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RURAL ECONOMY AND CONNECTIVITY COMMITTEE 
 
CALL FOR EVIDENCE ON THE DOGS (PROTECTION OF LIVESTOCK) 
(AMENDMENT) (SCOTLAND) BILL 
 
SUBMISSION FROM THE KENNEL CLUB AND SCOTTISH KENNEL CLUB 
 
Introduction 
The Kennel Club and Scottish Kennel Club are committed to reducing livestock 
worrying and so regret that the Bill focusses on prosecution rather than prevention, 
and moreover does not ensure farmers and crofters are compensated for any losses 
incurred.  
 
The existing evidence base is woefully limited, such that these proposals have been 
drafted without a proper understanding of the underpinning issues. Further, it will be 
exceptionally difficult to monitor the effectiveness of this legislation and whether it 
can ultimately be judged as successful in achieving its aims. 
 
We submit it will have no significant deterrent effect, as the offences in question 
rarely happen intentionally. This is reflected the Bill’s Financial Memorandum which 
states it is unable to identify if it would have any deterrent effect or increase 
prosecutions and convictions1. There appears to have been no regard to the impact 
of loose dogs which are either allowed to roam, or escape their owners’ property, 
which statistics show are largest contributor to livestock worrying incidents in both 
Scotland, and across the UK. 
 
We believe that Scottish lawmakers should focus on stronger and more effective 
measures to prevent incidents occurring in the first place, by addressing the causes 
of the problem, rather than reacting to the symptoms. 
 
There are already existing and more extensive preventative and remedial measures 
to tackle livestock worrying using Dog Control Notices (DCNs), which the National 
Farmers Union Scotland has found to be effective when used. Alas these extensive 
powers are not currently being adequately applied by Local Authorities. There is no 
practical or financial imperative to fast-track this Bill in isolation, given that Scottish 
Government research1 stated it could not give "adequate" figures on the frequency of 
incidents or determine whether they are increasing or decreasing. 
 
Limited evidence base 
The Policy Memorandum supporting this Bill, prepared by the Parliament’s Non-
Government Bills Unit, makes clear reference to the absence of robust evidence to 
support this Bill. The results of research commissioned by the Scottish Government 
and published in December 2019 states that: “the existing evidence does not provide 
an adequate basis for assessing the true scale of the issues, or for showing the 

                                                           
1 P13, https://beta.parliament.scot/-/media/files/legislation/bills/current-bills/dogs-protection-
of-livestock-amendment-scotland-bill/introduced/financial-memorandum-dogs-protection-of-
livestock-amendment-scotland-bill.pdf 

https://beta.parliament.scot/-/media/files/legislation/bills/current-bills/dogs-protection-of-livestock-amendment-scotland-bill/introduced/financial-memorandum-dogs-protection-of-livestock-amendment-scotland-bill.pdf
https://beta.parliament.scot/-/media/files/legislation/bills/current-bills/dogs-protection-of-livestock-amendment-scotland-bill/introduced/financial-memorandum-dogs-protection-of-livestock-amendment-scotland-bill.pdf
https://beta.parliament.scot/-/media/files/legislation/bills/current-bills/dogs-protection-of-livestock-amendment-scotland-bill/introduced/financial-memorandum-dogs-protection-of-livestock-amendment-scotland-bill.pdf
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potential contributing factors or impacts that can effectively inform the development 
of appropriate responses”2. 
 
A point that the Kennel Club and Scottish Kennel Club made in May 2019, prior to 
the publication of the Government commissioned research, when the proposals 
contained in this Bill were subject to public consultation was: “On a more general 
level we question whether there is a sufficient evidence base at this moment in time 
to fully understand the causes of livestock worrying within Scotland, and therefore 
whether it is possible to legislate in the most appropriate way to implement 
preventative solutions. While we understand the calls for harsher penalties, our focus 
continues to be prevention of incidents in the first place.” 
 
While we know from previous Police Scotland press statements the majority of 
livestock worrying occurs from loose dogs, either those which have strayed or are 
allowed to roam, not dogs which are being taken for a walk3. This mirrors data from 
police forces in England and Wales, which shows around 7 in 10 livestock attacks 
are the result of unaccompanied dogs4. 
 
While the outcome of a livestock worrying incident involving a dog on a walk and that 
which is loose and unaccompanied will largely be the same, the most effective way 
to prevent the cause of the incidents are very different. Yet, when we asked Police 
Scotland, they were unable to provide us with the breakdown of worrying incidents 
involving unaccompanied dogs vs those out for a walk.  
 
It’s of considerable concern to us that legislation is being introduced on such a 
limited evidence base. Legislation introduced on such a limited evidence base is 
unlikely to deliver the outcomes we all desire in terms of reducing livestock worrying 
incidents. 
 
Evidence discrepancies  
In relation to the number of recorded livestock offences by Police Scotland, the 
financial memorandum estimates that “around 1 in 20 incidents reported to the police 
(5%) are recorded as offences under the 1953 Act”.  
 
This conflicts with information that we’ve previously received from Police Scotland 
with regard to recording  offences under the 1953 Act. It appears the Non-
Government Bills Unit has not asked Police Scotland as to whether they believe this 
figure of 1 in 20 reported incidents being recorded reflects reality. We would urge this 
Committee to ask this question of Police Scotland. 
 
With regard to the impact to the Scottish economy, the estimate produced from the 
Scottish Government commissioned survey of farmers and crofters is forty times 
higher than the latest figures produced by the NFU Mutual. 
                                                           
2 https://beta.parliament.scot/-/media/files/legislation/bills/current-bills/dogs-protection-of-
livestock-amendment-scotland-bill/introduced/policy-memorandum-dogs-protection-of-
livestock-amendment-scotland-bill.pdf  
3  Referenced from Herald website article, ‘Police target dog attacks’, 2 November 2016 
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(With regard to the NFU Mutual estimate it is important to note that their estimate of 
the financial impact of livestock worrying to the Scottish economy is not the total sum 
of claims received by the NFU Mutual. It is in fact an extrapolation taking into 
account that they insure around 75% of farmers and that the majority of attacks do 
not result in claims being made to them5. This is a like for like comparison.) 
 
Regardless of whether this Bill progresses to become legislation, it is clear to us that 
we need to improve the evidence base to better understand the causes of livestock 
worrying and therefore be able to develop the most effective approaches, both 
legislative and non-legislative, to tackle this issue. 
 
Disproportionate punishment 
As for any deterrent effect from greater penalties, is difficult to see what could be 
more powerful than the summary justice that currently exists for the dog to be 
lawfully shot in the act. 
 
This Bill does not contain any provisions to ensure farmers and crofters are 
compensated by the dog’s keeper for any losses incurred, nor does it recognise, nor 
integrate with, existing powers of prevention and punishment in Dog Control Notices.  
 
We believe, it is excessive to, for example, ban a first time offender from keeping any 
dog (not just the one that worried livestock), after one dog escaped from home and 
worried (but not killed or injured) livestock, which could be anything from a single hen 
to a flock of sheep. Moreover, the provision to ban someone from walking any dog, 
even after a first offence, from any land where livestock may be present is excessive, 
as the definition includes all land where grazing can take place, far beyond enclosed 
farm land. For example it would ban someone from hill and mountain areas, country 
parks where cattle are kept (such as Pollok Park in Glasgow) and beaches, dunes 
and machair in the Highlands and Islands, even if no livestock are present at the 
time they take access.  
 
This can directly mean a loss of livelihood and wider hardship for people who use 
dogs for work, especially as 7% of attacks1 were due to dogs from farms and crofts; 
shepherds, gamekeepers and commercial dog walkers could be severely affected. 
This also poses welfare concerns when dog(s) cannot be exercised due to lack of 
access to land where livestock may only be present a few times a year. The latter 
point is especially acute in rural communities where most land will be grazed at 
some point in the year, and so owners would be forced to drive outwith the area 
every day to exercise their dog; this also raises equality issues for people who do not 
have access to a car or frequent public transport. 
 
It is essential that sentencing guidelines are carefully constructed and these more 
severe punishments are restricted to those who are either repeat offenders or those 
who have acted wilfully.  
 
Summary 

                                                           
5 https://www.nfuonline.com/cross-sector/rural-affairs/access/access-news/shock-increase-
in-livestock-worrying-as-cost-rises/ & private correspondence 

https://www.nfuonline.com/cross-sector/rural-affairs/access/access-news/shock-increase-in-livestock-worrying-as-cost-rises/
https://www.nfuonline.com/cross-sector/rural-affairs/access/access-news/shock-increase-in-livestock-worrying-as-cost-rises/
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The Kennel Club and Scottish Kennel Club have for many years been working to 
reduce the prevalence of livestock worrying within Scotland. While we support the 
general principle of updating livestock worrying legislation, especially where it may 
genuinely help reduce the number of livestock worrying incidents in Scotland. It 
remains clear to us that the proposed the existing evidence base is inadequate to 
develop appropriate and effective legislation. 
 
Regardless of the whether this Bill progresses to law, we believe it to be essential 
that a robust and accurate evidence base is properly established in order that we 
can robustly monitor the impact of livestock worrying in Scotland. Not limited to an 
accurate figure relating to the number of livestock worrying cases in Scotland, 
whether these were caused by accompanied or unaccompanied dogs and other 
factors that enable the development of a truly preventative approach. 
 
 
 


