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RURAL ECONOMY AND CONNECTIVITY COMMITTEE 
 
CALL FOR EVIDENCE ON THE DOGS (PROTECTION OF LIVESTOCK) 
(AMENDMENT) (SCOTLAND) BILL 
 
SUBMISSION FROM ANONYMOUS 19 
 

1. What is your experience of livestock worrying? What is the scale of the issue? 
• In the past 10 years, I have had isolated cases of livestock worrying due to an 

increase of the local population and dog ownership. During this time period, 12-
15 sheep have had to be put down due to being mutilated which averages out to 
a couple each year. These incidents have been people that live very local to the 
farm. In addition to this, a core path goes through the farm and is extremely 
popular with the local population as a hill walking route. There has been a 
dramatic increase in dogs worrying by running through livestock on a weekly 
basis with owners letting dogs off leads after parking and going through an initial 
set of gates.  

• The scale of the issue can currently be described as disturbance due to dogs not 
under control. 
 

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

• Yes, a big issue identifiable is evidence and what is deemed as circumstantial. 
Police should be given the capability and capacity to deal with incidents. 

• The Bill needs to work in conjunction with aspects of the Access Code which 
should be revised to highlight access of people with dogs countryside. Public 
access should not be restricted however, access does need to be restricted to 
dogs to reduce the instances of livestock worrying. The right to access has 
created a perceived right to take dogs which is where the problems lie and 
educating the general public of the Access Code is not enough. The Bill should 
enforce ownership and responsibility. 

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

• Penalties have to be set at a deterrent level. 

• Imprisonment should only be used for repeat offenders and extreme cases. 

• Financial penalties should be set to compensate farmer. 

• Emphasis should be to get convicted dogs destroyed to ensure repeat 
occurrences are not encountered. 

 
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? 
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• Yes, the priority should be here. Enforce the destroying of dogs that worry sheep. 
 

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? 

• All livestock and all land should be covered by the Bill. 
 

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 agree with this if at a local authority level. 
 

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 agree with the expanded powers for police and inspectors to seize dogs, to 
enter premises and to take a dog to the vet. 

 

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

• The current inability and lack of evidence gathering make it harder to prosecute 
irresponsible dog owners. 

• It is not unreasonable if convicted of repeat offences that result in sheep 
mutilation and sheep being destroyed, persons should be disqualified from dog 
ownership and the dog(s) destroyed in addition to owners being banned from 
accessing agricultural land. Farm animal welfare should come before the Access 
Code. 

• There should be a database which ensures that offenders can be traced 
throughout Scotland. 

 

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. 

• Access to the countryside with dogs is the issue at hand and convicted dog 
owners should be held liable for the consequences of livestock worrying. 

• The Access Code states close control of dog and an unfortunate consequence of 
the Access Code is that a huge percentage of the population have incorrectly 
perceived the right to allow dogs to roam unleashed – this needs to be amended 
in the Access Code and highlighted that harm can and will be done as a direct 
consequence of this. 
 

 

 


