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ENVIRONMENT, CLIMATE CHANGE AND LAND REFORM COMMITTEE

 
AGENDA

 
17th Meeting, 2017 (Session 5)

 
Tuesday 6 June 2017

 
The Committee will meet at 9.45 am in the Robert Burns Room (CR1).
 
1. Decision on taking business in private: The Committee will decide whether to

take item 4 in private.
 
2. Subordinate legislation: The Committee will consider the Loch Carron Urgent

Marine Conservation Order 2017 (SSI 2017/158) and take evidence from—
 

Michael Mcleod, Head of Marine Conservation, Scottish Government.
 

3. Wild Animals in Travelling Circuses (Scotland) Bill: The Committee will take
evidence from—

 
Dr Dorothy McKeegan, Senior Lecturer, Institute of Biodiversity Animal
Health and Comparative Medicine, University of Glasgow;
 
Mike Radford, Reader, School of Law, University of Aberdeen;
 

and then from—
 

David Kerr, Senior Animal Health and Welfare Officer, Argyll and Bute
Council;
 
Andrew Mitchell, Regulatory Services Manager, City of Edinburgh Council;
 

and then from—
 

Anthony Beckwith, Proprietor, An Evening With Lions and Tigers;
 
Rona Brown, Government Liaison Officer, Circus Guild of Great Britain, on
behalf of Peter Jolly’s Circus and the European Circus Association;
 
Martin Burton, Chairman, Association of Circus Proprietors of Great
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Britain;
 
Carol Macmanus, Animal Trainer, Circus Mondao.
 

4. Wild Animals in Travelling Circuses: The Committee will consider evidence
heard earlier in the meeting. 

 
5. Work programme (in private): The Committee will consider its work

programme.
 
 

Lynn Tullis
Clerk to the Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform Committee

Room T3.40
The Scottish Parliament

Edinburgh
Tel: 0131 348 5240

Email: ecclr.committee@parliament.scot.
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The papers for this meeting are as follows—
 
Agenda item 2  

ECCLR-S5-17-17-1 Sub Leg Cover Note ECCLR/S5/17/17/1

Agenda item 3  

ECCLR-S5-17-17-2 Wild Animals in Travelling Circuses
(Scotland) Bill Cover Note

ECCLR/S5/17/17/2

PRIVATE PAPER ECCLR/S5/17/17/3
(P)

Agenda item 5  
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Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform Committee  

 
17th Meeting, 2017 (Session 5)  

 
Tuesday 6 June 2017 

 
SSI cover note for: Loch Carron Urgent Marine Conservation Order 2017 (SSI 

2017/158) 
 
Type of Instrument:  Negative 
 
Laid Date:    18 May 2017 
 
Circulated to Members:  19 May 2017 
 
Meeting Date:   6 June 2017 
 
Minister to attend meeting: No 
 
Motion for annulment lodged: No 
 
Drawn to the Parliament’s attention by the Delegated Powers and Law Reform 
Committee?    Yes 
 
Reporting deadline:  19 June 2017 
 
Recommendation 
 
1. The Committee is invited to consider any issues which it wishes to raise on 
this instrument. 
 
Background 
 
2. In April 2017, a scallop dredger (operating legally) caused damage to a rare 
flame shell reef in Loch Carron. The area was not a Marine Protected Area at the 
time, and the Scottish Government have introduced this instrument to provide 
immediate enhanced protection of the area to aid recovery. 
 
3. A copy of the Scottish Government’s Explanatory and Policy Notes are 
included in Annexe A. 
 
4. As the Order was introduced on 18 May 2017 and came into force on 
20 May 2017, this breached the rules on how soon an SSI can come into force 
following its introduction. The instrument is therefore accompanied by a letter to the 
Presiding Officer outlining why such action was taken (please see Annexe B). 
 
5. The Committee received a written submission from Scottish Environment 
LINK which can be found in Annexe C. 
 



ECCLR/S5/17/17/1 

2 

Purpose 
 
6. Article 11(1) of Regulation (EU) No 1380/2013 of the European Parliament 
and of the Council on the Common Fisheries Policy (OJ L 354, 28.12.2013, p.22) 
empowers EU member States to adopt conservation measures which are necessary 
for compliance with obligations under EU environmental legislation. 
 
7. The Loch Carron Nature Conservation Marine Protected Area Order 2017 
(“the 2017 Order”) designated that part of the Scottish marine area which is within 
Loch Carron as a nature conservation marine protected area (“the Loch Carron 
MPA”). The 2017 Order provides that flame shell beds within Loch Carron are 
protected features. 

 
8. This Order furthers the stated conservation objectives for the Loch Carron 
MPA. 
 
Delegated Powers and Law Reform Committee 
 
9. At its meeting on 30 May 2017, the Committee agreed to draw the attention of 
Parliament to the instrument and to report that it found the breach of s28(2) of the 
Interpretation and Legislative Reform (Scotland) Act 2010 acceptable with regard to 
the instrument. The extract from the report can be found in Annexe D. 
 
 
Procedure for Negative Instruments 
 
10. Negative instruments are instruments that are “subject to annulment” by 
resolution of the Parliament for a period of 40 days after they are laid. All negative 
instruments are considered by the Delegated Powers and Law Reform Committee 
(on various technical grounds) and by the relevant lead committee (on policy 
grounds). Under Rule 10.4, any member (whether or not a member of the lead 
committee) may, within the 40-day period, lodge a motion for consideration by the 
lead committee recommending annulment of the instrument. If the motion is agreed 
to, the Parliamentary Bureau must then lodge a motion to annul the instrument for 
consideration by the Parliament. 

 
11. If that is also agreed to, Scottish Ministers must revoke the instrument. Each 
negative instrument appears on a committee agenda at the first opportunity after the 
Delegated Powers and Law Reform Committee has reported on it. This means that, 
if questions are asked or concerns raised, consideration of the instrument can 
usually be continued to a later meeting to allow correspondence to be entered into or 
a Minister or officials invited to give evidence. In other cases, the Committee may be 
content simply to note the instrument and agree to make no recommendation on it. 
 
Clerks 
Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform Committee  
 

https://sp-bpr-en-prod-cdnep.azureedge.net/published/DPLR/2017/5/31/Subordinate-Legislation-considered-on-30-May-2017/30th%20Report.pdf
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Annexe A 
 

Scottish Government Explanatory Note 
 
This Order designates Loch Carron as a nature conservation marine protected area. 
 
This Order is made under the Marine (Scotland) Act 2010, including section 77(1) of 
that Act which allows the Scottish Ministers to make an Order on an urgent basis. In 
accordance with section 77(1)(b) of that Act the Order remains in force for a 
specified period, which is the period of 2 years from the date on which it comes into 
force. In accordance with that section of that Act this Order must be reviewed by the 
Scottish Ministers after 6 months has elapsed from the date on which it comes into 
force to assess whether the Order is still required. 
 
The area designated is defined in article 3 and schedule 1. The protected features of 
the marine protected area are specified by article 4 and schedule 2. The 
conservation objectives of the marine protected area are set out in article 5. 
Copies of a map of the marine protected area are available from Marine Scotland, 
Victoria Quay, Leith, Edinburgh, EH6 6QQ and on-line at 
www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/marine/marine-environment/mpanetwork/developing . 
 
 

Scottish Government Policy Note 
 
The Loch Carron Urgent Marine Conservation Order 2017 (“the Order”) is made by 
the Scottish Ministers in exercise of the powers conferred by sections 85(1)(a), (2) 
and (4), 86(1) and (3) and 88(1) and (2) of the Marine (Scotland) Act 2010 and all 
other powers enabling them to do so. 
  
Policy Objectives  
 
The purpose of the Order is to prohibit the deployment and use of certain fishing 
gears in the Loch Carron Marine Protected Area (MPA).   The Loch Carron MPA has 
been designated to recover the flame shell beds to a favourable condition. 
 
Policy Background 
 
It was reported on 23 April 2017 that the Loch Carron flame shell beds had been 
damaged by a scallop dredger.  Flame shell beds are a Priority Marine Feature and 
are, therefore, given general protection by Scotland’s National Marine Plan.  At the 
time of the incident Loch Carron was not an MPA.  However, in order to facilitate 
recovery of the damaged flame shell beds it was designated as such on 19 May 
2017. 
 
According to section 3 of the Marine (Scotland) Act 2010 Scottish Ministers must act 
in a way best calculated to further the achievement of sustainable development, 
including the improvement of the health of the Scottish Marine Area, when exercising 
any function that affects that Area under the Act.  Having identified the damaged 
flame shell beds Scottish Ministers have determined that there is a need to act in a 

http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/marine/marine-environment/mpanetwork/developing
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way that helps recovery in Loch Carron, and therefore improve the health of our 
seas. 
 
Fisheries are not licensed in the same way as other marine activities – in that under 
such licensing regime fishermen are, subject certain specified exceptions, able to 
fish wherever they choose – which means that active measures need to be 
implemented.  The purpose of this Order is to deliver these measures.  Failure to do 
so leaves the flame shell beds at risk of further damage.  Scientific studies have 
shown that flame shell beds could take over 100 years to recover from just one pass 
of scallop dredge fishing gear. 
 
Consultation 
 
As there is an urgent need to protect the flame shell beds no public consultation has 
taken place on this Order.  Section 88 of the Marine (Scotland) Act 2010 empowers 
Scottish Ministers to dispense with consultation when there is an urgent need to act. 
In determining the need for this Order the Scottish Ministers have taken account of 
advice from Marine Scotland Science and Scottish Natural Heritage. 
 
Impact Assessments 
 
A Business and Regulatory Impact Assessment (BRIA) has not been carried out for 
this Urgent Order. An equality assessment was not required.  
 
Scottish Government 
Marine Scotland Directorate 
18 May 2017 
 

Annexe B 
 
Scottish Government letter to the Presiding Officer on the Loch Carron Urgent 

Marine Conservation Order 2017 (SSI 2017/158). 
 
The Loch Carron Urgent Marine Conservation Order 2017 (SSI 2017/158) 
 
The Loch Carron Urgent Marine Conservation Order 2017 has been laid before the 
Scottish Parliament today, and will come into force on 20 May 2017, in order to 
remove the risk of further potential impacts on the flame shell bed habitat as soon as 
possible.  As a consequence of this action it has not been possible to follow Section 
28(2) of the Interpretation and Legislative Reform (Scotland) Act 2010 (asp 10) on 
this occasion.   
 
In accordance with section 31(3) of that Act this letter explains why the laying 
requirements set out in section 28(2) of that Act have not been complied with. 
 
Reasons for non compliance 
 
The Loch Carron Marine Protected Area (“MPA”) Designation Order was made 
today, to take effect on 19 May 2017, using the powers in sections 67(1)(a), 68, 69 
and 79(1) of the Marine (Scotland) Act 2010 (“the Act”).  Under section 3 of the Act 
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when exercising any function under the Act that affects the Scottish marine area the 
Scottish Ministers and public authorities must act in the way best calculated to 
further the achievement of sustainable development, including the protection and, 
where appropriate, the enhancement of the health of the area.  Scottish Ministers 
consider that this Marine Conservation Order, made on an urgent basis, is necessary 
to further the conservation objective, namely the recovery of the flame shell beds 
within the Loch Carron MPA.  
 
It has come to the attention of the Scottish Government that the flame shell beds in 
Loch Carron were damaged by scallop dredging activity twice during April 2017.  The 
flame shell beds of Loch Carron are the most significant example outside of the MPA 
network.  To facilitate recovery of the area Scottish Ministers have designated Loch 
Carron as a MPA as noted above.   Flame shell beds are a Priority Marine Feature 
and are protected by the National Marine Plan.  This states that development and 
use of the marine environment must not have a significant impact on the national 
status of a Priority Marine Feature. 
 
This is of an urgent nature as scientific studies have shown that mobile fishing gears, 
such as scallop dredging, can destroy significant proportions of this habitat type with 
just one pass.  A scientific study in Scottish Waters estimated that flame shell beds 
recovery from a pass of scallop dredge gear could take over 100 years.  Therefore, 
there is a need to remove the risk of another impact as soon as possible. 
 
Where the Scottish Ministers consider that there is an urgent need to protect an area 
in respect of which a marine conservation order may be made then section 88 of the 
Act allows the Ministers to make a Marine Conservation Order on an urgent basis.  
In such cases the procedure set down for prior consultation under section 87 of the 
Act does not apply.   
 
As the act of demersal mobile fishing presents a significant risk of the conservation 
objective in respect of flame shell beds not being achieved there is a legal duty on 
the Scottish Ministers to intervene.  Therefore, the procedure at Section 28(2) of the 
Interpretation and Legislative Reform (Scotland) Act 2010 is not being followed on 
this occasion. This is to remove the risk of further impacts on the flame shell bed 
habitat as soon as possible.   
 
We will endeavour to follow the procedure at Section 28(2) of the Interpretation and 
Legislative Reform (Scotland) Act 2010 for other MPA management proposals. 
 
Michael McLeod 
Head of Marine Conservation 
Marine Planning and Policy – Marine Scotland 
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Annexe C 

 
Written submission from Scottish Environment LINK 

 
Summary: Scottish Environment LINK members welcome the swift designation of 
the Loch Carron MPA and emergency Marine Conservation Order and the 
commitment to explore further measures needed to protect some Priority Marine 
Features beyond MPAs. The case of Loch Carron demonstrates the importance of 
specific risk-based precautionary measures to manage fisheries and other marine 
activities outside of MPAs to ensure the proper protection and stewardship of 
Scotland’s marine biodiversity.  
An effective and progressive management approach that integrates inshore fishery 
management with marine planning is urgently required. 
 
Introduction 
Scottish Environment LINK Marine Group remain supportive of the Scottish 
Government’s vision for a “clean, healthy, safe, productive and diverse seas; 
managed to meet the long term needs of nature and people”1. This can only be 
achieved through implementing the Government’s welcome three-pillared approach 
to marine nature conservation: site protection, species protection and the use of 
wider seas measures such as marine planning and fisheries management.  
 
Loch Carron Marine Protected Area (MPA) 
LINK members welcomed the recent designation of the Loch Carron Marine 
Protected Area (MPA), as an emergency measure to support the recovery of the 
flame shell beds that were damaged following dredge activity in the area. Flame 
shell beds are extremely fragile, and crucial nursery habitat for scallops and other 
commercial species. Whilst disappointed that the damage occurred, we support 
Scottish Government’s decisive action to enable subsequent protection and 
enhancement of Loch Carron. 
 
When the existing MPA sites were being selected for designation, LINK member the 
Marine Conservation Society (MCS) proposed part of Loch Carron as a MPA. During 
the consultation workshops, Loch Carron in its entirety was under consideration and 
supported by all our members, though not taken forward in favour of sea lochs with 
more protected features, including five with flame shells. In light of our previous 
support for the Loch Carron areas as an MPA, and the conclusive results from the 
recent scientific surveys undertaken by SNH and Marine Scotland science, 
corroborating reports and data gathered by local community members after the 
event, we firmly support the addition of Loch Carron to Scotland’s developing MPA 
network.  

Effective management and ecological monitoring of the site will be essential to avoid 
further damage, to support the recovery that is expected to take many years2, and to 
ensure the effectiveness of MPA management measures. Such monitoring would 
also improve our understanding of the wider ecological role these habitats play and 
demonstrate the positive benefits of MPAs. As some baseline data on the health of 

                                            
1 Scotland’s National Marine Plan 
2 SNH Seabed habitats survey – Loch Carron: Field Report http://www.snh.gov.uk/docs/A2294733.pdf  

http://www.gov.scot/Topics/marine/marine-environment/mpanetwork/engagement/140312/thirdparty
http://www.snh.gov.uk/docs/A2294733.pdf
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the habitat in Loch Carron is available, the opportunity must be seized to 
demonstrate the benefits of MPAs and ecosystem recovery. 

Ensuring protection for Priority Marine Features (PMFs) within the MPA 
Network 
Completing Scotland’s developing MPA network is essential to provide suitable 
protection for Priority Marine Features (PMFs) within Scotland’s seas and to 
contribute to the legal requirement for wider marine ecosystem recovery. This 
includes consulting and finalising management measures for existing sites, as well 
as designating sites for PMFs not currently in the network, such as burrowing sea 
anemone aggregations. A second tranche of MPA management consultations is due 
to begin later this year, and a decision is expected on whether four proposed nature 
conservation MPAs, principally for large mobile species, as advised by SNH, will be 
taken forward, which we hope to be the case.  The first of the MPA network reviews 
will take place in 2018, which will be an opportunity to identify any remaining gaps in 
the network.  
 
Providing protection for PMFs beyond the MPA network 
Scottish Environment LINK’s Marine Group has consistently called for PMFs, 
including flame shells, to be appropriately protected across their range. Further 
specific measures both in fisheries and other sectors will be needed to help achieve 
this. The widespread pressure exerted by fishing activities, particularly bottom-towed 
mobile gear, remain a concern where they impact vulnerable species and habitats. 
All stakeholders agree that the MPA network is not intended to deliver spatial and 
sustainable management of fishing. Specific wider seas measures are needed in 
order to do so.  
 
Accordingly, whilst recognising that other activities will have potential impacts that 
need to be addressed through licensing and planning measures, LINK members 
welcomed the Scottish Government’s recent announcement to begin work to ensure 
that fishing does not significantly impact the national status of flame shell reefs and 
some other PMFs outside the MPA network. We have long advocated that inshore 
fisheries management needs urgent modernisation for the sustainability of the 
industry and the health of Scotland’s wider seas. This approach is needed in line 
with the Scottish Government’s Marine Nature Conservation Strategy3 and, 
particularly, General Policy 9(b) of Scotland’s National Marine Plan4, which stipulates 
that human activity should not significantly impact the national status of PMFs.  
 
Fisheries Management   
The need for a fresh legislative framework is recognised in the Scottish Inshore 
Fisheries Strategy 2015 and the current programme for Government includes a 
welcome commitment to develop an Inshore Fisheries Bill. An effective and 
progressive management approach that integrates inshore fishery management into 
the National Marine Plan and developing Regional Plans is paramount. This will not 
only help protect vulnerable Priority Marine Features (PMFs) and critical fish and 
shellfish habitats, but also help address other issues such as increasing spatial and 
gear conflict. As a prelude to this, we also welcome the recent announcement 
regarding gear management trials.  

                                            
3 A Strategy for Marine Nature Conservation in Scotland’s Seas  
4 Scotland’s National Marine Plan 
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The role of communities in marine stewardship 
Robust scientific research, that uses the best available data on the health, function 
and distribution of important species and habitats, should underpin fisheries 
management decisions. We welcomed the swift evidence gathering and data sharing 
by SNH and Marine Scotland Science that corroborate the sightings of the local 
communities and the citizen science data gathered following the incident. The 
prompt and informed action of Loch Carron residents and recreational divers 
exemplify the valuable role local communities can play in marine conservation.  
 
Concluding remarks 
Scottish Environment LINK Marine Group members welcome the decisive action by 
Cabinet Secretary Roseanna Cunningham to enable the recovery of Loch Carron 
flame shell beds and commit to further protection for some PMFs beyond MPAs. The 
recent event demonstrates the pressing need to ensure effective management of 
fisheries and other marine activities throughout Scottish waters. This will require 
completing Scotland’s developing MPA network, effective management of all MPAs, 
establishing an ecological monitoring strategy, modernising Scotland’s inshore 
fisheries management and fulfilling the potential of the developing regional marine 
planning system to deliver ecosystem-based management. 
Scottish Environment LINK is the forum for Scotland's voluntary environment 
community, with over 35 member bodies representing a broad spectrum of 
environmental interests with the common goal of contributing to a more 
environmentally sustainable society. This briefing is supported by the following 
members of the LINK Marine Group: Marine Conservation Society, National Trust for 
Scotland, RSPB Scotland, Scottish Wildlife Trust, Whale and Dolphin Conservation 
and WWF Scotland. 
 
 
1 June 2017 
Calum Duncan (Convenor of LINK Marine Group and Head of Conservation 
Scotland, MCS) –  
Emilie Devenport (Marine Policy and Engagement Officer)  
 

 
 

Annexe D 
 

Extract from the Delegated Powers and Law Reform Committee’s report on 
subordinate legislation considered on 30 May 2017 

 
Loch Carron Urgent Marine Conservation Order 2017 (SSI 2017/158) 
(Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform) 
 
Purpose 
6. The Loch Carron Nature Conservation Marine Protected Area Order 2017 (“the 
MPA Order”) has designated Loch Carron as a nature conservation marine protected 
area (the Loch Carron MPA), with effect from 19 May 2017. The MPA Order provides 
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that the flame shell beds within Loch Carron are protected features. The MPA Order 
is a Scottish Ministerial Order which is not in the form of an SSI.  
 
7. The Loch Carron Urgent Marine Conservation Order 2017 has been brought into 
force urgently, to further the stated conservation objectives for the Loch Carron MPA.  
 
8. The Order is subject to the negative procedure and came into force on 20 May 
2017.  
Comment 
9. The Order fails to comply with the “28 day rule”, in section 28(2) of the 
Interpretation and Legislative Reform (Scotland) Act 2010 (“ILRA”). Section 28(2) 
provides that an instrument subject to the negative procedure must be laid before the 
Parliament as soon as practicable after it is made, and in any event at least 28 days 
before it comes into force.  
 
10. This instrument was made and laid before the Parliament on 18 May 2017 and 
came into force on 20 May 2017. It fails to comply with section 28(2). Breach of the 
rule does not affect the validity of the Order.  
 
11. In accordance with section 31 of ILRA, the Scottish Government wrote to the 
Presiding Officer, to explain why the requirements of section 28(2) have not been 
met in this case. (See Annex A for further information). 
 
12. The letter sets out that the MPA Order (a Scottish Ministerial Order) was made 
on 18 May 2017 and came into force on 19 May 2017. To urgently put in place the 
restrictions contained in this Order following the designation of the MPA, the Order 
was made and laid on 18 May 2017 and came into force on 20 May 2017.  
 
13. It appears that the Order required to come into force subsequent to (a day after) 
the MPA Order came into force, because the prohibited and regulated activities set 
out in the Order further the stated conservation objectives of the Loch Carron MPA. It 
appears that the urgent commencement of the Order aims to remove the risk of 
further impacts on the flame shell bed habitat as soon as possible.  
 
Recommendation  
14. Accordingly, the Committee draws the Order to the attention of the Parliament 
under reporting ground (j), as there has been a failure to lay it in accordance with 
section 28(2) of the Interpretation and Legislative Reform (Scotland) Act 2010. 
 
The Regulations were made and laid before the Parliament on 18 May 2017 and 
came into force on 20 May 2017. It does not respect the requirement that at least 28 
days should elapse between the laying of an instrument which is subject to the 
negative procedure and the coming into force of that instrument.  
 
15. The Committee finds the failure to comply with section 28(2) to be acceptable in 
the circumstances as set out in the letter from the Head of Marine Conservation on 
behalf of the Scottish Ministers to the Presiding Officer dated 18 May 2017. 
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Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform Committee  
 

17th Meeting, 2017 (Session 5)  
 

Tuesday 6 June 2017 
 

Wild Animals in Travelling Circuses (Scotland) Bill cover note 

Introduction 
 
1. The Wild Animals in Travelling Circuses (Scotland) Bill was introduced in the 
Scottish Parliament on 10 May 2017.  The Scottish Government has published the 
following documents in relation to the Bill: 

 Wild Animals in Travelling Circuses (Scotland) Bill As Introduced 

 Policy Memorandum 

 Explanatory Notes 

 Financial Memorandum 

 Statement on Legislative Competence 

 Delegated Powers Memorandum 

2. The Scottish Parliament’s Information Centre (SPICe) has also published a 
briefing on the Bill.  

3. Under rule 9.6 of the Standing Orders, the Parliamentary Bureau referred the 
Bill to the Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform (ECCLR) Committee to 
consider and report on the general principles. 

4. No secondary Committee was appointment to scrutinise the Bill. However, the 
Finance and Constitution Committee will consider the Financial Memorandum to the 
Bill. 

5. Provisions in section 7(2) of the Bill also meant that it would be considered by 
the Delegated Powers and Law Reform (DPLR) Committee at Stage 1. The DPLR 
Committee considered the Bill on 23 May 2017 and in its subsequent report said that 
it was satisfied with the commencement powers in section 7.  

6. This paper sets out the background to the Bill and the ECCLR Committee’s 
approach to consideration of the Bill at Stage 1. 

Background to the Bill 

7. The Scottish Government received a number of representations highlighting 
“significant concerns” on wild animals in travelling circuses during the Scottish 

http://www.parliament.scot/Wild%20Animals%20in%20Travelling%20Circuses%20(Scotland)%20Bill/SPBill12S052017.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/Wild%20Animals%20in%20Travelling%20Circuses%20(Scotland)%20Bill/SPBill12PMS052017.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/Wild%20Animals%20in%20Travelling%20Circuses%20(Scotland)%20Bill/SPBill12ENS052017.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/Wild%20Animals%20in%20Travelling%20Circuses%20(Scotland)%20Bill/SPBill12FMS052017.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/Wild%20Animals%20in%20Travelling%20Circuses%20(Scotland)%20Bill/SPBill12LCS052017.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/Wild%20Animals%20in%20Travelling%20Circuses%20(Scotland)%20Bill/Wild_Animals_in_Travelling_Circuses_DPM.pdf
https://digitalpublications.parliament.scot/ResearchBriefings
https://digitalpublications.parliament.scot/ResearchBriefings
https://sp-bpr-en-prod-cdnep.azureedge.net/published/DPLR/2017/5/24/Wild-Animals-in-Travelling-Circuses--Scotland--Bill-at-Stage-1-1/28th%20Report.pdf
http://www.gov.scot/Topics/farmingrural/Agriculture/animal-welfare/AnimalWelfare/Circuses
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Government’s 2004 consultation on the Animal Health and Welfare (Scotland) Bill, 
which became the 2006 Act1.   

8. Subsequently, a public consultation on whether the use of wild animals in 
travelling circuses should be banned in Scotland ran between January and April 
2014. The consultation posed questions based on the following themes: 

 Respect for the animals 

 Travelling environment 

 Ethical costs and benefits 

 Financial impacts of a ban 

 Should Scotland ban the use of wild animals in travelling circuses 

9. A total of 2043 responses were received and the analysis document, published 
in May 2015, highlights the preference for a ban among respondents. As the Scottish 
Government’s website notes, “95.8% respondents [were] of the view that there are 
no benefits to having wild animals in travelling circuses” and “95.7% of respondents 
also took the view that the concerns surrounding the travelling circus environment 
could only be resolved by banning wild animals in travelling circuses.” 

10. The consultation document posed questions restricted to the issue of use of 
wild animals in travelling circuses, and the Bill is similarly aimed at the specific 
combination of both wild animals and travelling for the purpose of display or 
performance. The responses highlighted a number of additional animal welfare and 
ethical concerns beyond the issue of wild animals in travelling circuses.    

Wild Animals in Travelling Circuses (Scotland) Bill – Contents of the Bill 

11. The Bill “proposes to make it an offence to use any wild animal in a travelling 
circus in Scotland”. The justification for the creation of the offence is on ethical 
grounds, rather than specific welfare issues. The Bill does not cover other 
circumstances relating to either the transportation of animals or the display or 
performance of animals in isolation.  The Bill also does not cover any other aspects 
of animal welfare.  

12. Although aimed at a very specific set of circumstances, these have not arisen in 
Scotland for many years. According to the Financial Memorandum, only two 
travelling circuses have “visited Scotland in the last five years and none in the past 
12 months”. 

13. The Bill contains 8 sections and 2 schedules: 

 Section 1 establishes the offence 

 Section 2 defines “Wild Animal” 

                                            
1
 Details of the passage of the Animal Health and Welfare (Scotland) Bill can be found here. 

http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2014/01/5291
http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2015/06/1512
http://www.gov.scot/Topics/farmingrural/Agriculture/animal-welfare/AnimalWelfare/Circuses
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/Bills/23570.aspx
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 Section 3 defines other key terms in the Bill, such as travelling circus 
and circus operator? 

 Section 4 specifies individual culpability where an organisation has 
committed an offence 

 Section 5 outlines the powers of enforcement  

 Section 6 defines Crown application 

 Section 7 covers commencement 

 Section 8 provides the short title. 

 Schedule 1 outlines the enforcement measures associated with the 
Bill, including the power to enter premises and vehicles in order to 
search for and examine animals. 

 Schedule 2 specifies how the powers of enforcement contained in 
Schedule 1 apply to Crown land. 

Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform Committee Scrutiny 

14. The Committee agreed to conclude its evidence taking at Stage 1 of the Bill 
prior to the summer recess. The Committee’s timetable for consideration of the Bill at 
Stage 1 is therefore:  

Date Event 

17 May 2017 Launch of Call for Evidence 

23 May 2017 Bill team evidence session (Official Report available here) 

6 June 2017 Evidence session with stakeholders 1 

9 June 2017 Close of Call for Evidence 

13 June 2017 Evidence session with stakeholders 2 

27 June 2017 Cabinet Secretary evidence session 

15. The Committee plans to consider its draft Stage 1 report following the summer 
recess and report to Parliament in September 2017. 

16. Written evidence on the Bill, once sent in, will be available here. 

17. At its meeting on 23 May, the Committee took evidence from the Scottish 
Government Bill team. The official report of this meeting is available here. Evidence 
provided by An Evening With Lions and Tigers, who are giving evidence at today’s 
meeting, can be read in the Annex. 

18. At today’s meeting the Committee will take evidence from three panels of 
witnesses: 

Panel 1 - academics  

http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/104958.aspx
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=10969
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 Dr Dorothy McKeegan, Senior Lecturer, Institute of Biodiversity Animal Health 
and Comparative Medicine, University of Glasgow 

 Mike Radford, Reader, School of Law, University of Aberdeen 

Panel 2 – local authorities 

 David Kerr, Senior Animal Health and Welfare Officer, Argyll and Bute Council 

 Andrew Mitchell, Regulatory Services Manager, City of Edinburgh Council 

Panel 3 – circus industries 

 Anthony Beckwith, Proprietor, An Evening with Lions and Tigers 

 Rona Brown, Government Liaison Officer, Circus Guild of Great Britain, on 
behalf of Peter Jolly’s Circus and the European Circus Association 

 Martin Burton, Chairman, Association of Circus Proprietors of Great Britain 

 Carol Macmanus, Animal Trainer, Circus Mondao 

 
Clerks 
Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform Committee  
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Annexe  
 
Written submission from Anthony Beckwith, Proprietor, An Evening with Lions 

and Tigers 
 
I am writing to submit evidence for the draft Bill to ban the use of wild animals in 
travelling circuses in Scotland on “ethical grounds”. I attended the meeting on Friday 
the 19th May as a stakeholder, I am a proprietor of a travelling show featuring wild 
animals (Lions & Tigers). I am also an animal trainer. It will also be worth noting one 
of our home bases is in Scotland, the draft Bill incorrectly states and uses as a 
reason for a ban that no travelling circuses with wild animals are based in Scotland, 
although we are on a different temporary winter base at the moment we still rent, use 
and have access to our site in Scotland. Our Scottish home in Fraserburgh is a 
permanent residence we currently have domestic animals kept up there.  I found the 
discussions at the meeting to be proactive and positive but also found aspects of it to 
be slightly unclear and confusing there was no clear definition of what constitutes as 
travelling circus by the definition set out by Andrew Voas, the Scottish government’s 
Veterinary Adviser (the Oxford English dictionary definition) our show does not fall 
under this definition of a travelling circus and Andrew was unable to clarify if my 
show would even be banned under this legislation and we may be able to tour 
Scotland with our big cats  freely. There was no clear definition of what is being 
deemed a wild animal for the purpose of this Bill. It also seems the wider implications 
have also not been addressed such as the effects on industries such as film, TV and 
live theatre shows. 
 
It was stated at the meeting on the 19th and in the draft Bill that this Bill is not based 
any animal welfare issues and is purely based on the “ethics” which is very hard to 
comprehend as they are two sides of the same coin. You cannot have good welfare 
without good ethics and you cannot keep an animal ethically without providing good 
welfare, the two go hand in hand and cannot be separated, you cannot discuss one 
without the other. This is evident in the policy memorandum were there are 
references to animal welfare throughout, in fact I have been unable to find a single 
ethical argument in the draft Bill, every single point raised to support the Bill to ban is 
either completely incorrect, inaccurate or is a welfare concern not an ethical one. 
During the meeting on the 19th with the Bill team Andrew Voas was unable to provide 
me with a single ethical objection to the use of wild animals in a travelling circus. In 
the policy memorandum it says the ethical reasons are clear and set them out as 
follows. I will address each one individually. 
 

 The use (performance, display or exhibition) of wild animals whose nature 
(telos) genetically and behaviourally hardwired to be expressed in their natural 
wild environment 

 
The above statement is invalid as our animals have no desire to be in the wild as 
they are not aware of its existence. They are multiple generation circus bred and 
their behaviour and personality is that of a circus animal and differs greatly from 
even a zoo or safari park animal, never mind a wild one.  This has taken an 
anthropomorphic approach and has no scientific backing or logic behind it. Despite it 
incorrectly stating in the draft Bill that there is little scientific data available, well 
indeed there is a wealth of scientific data, peer reviewed study’s and independent 
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research spanning the past 30 years is available.  All the data suggests that animals 
not just survive but thrive in a circus or indeed any captive environment and just 
because we (humans) don’t perceive it has “natural” doesn’t mean it is bad and the 
environment they live in has no negative effects on the wellbeing either physical or 
mental. All of which can be backed up with comprehensive scientific data. Also zoos, 
safari parks, mobile zoos that visit schools with meerkats and racoons, bird of prey 
shows, parrot shows all use wild animals for display and exhibition purpose so to use 
the above point as a justification to ban wild animals in the circus environment you 
would equally need to ban all the industries that display or exhibit wild animals. 
 

 The performance of tricks generally not normally seen naturally, in an artificial 
environment for the entertainment of viewing public.  

 
The above is a complete postulation, as every single manoeuvre or “trick” actioned 
by our animals is a completely natural movement that their distant wild cousins 
would carry out, this renders the above reason invalid Unless the Scottish 
government/parliament can provide evidence that the manoeuvres preformed are 
unnatural? There is however comprehensive scientific data available that indicates 
hands on training and preforming with wild animals in captivity is of significant benefit 
to them due to the level of mental stimuli it provides. Many zoos or safari parks may 
look more “natural” but that is purely aesthetics, animals do not have an aesthetic 
eye and this wild simulation and/or “natural” look is purely for the benefit of the 
paying public and has no positive effects for the wellbeing of the animals. What is 
more important than the look of an enclosure is the complexity the enrichment that 
provides mental stimulation. A study by A. Claxton in 2011 showed that hands on 
training was a highly effective form of stimulation and animals showed less signs of 
stress and anxiety in an environment where keepers where hands on rather than a 
protected environment such as those adopted by most modern zoos. If we take note 
of this study that would indicate that a circus can provide a more “ethical” 
environment for captive born wild animals than a zoo can, therefore to ban circuses 
on “ethical grounds” all zoos, safari parks, bird of prey centres and wildlife centres 
must also be banned.  
 

 The keeping of animals in temporary and/or mobile animal accommodation 
that cannot generally provide the sizeable and complex living conditions that 
many wild animals require to carry out behaviours or functions according to 
their natures (telos) 

 
There is no evidence or data to back up the above statement however there is a 
wealth of data to contrary. The above is also a welfare concern not an ethical one. It 
would be considered poor animal welfare to keep any animal wild or domestic in an 
environment that cannot provide for its welfare needs and a key welfare need of any 
animal is to allow it to behaviour in a natural way, animal welfare laws including the 
welfare of wild animals in travelling circus act 2012 , animal welfare act 2006 and the 
dangerous wild animal act all stipulate the animals must be kept in suitable 
environments which includes  enough space to meet their welfare needs enrichment 
and complexity. Many conclusive and peer reviewed scientific studies have shown 
that circus can provide an appropriate environment to meet the welfare needs of the 
animals equal to any other captive environment . An in depth study of 3000 animal 
hours by world renowned animal behaviourist Dr Martha Kylie Worthington on behalf 
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of the RSPCA in the early 90s clearly states that ban on wild animals in travelling 
circuses would not have a positive impact on the wellbeing of the animals and could 
not be justified locally or nationally, Dr Kylie Worthington also points out the circus 
environment is equal to that of a zoo or safari park, this was mirrored in the 2007 
Radford report complied on behalf of Westminster.  In conclusion to suggest that the 
circus environment is unsuitable is completely inaccurate and all the scientific data is 
there to prove it. It comes with great concern that the scientific data is being wholly 
ignored throughout this draft Bill. 

 

 A significant proportion of the time travelling from one site to another, further 
significantly curtailing the abilities of wild animals to undertake their natural 
and instinctive activities 

 
This point is grossly misguiding. From experience our animals do not mind to travel, 
they travel only a short distance once a week, they travel in the evening and 
generally sleep while traveling. Once we arrive at the new site the animal’s 
enclosures are erected immediately, this constant changing environment/surrounds 
while maintaining a familiar enclosure/habitat and keepers creates a great form of 
mental stimuli, always new terrain or surroundings and smells. Most animals are 
creatures of habit and find comfort in what they know, these animals are multiple 
generation circus bred and are habituated to travelling from cubs. Aside from 
personal experience I must stress again that scientific data has been conducted on 
this subject of travelling circus animals. Dr Immanuel Birmillin did a comprehensive 
study that included cortisol tests on several big cats before, after and during 
travelling to see if travelling caused stress. Dr Ted Friend also conducted similar 
study’s with circus elephants. All this scientific data is freely available. 
 

 Little or no education or conservation value ad no significant benefit other 
than maintaining a tradition considered by the majority to be outdated and 
morally wrong. 

 
Firstly, let me address the “Majority”. 2043 people took the consultation out of the 5.3 
Million people that currently live in Scotland, that means only 0.03% of the Scottish 
public where even interested in the subject.  0.03% on no terms could be considered 
a majority.  230,000 signed an online petition to ban the sale of fireworks yet that’s 
not even being considered.  However, we also now must factor in that only around 
50% of the people that took the consultation even live in Scotland, so that’s 1021 
people in Scotland are advocating for the ban on wild animals in travelling circuses, 
that’s a miniscule amount.  During winter 2014/15 when we are parked up for winter 
in Fraserbough we were not open to the public however due to a right of way and it 
spreading on social media we had an influx of visitors coming to view the big cats, 
after about a week and interest from radical animal rights groups who started a 
petition to ban us we started to collect petition names of our own and in just 3 days, 
Friday till Sunday we collected about 1000. So we collected the same amount of 
signatures in favour of keeping us in Scotland from one small concentrated area than 
has been collected from Scotland nationwide over 3 months that want us banned. I 
handed a copy of this petition over to Andrew Voas. It would prove to be hard to 
legally argue that it is in favour with a majority should this go to court. Secondly the 
educational value it appears very little research has been done when constructing 
this draft Bill as our show “An evening with lions and tigers” is not a circus in the 
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traditional sense but is purely a travelling educational training display, we have a 
long talk on welfare and conservation were we discuss wild numbers and different 
species how people can make small changes in their daily lifestyles to protect wild 
tigers such as buying products with less palm oil. We do a training demonstration 
with the big cats then have a question and answer session at the end, we have also 
been involved with various colleges and universities.  
 
Animal welfare organisations 
From the list of animal welfare organisations, you have consulted only one is a 
genuine animal welfare group that’s the Scottish SPCA the others Animal Defenders 
International (ADI), OneKind, Born Free and The People of the Ethical Treatment of 
Animals (PETA) are all animal rights groups and there is a fundamental and legal 
difference between the two which simply cannot be confused. Animal welfare is 
based on the scientific understanding of animals it’s based on facts, data, animal 
behaviour and research. Animal rights however are an ideology based on beliefs. 
Since PETA and all the other animal rights groups ethically object to circus animals 
also ethically object to meat consumption is the Scottish government considering 
ban in meat consumption on “ethical grounds” it would appear that the draft Bill is 
being put forward on the opinion of a vocal minority animal rights movement while 
ignoring the wealth of scientific data. The only conclusion is a ban is to be introduced 
based on the fact that 1021 people in Scotland are offended by circus animals. 
 
It also comes of great concern that animal rights groups where consulted before the 
drafting of the Bill yet circus owners, animal trainers and other stakeholders where 
not consulted until after the drafting of the Bill and none of the scientific evidence has 
been consulted which has led to lots of misinformation and inaccuracy’s in the draft 
Bill.  
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Anthony Beckwith 
31 May 
 
 

Written submission from Thomas Chipperfield, An Evening with Lions and 
Tigers 

 
I am writing with the intention to submit evidence of that not only supports the use of 
wild animals in travelling circuses, but also condemns the idea of a ban on such a 
practice. 
 
First and foremost, I wish to highlight some inaccuracies that I have read in the Wild 
Animals in Travelling Circuses (Scotland) Bill.  
 
On page 3 in section 11 regarding the adoption of a licensing scheme similar to that 
which regulates wild animals with travelling circuses in England, it states that: 
 

“In terms of wider applicability, due to the lack of scientific data on the 
welfare requirements of wild animals within the travelling circus environment, 
and the difficulty in gathering such information for the range of species 
potentially involved, such a scheme is unlikely to be able to ensure best 
welfare for each and every possible travelling circus wild animal species.” 

 
The author of this Bill is clearly unaware of the works of Dr. Marthe Kiley-
Worthington, who was commissioned by the RSPCA to conduct the first scientific 
study of British circus animals, Professor Ted Friend of the Texas A & M University, 
who studies involved tigers and elephants on American Circuses and Dr. Emmanuel 
Birmelin, who conducted stress tests on German circus lions in transit. All of the 
works from the above mentioned scientists can be provided upon request. 
 
Furthermore, to quote the following paragraph from the Bill: 
 

“There are no travelling circuses with wild animals based in Scotland and only 
two have visited in the last eight years. Such a mechanism would require a 
disproportionate resource to implement, monitor and enforce in Scotland” 

 

http://the-shg.org/Kiley_Worthington/kwchapter6.htm
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There are two issues with the previously quoted. 
 
The first being that in England, all applicants and Licence holders pay administration 
and veterinary fees, so the taxpayer is not liable for the cost of licencing. 
 
The second is that, and this could perhaps be due to an oversight on my part, but I 
have not found the estimated cost of implementing the proposed Bill. 
 
To quote the Bill for the third time in this section: 
 

Setting up a regulatory mechanism to allow the continued use of wild animals 
in travelling animals in travelling circuses would completely fail to address the 
ethical concerns raised in response to the Scottish consultation in 2014. 

 
There are only two arguments that can be argued as ethical: 
 

1. The first is one of welfare, which licencing would address. 
 

2. The second is that a nonhuman animal has the right to liberty, as this Bill 
discriminates between wild and domestic groups by advocating that right for 
the former but not the latter. 

 
Moving on to pages 4 and 5 the Scottish Government understands the use of wild 
animals to involve: 
 

“The use (performance, display or exhibition) of wild animals whose nature 
(telos) is still genetically and behaviourally hardwired to be expressed in their 
natural, wild environment” 

 
Non-native, non-domesticated species' are being farmed in the UK in their 
thousands, yet the Scottish Government doesn't see this as a problem. Also, there is 
a welfare element of this statement, which contradicts the purpose of the Bill to 
pursue a ban on ethical grounds. 
 

“The performance of tricks generally not normally seen naturally, in an 
artificial environment for the entertainment of the viewing public.” 

 
This is a fiction of the animal rights movement. Tricks typically performed by circus 
tigers and lions, to give but two examples, include rolling over, sitting up, jumping, 
and variations of the above, all of which are completely natural actions. It is worth 
adding that there is nothing artificial about the environment in which the animal lives 
and works from its perspective. I can also add that this is another welfare based 
argument, which doesn't belong in this Bill. 
 

“The keeping of animals in temporary and/or mobile animal accommodation 
that cannot generally provide the sizeable and complex living conditions that 
many wild animals require to carry out behaviours or functions according to 
their natures (telos)” 
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Neither can zoos or the above mentioned farms, yet this is not seen as a problem by 
the Scottish Government, if that point were even true. In fact, it has been proven that 
circus animals are able to demonstrate a large number of natural behaviours in their 
environment. This is yet another welfare based argument which does not fit with the 
purpose of this Bill.  
 

“A significant proportion of time travelling from one site to another, further 
significantly curtailing the ability of wild animals to undertake their natural and 
instinctive activities” 

 
Another animal rights propaganda quote. It seems that no research has been carried 
out in to how long British circus animals typically spend in transit, as it is usually less 
than 2 hours of every week. 
 
Furthermore, Dr Emmanuel Birmelin, who was previously mentioned, conducted a 
study into the welfare of German circus lions being taken on a journey from Monte 
Carlo to Munich, and journey of over 790 km, and through chemical analysis 
determined that circus animals do not suffer as a result of travelling. This is also the 
fourth consecutive welfare based argument in a Bill, which previously states that, 
due to the lack of scientific evidence to support a ban on welfare grounds, an 
"ethical" approach to the matter shall be taken. 
 

“Little or no education or conservation value, and no significant benefit other 
than maintaining a tradition considered by the majority to be outdated and 
morally wrong.” 

 
Another almost entirely inaccurate statement. British circuses almost always include 
an educational element, if not in their presentations then after the show, in their 
"zoos" where the public can come to see where the animals live, often at feeding 
time. Also, speaking from my experience as an animal trainer, I have been 
approached by a number of students who have wanted me to lend my expertise to 
aid them in school projects. Examples of such can be provided upon request.  
 
Also, out of a population of 5.3 million, only approximately 1000 Scottish residents 
responded to the public consultation relevant to this matter.  
 
It is also worth noting that, due to the fact that so few circuses tour Scotland, with or 
without animals, they are unable to reach a wide audience to appeal for support or 
even raise awareness about the existence of the above public consultation. Animal 
rights groups, on the other hand, operate as businesses and therefore are able to 
devote time and resources to rallying support of their own, and fact that so few even 
responded in favour of a ban demonstrates how little public support there is for one. 
 
To add to the above, myself and my business partner, Anthony Beckwith, were able 
to gain as many petition signatures from residents local to Fraserburgh, 
Aberdeenshire, in 3 days, without even operating as an open business.  
 
In paragraph 23 it states that circuses which use wild animals promote a lack of 
respect for said animals, when nothing could be further from the truth. Almost, if not 
absolutely every circus in the Western World promotes and advocates good animal 
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welfare. Anything else would be, aside from illegal and, what yourself, the reader-
and all other interested parties would agree to be immoral-also bad business and 
PR.  
 
It has been requested that evidence related to animal welfare or related sciences is 
not submitted, as the proposed ban is based on ethical grounds, not welfare. 
Paragraph 24, however, is entirely dedicated to welfare arguments, and poor ones at 
that. An example of one is: 
 

“Wild animals in travelling circuses are generally kept for long periods in 
temporary, mobile and, by necessity relatively barren accommodation (for 
example indoor facilities may simply be the waggon in which they are 
transported, outdoor paddocks may be limited in size by the site available to 
the circus and security concerns, and environmental enrichment may be 
limited by time constraints and space factors).” 

 
The above quote is nothing but generalisation after generalisation and a complete 
non sequitir, considering that a regulatory system would ensure that indoor housing 
has enrichment, and outdoor enclosures/paddocks be of sufficient size and all 
enclosures and venues be safe. With that in mind, I really cannot stress enough how 
asinine the statement about paddock sizes being limited to the size of the available 
site is. 
 
To the best of my knowledge, I have covered all of the major issues with the Bill, and 
would now like to provide some moral arguments for the use of wild animals in 
travelling circuses. 
 
1.  As has been previously stated, almost all, if not every circus that features 
animals, either wild or domestic, advocates and encourages good animal welfare. If 
nothing else, this message is good for business as the general public enjoy watching 
well looked after animals engaging in activities. 
 
2. Circuses with animals are supporters of and engage in animal rescuing and 
rehoming. All of the animals in Marilyn Chipperfield's dog act came from rescue 
shelters or were given to her by friends, none have been purchased from breeders. 
The same can be said about the cat act which featured in Zippos Circus in 2016.  
 
This doesn't mean that this practice is limited to domesticated species', as Tommy 
Chipperfield's alligators were obtained from farms in the United States which breed 
these animals for leather. He also took in a number of pythons and anacondas over 
the years that were given to him by owners who were no longer able to provide a 
suitable home for them, due to their increased size. The same has been done by 
circus trainers with parrots and various other non-domesticated animals over the 
years. 
 
3. This also may have been said already, but circuses with wild animals almost 
always provide an educational element, if not in the show, then when the "zoo" is 
open to the public. Here experienced keepers and the trainers are free to talk and 
answer questions from the visitors. Also, a number of circuses, including some which 
I have worked for, have staged educational presentations for school and University 
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students and I myself have been approached to give lectures at Universities and to 
offer assistance with a number of students' assignments. 
 
4. Circuses with wild animals inspire people to care about the wild. Audiences are 
amazed by the agility and intelligence displayed by trained circus animals, and feel 
very strongly about them softer seeing them with their own eyes.  
 
David Attenborough once said: 
 

"The question is, are we happy to suppose that our grandchildren may never 
be able to see an elephant except in a picture book?" 

 
It is far than a stretch to assume that this is a statement which backs up my own, 
made previously. 
 
Also, Steve Irwin publicly supported Seaworld, claiming that children watching 
dolphins performing inspired them to care about their wild cousins. 
 
In my own personal experiences, I have had a number of University students 
approach me to ask what the best route is to engage in conservation, which I was 
able to advise on. 
 
Thomas Chipperfield 
31 May 2017 
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