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1. What is your experience of livestock worrying? What is the scale of the issue? 
 
• I do not have any personal experience of livestock worrying but know of others who have 

suffered due to sheep attacks. The farmer took the incident to the press and the dog 
owner was fined. 

 
2. Does legislation need strengthening in this area? If so – does the Bill do this? Is the Bill 
the best way to do this? 
 
• I definitely think that the bill does strengthen the legislation and it is one of the best ways 

to do this. All dog owners should be educated and trained on how to control their dog 
and be well aware of the consequences if they find themselves in a livestock worrying 
incident. 

 
3. What are your views on the increased penalties the Bill creates for livestock worrying? 
 
• The increased penalties are definitely worth being in place, in the hope that they will 

encourage dog walkers to stick to the rules and so not incur a penalty.   
 
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? 
 
• I definitely think that the owners of the dogs caught should be disqualified from owning 

any dog. If they cannot follow basic rules or be able to control their dog then they should 
not be allowed to own one. The dog owners will need to feel like that there is a high 
chance that they will get caught and a hard and fast penalty to be applied to reduce the 
number of livestock worrying.  

• No one will stick to the rule of not taking their dog onto certain types of land as there will 
be no one to constantly control this, therefore this penalty would make no difference and 
not reduce the number of incidences.  

 
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? 
 
• I think this the best approach as it makes it very clear what is deemed as livestock and 

therefore it is one less ‘loop hole’ the accused cannot get out from.  
 
6. What are your views on the powers allowing Scottish Ministers to appoint inspectors, 
other than police, to investigate and enforce livestock worrying offences? 
 
• As long as the inspectors are fully trained and are in no way bias towards any parties 

then this would be a good idea. It allows more jobs to be created and hopefully more 
chances of livestock worrying to be dealt with correctly and efficiently.  

 
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? 



 
• I think this is a very important point. As much evidence as possible is required to ensure 

that the owner(s) is/are identified quickly and the dog(s) is/are brought back under 
control. 

 
8. Does the Bill adequately balance the rights of dog owners and the rights of livestock 
farmers? 
 
• The 5 main proposals are very fair and are well balanced for both parties.  
 
9. Is there anything else that should be included or excluded from the Bill? You can give your 
view on some or all of these questions. Please feel free to provide your views on any other 
aspects of the Bill or any other relevant information. 
 
• Depending on the level of damage, livestock owners should receive compensation if 

livestock have been affected by a dog worrying incident. 
 


