (Flora Cairnie: Response 79; ID 91133967) 

 
The issue of local authority capacity was raised— 

 
“This would potentially create a significant increase in workload for 
local authorities.” (Anonymous: Response 77; ID 91209661)  

 
North Lanarkshire Council proposed a centralised database— 
 

“Whilst we agree in general with the new requirements for breeders, 
including the temporary registration of breeders of less than 3 litters per 
year, we disagree with the proposal for [local authorities] to bear the 
burden of setting up online registration databases. 32 LA databases, 
set up individually, is neither cost effective nor an efficient use of public 
resources. The database should be one system, set up and 
administered by [the Scottish Government], with access provided to all 
LA regulators, much akin to the existing tobacco and NVP retailers’ 
database registration systems which were created by SG.” (Response 
59; ID 91089076) 

 
A number of respondents made the proposal of a centralised database in their 
response to Question 7 (on the obligation on prospective owners to check a 
breeder is licensed or registered). Further details can be found in the analysis 
of Question 7. 
 
Reasons for opposition 
 
Some were opposed to this measure as they believed all breeders should be 
licensed and so a temporary registration scheme should not be necessary.  
 

“A licensing scheme should cover breeders, full stop. I would assume 
that such a licence would require to be renewed on an annual basis 
and can therefore see no need for a temporary registration scheme.” 
(John Thomson: Response 11; ID 82848429)  

 
The issue of the burden on local authorities was raised. Fife Council stated— 
 

“We understand that the aim is to locate more people breeding dogs, 
but it would be an onerous paperwork exercise with no cost recovery, 
and difficult to enforce.” (Response 74; ID 91184553) 
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“There is a lack of evidence to suggest that hobby breeders pose a 
significant welfare problem at present. This could cause a dramatic 
increase in workload for the Local Authority, without an appropriate 
level of tangible gain. Further exploration of the impact of this proposal 
would be helpful.” (Anonymous: Response 78; ID 91201193) 

 
One respondent raised the risk of abuse by unscrupulous breeders or 
importers of puppies and that it— 
 

“… will be abused on a major scale and completely negate the 
legislation”. (Anonymous: Response 26; ID 87026426) 

 
Others commented on the impact it would have on individuals and families—  
 

“This is a very common scenario and would place an unmanageable 
burden on local authorities as well as imposing a duty to inform those 
doing this of their responsibilities. I feel that would be viewed as an 
unnecessary and unwelcome imposition by many families who breed 
their family pet.” (Stirling Council; Response 38: ID 90471933) 
 
“The rules for licensing are too strict …. Neighbouring issues, planning 
permissions, mortgage providers requiring you to change a mortgage 
to commercial because you run business from home. All those 
challenges regular people will face while trying to get a licence will only 
encourage the black market to grow and more dogs will end up in the 
rescues.” (Kris Beller; Response 51: ID 90799430) 

 
  

Question 4: Under the proposal someone with only one or two litters in a 
12-month period found to be selling or transferring puppies without 
completing an online temporary registration would be committing an 
offence and may be liable to pay a fine. Which of the following best 
describes your view on this? (Fully supportive / Partially supportive / 
etc.)?  
Please give reasons for your response, including any advantages or 
disadvantages. 

 
All 92 respondents answered this question. Seventy-seven (84%) 
respondents were supportive (65 fully and 12 partially), 11 (12%) were 
opposed (four partially, six fully and one who indicated opposition in 
comments but did not specify an option). Three (3%) were neutral; one (1%) 
was unsure. 
 
Reasons for support 
 
Reasons given by those supporting the proposed measure included the 
following— 
 

• It would make breeders adhere to the law; 
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• It would improve the safety and wellbeing of dogs/puppies; 

• It would act as a deterrent to irresponsible breeders. 
 

“Blue Cross would be fully supportive of making it an offence for someone 
to sell or transfer puppies without a temporary registration or licence an 
offence. Failure to make non-compliance an offence would potentially 
suggest to those irresponsible breeders who don’t wish to comply with new 
legislation that it would not be viewed seriously.” (Response 73; ID 
91183511) 

 
“In my view this is completely correct and will with time help to change 
Scotland’s culture when it comes to breeding.” (Alex Macleod: Response 
3; ID 82365594) 

 
“My hope is that this would help to see a decline in irresponsible ‘back 
yard’ breeders and possibly help to identify dogs being bred for fighting 
(though this is a very difficult area to control). I think it would also 
discourage people wanting to breed solely for financial gain because they 
would have to pay for the privilege.” (Laura Aitken: Response 32; ID 
88481922) 

 
A number of those supportive commented that a sufficiently high fine would 
be required— 

 
“We would be supportive of this proposal; however, consideration 
should also be given as to how this would be effectively enforced. In 
addition, we would question if £200 is an adequate deterrent or would 
cover the costs of a prosecution being brought. Given some breeds of 
puppy can sell for well over £1,000 per puppy, a £200 fine for a litter of 
perhaps eight puppies is minimal. We would suggest that any fine 
should be proportionate to a standard percentage of the value of a sale 
and that this should be of a level that acts as a robust deterrent.” 
(British Veterinary Association (Scottish Branch) and the British Small 
Animal Veterinary Association: Response 76) 

 
North Lanarkshire Council raised the issue of enforcement and prosecution in 
the case of non-payment— 
 

“We would like to see more detail in respect of this proposal. If the fine 
is not paid, how is that failure to be pursued? We would suggest the 
need to escalate to a criminal report to Crown for non-payment of fines; 
civil pursuit for a nominal sum such as the proposed £200 would not be 
cost effective and would not occur.” (Response 59; ID 91089076) 

 
The issue of how fines would be delivered was also raised by Scottish 
Borders Council, who responded as ‘neutral’ to this measure— 
 

 “In theory we are supportive of this proposal and we are making the 
assumption the fine would be delivered by way of a fixed penalty notice 
rather than submitting a report to the Procurator Fiscal for a Fiscal fine 
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…. Also, due to time constraints faced by LA officers we do not feel 
there would be a proactive undertaking by officers to trawl internet and 
social media … to identify those which have not registered their litter in 
order to serve fixed penalty notices. Instead it would be a rather useful 
enforcement tool to have … and only likely used if a complaint is 
received pertaining to a breeder not registering … it would also need to 
be an offence not to pay the fixed penalty notice rather than attempting 
to use civil recovery to claim the monies owed …” (Response 54; ID 
90380493) 

 
Battersea Dogs and Cats Home put forward an alternative to prosecution— 
 

“… we suggest that a Local Authority be given discretion to impose a 
Fixed Penalty Notice (FPN) as a speedier way of enforcement, which 
would impose a lesser cost on Local Authorities. It would provide 
Councils with the opportunity to recoup enforcement costs through the 
provision of FPNs where necessary, given that they are unlikely to 
choose to follow through with the cost of time of prosecutions except in 
the most severe cases.” (Response 8) 

 
Other reasons given by those respondents who were opposed to the measure 
included the difficulty of policing the measure, which was raised by a number 
of respondents, and the risk of litters— 
 

“… simply being destroyed if they were seen as not only an 
inconvenience but a liability, this would have the opposite effect of the 
purpose of the Bill.” (Stirling Council: Response 38; ID 90471933) 

 
One respondent questioned the need for the measure given that 
microchipping legislation already enables traceability if the origin of a puppy 
has to be investigated.  Another raised the challenge some may find in using 
an online registration, which could result in their being penalised. 
 
The potential impact on hobby breeders was also raised by the Kennel Club 
and Scottish Kennel Club—  
 

“We are opposed to the proposal that a breeder who breeds only 1 or 2 
litters in a twelve-month period who is found to be selling puppies 
without completing an online registration would be being classed as 
committing an offence and have to pay a fine. This is because it is 
important that low volume, hobby breeders are encouraged to breed – 
very often it is these breeders who are the best source of puppies and 
there are not enough of them to fill the demand – thus pushing puppy 
buyers towards irresponsible breeders. More than 70 percent of 
breeders who register puppies with the Kennel Club do so only once 
and therefore it is important to strike the right balance.” (Response 42) 
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D – Ensuring future health and welfare needs of dogs through a more 
responsible and informed approach to acquiring and owning a 
puppy/dog. 
 
 

Question 5: Which of the following best describes your view of creating 
an obligation on prospective owners to consider carefully a set of 
questions related to their capacity to take on a puppy/dog? (Fully 
supportive / Partially supportive / etc.)?  
Please give reasons for your answer, including any advantages or 
disadvantages. 

 
A significant majority – 83 (90%) of the 92 respondents – was supportive (76 
fully and 7 partially).  Six respondents (7%) were opposed (two partially, three 
fully and one indicated opposition in comments but did not select an option. 
Three (3%) were neutral. 
 
Animal health and welfare 
The majority of respondents in support of the measures proposed in the three 
questions under strand D (Questions 5-7) referred to the same main reason: 
improving animal welfare and educating the general public about responsible 
dog ownership. These points have been summarised here, but apply to all 
three questions. 
 
It was argued that the better informed a buyer was about the realities of dog 
ownership then there would be a likely reduction in the number of dogs put up 
for rehoming or neglected as a result of owners not being in a position to care 
for them properly. 
 
A number of respondents highlighted what they considered to be a particular 
issue around the ‘impulse buying’ of a particular breed of dog, driven by 
celebrity culture and seen as a fashion accessory, with little regard given to 
the practical considerations of dog ownership.  
 
Georgina Spiers thought it was sometimes a case of— “… the public SEE a 
dog, WANT a dog, HAVE a dog.” (Response 12; ID 82998160).   
 
These respondents argued that obliging buyers to carefully consider the 
responsibilities of dog ownership, and obliging breeders/keepers to check 
buyers are aware of this or obliging buyers to ensure they are buying a puppy 
from a licensed or registered breeder, would ensure these buyers are more 
likely to consider the practical aspects of dog ownership. 
 
A number of respondents referred to the questions being incorporated into the 
contract of sale (a “puppy contract”), thus ensuring the breeder/keeper’s and 
buyer’s obligations are set out in a transparent way.  Scottish Borders Council 
suggested— 
 

“an obligation on prospective sellers and owners to ask and answer a 
hard/physical copy of the set of questions related to their capacity to 
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take on a puppy/dog as part of the contractual sale/transfer of any 
puppy/dog may be more effective and enforceable.” (Response 54; ID 
90380493) 

 
Other comments 
Many of those supportive of prospective owners having to consider carefully a 
set of questions related to their capacity to take on a puppy/dog commented 
that it would increase awareness of the full responsibilities associated with 
dog ownership and reduce the number of people buying a dog they are 
unable to care for properly.  One said the objective would be to—  
 

“… highlight to new dog owners the responsibilities involved in owning 
a dog and these may be issues that they had not been aware of and, 
therefore, it may make them reconsider whether they have the right 
lifestyle/household/building/finances to own a dog.” (Anonymous: 
Response 52; ID 90830626)   

 
John Thomson suggested— 
 

“Prospective owners should be able to demonstrate that they are able, 
physically, emotionally and financially, to care for a dog for the whole of 
its expected lifespan. A rigorous set of questions should weed out 
those who think a dog is a good idea without giving any thought as to 
what ownership would actually mean for them and their family.” 
(Response 11; ID 82848429) 

 
Laura Aitken spoke from personal and professional experience— 
 

“In my work and in my association with Borders Pet Rescue, I too often 
see people who have gotten a dog without investigating the breed and 
suitability to their lifestyle. People seem to think that puppies come 
without having to put in the work it takes to bring up a dog. Labrador 
retrievers are a good example of this. Someone meets a very calm and 
well-behaved adult Lab and thinks, "That's the dog for me!" but doesn't 
realise how much work has been done to create a nice adult dog and 
that many Lab pups are crazy puppies! So, they end up in shelters or 
worse, spend their lives in the backyard being ignored.” (Response 32; 
ID 88481922) 

 
Several refer to the fact that this is something many responsible breeders 
already do. 
 
Some respondents suggested issues which might be included in the set of 
questions, in addition to those set out in the annex to the consultation 
document.  For example, whether the buyer had any experience of dog 
ownership, or had considered pet insurance and the legal responsibilities of 
dog ownership.  Flora Cairnie suggested the set of questions should be 
developed further into something akin to a dog ownership test (Response 79; 
ID 91133967). Dogs Trust suggested making them more specific, referring to 
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their own home finders’ questionnaire as an example (Response 75; ID 
91195577). 
 
One respondent highlighted the implications for the wider community from 
someone not looking after a dog responsibly, such as dog fouling, aggressive 
dog behaviour and excessive barking.  They argued greater awareness of the 
responsibilities prior to buying the dog might help reduce these. (Anonymous: 
Response 78; ID 91201193) 
 
Blue Cross (partially supportive) outlined three specific issues with this 
proposal. First, it highlighted difficulties in agreeing the set of questions 
because— 
 

 “Defining what makes a responsible purchase and what makes a 
responsible owner is something that has been debated within the 
animal welfare sector for a long time, it is difficult to come to one set 
agreement on a short and publicly accessible definition and therefore 
we believe it may be difficult to come up with a list of concise 
questions.” (Response 73; ID 91183511)   

 
Second, it argued this proposal would not allow for a change in circumstances 
as— 

“A test at the start of ownership doesn’t necessarily prove that a person 
will be a responsible owner for the full lifetime of that pet.” (Response 
73; ID 91183511)   

 
Third, Blue Cross raised concerns around the practicality and enforcement of 
the proposal.   
 
A number of respondents raised questions on how, and by whom, compliance 
with the proposed Bill would be monitored.  Many stated it would be difficult to 
judge the honesty of the answers given by buyers.  Dogs Trust drew attention 
to the fact that the effectiveness of the set of questions would rest on the 
buyer being honest in their answers. (Dogs Trust: Response 75; ID 
91195577). Helen O’Donnell) stated— 
 

“… it’s a very difficult set of questions you would need to pose. And, to 
be honest, if someone has their heart set on getting a dog, they will 
answer all the questions and consider everything said to them, but still 
go ahead and get a puppy even though their lifestyle may not suit a 
dog. You never really understand what is involved in having a dog until 
you actually have the responsibility of looking after one.” (Response 
43; ID 90615518) 

 
Dogs Trust also sought further detail about how the obligation would work in 
practice including whether a prospective owner would be able to attempt to 
buy a dog from a second breeder after being refused a sale from the first. 
(Response 75; ID 91195577)    
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In terms of whether a buyer would be penalised for not considering a set of 
questions, North Lanarkshire Council (partially opposed to this proposal) 
suggested that the lack of a penalty “may render the suggestions unworkable” 
but that “it may be a step too far to suggest the possibility of criminalising a 
citizen for unwittingly purchasing a dog irresponsibly.” (Response 59; ID 
91089076) 
 
Fife Council (fully opposed) argued that—  
 

“… a national campaign on this issue linked to the Code of practice for 
the welfare of dogs would be a good way to bring this issue to the 
attention of the general public.” (Fife Council: Response 74; ID 
91184553) 

 
The Kennel Club and Scottish Kennel Club, although of the view that more 
needed to be done, did not agree that this should be done by means of 
regulations: 
 

“Whilst we do not agree that this can be done via regulations (as a 
generic questionnaire would simply not work) we do agree that the 
sector should come together to distribute uniform information on the 
‘do’s and don’ts’ of puppy buying. Very often a large segment of the 
welfare sector ignores the very large proportion of people who want to 
buy a puppy from a breeder as opposed to a rescue centre. We believe 
that a lack of information from these credible sources about where to 
go to get a well-bred dog is partly responsible for why people 
unknowingly purchase puppies from irresponsible breeders and 
dealers”. (Response 42) 

 
 

Question 6: Which of the following best describes your view of placing 
an obligation on the breeder/keeper of a dog to check that any 
prospective owner is aware that they should have considered these 
questions? (Fully supportive / Partially supportive / etc.)?  
Please give reasons for your response, including any advantages or 
disadvantages. 

 
A significant majority – 84 (91%) of the 92 respondents -  were supportive (76 
fully supportive and 8 partially supportive). Six (7%) were opposed (three 
partially and two fully). One indicated opposition in comments but did not 
select an option. Two (2%) respondents were neutral 
 
Of those in support, many argued responsible breeders/keepers already do 
discuss with buyers their ability to care for a dog.   
 
Kayleigh believed that— 
 

 “The breeder has full responsibility of the young until ownership is 
changed and should ensure the new owner is capable of caring for the 
dog.” (Response 21: ID 86001203)   
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Conor Crichton stated— 

 
“Most responsible breeders already engage with this concept and many 
see it as their responsibility to ensure prospective owners have 
carefully considered the implications involved with dog ownership.  I 
would find it alarming if breeders did not suitably question prospective 
owners and I believe that this is one of the hallmarks of responsible 
breeding.” (Response 19; ID 85706244) 

 
A few respondents argued the proposed obligation should be extended to 
requiring breeders/keepers check the veracity of the buyer’s answers—   
 

“Any breeder selling their pups etc should be obliged to carry out a full 
check on the new owner or, at least, ensure they have signed up to the 
obligation rules.” (Suzanne Gould: Response 47; ID 90612110)   

 
Perth and Kinross Council argued that— 
 

“Without a ‘home check’ being done by the breeder, there is no real 
way of knowing if the prospective new owner is suitable.” (Response 
45; ID 90629161)   
 

South Ayrshire Council made the point that good breeders will already use 
puppy packs or assess the suitability of the purchaser— 
 

“A trader can ask the prospective purchaser has considered all aspects 
of keeping a pup/dog, but can they be held accountable if the 
prospective owner thereafter cannot cope or under-estimates their 
capacity for keeping the dog.” (Response 57; ID 91057827) 

 
Other suggestions included compulsory practical training with accredited 
trainers for any prospective owner and the use of a document such as the 
Puppy Contract, which both parties answer and sign. 
 
The risk to responsible breeders was raised by some respondents— 
 

“Many good breeders already do this however they can also be duped 
and there is no comeback for breeders. I believe the issue should be 
regulated by the government. I also think that any breach of the 
agreement should result in the puppy being returned to the breeder 
without financial compensation.” (Anonymous: Response 22; ID 
86388886) 

 
Many respondents questioned how this would work in practice.  For example, 
whether and how breeders/keepers would be monitored to ensure they had 
checked the buyer is aware they should consider a set of questions and 
whether they would they be penalised if they failed to do this.   
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Questions were also posed around whether the breeders/keepers’ obligations 
would extend beyond checking the buyer is aware of the set of questions.  
One anonymous respondent gave the example that—  
 

“Many people still say they work part time in order to get a puppy but in 
actual fact they work all day and have no plans to change this, they just 
want a puppy and are selfish and ignorant of its needs.  How could a 
breeder check this out?” (Anonymous: Response 28; ID 87182905) 

 
Six respondents were opposed, one argued the proposal—  
 

“… won’t stop puppy farmers, just give everyone else more hoops to 
jump through.” (Anonymous: Response 26; ID 87026426) 

 
The Kennel Club’s Assured Breeder Scheme requires that breeders carefully 
vet potential buyers and commit to rehoming the dogs if necessary, and they 
agree this would be good practice— 
 

“However, we are opposed to making this a legal requirement as it may 
make even the most responsible breeders nervous that if anything 
were to go wrong in the future with regards to the set-up of the dog’s 
new home, that they would be legally liable in some way (even if they 
wouldn’t be) which we believe could deter them from breeding” (The 
Kennel Club and Scottish Kennel Club: Response 42) 

 
 

Question 7: Which of the following best describes your view of obliging 
anyone acquiring a puppy from a breeder in Scotland to check that the 
breeder is licensed or registered? (Fully supportive / Partially supportive 
/ etc.)?  
Please give reasons for your response, including any advantages or 
disadvantages. 

 
A significant majority were supportive – 79 (86%) of the 92 respondents (73 
fully supportive and six partially supportive).  Five respondents (5%) were 
opposed (three partially and one fully). One indicated opposition in comments 
but did not select an option. Six respondents (7%) were neutral. One was 
unsure. 
 
The main reason given for supporting this proposal was that it would 
specifically help protect the welfare of puppies.  As one anonymous 
respondent stated—  

 
“It will encourage the adoption of a transparent breeding programme 
and responsible breeding.” (Response 22; ID 86388886)   

 
John Thomson said the obligation on a buyer to check a puppy breeder was 
licensed or registered would help avoid situations where puppies are sold 
from car boots and should discourage back street breeders, puppy farmers 
and smugglers (Response 11; ID 82848429).  
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The Scottish SPCA confirmed it would— 
 

“… certainly support this to ensure that pups are only sold via licensed 
or registered persons from a listed address.” (Response 41; ID 
90523664) 

 
Some respondents made suggestions about what the licensing/registration 
process could look like.    
 
A number of respondents highlighted the need for a centralised database to 
list those breeders/keepers licensed or registered.  This point was also made 
by some respondents under Question 3 (on the introduction of a temporary 
registration scheme). 
 
Blue Cross recommended a centralised database was necessary for this 
proposal to work effectively (Response 73; ID 91183511). 
 
Dundee City Council was fully supportive of this proposed obligation, as an 
“easy way” to check the status of a breeder and suggested a Scottish 
database that “… has to be administered centrally but updated by local 
authorities” (Response 58; ID 91059566). Perth and Kinross Council (fully 
supportive) identified this proposal as a “positive way” for local authorities to 
find out about unlicensed/unregistered breeders. (Response 45; ID 90629161)    
 
Dogs Trust was fully supportive of this proposal.  It argued the proposal could 
be extended— 
 

“Due to our serious concerns around the sale of dogs, we believe that 
all forms of advertising, including online, should be required to display 
the seller’s registration or licence number. In conjunction with this, we 
believe that a centralised, publicly accessible list of registered and 
licensed breeders and sellers should be kept or facilitated by the 
Scottish Government to enable websites and buyers to check the 
legitimacy of breeders and sellers. This would allow a simplified system 
that would be easily accessible for purchasers to verify where they are 
buying a dog from in an increasingly online, nationwide marketplace.” 
(Response 75; ID 91195577)   

 
A number of respondents raised difficulties with enforcement. Blue Cross 
asked for— 
 

“… more details on how this will be enforced, [as] it is difficult to see 
how it would be feasible to check that every purchaser is checking to 
see whether their breeder is licensed or registered so essentially you 
are relying on new owners just doing it.  This may well work with 
responsible purchasers but we know there are purchasers out there 
who want to make a purchase on a whim and are unlikely to comply 
with this legislation if it were in place.” (Response 73; ID 91183511) 
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One respondent stated that checking a puppy breeder was either licensed or 
registered was something most responsible prospective buyers do already 
and that, to be successful, any legislation would need to prevent those 
irresponsible prospective buyers from buying puppies from 
unlicensed/unregistered breeders. (Anonymous: Response 17; ID 84118292) 
 
West Lothian Council (partially supportive) believed it would direct potential 
owners to regulated breeders but would not impact the illegal sale of farmed 
puppies using various electronic or face-to-face exchanges or the illegal 
importation of dogs. (West Lothian Council Environmental Health: Response 
46; ID 90631211) 
 
All three respondents who indicated they were partially opposed to this 
proposed obligation were local authorities.  Stirling Council thought the 
implications of the proposal would be—  
 

“… too big a consideration for local authorities to manage. It would also 
drive those selling puppies to more readily accessible means such as 
social media” (Response 38; ID 90471933). 
  

Fife Council argued that “… checking this or enforcing it is both unnecessary 
and undesirable” and that registration in itself does not guarantee welfare. 
(Response 74; ID 91184553)   
 
The Kennel Club and Scottish Kennel Club agreed— 
 

“… that puppy buyers should check that breeders are licensed or 
registered before purchasing a puppy from them but we have concerns 
about making this a legal requirement and so would oppose this 
proposal. Irresponsible breeders/puppy farmers are already used to 
getting around the law and will continue to try and do so. It may be 
easy for them to trick potential puppy buyers into thinking they are 
licensed or registered (or even registered when they should be 
licensed), and it would be unfair for puppy buyers to take the blame for 
this.” 
 

Battersea Dogs and Cats Home were of the view that— 
 

“… anyone buying a puppy from a source other than a reputable 
rescue centre should do proper research on the breeder. However, it 
seems too far to make this a legal obligation, as there is no need for 
prosecution of buyers who fail to carry out this sort of check.” 
(Response 83) 
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Other suggestions made in response to Strand D – Questions 5-6 
 
A number of respondents argued that a wider education campaign would be 
an alternative, more effective way of tackling the problem of irresponsible dog 
purchases.   
 
Dogs Trust (which indicated partial support in response to questions 5 and 6) 
suggested “… better education of prospective dog owners through information 
provided by breeders and sellers and via animal welfare organisations on 
specific dog breeders.” (Response 75; ID 91195577)   
 
Kris Beller proposed the following (and provided details on implementation)— 
 

“… instead of a licence every litter should be registered online through 
a website where a number would be granted and using that number a 
new buyer will be able to check has the litter been registered while it 
will give an opportunity for the governing body to keep track of the 
breeding done by the small hobby breeders. It will encourage people to 
register because it would be easier and less demanding than acquiring 
a licence”.  
 

 
Financial implications 
 

Question 8: Taking account of both costs and potential savings, what 
financial impact would you expect the proposed Bill to have on: Local 
authorities / Dog breeders / General public (including dog owners) / 
Police and animal welfare organisations? 
Please explain the reasons for your response. 

 
Local authorities 
Ninety-one respondents answered this part of the question. Fifty-two (57%) 
indicated that they would expect an increase in costs for local authorities (14 
expected a significant increase and 37 expected some increase). Twenty-six 
(29%) predicted it would be cost neutral. Six (7%) believed there would be a 
reduction in costs and 7 (8%) were unsure. 
 
Fiona Grahame was of the view that— 
 

“As Local Authorities would be responsible for compliance then there 
would be considerable cost to them, staffing being the main one. If it is 
not adequately staffed with Full Time Permanent posts then it will fail. A 
reliable IT system for registration and alerts when these need to be 
followed up. Visits would also be required – including to schools, check 
premises etc. therefore partnership working is essential with relevant 
bodies e.g. SSPCA, local vets.” (Response 36; ID 89157305) 

 
Stirling Council expressed concern regarding the extra financial burden the 
proposed Bill would place on local authorities— 
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“If it was incumbent on local authorities to manage this then it would 
create an enormous financial burden as they would be inundated with 
complaints and intelligence from members of the public. There is no 
scope to recover this money. Enforcement revenue should never be 
considered as a potential income stream as with compliance any 
revenue will decrease. The staffing and administration associated to 
this very large task would be significant.” (Response 38; ID 90471933) 
  

A few respondents acknowledged that there would be additional costs on 
local authorities at the start but felt that there would be longer term benefits to 
offset them— 
 

“The set-up costs for the education and licensing would be significant 
for national government and local councils. However, in the longer 
term, there should be fewer welfare issues, fewer strays, fewer 
complaints about out of control dogs/dog attacks which need followed 
up and most particularly fewer dogs ending up in rescue because 
people did not ask the right question of the breeder and vice versa. 
There are already databases in place such as with the KC and ISDS. 
Could they be subcontracted to do a general database?” (Flora Cairnie: 
Response 79; ID 91133967) 
 
“The processing and administration may pose an increased cost, 
however, this again in itself will hopefully lead to a culture change 
within Scotland.” (Alex Macleod: Response 3; ID 82365594) 

 
“Should prevent problems associated with irresponsible breeders and 
free up time and resources to address more complex cases.” (Dundee 
City Council: Response 58; ID 91059566) 

 
Of those predicting it would be cost-neutral, many explained that costs to local 
authorities should be recouped— 
 

“Local Authorities can recoup costs through the charge for licensing. 
This is the same estimate that has been made of the cost to the Local 
Authorities with the new Licensing Regulations in England which will be 
coming into effect on 1 October. However, one criticism in England has 
been the provision of time and Government grants to train staff 
adequately to fulfil their new enforcement obligations ahead of 1 
October. Scotland would do well to learn from this experience and to 
observe how the regulations work in England.” (Battersea: Response 
83) 

 
Reasons for a likely reduction in cost to local authorities included— 
 

“If people bought only from responsible breeders cost would reduce for 
local authorities as fewer with health problems would be abandoned 
and fewer hours spent trying to regulate rogue breeders.” (Lydia Reid: 
Response 8: ID 82601144) 
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Those unsure of the financial implications for local authorities included— 
 

“If local authorities are taking on the administration of this scheme and 
policing it properly they will need a lot of extra resources, however if 
successful, it could reduce the cost of services around unwanted 
animals.” (Edinburgh Dog and Cat Home: Response 53; ID 90838683) 

 
Dog Breeders 
Ninety respondents answered this part of the question. Seventy (78%) 
predicted an increase in costs to dog breeders. Thirteen (14%) expected it to 
be cost neutral. One predicted a reduction in cost and 6 (7%) were unsure.  
 

“Breeders will incur costs as they will have to pay licence fees, 
registration costs, compliance costs, and possibly planning issues if 
they are now considered to be a commercial enterprise.” (South 
Ayrshire Council: Response 57; ID 91057827). 

 
“We would expect that if regulations to lower the licensing threshold to 
3 litters from 5 litters were to be introduced, in addition to the other 
proposed regulations, there would be an increased financial cost to 
some dog breeders who currently do not pay a licence fee. However, it 
may be that as a result of the new regulations they will breed fewer 
litters, and thereby only require temporary registration, or that the 
increased cost could be offset if they were a member of the Assured 
Breeder Scheme and the scheme were incorporated into the new 
system.” (The Kennel Club and Scottish Kennel Club: Response 42) 

 
“Increased paperwork costs and potential licence fees will probably 
cost dog breeders slightly more, which may disproportionately affect 
smaller dog breeding businesses. Sufficient time and assistance 
should be given to breeders during any transition to these rules in order 
to mitigate this effect.” (Ben Tomos Farrell Wall: Response 10; ID 
82700616) 

 
Reasons why it could be expected to be cost neutral included— 
 

“Dog breeders will simply add the cost of the licence fee to the 
purchase price of the pup.” (Scottish SPCA: Response 41; ID 
90523664) 

 
General public (including dog owners) 
There was a total of ninety-one responses to this part of the question. 
 
Thirty-eight (42%) respondents predicted an increase in costs for the general 
public (including dog owners). Thirty-seven (41%) believed it would be cost 
neutral. Seven (8%) expected a reduction in cost and eight (9%) were unsure. 
 
A high number commented that the increased costs to dog breeders would be 
passed on to the owners.  
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Thirty-seven respondents believed the impact would be neutral. Reasons for 
why there may be some reduction in costs included— 
 

“General public would face lower health bills for animals because they 
are responsibly bred.” (Lydia Reid: Response 8: ID 82601144) 

 
Those unsure of the financial impact included the following— 
 

“The general public may see some increase in cost when illicit breeding 
practices reduce and the demand/cost for puppies from reputable 
breeders increases, however this may be balanced by fewer owners 
taking on dogs that they can’t afford.” (Edinburgh Dog and Cat Home: 
Response 53; ID 90838683) 
 

Police and animal welfare organisations 
Ninety respondents answered this part of the question. Thirty-four (38%) 
expected an increase in costs to the police and animal welfare organisations. 
Eighteen (20%) believed it would be broadly cost-neutral, with 30 (33%) 
predicting a reduction in costs and eight (95) unsure. 
 

“Enforcement by local authorities, police and welfare organisations may 
require significant cost. Depends at what levels fines and registration 
costs are set.” (Anonymous: Response 81; 91221373)  

 
Reasons given for why the new proposals would be broadly cost-neutral 
included— 
 

“This assumes that rescues are exempt from licensing under the Bill 
(given that rescues will sometimes receive pregnant animals and then 
are responsible for rehoming the resulting litter.)” (Battersea Dogs and 
Cats Home: Response 83) 

 
“Police and animal welfare organisations, again should be cost-neutral, 
any incidents must be paid for by the breeder/dealer/supplier if these 
organisations are involved and they are proven to be negligent. 
(Georgina Spiers: Response 12; ID 82998160)  

 
Reasons given for predicting a reduction in costs included— 
  

“Police and animal welfare stand to save as dogs which have 
significant health problems would be reduced due to better regulated 
breeding programmes.” (Anonymous: Response 17; ID 84118292) 

 
“Police and animal welfare organisations should benefit from a 
reduction in stray dogs. I would also anticipate that it would be 
considerably easier to track where a dog has come from, making it 
easier to hold owners responsible for the actions of their animals.” 
(Sheena McCulloch: Response 23; ID 86846413) 
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Two of the eight respondents (9%) who were unsure, explained their reasons 
as follows: 
 

“We are equally unsure about the effect on police and animal welfare 
organisations, if the legislation works effectively we could see a 
reduction in the number of dogs coming into rehoming centres, with an 
increase in demand for dogs for rehoming.” (Edinburgh Dog and Cat 
Home: Response 53; ID 90838683) 

 
“If the proposals included in this consultation are taken forward and 
implemented well we are hopeful that this will result in a reduction in 
costs for animal welfare organisations as it will lead to prospective 
owners being properly informed before they acquire their pet, which in 
turn should result in fewer cases of animals being relinquished.” (Dogs 
Trust: Response 75; ID 91195577) 

 
 

Question 9: Are there ways in which the Bill could achieve its aim more 
cost-effectively (e.g. by reducing costs or increasing savings)? (Yes / No 
/ Unsure)? 
Please explain the reasons for your response. 

 
Ninety of the 92 respondents answered this question.  Nineteen (21%) 
believed there were ways in which the Bill could achieve its aim more cost-
effectively. Seven (8%) believed it could not be delivered more cost-effectively 
whilst 64 (71%) were unsure. 
 
Suggestions from those who believed the Bill could be achieved more cost-
effectively included— 
 

• An advertising campaign to educate people on the responsibilities of 

dog ownership and selecting a good breeder. (Anonymous: Response 

17; ID 84118292) 

• An annual dog licence (Anonymous: Response 28; ID 87182905) 

• Giving local authorities powers to impose Fixed Penalty Notices as an 

alternative enforcement measure, enabling them to retain the money 

generated (Battersea Dogs and Cats Home: Response 83) 

Many of those who felt the aims of the Bill could not be achieved more cost-
effectively raised the costs of implementing the proposed scheme— 
 

“If this legislation is to mean anything, there will be a substantial cost in 
admin and enforcement staff from day 1. This should be off-set by the 
licensing fees. However, as back street breeders are discouraged and 
“casual” ownership of dogs falls, so will the revenue. That is assuming, 
of course, that the admin and enforcement are properly funded in the 
first place, or it will all have been for nothing. (John Thomson: 
Response 11; ID 82848429) 
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“It is unclear how increased regulation and enforcement can be 
achieved at a lower cost.” (South Ayrshire Council: Response 57; ID 
91057827) 

 
Many were unsure, some referring to the longer-term cost savings and that 
the results of such a scheme would not be known for some time. 
 

 “I feel the impact would be a ‘time will tell’ situation.” (Elaine 
Macfarlane: Response 65; ID 91131462)  

 
 
Equalities 
 

Question 10: What overall impact is the proposed Bill likely to have on 
equality, taking account of the following protected characteristics 
(under the Equality Act 2010): age, disability, gender re-assignment, 
marriage and civil partnership, pregnancy and maternity, race, religion 
and belief, sex, sexual orientation. (Positive / slightly positive / etc.?) 
Please give reasons for your response, including any advantages or 
disadvantages. 

 
There were 90 responses to this question. Thirteen (14%) felt that there would 
be a positive impact on equalities issues; 64 (71%) believed the impact would 
neutral, while 6 (7%) predicted a negative impact and seven (8%) were 
unsure what the impact would be in this context. 
 
Many who expressed the view that there would be a positive impact referred 
to the beneficial impact on the welfare of animals and safety of people.  
 
The majority of respondents who answered this question predicted a neutral 
impact on people— 
 

“As the licensing system is applied based on unrelated criteria we 
believe it will not have an impact either way on equality”. (Dogs Trust: 
Response 75; ID 91195577)   

 
Of those who predicted a negative impact, two referred to the impact it may 
have on poorer people and/or normal working families– 
 

“Quality dogs will be more difficult to obtain by normal working families. 
Hobby breeders or people with [an] accidental litter will be forced to 
give away puppies to rescues which will create severe amount of 
stress for the dog owners, rescue and charity staff and animals.” (Kris 
Beller: Response 51; ID 90799430) 
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Sustainability 
 

Question 11: Do you consider that the proposed Bill can be delivered 
sustainably, i.e. without having likely future disproportionate economic, 
social and/or environmental impacts (Yes / No / Unsure)?  
Please give reasons for your response, including any advantages or 
disadvantages. 

 
Ninety respondents answered this question. Fifty-eight (64%) were of the view 
that the Bill could be delivered sustainably, seven (8%) felt that it could not, 
and 24 (27%) were unsure. 
 
Reasons given for why the proposal could be delivered sustainably included—  
 

“The current licensing system is unsustainable as it does not effectively 
protect and promote the welfare of the dogs involved. By introducing 
the proposals detailed in this consultation we believe the system can 
be easily enforced by local authorities and as a result will be 
sustainable”. (Dogs Trust: Response 75; ID 91195577)   

 
“Yes – if local authorities receive ring fenced money for its 
implementation and continuing running costs … if there is partnership 
working with all relevant organisations … if there is a national 
information/educational positive campaign. No – if it is inadequately 
funded, licences won’t be checked, people will default on fines, the 
public will see it as an intrusion if there is no explanation as to why it is 
necessary.” (Fiona Grahame: Response 36; ID 89157305) 
 

Several raised the point that it would be sustainable if the costs were covered 
by the licence fees, and that savings would flow from fewer strays and 
abandoned animals. 
 
Stirling Council were of the view that the proposal could not be delivered 
sustainably due to the potential negative financial impact on those of lower 
financial means— 
 

“This is more likely to affect poorer members of society who are more 
likely to buy a puppy from a small breeder or from someone whose dog 
has become pregnant, possibly unexpectedly. Mixed breed dogs (as 
opposed to cross-bred dogs which are popular) are more likely to be 
sold to those who have less disposable income to buy a dog and in 
these circumstances the sale of any dogs are usually by word of 
mouth, on social media or other free advertising.” (Stirling Council: 
Response 38; ID 90471933) 

 
The issue of additional burdens being placed on local authorities was raised 
by West Lothian Council Environmental Health— 
 

“The introduction of new administrative burdens is not financially 
sustainable.” (Response 46; ID 90631211) 
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Those respondents who were unsure raised various issues which included— 
 

“The officer time and cost associated with introducing, monitoring and 
providing registration numbers for puppies and dogs may be ineffective 
and unsustainable without a national database.” (Scottish Borders 
Council: Response 54; ID 90380493) 

 
“There will be some impact economically, but the health and welfare of 
the dogs should be the priority.” (South Ayrshire Council: Response 57; 
ID 91057827) 

 
 
General 
 

Question 12: Do you have any other comments or suggestions on the 
proposal? 

  
Forty-six respondents answered this question.   
 
A number of more general points were made. A few respondents commented 
that the proposed Bill would make it easier to keep track of any problems with 
dogs/breeders/owners and therefore offer more protection for dogs/puppies— 
 

“The proposed legislation appears to me to represent a good start on 
tackling problems that have been escalating.” (Mirabelle Maslin: 
Response 13; ID 83418225) 

 
“Making it easier to track dogs, and making owners/keepers 
responsible for their animals, along with more responsible breeding 
could have a positive effect on the number of dog attacks.” (Sheena 
McCulloch: Response 23; ID 86846413) 

 
Other respondents pointed out that the proposed Bill would offer added 
protection for the safety and wellbeing of the puppies/dogs— 
 

“I am delighted to see this bill being proposed and hope that it will be 
successful. We need to stop the cruel treatment of dogs for financial 
gain and the indiscriminate breeding and selling of dogs that is creating 
suffering and adding to already over-crowded rescues … Society 
needs to realise that farmed dogs, both puppies and adults, suffer 
lasting behavioural problems. This can also be the case with dogs 
obtained by people with no understanding of what it means to own and 
raise a dog.” (Laura Aitken: Response 32; ID 88481922) 

 
“The measures contained in this proposal are critical as part of a 
package to improve dog welfare in Scotland. Banning third party sales 
(which requires regulation of rescue centres to avoid a disproportionate 
negative impact on our sector) would deprive puppy farmers of their 
chosen route to market, however as this will drive buyers directly to the 
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breeder then the measures to improve conditions at breeders’ 
premises are essential. The whole package must be moved alongside 
the increased maximum sentences for animal cruelty proposed by 
Scottish Government in the 2017/18 Programme for Government” 
(Battersea Dogs and Cats Home: Response 83). 

 
“This may be covered by other legislation but I would like there to be an 
inspection of premises where three or more litters are going to be 
raised annually and I would like breeders to be vetted by those granting 
licences, in the same way as breeders are going to vet prospective 
owners.” (Clare Donaldson: Response 39; ID 90496821) 

   
Other points/suggestions made include— 

• the potential role that could be played by assured breeder 
schemes/schemes regulated by UKAS accredited bodies; 

• puppies should not be separated from their mother until they are at 
least 8 weeks old; 

• puppies should be seen with their mother;  

• the need to tackle breeding of breeds with genetic conditions; 

• considering the introduction of quarantine; 

• banning online advertising; 

• encouraging buyers to ask breeders to see their vet’s card; 

• a penalty for councils that refuse to police breeders; 

• reintroducing dog licences; 

• setting up a centralised unit of trained inspectors that local authorities 
can use; 

• introducing a risk-based assessment for licensing. 
 
 

Question 13: Could the aims of this Bill be better delivered in another 
way (rather than by means of a Bill in the Scottish Parliament) (Yes / No / 
Unsure)? 
Please explain the reasons for your response. 

 
Eighty-nine respondents answered this question. The majority (55 or 63%) 
believed that the aims could not be better delivered in another way, whilst 
nine respondents (10%) felt that they could.  Twenty-four (27%) were unsure. 
One provided comments but did not specify a response. 
 
Some of the points made had been raised previously in the consultation. 
 
The majority of those who felt it could not be better delivered referred to the 
fact that it was time for legislation, as previous advice and guidance had been 
ignored— 
 

“Advice from independent organisations has been consistent – and 
consistently ignored. Primary legislation is required at this stage.” (Ben 
Tomos Farrell Wall: Response 10; ID 82700616) 
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The Scottish SPCA answered in a similar vein— 
  

“All other methods of ensuring responsible selling and ownership have 
been tried in the past by a range of animal welfare organisations. 
Without some legal standing sellers have no real incentive to change, 
as highlighted by our #SayNoToPuppyDealers campaign.” (Scottish 
SPCA: Response 41; ID 90523664) 

 
Battersea Dogs and Cats Home also commented that legislation was needed 
and that primary legislation would give greater public exposure and education 
for such an important change in the law. (Response 83) 
 
Of those who felt the Bill’s aims could be delivered in another way some, like 
Fife Council, felt that the use of an education campaign would be an 
alternative (Response 74; ID 91184553). 
 
West Lothian Council suggested reconsidering the introduction of a licensing 
system— 
 

“A potential alternative which may be worth considering would be the 
re-introduction of licensing (nationally funded system) with a 
requirement that the applicant must state in advance of purchase, 
where the dog will be purchased from.” (West Lothian Council 
Environmental Health: Response 46; ID 90631211) 

 
Twenty-four (27%) respondents were unsure if the Bill could be better 
delivered in another way. Kris Beller felt that— 
 

“The best thing to do is to create an obligation to register online and 
register every litter bred …” (Response 51; ID 90799430) 

 
Elaine Macfarlane thought more local policing might be the answer. 
(Response 65; ID 91131462) 
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SECTION 4: MEMBER’S COMMENTARY 
 
Christine Grahame MSP has provided the following commentary on the 
results of the consultation, as summarised in sections 1-3 above. 
 
I would like, firstly, to thank the many individuals and organisations which 
have assisted me in the run up to, and during, the consultation on my 
proposal for a Member’s Bill, not least the Scottish Parliament’s Non-
Government Bills Unit, Animal Welfare Organisations, Local Authorities, 
individuals and Emma McKenzie in my office whose assistance has been 
central.  
 
I am enormously grateful for all responses. These display an overwhelming 
level of support for my proposal to tighten the regulation of dog breeding on 
the one hand, and on the other to make it a legal requirement that potential 
dog owners consider at length whether their lifestyle is appropriate for dog 
ownership. This will also require them to consider what type of dog best suits 
their circumstances and, at all costs, to make sure it is acquired from a 
responsible, traceable source. 

 
Many issues were raised in the responses I received and these are all 
important as a stage towards my proposed Bill.  
 
My understanding is that the Scottish Government intends to reduce the 
breeding threshold for licensing from five to three litters, following the 
consultation they carried out in 2018. On this basis I no longer expect to 
include this in my Bill. 
 
As the Scottish Government consultation also addressed a potential change 
to cover other types of transfer or supply, in addition to sale, this may also not 
be required in my Bill. 
 
I will now pursue my proposed Bill with colleagues’ support and that, I hope, 
of the Scottish Government. If successful it would, I think, be the first time that 
legally enforceable duties would be placed on those acquiring a puppy or dog, 
with the result that back-street trade and sales on-line or from the back of 
vans, by unscrupulous sources, would be reduced, and that impulse 
acquisitions, though wholly understandable, would be curtailed.  
 
That way, we might reduce the number of dogs which end up in rescue 
centres through neglect, and have instead happy dogs and owners, enjoying 
what is that special and rewarding relationship. Let me once again thank all 
who participated in the consultation and gave of their time. Your comments 
both positive and critical are invaluable. 
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ANNEXE 
 

1 Margaret Simpson  ID: 82257766 

2 Arthur Galloway  ID: 82236612 

3 Alex Macleod  ID: 82365594 

4 Karen Burnett  ID: 82366592 

5 Jim Irvine  ID: 82399214 

6 Anonymous  ID: 82424239 

7 Anonymous  ID: 82444822 

8 Lydia Reid  ID: 82601144 

9 Anonymous  ID: 82683084 

10 Ben Tomos Farrell Wall  ID: 82700616 

11 John Thomson  ID: 82848429 

12 Georgina Spiers  ID: 82998160 

13 Mirabelle Maslin  ID: 83418225 

14 Anonymous  ID: 83547080 

15 Anonymous  ID: 83652401 

16 Pat Anderson  ID: 83614826 

17 Anonymous  ID: 84118292 

18 Mary Davey  ID: 84461054 

19 Conor Crichton  ID: 85706244 

20 Anonymous  ID: 85966414 

21 Kayleigh  ID: 86001203 

22 Anonymous  ID: 86388886 

23 Sheena McCulloch  ID: 86846413 

24 A Martin (BVM&S MRCVS Dip AS (CABC)) ID: 86913402 

25 Anonymous  ID: 86945480 

26 Anonymous  ID: 87026426 

27 Anonymous  ID: 87035666 

28 Anonymous  ID: 87182905 

29 Anonymous  ID: 88221649 

30 Anonymous  ID: 88233076 

31 Alison Leiper  ID: 88424301 

32 Laura Aitken  ID: 88481922 

33 Jolene Wilson  ID: 88870646 

34 Borders Canine Training  ID: 88887405 

35 Anonymous  ID: 88909802 

36 Fiona Grahame  ID: 89157305 

37 Laura Curran  ID: 89673684 

38 Stirling Council  ID: 90471933 

39 Clare Donaldson  ID: 90496821 

40 Heather Gibson  ID: 90500347 

41 Scottish SPCA   ID: 90523664 

42 The Kennel Club and Scottish Kennel Club   

43 Helen ODonnell  ID: 90615518 

44 Anonymous  ID: 90624046 

45 Perth and Kinross Council  ID: 90629161 

46 West Lothian Council Environmental Health  ID: 90631211 
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47 Suzanne Gould  ID: 90612110 

48 Anonymous  ID: 90638146 

49 Chris Lewis  ID: 90787580 

50 Dr Andy Cage (BVM&S MRCVS) ID: 90787716 

51 Kris Beller  ID: 90799430 

52 Anonymous  ID: 90830626 

53 Edinburgh Dog and Cat Home  ID: 90838683 

54 Scottish Borders Council  ID: 90380493 

55 Tracy Gall  ID: 90849717 

56 Donna Robertson  ID: 90941631 

57 South Ayrshire Council  ID: 91057827 

58 Dundee City Council  ID: 91059566 

59 North Lanarkshire Council  ID: 91089076 

60 Brian Hay  ID: 91100975 

61 Anonymous  ID: 91131353 

62 Anonymous  ID: 91131471 

63 Anonymous  ID: 91131487 

64 Linda Roger  ID: 91131482 

65 Elaine Macfarlane  ID: 91131462 

66 Rebecca Tragham  ID: 91131866 

67 Kerry Taylor  ID: 91132252 

68 Carol Neill  ID: 91132936 

69 Audrey Simpson  ID: 91134395 

70 Fiona Kennedy  ID: 91134753 

71 Julie McIntosh  ID: 91153793 

72 Anonymous   ID: 91174388 

73 Blue Cross  ID: 91183511 

74 Fife Council  ID: 91184553 

75 Dogs Trust  ID: 91195577 

76 British Veterinary Association (Scottish 
Branch) & British Small Animal Veterinary 
Association  

 

77 Anonymous  ID: 91209661 

78 Anonymous  ID: 91201193 

79 Flora Cairnie  ID: 91133967 

80 Anonymous  ID: 91222693 

81 Anonymous  ID: 91221373 

82 Anonymous  ID: 91237692 

83 Battersea Dogs and Cats Home   

 


