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Thank you for the opportunity to express and publish my views regarding the Bill. 
 
Figures of leading rural insurer NFU Mutual, which insures three quarters of farmers, 
show that the cost of claims for livestock worrying has reached a record level: a rise 
of 67% across the UK in the past two years, proving that both penalties and the 
endless repetition of the advice to keep dogs on leads failed spectacularly to prevent 
these incidents from happening. 
 
Why? 
 
The National Police Chief’s Council October 2017 Final Report about livestock 
worrying found that in 79% of recorded cases, the dog owner was not present. This 
means that the majority of incidents happen not because owners allow their dogs to 
be at large but because dogs overcome physical restraints by slipping out of collars, 
harnesses etc. or breaking them, breaking leads, yanking them out of owners’ hands 
or getting out of enclosures. 
 
More restrictive leash laws cannot prevent accidents outside owners’ control from 
happening and no dog understands the implications of penalties imposed on the 
owner, however severe they may be. Such legislation would therefore be missing the 
point entirely by wasting more resources on what already proved to be ineffective. 
 
What haven’t yet happened officially is to address the root cause of the problem: the 
dogs’ predatory behaviour manifesting as worrying livestock. In nature, chasing down 
other animals is necessary for predators to survive, therefore, contrary to claims made 
by certain rich and powerful organisations, a higher value reward for not chasing could 
very unlikely be given even if the owner was present. This leaves the only option to 
curb unwanted predatory behaviour to have dogs to associate it with an aversive. 
 
Contrary to common belief, empirical and scientific evidence shows that the safest, 
most humane and most effective tool to achieve this is the handheld electronic dog 
training collar – the collar the aforementioned influential organisations lobby to get 
banned as the biggest threat to their multi-million pound income accumulated by 
getting popular through convincing the public that corrections in dog training are “cruel 
and unnecessary”. Distortion of facts and extensive manipulation of emotions is 
evident in all their publications about the matter – something that parliamentary 
legislative processes should never ever be based on. 
 
An example of the proven best complementary measure to already existing dog control 
laws in place of heavier penalties and restrictions is one implemented in New Zealand, 
a developed country with long-standing recognition of animal sentience and animal 
welfare laws in existence for over 20 years, where dogs turned out to be the biggest 
killers of endangered native avian wildlife, in particular, the kiwi. 



 
As a solution, the New Zealand Department of Conservation developed the Kiwi 
Aversion Dog Training Programme (KAT), which allowed dogs to continue to provide 
important conservation benefits through their use for recreational and professional 
hunting in kiwi habitats whilst minimizing the risk to kiwi. In the programme, dogs are 
trained to avoid kiwi-related stimuli through response-contingent use of electronic 
training collars. Dogs that have undergone the training are then certified with a permit. 
The training is encouraged for dogs living in or near kiwi habitats and KAT-permit is a 
requirement for dogs to enter certain such areas and is a part of a hunting permit. 
Dogs returning for an annual KAT permit-renewal are tested and retrained if necessary 
until avoidance behaviour is displayed. Information regarding the dangers of dogs to 
kiwis is also provided to dog owners. 
 
Evaluation of the programme through analysis of training records is to date the largest 
scale study investigating the effect and longevity of aversion learning in canids, or any 
species. Data were obtained from all KAT sessions conducted between 1998 and 
2007 and comprised records of 1647 training sessions on 1156 dogs. 
 
No dog avoided the KAT stimuli before and all did after training, regardless of genders, 
ages and sizes of dogs and whether an electric collar was worn, the avoidance 
response generalized to other locations, lasted for at least one year and exposure 
without punishment not only didn’t weaken but strengthened it. 
These results are consistent with a number of published reports of prey aversion 
training in canid species. 
 
Therefore, my first and most important suggestion is that NO other parts of the UK is 
to follow the disastrous path of Wales of a blanket ban on electronic dog training aids. 
First, toughening up sentences for livestock worrying while at the same time 
criminalising responsible dog owners for using the best tool to prevent it would be a 
legal and moral injustice as shameful as unprecedented. 
 
Second, Wales suffered the worst increase in livestock attacks – a shocking 113% – 
where electronic dog training aids have been banned since 2010, now long enough 
for the majority of dogs that were trained by them to die out. 
 
My other suggestion is to develop a similar programme to the New Zealand one, and 
for details to consult their Department of Conservation, and in the UK, Mr. James 
Penrith from Take the Lead Dog Training whose expertise on the matter I cannot 
recommend highly enough. A livestock aversion training programme would allow for 
even more realistic training situations than the kiwi one, as, since we know it from the 
DEFRA AW1402a study, live sheep can be used ethically in this kind of training but 
not in reward-based training as admitted in his own words on camera by Jonathan J. 
Cooper co-author. 
 
Are there protests against the KAT? As surely as it is that they did not end the world. 
I soon found an article written by an animal rights activist, packed with the usual, 
emotively manipulative, pseudoscientific language and total misrepresentation of 
behavioural science instead of proof of higher efficiency of a preferred method. A 
common trademark of such lobbyists but if the practice was harmful, the evaluation 



study would have reported psychological and / or physiological harm to the hundreds 
of dogs undergoing it instead of 100% success. 
 
This is why the importance of demanding before-after video evidence every time a 
method is claimed to have better results cannot be understated. The latest false claim 
is presentation of the 2014 DEFRA AW1402a study as “NEW RESEARCH 
DEMONSTRATING THE INEFFECTIVENESS OF ELECTRONIC COLLARS”, while 
in fact the study demonstrated the opposite: “most dogs only engaged in one or two 
[sheep] chases, and received a single application of e-stimulus after chasing began, 
which led to a relatively immediate cessation of chasing. ”. There is no description in 
the study of stopping chasing with positive reinforcement methods, much less of its 
effectiveness – in fact, when assessed at the highest performance standard, ecollar 
training worked twice as well as the other methods and the worst results, along with 
the highest stress levels (evidenced by salivary cortisol measurements), came from 
the rewards-only trained group of dogs. 
 
The issue of dogs injuring humans runs a parallel course. In spite of a fairly stagnant 
dog population (according to data by the Pet Food Manufacturers Association) and 
increased penalties for out-of-control dogs, hospital admissions for injuries caused by 
dogs are also on the rise, by 76% in the past ten years according to official statistics 
– the same period of time the anti-corrective ideology monopolised mainstream dog 
training. 
 
Likewise, livestock worrying incidents will continue to be a problem on the increase 
until legislative powers start taking advice from those with a long and proven track 
record of overcoming it on a regular basis instead of those who created it – namely 
from the likes of Mr. James Penrith and the The Electronic Collar Manufacturers 
Association™ (ECMA) instead of organisations that keep on investing millions of 
pounds into misleading the public into demonising the inhibition of unwanted, even 
dangerous dog behaviours. 
 
This is an issue where all members of Parliament need to step up in unison so no-one 
would have to worry about losing votes when lobbyists resort to their usual tactic of 
trying to turn the public against those standing up to them. 
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