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1. What is your experience of livestock worrying? What is the scale of the issue? 

 
• We have had instances of sheep being attacked and killed by dogs. On one occasion we 

had 6 ewe hoggs killed and 3 torn apart which had to be put down. These were sheep 
away wintered on a farm adjacent to Dumfries and were discovered in the morning after 
an overnight attack. Police were contacted and the suspect was known to them but due 
to there being no witnesses nothing was done due to lack of evidence. On another 
occasion we had 2 ewes killed, another with half a back leg eaten away which had to be 
put down and several others aborted their unborn lambs. Again, the police were informed 
but nothing could be done as even though known dog owners were suspected, there 
were no witnesses. 

 
2. Does legislation need strengthening in this area? If so – does the Bill do this? Is the Bill 

the best way to do this? 
 

• In the event of no visual witnesses of actual attacks, but known dog owners actually 
suspected, officers should have powers to seize dogs for evidence gathering and use 
them however unpopular. 

 
3. What are your views on the increased penalties the Bill creates for livestock worrying? 

 
• I am wholly in favour of the increased penalties, however this does not deal with the 

issue of recompense to the victim, the livestock owner. 
 
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 should do if it is made widely known, but in reality probably won’t in that although the 
vast majority of dog owners are responsible, there are others whose dogs have attacked 
livestock in the past and will probably continue to flout the law and abandon their 
responsibilities. In my experience once a dog has had experience of attacking livestock it 
is almost impossible to stop it attacking again and again. 

 
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? 
 

• Absolutely correct, as those who farm the extended list are still trying to make a living 
and take the welfare of their livestock very seriously. 

 
6. What are your views on the powers allowing Scottish Ministers to appoint inspectors, 

other than police, to investigate and enforce livestock worrying offences? 
 

• I think this is an excellent idea, it would give these officers specialised knowledge. 
However, those appointed as inspectors need to be given full powers and it is imperative 
that they are willing to apply them properly and be given police protection if necessary. 



 
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 am in total agreement with this plan as part of evidence gathering, especially where 
there is no witnessed evidence but strong suspects. 

 
8. Does the Bill adequately balance the rights of dog owners and the rights of livestock 

farmers? 
 

• Owners who allow their dogs to run free and attack livestock have automatically 
abandoned their rights and therefor have none. It’s not a matter of balancing rights, it 
should be all about protecting the rights of the livestock owner. 

 
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.  
 

• None that I can think of. However, the Bill needs to be rigorously applied. 
 
 


