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RURAL ECONOMY AND CONNECTIVITY COMMITTEE 
 
CALL FOR EVIDENCE ON THE DOGS (PROTECTION OF LIVESTOCK) 
(AMENDMENT) (SCOTLAND) BILL 
 
SUBMISSION FROM ABERDEENSHIRE COUNCIL 
 

1. What is your experience of livestock worrying? What is the scale of the 
issue?  
 
Aberdeenshire Council is a Local Authority which employs 3 Dog Wardens.  
 
Although Police Scotland have responsibility for enforcement of the 1953 Act our 
Dog Wardens assist them at their request.  
 
Since the inception of The Control of Dogs Scotland Act 2010 we have been asked 
to serve a number of Dog Control Notices on owners of dogs which have been 
involved in sheep worrying, also dogs who have been seen to stray in the vicinity of 
sheep but not actually chased them.  
 
As Police Scotland are currently solely responsible for investigating these cases, 
they would be better placed to provide data on the scale of the problem. 
 
2. Does legislation need strengthening in this area? If so – does the Bill do 
this? 
  
The 1953 Act appears to have worked well in the past, although our involvement has 
been limited, particularly prior to the introduction of the Dog Control Notice regime. 
 
The current punishment is limited to a monetary fine. If a dog is not shot while it is in 
with the livestock it must be returned to its owner, who when convicted , is given a 
fine but is not required to put any control measures in place on their dog.  
  
The court must have the ability to impose conditions on the dog owner requiring 
them to control the dog in future.   
 
Almost all sheep worrying incidents are accidental and not deliberate. Most dog 
owners do not believe their dog is likely to attack sheep and are devastated when 
they do.  
 
Education of dog owners is vital to reduce the number of attacks on livestock.  
 
In 1953 when the Act came into force there were fewer dogs in general and the 
breeds kept as pets were very different. There is an increase in the number of dogs 
and also a change in the type of dogs. 
 
Multi dog households are also on the rise while the general level of control appears 
to be in decline.  
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We see updating the 1953 Act as a positive step as all these factors are likely to 
contribute to a rise in the number of attacks unless sanctions are placed on dog 
owners. If a dog owner has no funds they can’t be effectively punished at the 
moment. 
 
3. What are your views on the increased penalties the Bill creates for livestock 
worrying?  
 
Increased penalties are not likely to reduce the number of attacks to any great 
degree, in most cases the dog has run off and acted out of character.  
 
Better education aimed at all dog owners is required, encompassing dog control in 
general, and specifically covering dogs around livestock. 
 
4. Would the proposals to disqualify convicted persons from owning or 
keeping a dog or taking a dog onto certain types of land, assist in the aim of 
reducing the number of livestock worrying instances?  
 
It would be unfair to introduce a mandatory ban on keeping or owning a dog, 
following conviction unless the same owner was responsible for multiple attacks over 
a period. 
 
Livestock worrying is upsetting for all concerned but is rarely deliberate on the part of 
the dog owner. Their dog may have run off, strayed into a field of sheep some 
distance away and the running sheep raised its predatory/chase instinct. 
 
Following a sheep/livestock attack when the dog and owner are identified it would be 
reasonable for Police Scotland to request that a Dog Control Notice be served on the 
owner requiring the dog to be kept on lead and any other necessary steps to keep it 
under control until the case is heard in court. 
 
A ban on dog ownership may be justified if the dog owner lives in a rural setting and 
habitually allows their dog or dogs to escape into a nearby field and fails or refuses 
to bring them under effective control. If this happens with a succession of dogs 
belonging to the same owner a ban would also be justified.  
 
5. What is your opinion on extending the types of livestock and type of 
agricultural land covered by livestock worrying, as described by the Bill?  
 
It is appropriate extend the types of livestock to better reflect current farming  
methods. 
 
The land and livestock to which the legislation applies must be clearly defined. 
 
It is not appropriate to use this Act when a dog has chased pet goats, sheep, ducks 
or chickens in a domestic situation.  
 
Such cases can be dealt with under The Control of Dogs Scotland act 2010 or The 
Civic Government Scotland Act 1982 Section 49 (Dangerous and annoying 
creatures) 
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6. What are your views on the powers allowing Scottish Ministers to appoint 
inspectors, other than police, to investigate and enforce livestock worrying 
offences?  
 
Police Scotland must remain the lead investigating body for cases of Livestock 
worrying. 
 
Aberdeenshire Council employs 3 Dog Wardens covering an area of 2,437 sq miles. 
Much of that area is rural. We do not have the expertise or equipment necessary to 
carry out the investigations into Livestock Worrying. We do not operate a 24 hrs a 
day service and as lone workers cannot have their investigations corroborated.  
 
It is a concern that, if Local Authorities are given joint responsibility, very quickly all 
sheep worrying cases will be passed to them to investigate. This concern is based 
on experience following the introduction of the Control of Dogs Scotland Act 2010, 
which was intended to deal with dogs BEFORE they got out of control. In practice it 
has resulted in all but the most serious of dog bite incidents being passed to Local 
Authority staff for action.  
 
Our Dog Wardens are overwhelmed by the volume of work this has created without 
any additional resources being provided.  
 
Aberdeenshire Council Dog Wardens will continue to assist Police Scotland as 
necessary including catching, handling, scanning, and transporting the dogs if 
requested to do so.  They will continue to serve Dog Control Notices on owners 
when requested to do so by the investigating Police Officer. 
 
7. Do you have any comments on the expanded powers for police and 
inspectors to seize dogs, to enter premises and to take a dog to the vet?  
 
The increased powers may improve the overall detection rate in cases of livestock 
worrying but any increased powers will bring increased costs. It must be made clear 
who is responsible for paying the veterinary fee, kennelling cost, laboratory fee etc.  
It appears that the intention may be to have joint working between Police Scotland 
and other bodies. It must be stated who is responsible for paying the costs incurred.  
 
There is already a reluctance to seize dogs for other offences due to the substantial 
costs incurred. To carry out effective enforcement officers and inspectors must be 
able to gather evidence as necessary eg DNA sampling to positively identify the dog 
responsible. The Officers should not be hampered in their investigation due to 
budget priorities.  
 
It would benefit all concerned If COPFS was responsible for paying the expenses 
incurred during investigations. Clear guidance could be issued as to what tests can 
be done routinely and which ones require prior approval by a budget holder. 
 
8. Does the Bill adequately balance the rights of dog owners and the rights of 
livestock farmers?  
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In its present form the Bill is weighted towards livestock farmers without considering 
that most incidents involve dogs from otherwise exemplary dog owners who have 
been caught out by a set of circumstances. It does not consider the emotional 
attachment these owners have to their dogs.  
 
As with all offences there will be an element of society who are selfish, irresponsible 
dog owners but it would not be proportionate to impose very heavy penalties on all 
dog owners to deal with that minority. 
 
The courts must have a range of penalties available to them which allow them to 
take into account individual circumstances.  
 
Imposing Control Measures on the dog and ordering the dog owner to pay 
compensation to the farmer for his lost income would be proportionate for a first 
offence.  
 
Failure to comply with the terms of a Dog Control Notice is an offence so any  
non-compliance can be taken back to court where the dog owner’s suitability as a 
dog owner can be re-examined . 
 
A ban on dog ownership may be justified if the dog owner lives in a rural setting and 
habitually allows their dog or dogs to escape into a nearby field and fails or refuses 
to bring them under effective control. If this happens with a succession of dogs 
belonging to the same owner a ban would also be justified.  
 
9. Is there anything else that should be included or excluded from the Bill?  
 
In cases of livestock worrying where the dog owner is present they are often 
unaware of the presence of livestock when they access land. Farmers could help by 
introducing signage alerting walkers that there is livestock in the field, or on the 
common etc. The cost of providing signs would be offset by the reduction in damage 
to livestock. 
 
It should be mandatory for dogs to be on lead around livestock with the necessary 
exemptions which are outlined in the Bill. 
 
There should be a limit placed on the number of dogs one person can walk at any 
one time to ensure they can physically control these dogs should they attempt to run 
after livestock.  
 
 
 


