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PUBLIC AUDIT AND POST- LEGISLATIVE SCRUTINY COMMITTEE

CONTROL OF DOGS (SCOTLAND) ACT 2010 CALL FOR EVIDENCE 

SUBMISSION FROM: Tom Tenant  

My submission is the report I sent to all MSPs on 20th July 2018 and follows on next page. I have 
added a couple of additional comments on this page. 

Police Filtering complaints as “no action”: 

Since writing report, I have seen further evidence that the police are incorrectly marking cases as 
“no action” and not passing on details to council dog control dept. The latest was in Deaconsbank 
Glasgow where a dog was mauled by 2 Akitas and the police apparently said because a human 
had not been attacked nothing could be done. It took the intervention of a councillor to get dog 
wardens involved. I believe the police standard operating procedures need clarification and that 
ALL cases that do not warrant police action should be notified to council. They can then establish if 
action is justified under Dog Control Act and even if not they will have a record should further 
complaints occur. 

Barking up the wrong tree: 

In my report, I highlight that parliament was misled when the Policy Memorandum asserted that the 
reason for an increase in dangerous dogs / crimes was a parallel increase in irresponsible dog 
ownership. I argue that the root cause was actually an increase in certain more risky status dogs 
and point to the fact that seven “status” breeds account for 60% of all Dog Control Notices issued 
during 2017. Can I add to this argument by pointing out that it is reasonable to assume that at least 
60% of crimes would be associated with the same seven breeds. This would mean that at least 443 
crimes during 2017 were due to these seven breeds. This is considerably higher than year 1999-00 
that had only 239 crimes recorded for all dogs and was the year used as a low base year to argue 
the case for Dog Control Act. I consider this as conclusive evidence that the increase in status dogs 
is the real driver and root cause of the increase in crime rate.  In the context of the Dog Control Act, 
this is important because the Act is a reactive measure and can only have an effect on crime if less 
serious issues are highlighted and addressed at an early stage. Unfortunately, these more risky 
breeds will be more likely to cause an initial offence that will at the serious end of the scale and 
often criminal. The enforcement of Dog Control Act will undoubtedly be having some effect on 
checking crime rate but there is a never-ending supply of new owners, some of whom will find 
themselves in the criminal justice system. This fundamental weakness of the Dog Control Act is 
why I argue that additional legislation, such as licensing of 
“listed breeds”, is necessary to tackle the irresponsible ownership of risky breeds at an early stage. 
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Why this Report? 

First, a couple of pointers as to what is in report and why you should read it. 

 Over a seven-year period, Glasgow City Council has failed to implement the Dog Control
Act in any meaningful way. Many other councils also failing.

 Only seven breeds of dog account for 60% of Dog Control Notices issued during 2017.

   ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

I am a dog owner. Over several years, I became increasingly concerned over dog on dog attacks 
and that there seemed to be an ever-increasing risk through the growth of ownership of status 
dogs. I know many other dog owners feel the same. I decided to look into whether the law was 
effective and sufficient in dealing with "out of control" dogs. 

In looking into this issue, I have gathered in a lot of information that could help inform the debate 
should Holyrood look again at dog control law.  

This report has an accompanying spreadsheet. It is not necessary to view the spreadsheet as 
relevant tables and extracts are included in this report. The spreadsheet is essentially for 
transparency as it shows all the data I gathered and the workings of subsequent analysis as well 
as links to sources.  

For the year 2017 I got information – 
• from councils, with respect to the Control of Dogs Act -

 The number of investigations
 The number warnings and the breed of dog involved
 The number of Dog Control Notices (DCNs) and the breed of dog involved

• from Police Scotland –
 The number of prosecutions for dogs being out of control and this figure broken

down by council.

I have also looked at submissions and debates regarding Dog Control in Both Holyrood and 
Westminster parliaments. 

Tom Tennant 
20th July, 2018 
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Main Findings 
This report highlights two significant failures – 

Failure of Councils to Implement Dog Control Act 

• In the seven years since its introduction, Glasgow City Council has failed to implement the
Dog Control Act in any meaningful way.

• Other councils also failing – particularly in Central Belt.

Root cause: Whilst the root cause is a failure of councils to self-monitor, it seems clear that, 
without addressing the contributory factors below, these failures are likely to 
continue. A similar failure is also occurring in England.  

Contributory factors- 
 No reporting requirement.
 No Government oversight.
 No review of effectiveness of Dog Control Act.
 No national database established.

Failure to reduce crime rate for “Out of Control” dogs 
The Dog Control Act was in response to a marked growth in dog attacks as illustrated by the 
number reported to police.  The base “low” year used in arguments for Dog Control Act was 
1999/2000 - with only 239 reported attacks. 
During 2017, the police recorded 739 attacks. This is 11% higher than 2010/11 - the year before 
introduction of Dog Control Act.  

Root cause: No single root cause but the growth of ownership of high-risk1  breeds is clearly the 
main reason. 
Over many years, there has been a trend towards large status dogs. During 2017, 
seven high-risk breeds accounted for 60% of all Dog Control Notices. Therefore, I 
would expect these same seven breeds to account for upwards of 60% of all 2017 
crimes. This would be at least 443 crimes. 

Contributory factors- 
 Prior to introduction of Dog Control Act, Holyrood Parliament misdirected by Policy

Memorandum that simply asserted increase in dog attacks was due to an increase in
irresponsible owners.

 Dog Control Act is a reactive measure and therefore will be behind the curve.
 A general failure to appreciate that some breeds are much higher risk.
 No serious review undertaken as to whether additional legislation may be required.

(I discounted the questions added to microchip survey, as it was botched and I did not
consider this a serious attempt to review situation)

1  I do not use the term “dangerous breed”. I believe high-risk or riskier is more appropriate. A dog only 
becomes dangerous when the owner does not manage risks.  

https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-40683116
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Dog Control Act: Implementation by Councils

The effectiveness of the Dog Control Act is in the hands of councils.  Unfortunately, there is no 
government oversight and no analysis of what is happening. These failures means the Act can fall 
into disrepute through inaction, as with Glasgow City Council.  

Measuring Council Implementation
The primary purpose of the Act is to tackle the problem of irresponsible dog ownership. It therefore 
follows that a good measure of effectiveness is frequency of interaction with irresponsible dog 
owners. 
The government in publications has used the number of investigations and DCNs as indicators of 
performance. Whilst these are indicators, I do not think they are the only or best indicators. To 
understand why you need to look at the filtering process that happens to a complaint or concern – 

• The main source of possible complaints for investigation will be from the police. I have
heard and have had personal experience of the police wanting independent witnesses to
progress a complaint and failing that, they need a “pattern of behaviour” through other
complaints. Councils can act without corroboration or a pattern of behaviour so this filtering
may be masking the extent of problem. This filtering may vary from area to area so a wide
variation in referrals could be part of the explanation for differences in investigation rates.
When a council receives a referral or a concern, they decide if it warrants investigation. A
key indicator of performance would be the percentage of referrals investigated. I
suspect Glasgow would have an extremely low percentage.
Due to cost limitations put on FOI requests I did not ask councils for the number of referrals.

• Approximately 25% of investigations result in either a warning or Dog Control Notice. Only
when a warning or a DCN is given can we be sure that council have spoken with dog
owner. Of course, this is perfectly legitimate because investigation may show that the
complaint is malicious or in some way unjustified – perhaps the complainant has a dog
phobia.

• Dog Control Notices are for the most serious cases and a last resort in others. A more
common measure is a warning. Whether this is formal, or simply an undertaking to work
with council to improve, it effectively is still a warning and a deterrent. This report is the first
to show statistics on warnings. Warnings are a key indicator of performance because
they are an important factor in preventing a bad situation getting worse.
Stirling Council have the highest number of investigations per head of population. On the
face of it, a top of league performance. However, as explained to me in response to my FOI
request, they do not do warnings. They simply issue DCNs if they have enough evidence.
Out of 260 investigations, they issued 8 DCNs. I rate this a poor performance.

I checked council web sites and discovered that only 11 of 32 councils1 have contact information 
for reporting out of control dogs.  Failure to advise the public of this service is a failure of 
implementation. 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
1 See spreadsheet for details. 
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Glasgow City Council
This council has not implemented the Dog Control Act in any meaningful way.  
With Glasgow having 11.4% of Scotland’s population, this is very significant failure and illustrates 
the need for a monitoring system. 
The figures for 2017 are -  

• Only one investigation carried out. Using the average number of investigations per
population of other councils, you would expect there to have been well in excess of 400
investigations.

• No warnings given in 2017.
• No Dog Control Notices issued in 2017.

 This is not just a 2017 problem – 
• From the inception of the Act in February 2011 to end of 2017 Glasgow has issued only

three Dog Control Notices.
In March 2017, BBC News reported that Glasgow Council had only ever issued three Dog
Control Notices. Despite the publishing of this low figure no improvement, as evidenced by
my FOI request, happened in remainder of 2017.

• From figures published on a Scottish Government information page regarding
microchipping -
In the first full year of the Act Glasgow did twelve investigations. This fell to five
investigations in the second year.

Responding to my FOI request Glasgow Council on May 1st volunteered these comments – 
“Please note that there had only been one investigation carried out within the 
timescale mentioned in your request due to a number of factors. However, this 
number has increased to 34 for the current year to date. 
Of the 34 investigations, 12 of those were registered in 2017 albeit they were not 
investigated until January 2018. The case whereby the investigation was started in 
August 2017 was one that was initially dealt with by Police Scotland, however, on 
instruction from the Procurator Fiscal, it was passed to Glasgow City Council for 
consideration under the Control of Dogs (Scotland) Act 2010. As a result of this, 
Glasgow City Council arranged for an assessment to be carried out by a 
registered 
animal behaviourist soon thereafter. As a result of this and further investigation a 
Dog 
Control Notice was issued in 2018. The dog was a mixed breed dog.” 

My comments on Glasgow’s statement are - 
• Glasgow Council only had 13 complaints in 2017 resulting in investigations. Of these 12 not

investigated until 2018. Obviously not satisfactory.
• They are referring to investigations “registered”. That is not the same as police complaint

referrals and it would seem to me highly likely that they are only investigating a tiny number
of referrals.  As I stated above, I would expect in excess of 400 investigations.

• If the police referred only 13 cases or a very small number then there is something very
seriously wrong with the police referral process in Glasgow because clearly other councils
are receiving a higher number of referrals.

https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-scotland-38925705
http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2013/12/6115/6
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Council Performance Table 

Investigations Warnings DCNs

Aberdeen City 312 FOI too costly 6 1.3636 Info missing

Fife 298 90 55 0.8023 0.3904
Stirling 260 0 8 2.7660 0.0851
Aberdeenshire 260 FOI too costly 24 0.9931 Info missing

Highland 208 Not Recorded 22 0.8844 Info missing

Dundee City 206 43 23 1.3852 0.4438
Falkirk 192 71 6 1.1990 0.4809
Angus 184 11 16 1.5824 0.2322
East Lothian 182 26 3 1.7360 0.2766
City of Edinburgh 163 10 1 0.3176 0.0214
Renfrewshire 140 54 17 0.7917 0.4015
Midlothian 136 24 15 1.5096 0.4329
Moray 129 14 0 1.3468 0.1462
West Lothian 125 Info. not held 7 0.6894 Info missing

West Dunbartonshire 124 13 11 1.3838 0.2678
Perth and Kinross 124 38 15 0.8206 0.3508
North Ayrshire 102 26 18 0.7512 0.3240
Scottish Borders 100 8 5 0.8694 0.1130
Clackmannanshire 84 16 1 1.6327 0.3304
Argyll and Bute 77 44 34 0.8870 0.8985
North Lanarkshire 73 35 7 0.2147 0.1235
South Ayrshire 62 6 8 0.5502 0.1242
Dumfries and Galloway 54 Info. not held 8 0.3619 Info missing

East Ayrshire 42 24 2 0.3444 0.2132
Orkney Islands 32 10 2 1.4545 0.5455
South Lanarkshire 28 13 5 0.0880 0.0566
East Dunbartonshire 17 13 3 0.1572 0.1480
East Renfrewshire 16 0 2 0.1688 0.0211
Inverclyde 9 2 1 0.1143 0.0381
Shetland Islands 4 3 2 0.1733 0.2166
Comhairle nan Eilean Siar 2 0 2 0.0742 0.0742
Glasgow City 1 0 0 0.0000 0.0000

Total 3746 594 329 0.7796 0.2284
Average excluding 

Glasgow.
Average 

excluding 
Glasgow and  
Info missing.

Within +/- 20% of average.
Lower than average by 20% to 40%.
 Lower than average by 40% or more.

Local Authority

 Higher than average by 40% or more.

This table is a graphic illustration of the performance of councils 
relative to each other. Whilst ordered by descending number of 
investigations, the real performance indicators are the rates per 
1000 population. The best are shaded in green with the worst 
shaded in red.

Higher than average by 20% to 40%.

1st Jan to 31st Dec 2017
Investigations per 
1000 population

Warnings + DCNs 
per 1000 

population



REF NO.PAPLS/S5/18/COD/09

Comments on Council Performance Table  
Statistics highlighted in red or pink are cause for concern. 

The following councils have a red in both columns, Edinburgh, North Lanarkshire, South 
Lanarkshire, East Renfrewshire, Inverclyde, Comhairle nan Eilean Siar and Glasgow.  
Comments -  

• Comhairle nan Eilean Siar maybe an exception because it is a small council with a low-
density population.

• They hold 36.7% of Scotland’s population and, discounting Eilean Siar, they are all in the
central belt and apart from Edinburgh, clustered around Glasgow.

• Edinburgh, with a population of 513,000, had only 11 actions against irresponsible dog
owners.
This is a stark illustration, that along with the other highlighted councils and the total failure
of Glasgow, the Dog Control Act can easily fall into disrepute in any council area.

Recommendations: 
The Dog Control Act charged the councils with monitoring their own effectiveness. This is 
obviously failing.  
There is no central database or statistical reports. This means no oversight of what councils are 
doing and trends missed. 
Recommendation 1: 
I would strongly recommend that there is government oversight by means of a requirement for 
councils to do an annual return with a minimum of the following information –  

1 Number of Referrals: This would be any complaint or concern raised – either directly or 
through the police or any third party. This is vital because it is an indication of whether 
councils are coping or perhaps investigating only a small number of complaints.  
West Lothian Council informed me that they had received 226 concerns of which 125 
received further investigation. This might be satisfactory – but imagine if they had received 
1000 concerns and only investigated 125.  

2 Number of Investigations:  
3 Number of Warnings: This is an indication of early intervention short of a dog control 

notice. As well as a written warning, this could be an agreement for improvement 
measures. Dog Control Notices are to be a last resort so the number of warnings is a good 
indicator of effective intervention.  

4 Number of Dog Control Notices: 
5 Brief Commentary: On any issues or significant deviations from previous year. 

Recommendation 2: 
Government publishes the returns and queries any unexplained trends. 

Recommendation 3: 
Only 11 of 32 Councils have information on their website as to how to report out of control dogs. 
The public should be able to contact the Council directly to report an out of control dog. Councils 
must update their websites with contact information. Dundee City Council deserve a gold star for 
their very informative webpage. 

https://www.dundeecity.gov.uk/service-area/neighbourhood-services/community-safety-and-protection/aggressive-or-out-control-dogs
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How Effective Is The Dog Control Act? 
The aim of the Act is to ensure that out of control dogs, irrespective of breed, are brought and kept 
under control. The focus is on irresponsible owners.  

Prior to bringing the Act forward, the government cited the growth in prosecutions for dog attacks 
as evidence for new legislation. I have updated the Scottish Government’s table published for 
microchipping with my FOI to Police Scotland  and another Police FOI request for 2016. 

It is now seven years since the Act came into force. I compared (see spreadsheet) 2017 figures for 
investigations and DCN’s with the second full year of Act (27 Feb 2012 to 26 Feb 2013). This 
showed that investigations had risen by 80% and DCN’s issued risen by 124%. 

Conclusion: 
The Dog Control Act, being a reactive measure, clearly, was never going to be a panacea for the 
issue out of control dogs.  
If there had been a dramatic decrease in police prosecutions that would be evidence of success in 
tackling growth in dog attacks. As it is, with prosecutions and DCNs increasing, the best that can 
be argued is that the rate of increase in prosecutions has slowed. There is still an underlying 
problem with out of control dogs.  

The above statistics are the tip of the iceberg. Many incidents not reported. Many reported 
incidents not investigated.  With an estimated population of 653,000 dogs in Scotland, even a 
small 2% offending rate would suggest around 13,000 problem dogs at any one time.  

Period Number
1999-00 239
2000-01 257
2001-02 284
2002-03 360
2003-04 433
2004-05 618
2005-06 517
2006-07 623
2007-08 587
2008-09 604
2009-10 653
2010-11 668
2011-12 941
2012-13 945
2013-14
2014-15
2016 760
2017 739

Offences for failing to keep 
a dog under proper control

A 160% increase in the rate of reported dog 
attacks in the  period 1999-00 to 2006-07 was 

cited as a "key rationale for the introduction of 
legislation".

The Dog Control Act came into force on 26th 
February 2011.  There has been increase in dog 

attacks of approximately 11% since Act came 
into force.

http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2013/12/6115/6
http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2013/12/6115/6
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/crimes_recorded_during_2017_for#incoming-1154951
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/dangerous_dogs_act_as_amended_124#incoming-1083368
https://www.pfma.org.uk/dog-population-2018
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Risk Control: The Need for Other Measures
This section looks at risk factors and the possibility of additional risk preventative legislation to 
supplement the Dog Control Act. 
“Man’s best friend”, the dog, is part of the fabric of life with many social benefits. However, there 
are always risks with dogs. Humans attacked and disfigured. Pets and livestock injured or killed. 
This is why there has to be some measure of risk control. The question is – should the 
government be doing more with respect to risk control?  

The only government proactive risk control legislation is the banning of some breeds – the main 
one being the pit bull terrier. It is up to dog owners to manage risk. With tragic consequences, 
some dog owners are clearly failing. The point of additional legislation would be to reduce serious 
incidents.  

From looking at submissions made to parliament with respect to dog laws and debates on the 
same   it seems clear to me that not everyone has a clear understanding of what constitutes risk 
and how to mitigate it.  Saying that “all dogs can be aggressive” does not mean that all dogs 
present the same risk. Saying “we should educate owners” when there is no education process in 
place will not make you feel better if your child has been bitten in face by a dog.   

Risk and Risk Control Examples  
Risk is the danger a situation could present and risk control is a measure to mitigate the danger. 

• Pedestrian road crossings are an example of a risk control measure to mitigate the danger
of crossing a busy road.

Risk is a combination of how likely a dangerous situation may arise and how serious the 
consequences could be. If something is very likely to happen that could cause serious injury then 
that would be high risk.  

The following are everyday examples of risk involving coming into contact with a dog. You might 
want to consider your understanding of what could happen and how you would feel in terms of 
anxiety before reading my analysis. I will use my analysis to expand on some general points 
regarding risk.  

Example 1: 
You are walking your small Cocker Spaniel dog in a country park. Your dog never causes issues 
with people or dogs. You are walking on the path as there has been a lot of rain and the grass is 
saturated and muddy. You are going up a slight incline. Coming down the incline is someone 
pushing a pram who also has a dog on a short lead. They are pushing pram with left hand and 
holding dog with right hand. The dog is towards the middle of the path. Even if you keep well to the 
left you will still be passing in close proximity to dog.  

The dog is an American Bulldog. 
Powerfully built and much bigger than your dog. 

What are the risks? 
What would you do? 
How would you feel? 
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 Example 2: 
The same circumstances as first example but the person has a different dog. 

The dog is a King Charles Spaniel. 
Slightly built and much smaller than your dog. 

What are the risks? 
What would you do? 
How would you feel? 

Example 3: 
The same circumstances as first example. This time you have left the dog in house and have 
taken your five-year-old child for a walk. Your child has no fear of dogs and loves to pet them.  The 
other person’s dog is still an American Bulldog. How would you react? 

Example 4: 
The same circumstances as previous example but this time the person has a King Charles 
spaniel.  
How would you react? 

Analysis of risk examples: 
In all cases, if you stay on path, you and your dog or child will be passing in close proximity to 
other person’s dog. This means that you are primarily reliant on other person’s ability to control 
their dog. You will also take into account your ability to intervene should an attack happen. You will 
also assess both the likelihood and the severity of a possible attack on a judgement of the other 
person’s dog.  

Analysis of Example 1:  
This is a high-risk situation with an attack likely that could severely injure you and your dog. 
If you have a dog, you have to be aware that some breeds of dog are more “dog aggressive”. The 
American Bulldog is one of these breeds. I am not demonising the breed wholesale but my 
experience and those of others informs me that on a chance encounter with an unknown American 
Bulldog, there is around a 50% chance of this dog being aggressive. A dog attack is therefore 
likely. Whilst it may not happen in this instance, if you keep ignoring the danger, eventually an 
instance will occur when an attack happens.  
Can the owner stop an attack? Only if the owner creates distance by going onto muddy wet grass 
– not likely with a pram. The owner is holding the dog lead with one hand. If dog attacks, the
owner cannot let go of pram because it will run downhill.  One handed the owner has no chance of
stopping any initial lunge or assisting in dealing with attack.
What could happen?  The bulldog could easily launch a prolonged attack on your dog that could
severely injure you and your dog. Whilst it is unlikely that bulldog would attack a human directly,
the danger is getting injured separating bulldog.  Even if only minor injury, this would still be a very
traumatic incident.
How would you feel? This stressful situation will cause apprehension. Not least because you are
the one being forced into deciding what to do.
Risk Control:

• Before getting too close, you could ask if Bulldog is friendly. In my experience, believing a
dog owner’s opinion is a recipe for disaster – especially if you think there is significant risk.

• I would never take a chance with this situation. You have to avoid close proximity by
keeping a safe distance. This means taking your dog onto grass or turning back to find a
place where the other party can pass at a distance.
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Analysis of Example 2:  
The risk is negligible.  
I have never came across an aggressive King Charles Spaniel. In the extremely unlikely event of 
this dog launching an attack, the owner could still easily restrain it one handed whilst keeping a 
grip of pram with other. 

Analysis of Example 3:  
The risk is high. Though unlikely, there is a possibility of life threatening/changing injury to child.  
Assessment based on size and power of American Bulldog not specifically the breed. Larger 
dogs can easily bite the face or neck of a child.  
Risk Control:  

• I would keep myself between dog and child. I would not take the chance of letting child pet
dog.

Analysis of Example 4: 
The risk is low.  
The dog is small relative to child. This type of dog does not have a strong bite and is unlikely to 
knock child down. Under close supervision, I would let child pet dog. 

Using the above examples and expanding further here are key points regarding risk – 

• The person holding American Bulldog by lead in one hand whilst pushing a pram with
another is an example of an irresponsible owner – reason being they have put themselves
in a position where they cannot control dog.
Irresponsible ownership often starts by getting a dog that the owner will not be able to
handle - be it big or small. However, an incompetent owner with a small dog will most times
be just a nuisance whereas an incompetent owner of a large dog will be a menace.

• In American Bulldog example, even if the owner could hold lead with both hands, the
likelihood is the owner would not be strong enough to restrain the dog. Having large dogs
on lead is no guarantee of control through restraint. Aberdeen Council sent me a redacted
FOI response and it shows that two of the six DCNs they issued in 2017 were due owners
not being able to restrain dogs - even though they were on a lead.

• Some breeds are potentially more dangerous. Only a fool can argue that a small King
Charles Spaniel is as dangerous as an American Bulldog or any other large breed. In terms
of risk it is irrelevant how this comes about – whether it be genetics or bad owners – the risk
is still the risk.

• In terms of “dog on dog” aggression, it should be no surprise that breeds originally bred for
dog fighting; bull baiting etc. will be more dangerous than other dogs and certainly more
dangerous than those bred as companion dogs. The examples above being the American
Bulldog versus the companion dog, the King Charles Spaniel.

• In a public place, a dog attacking another dog is much more likely than a dog attacking a
human.

• “Socialisation” is a key aspect to the development of a stable and well-behaved dog. This
can be difficult to achieve for some breeds. Many dog owners will not let their dog play with
certain breeds as will parents keep their children away. If you turn up at the park with two
Rottweiler dogs, no matter how sweet they actually are, do not be surprised if people avoid
you.

All of the above would point to the likelihood of certain breeds being more risky. The following 
is the statistical proof. 

https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/investigations_warnings_and_dog#incoming-1143253
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/investigations_warnings_and_dog#incoming-1143253
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Dog Control Notices: Breed Analysis 
I received answers from most councils as to the breed of dog involved in either the issuing of a 
warning or a dog control notice. There is a “deed not breed” culture so I would expect there not to 
be any breed bias. On a straight count basis, some breeds are clearly a cause for concern. 

The above table shows 7 breeds account for 60% of all dog control notices. 

The seven breeds in this table are 
the riskiest of all breeds. Allowing 
for popularity, they have the highest 
number of DCNs. 

The retriever breed has 12 DCNs, a 
higher number than American 
Bulldog, yet it is not featured. The 
reason is that retrievers outnumber 
American bulldogs – let us guess by 
20 to 1. Therefore, you would need 
to multiply the American Bulldog 
rating by 20 to get a true 
comparison. That would give the 
Bulldog a score of 200 against 
retrievers’ 12.   

The Staffordshire only appears the 
worst of the seven because it is 
more popular.  

See spreadsheet for full list of the 74 breeds that got warnings or DCNs. 

Many popular breeds did not get any DCNs - Border Terrier, Cocker Spaniel, West Highland 
Terrier Shih Tzu, King Charles Spaniel etc 

Dog Control 
Notices

Dog Control 
Notices

% of ALL

255 168 66%
28 20 71%

283 188 66%
31 - -

314 188 60%

Total issued to all 48 Specific Breeds

Cross Breeds

Total by Identifiable Breed or Cross Breed

Mixed-breed (mongrels)

Total All Dogs

ALL DOGS ( 48 Breeds )

Category

7 Specified Breeds 

Breed % of ALL
Dog Control 

Notices

Mastiff (English,French,Italian & South 
African)

29

24

15

15

Seven specific breeds

10

168

3.9%

65.9%

5.9%

5.9%

Total

25.1% 64

114.3%

11.4%

9.4%

English Bulldog

American Bulldog

Staffordshire Bull Terrier

German Shepherd

Akita

Rottweiler
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Holyrood Appraisal  
Holyrood has considered how to deal with dangerous dogs on various occasions. There has been 
questions asked, debate, views sought and legislation enacted. Having looked at these, I am not 
convinced there is a complete understanding of the cause and effect around the increase in dog 
attacks and police prosecutions.  

Policy Memorandum 
The Policy Memorandum for the Control of Dogs Act highlighted irresponsible ownership as the 
key driver for the “increasing nature of the problem”. It asserted that, based on consultation 
responses -  
“the growth in dangerous dogs can be largely attributed to a paralleled growth in 
irresponsible ownership of dogs” 
Whilst, as owners are responsible for their dogs, this must be a true statement, it does not explain 
the phenomenon of “paralleled growth in irresponsible ownership”.  
As I wrote in an earlier section -   “an incompetent owner with a small dog will most times be just a 
nuisance whereas an incompetent owner of a large dog will be a menace”. For many years, there 
has been a trend towards status dogs, larger dogs and owners having more than one of these 
dogs. Put simply, people are taking on dogs that, if not handled properly, will become a serious 
risk.   
The underlying reason for increased dog attacks is not irresponsible ownership, per se, but 
an increased ownership of breeds that, in the wrong hands, pose a greater risk.  
Therefore, whilst the Dog Control Act seeks to tackle irresponsible dog owners, it is not tackling 
the root cause of the increase in dog attacks - owners getting unsuitable dogs.  
The “7 specific breeds” causing 60% of DCNs evidence my arguments. Evidence submitted in this 
House of Commons Report also supports the argument that there has been large increases in 
dangerous dogs – 

• “We heard from the Dogs Trust that the number of dogs deemed..to be ‘status dogs’
(including not only banned types such as Pit Bulls but also permitted breeds such as
Huskies and  Rottweilers) had increased by 140% in 2011”.

• (from) Battersea Dogs and Cats Home – “we heard that fashions for some breeds, such as
Mastiff types, had led to increased numbers of aggressive dogs being imported or bred”.

Paul Martin MSP: Debate 
Paul Martin instigated this debate after two American bulldogs attacked eight-year-old Broagan 
McCuaig in his Garthanmlock constituency. She received horrendous injuries. The emphasis of 
the debate was that more needed to be done to prevent dog attacks.  I found aspects of the 
Government’s position disappointing and frankly misguided. Not for anything that would involve 
breed legislation, fine words about licensing and assessing owners but wedded to the Dog Control 
Act and the possibility of microchipping legislation. At the time, the government had already 
launched a consultation on “Microchipping and other Measures”. The questions that this debate 
raised were to be taken on board when the consultation was discussed. With respect to “other 
measures”, the consultation proved to be a demonstration of incompetence and lack of 
understanding – 

Microchipping and other Measures 
This consultation  focused almost completely on microchipping. One question each on dog fouling, 
licensing and muzzling. Aside from the “missed” question on licensing, there was this question – 
“Do you think muzzling of dogs while in public should be introduced?”  Not surprisingly, it received 
a 97% “no” response. This question demonstrates that there is not an understanding that some 
dogs are much riskier. A very different response may have been given to this question - “Do you 
think that the muzzling of some dog breeds while in public should be introduced?”  

http://www.parliament.scot/S3_Bills/Control%20of%20Dogs%20(Scotland)%20Bill/b29s3-introd-pm.pdf
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201213/cmselect/cmenvfru/575/575.pdf
https://www.theyworkforyou.com/sp/?id=2014-01-09.15.0
http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2014/10/4357
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Risk Control – Further Government Measures 
As I have illustrated, risk control is a matter for dog owners. Local government or police only get 
involved when a cause for concern or an incident has happened.  

I believe that parliament has been totally blindsided by the “deed not breed” culture. Whilst it is 
entirely appropriate, that breed is not a consideration when dealing with incidents, when it comes 
to risk, breed is a significant factor.  
Some organisations have influenced the debate by arguing against breed specific legislation.  
Despite this, it goes against common-sense and the evidence to argue that a Rottweiler is no 
more risky than a small poodle. When Kelly Lynch was killed by 2 pet Rottweilers the RSPCA 
released a statement warning parents of the dangers of owning powerful dogs like Rottweilers, 
''Rottweilers are big and powerful dogs and can be very dangerous in the hands of 
inexperienced people. Parents should be aware of how strong these animals can be''.   
As the law stands now, there is nothing to prevent a totally inexperienced would be dog owner 
obtaining any number of big and powerful dogs. In terms of risk to the public, this possibility is off 
the scale. This is why that using the excuse “that all dogs can be dangerous” as a reason for 
inaction is unacceptable. We have to get real - see where the greatest risks lie and reduce them. 

Can New Measures be Justified? 
Another way of looking at this question would be to ask – is there a moral obligation to do more. 

• Despite the Dog Control Act, prosecutions for “out of control dogs” are still high. Further, the
Dog Control Act is failing in large areas on the country.

• It is clear, from newspaper reports, that there are life-changing injuries to humans, with pets
and livestock injured or killed. If these were a result of acid attacks, the public and
politicians would be demanding action.

• Despite debating the attack on Broagan McCuaig, no additional legislation was forthcoming.
Fine words but no action and similar attacks just as likely.

• Action is needed to reverse the trend towards larger and more dangerous breeds. As
previously stated, the driver for increased dog attacks is not irresponsible ownership, per
se, but an increased ownership of breeds that, in the wrong hands, pose a greater risk.

http://www.heraldscotland.com/news/11896065.Friend_apos_s_dogs_savage_young_girl_to_death_Girl_killed_by_pet_dogs/
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Proposal for New Measures
The focus of new measures has to be on the most significant area of risk – the ownership of 
certain breeds of dogs that need extra careful handling by owners. It is right that these owners 
should face onerous regulations that spell-out their responsibilities.  
This leads me to the most vital and overriding principle – 

• New measures should apply only to owners of certain breeds of dogs.
If new measures apply to all breeds, there would be no difference between getting one
breed and another and therefore no “think twice” factor that may stop someone getting an
unsuitable breed.

I have looked at two other countries regulations - 
Northern Ireland: 
All dogs are licensed. This shows that a licensing system is perfectly feasible. However, licensing, 
as with microchipping, is not in itself a risk control measure.  
Republic of Ireland: 
Like Northern Ireland, all dogs are licensed. They also have listed breeds that are deemed to be 
dangerous and must be muzzled, kept on a short lead and can only be walked by a person over 
16 who is capable of controlling them. The fact that it is working shows that it is feasible. The listed 
breed system has advantages and disadvantages – 
Advantages - 

• It is a proper risk control measure as the most risky breeds are constrained.
• Easier to enforce. Simply breaching a condition will result in a penalty. A dog biting

obviously was not muzzled therefore a breach occurred. Similarly, a dog warden seeing a
listed dog without a muzzle or not on a short lead will be able to take action.

• The use of dogs as weapons of intimidation and protection reduced because the most
intimidating breeds muzzled.

• Due to burdensome regulations, owners less likely to choose unsuitable dogs.
• Over time, the disproportionate number of these breeds presently in rehoming centres will

reduce.
• There will be less demand for these types of dog and the population will fall. This will

minimise the disadvantages listed below.
Disadvantages – 

• Imposing strict regulations on responsible owners seen as unfair and unnecessary.
Especially so on the introduction of regulations.

• The biggest disadvantage will be to the welfare of the dogs. Some muzzles restrict panting
and taking in water.  Reduced exercise as dogs constrained on a lead.

• There would likely be an initial increase of these dogs in rehoming centres.
Whilst the listed breed regulations have merit, I think they would face significant opposition.  It 
would perhaps require a series of very serious attacks to influence public opinion and bolster 
political will. In the face of this reality, I would propose measures that, though less drastic, could be 
a stepping-stone towards stricter regulations if stricter regulations were felt necessary at a future 
point. 

https://www.hse.ie/eng/health/child/childsafety/law-dog.html
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My Proposal for New Legislation 
Licensing for owners of listed breeds of dogs and cross-breeds of the same. 

Overview of features that I would suggest – 
• Non transferrable license for each dog with requirements to notify –

Within (say) 48 hours any of following – change of address, if you have given away or sold
dog, dog stolen, dog lost.

• Licensing process should inform owners of the possibility that future legislation may
introduce compulsory muzzling and the requirement to have dog on short lead at all times.

• A requirement for third party insurance.
• Ideally, we should be preventing anyone, regardless of age, who has no experience of dogs

getting a more risky “listed” breed as a first dog. There is no practical way of doing this. A
second best option would be to set a minimum age. This could be justified on the basis that
as you can only own a dog at age 16 then by definition at that age you have no experience
of owning a dog.   I would be in favour of there being a minimum age qualification set at no
less than twenty-four.

• Educational advice in form of booklet.
With an emphasis on safety. Topics could include, training, dog care and respect,
socialisation with respect to people and dogs, caution with children, need for sufficient
exercise etc.

• Signed off undertakings, retained by licensing authority, that if breached could result in
action being taken against owner. Undertakings to include –
- Dog not to be in any public place, including anywhere within home such as gardens

where there is public access,   unless supervised by owner or person over 16 years old
who is capable of looking after it and is aware of safety requirements attached to
licence. The owner is still responsible even if another person is supervising dog.

- In the home, the dog must not be left unsupervised with children or visitors.
- The dog must not be exercised off lead if it is likely to stray or does not consistently

respond to recall command.
- Dog can only be exercised off lead in wide-open areas where approaching dogs can be

seen. In the event of an unknown dog approaching, dog must be put on lead.
- Dogs can be exercised off lead with known dogs - with other dog owner’s permission.
- Dog must be kept on a short lead in close proximity to people, dogs or other animals.

Even if your dog is people friendly exercise caution at all times. Exercise extreme
caution with children and ensure dog kept at a safe distance.

- If the owner or responsible person, by use of dog lead, cannot hold the dog steady and
prevent it from surging towards a person or an animal, then the dog must be muzzled
whilst on lead. This is a judgement the owner must make but if they are in doubt they
must err on side of caution and muzzle dog.

- If the owner or responsible person is walking other dog(s) in addition to listed dog(s)
then all listed dog(s) must be muzzled.

• In the event of a complaint involving a listed breed, the police or local authority to check that
dog is licensed. If not licensed, then an automatic breach resulting in a fine and the issuing
of a Dog Control Notice.

  ……………………………………..continued next page 
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Overview of features that I would suggest (continued) – 

• Listed Breeds: The breeds “listed” would need to be more extensive than just the seven
highest risk breeds that I previously highlighted. There are 2 linked reasons for this –

1. Some breeds I regard as high risk did not make my list simply because they were
either just outside the threshold (Huskies and Malamutes) or they were rarer breeds
(Wolfdogs) with a small number of DCNs.

2. Breeds that I did not include on list could be used as a substitute for those on listed
breed list. A good example would be that if Rottweilers had restrictions because they
were listed, then a Doberman might be preferred if it was not a listed breed.

The breeds I would list as requiring a licence - are Staffordshire Bull Terrier, German 
Shepherd, all Akita types, all Mastiff types, Rottweiler, English Bulldog, American Bulldog. 
Siberian Husky, Alaskan Malamute, Doberman, Wolf-hybrids and the Bull Terrier. 

I would list the advantages of this type of targeted licensing as – 
• It is not a general dog licence. It is a licence for owners with conditions attached.
• Most importantly, to make people think twice before getting a dog that they might have

difficulty controlling and where failure to do so will present a substantial risk to the
community.

• This is a safety control measure because it will deter some would be owners and failing that
will give guidance and safety measures that must be adhered to.

• It is not overly punitive. I would say the majority of owners of these riskier dogs are safety
conscious and would currently comply with most of proposed undertakings.
The most contentious measures would be around the advice on muzzling if lead is an
ineffective constraint and the need to muzzle if controlling more than one dog. However, the
counter-argument is that it is irresponsible to be in a position whereby you cannot control
your dog(s). There are many examples of attacks due to owner’s inability to hold dog on a
lead.

• It avoids the disadvantage of licensing and penalising all dog owners. Dogs bring many
benefits to society. We should not be putting unjustified hurdles in the way of dog
ownership.

• There should be, over time, a reduction in the disproportionate numbers of these breeds in
rehoming centres.

Questions and Answers 
Of course, people will lay objections to this type of proposal and I would agree that it has to be 
justified. I have already argued that, in the face of a high number of criminal prosecutions, there is 
a case for further measures. Here are questions and comments that I might expect and my 
answers to them – 

a) It is not fair because only some dogs need licensed and it is the “nanny state”.
The government has a duty of care to protect the public and this measure is targeted towards 
ensuring that certain, more risky, dog breeds are not bought on a whim and that owners are made 
fully aware of the risks and the need for risk control measures. It is similar to not requiring a 
licence for a cycle but needing one for a more dangerous motor cycle. 

  ……………………………………..continued next page 
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Questions and Answers (continued): 

b) It is the owner to blame – not the dog.
This is true and that is why these measures are to ensure owner takes his responsibilities 
seriously. This is especially so if owner has large powerful dog(s) where the degree of risk to 
public is much higher than an owner who only has tiny dog(s). Whilst there might be as many 
irresponsible owners of tiny dogs as there are irresponsible owners of large dogs, it is very unlikely 
that a tiny dog will cause serious harm to anyone or an animal. 

c) I have a listed breed dog. It has not an aggressive bone in its body. I am already very
safety conscious. Why should I need a licence?

Indeed most owners are like you. However, it is an unfortunate fact that, in the interests of safety, 
blanket measures are sometimes required. Most responsible dog owners will have suffered at 
some time due to an irresponsible owner and so it is in everyone’s interest that irresponsible 
owners are “brought to heel”. 

d) Irresponsible owners will ignore licensing requirement.
This will happen - just as people drive cars without a license. However, unlike the old licensing 
system, this system is about public safety and consequently breaches treated more seriously. In 
the event of an incident or the report of a concern then a license check will be made. Failure to 
have a dog license will result in a fixed penalty and a dog control notice issued to insure that 
licence obtained. If a serious incident occurs, involving an unlicensed dog, then a consequence 
could be lowering the threshold of criminal responsibility. 
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Last Word 
I live in Glasgow Pollok constituency so when I discovered that Glasgow had failed to implement 
Dog Control Act I had the thought that I should send a copy of this report to local councillors. That 
was before I discovered that other councils are also failing. The issue of failing councils can only 
be resolved by intervention from the Scottish Government. I do expect action to be taken that will 
ensure the Dog Control Act does not fall into disrepute at any time in future. I have suggested a 
meaningful monitoring system through councils reporting on an annual basis. This will have the 
added benefit of informing parliament of trends. 

With respect to the other topics I covered, risk control and targeted licensing, I suspect there will 
be no movement until such times that serious incidents cause a public outcry. However, please 
consider that right now there will be people taking on dogs that they cannot handle and who are 
either oblivious or not caring as to risks to public. There could be another “Broagan McCuaig” type 
incident at any time. This would be embarrassing for parliament because whilst the “Broagan 
McCuaig” incident was debated and many fine words were said – nothing happened to lessen the 
possibility of similar incidents. It should also be appreciated that not all serious incidents are 
reported in media and perhaps we should not be waiting for a media storm before action is taken! 
Last year there were 314 DCNs issued and 739 prosecutions. That is 1053 serious or very serious 
incidents.  This high number of serious incidents is evidence that the Dog Control Act is not 
sufficient, as is the fact that prosecutions are running at more than twice the rate of DCNs.  
I would estimate that around 700 of the 1053 serious/very serious incidents that occurred last year 
due to only seven dog breeds. I have based this figure on the 60% DCNs that were linked to these 
seven breeds, plus I have estimated 70% of crimes for out of control dogs to be linked to same 
seven breeds - this on the basis that these same riskier breeds are likely to form a slightly higher 
percentage (than 60%) of the more serious criminal incidents.  
It seems obvious that additional legislation to tackle irresponsible ownership of the riskier breeds 
can be justified and is needed if we want to reduce the number of serious incidents where people 
may receive life changing injuries or animals severely injured or killed. I do hope that parliament 
will review this issue again. 
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Council Link My FOI Links
Link to Council's Dog 
Control Page 

1. Aberdeen City Council FOI link Yes - Link
2. Aberdeenshire Council FOI link No Info.
3. Angus Council FOI link Yes - Link
4. Argyll and Bute Council FOI link Yes - Link
5. Edinburgh City Council FOI link Yes - Link
6. Clackmannanshire Council FOI link Yes - Link
7. Dumfries and Galloway Council FOI link No Info.
8. Dundee City Council FOI link Yes - Link
9. East Ayrshire Council FOI link No Info.
10. East Dunbartonshire Council FOI link No Info.
11. East Lothian Council FOI link No Info.
12. East Renfrewshire Council FOI link No Info.
13. Falkirk Council FOI link No Info.
14. Fife Council FOI link Yes - Link
15. Glasgow City Council FOI link No Info.
16. Highland Council FOI link Yes - Link
17. Inverclyde Council FOI link No Info.
18. Midlothian Council FOI link Yes - Link
19. Moray Council FOI link No Info.
20. Comhairle nan Eilean Siar (Western Isles Council) FOI link No Info.
21. North Ayrshire Council FOI link No Info.
22. North Lanarkshire Council FOI link No Info.
23. Orkney Islands Council FOI link No Info.
24. Perth & Kinross Council FOI link Yes - Link
25. Renfrewshire Council FOI link No Info.
26. Scottish Borders Council FOI link No Info.
27. Shetland Islands Council FOI link No Info.
28. South Ayrshire Council FOI link No Info.
29. South Lanarkshire Council FOI link No Info.
30. Stirling Council FOI link No Info.
31. West Dunbartonshire Council FOI link No Info.
32. West Lothian Council FOI link Yes - Link
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https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/investigations_warnings_and_dog#incoming-1143253
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/services/environment/environmental-health/dog-wardens/out-control-dogs
http://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/investigations_warnings_and_dog_2#incoming-1143328
http://www.angus.gov.uk/
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/investigations_warnings_and_dog_3#incoming-1146566
https://www.angus.gov.uk/noise_neighbours_pets_and_pests/animal_welfare_and_pest_control/report_an_out_of_control_or
http://www.argyll-bute.gov.uk/
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/investigations_warnings_and_dog_4#incoming-1148298
https://argyllandbute.custhelp.com/app/LAP_Forms/LAP_Dog_Control
http://www.edinburgh.gov.uk/
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/investigations_warnings_and_dog_5#incoming-1151499
http://www.edinburgh.gov.uk/info/20043/community_safety_and_antisocial_behaviour/782/report_an_out_of_control_dog
http://www.clacks.gov.uk/
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/investigations_warnings_and_dog_6#incoming-1138961
https://www.clacks.gov.uk/environment/dogcontrol/
http://www.dumgal.gov.uk/
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/investigations_warnings_and_dog_7#incoming-1149529
http://www.dundeecity.gov.uk/
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/investigations_warnings_and_dog_8#incoming-1134701
https://www.dundeecity.gov.uk/service-area/neighbourhood-services/community-safety-and-protection/aggressive-or-out-control-dogs
http://www.east-ayrshire.gov.uk/
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/investigations_warnings_and_dog_9#incoming-1137781
http://www.eastdunbarton.gov.uk/
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/investigations_warnings_and_dog_10#incoming-1134709
http://www.eastlothian.gov.uk/
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/investigations_warnings_and_dog_11#incoming-1146523
http://www.eastrenfrewshire.gov.uk/
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/investigations_warnings_and_dog_12#incoming-1149511
http://www.falkirk.gov.uk/
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/investigations_warnings_and_dog_13#incoming-1133444
http://www.fife.gov.uk/
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/investigations_warnings_and_dog_14#incoming-1137443
https://www.fifedirect.org.uk/topics/index.cfm?fuseaction=page.display&p2sid=0BBFBA6D-CAF9-D783-04A7CF35385FF2B4&themeid=98A56687-9A34-4494-A43C-68E07CCAE64E
http://www.glasgow.gov.uk/
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/investigations_warnings_and_dog_15#incoming-1151008
http://www.highland.gov.uk/
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/investigations_warnings_and_dog_16#incoming-1162534
https://www.highland.gov.uk/info/1211/animal_welfare_and_pest_control/472/dog_control
http://www.inverclyde.gov.uk/
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/investigations_warnings_and_dog_17#incoming-1133631
http://www.midlothian.gov.uk/
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/investigations_warnings_and_dog_18#incoming-1159172
https://www.midlothian.gov.uk/info/360/community_safety_and_crime/553/report_a_dog_attack/1
http://www.moray.gov.uk/
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/investigations_warnings_and_dog_19#incoming-1145811
http://www.cne-siar.gov.uk/
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/investigations_warnings_and_dog_20#incoming-1133494
http://www.north-ayrshire.gov.uk/
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/investigations_warnings_and_dog_21#incoming-1141595
http://www.northlanarkshire.gov.uk/
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/investigations_warnings_and_dog_22#incoming-1147287
http://www.orkney.gov.uk/
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/investigations_warnings_and_dog_23#incoming-1136562
http://www.pkc.gov.uk/
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/investigations_warnings_and_dog_24#incoming-1143597
http://www.pkc.gov.uk/article/15303/Control-of-dogs
http://www.renfrewshire.gov.uk/
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/investigations_warnings_and_dog_25#incoming-1137919
http://www.scotborders.gov.uk/
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/investigations_warnings_and_dog_26#incoming-1138087
http://www.shetland.gov.uk/
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/investigations_warnings_and_dog_27#incoming-1138941
http://www.south-ayrshire.gov.uk/
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/investigations_warnings_and_dog_28#incoming-1147022
http://www.southlanarkshire.gov.uk/
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/investigations_warnings_and_dog_29#incoming-1143070
http://www.stirling.gov.uk/
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/investigations_warnings_and_dog_32#incoming-1145434
http://www.west-dunbarton.gov.uk/
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/investigations_warnings_and_dog_31#incoming-1143257
http://www.westlothian.gov.uk/
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/investigations_warnings_and_dog_32#incoming-1145434
https://www.westlothian.gov.uk/article/2041/Out-of-Control-Dogs
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2017 compared to second full year of Act. Second year taken as bedding in process in first year.

Local Authority
27 Feb 2012 to 

26 Feb 2013
1st Jan to 31st 

Dec 2017
Increase / 
Decrease

% Increase/ 
Decrease

27 Feb 2012 to 
26 Feb 2013

1st Jan to 31st 
Dec 2017

Increase / 
Decrease

% Increase/ 
Decrease

Aberdeen City 317 312 -5 4 6 2
Aberdeenshire 198 260 62 14 24 10
Angus 80 184 104 0 16 16
Argyll and Bute 43 77 34 5 34 29
City of Edinburgh 51 163 112 0 1 1
Clackmannanshire 17 84 67 4 1 -3
Comhairle nan Eilean Siar 53 2 -51 0 2 2
Dumfries and Galloway 136 54 -82 0 8 8
Dundee City 17 206 189 9 23 14
East Ayrshire 20 42 22 0 2 2
East Dunbartonshire 5 17 12 4 3 -1
East Lothian 1 182 181 0 3 3
East Renfrewshire 164 16 -148 4 2 -2
Falkirk 82 192 110 4 6 2
Fife 159 298 139 37 55 18
Glasgow City 5 1 -4 1 0 -1
Highland 38 208 170 8 22 14
Inverclyde 3 9 6 1 1 0
Midlothian 39 136 97 1 15 14
Moray 99 129 30 0 0 0
North Ayrshire 24 102 78 1 18 17
North Lanarkshire 13 73 60 0 7 7
Orkney Islands 1 32 31 0 2 2
Perth and Kinross 36 124 88 1 15 14
Renfrewshire 89 140 51 9 17 8
Scottish Borders 35 100 65 8 5 -3
Shetland Islands 9 4 -5 2 2 0
South Ayrshire 21 62 41 0 8 8
South Lanarkshire 48 28 -20 4 5 1
Stirling 8 260 252 1 8 7
West Dunbartonshire 55 124 69 7 11 4
West Lothian 214 125 -89 18 7 -11

Total 2080 3746 1666 80.1% 147 329 182 123.8%

Investigations Dog Control Notices

FOI Link
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http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2013/12/6115/6
http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2013/12/6115/6
http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2013/12/6115/6
http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2013/12/6115/6
http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2013/12/6115/6


Return to contents

Offences Involving Dangerous Dogs Recorded by the Police in Scotland, 1998-99 to 2012-13 (Source - Justice Analytical Services, SG

Period Number
1999-00 239
2000-01 257
2001-02 284
2002-03 360
2003-04 433
2004-05 618
2005-06 517
2006-07 623
2007-08 587
2008-09 604
2009-10 653
2010-11 668
2011-12 941
2012-13 945
2013-14
2014-15
2016 760 FOI Link
2017 739 FOI Link

Local Authority Total
Aberdeen City 28
Aberdeenshire 38
Moray 5
Perth & Kinross 9
Angus 1
Dundee City 2
Highland 28
Orkney Islands &
Shetland Islands
Comhairle nan Eilean Siar 2
Stirling 4
Falkirk 12
Clackmannanshire 12
City of Edinburgh 57
West Lothian 20     No definitive correlation found between crimes and effectiveness of councils.
East Lothian 1
Midlothian 17
Scottish Borders 6
Fife 60
Glasgow City 96
East Renfrewshire 9
East Dunbartonshire 22
East Ayrshire 22
North Ayrshire 36
South Ayrshire 19
North Lanarkshire 75
South Lanarkshire 62
Argyll & Bute 13
West Dunbartonshire 23
Inverclyde 9
Renfrewshire 22
Dumfries & Galloway 20

739

FOI Link
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2017 Offences for out of Control Dogs by Council

Offences for failing to keep a dog under proper 
control

A 160% increase in the rate of reported dog attacks 
in the  period 1999-00 to 2006-07 was cited as a 
"key rationale for the introduction of legislation".

The Dog Control Act came into force on 26th 
February 2011.  There has been increase in dog 

attacks of approximately 11% since Act came into 
force.
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Investigations Warnings DCNs

Aberdeen City 312 FOI too costly 6 1.3636 Info missing Yes 228,800 1,232
Fife 298 90 55 0.8023 0.3904 Yes 371,410 280
Stirling 260 0 8 2.7660 0.0851 94,000 43
Aberdeenshire 260 FOI too costly 24 0.9931 Info missing 261,800 41
Highland 208 Not Recorded 22 0.8844 Info missing Yes 235,180 9
Dundee City 206 43 23 1.3852 0.4438 Yes 148,710 2,486
Falkirk 192 71 6 1.1990 0.4809 160,130 538
Angus 184 11 16 1.5824 0.2322 Yes 116,280 53
East Lothian 182 26 3 1.7360 0.2766 104,840 154
City of Edinburgh 163 10 1 0.3176 0.0214 Yes 513,210 1,949
Renfrewshire 140 54 17 0.7917 0.4015 176,830 676
Midlothian 136 24 15 1.5096 0.4329 Yes 90,090 255
Moray 129 14 0 1.3468 0.1462 95,780 43
West Lothian 125 Info. not held 7 0.6894 Info missing Yes 181,310 424
West Dunbartonshire 124 13 11 1.3838 0.2678 89,610 564
Perth and Kinross 124 38 15 0.8206 0.3508 Yes 151,100 29
North Ayrshire 102 26 18 0.7512 0.3240 135,790 153
Scottish Borders 100 8 5 0.8694 0.1130 115,020 24
Clackmannanshire 84 16 1 1.6327 0.3304 Yes 51,450 324
Argyll and Bute 77 44 34 0.8870 0.8985 Yes 86,810 13
North Lanarkshire 73 35 7 0.2147 0.1235 339,960 723
South Ayrshire 62 6 8 0.5502 0.1242 112,680 92
Dumfries and Galloway 54 Info. not held 8 0.3619 Info missing 149,200 23
East Ayrshire 42 24 2 0.3444 0.2132 121,940 97
Orkney Islands 32 10 2 1.4545 0.5455 22,000 22
South Lanarkshire 28 13 5 0.0880 0.0566 318,170 180
East Dunbartonshire 17 13 3 0.1572 0.1480 108,130 620
East Renfrewshire 16 0 2 0.1688 0.0211 94,760 544
Inverclyde 9 2 1 0.1143 0.0381 78,760 491
Shetland Islands 4 3 2 0.1733 0.2166 23,080 16
Comhairle nan Eilean Siar 2 0 2 0.0742 0.0742 26,950 9
Glasgow City 1 0 0 0.0000 0.0000 621,020 3,555

Total 3746 594 329 0.7796 0.2284 5,424,800 70
Average excluding 

Glasgow.
Average excluding 
Glasgow and  Info 

missing.

If  Glasgow City excluded 3745 594 329 4,803,780

Glasgow and "no info warnings" 
excluded 2786 594 262 3,747,490

+ 0.9355 0.2741
Condition 1: +/- % 20.0% 20.0%

- 0.6237 0.1827
+ 1.0914 0.3198

Condition 2: +/- % 40.0% 40.0%
- 0.4678 0.1371

Within +/- 20% of average.
Lower than average by 20% to 40%.
 Lower than average by 40% or more.

Local Authority

 Higher than average by 40% or more.

This table is a graphic illustration of the performance of councils relative 
to each other. Whilst ordered by descending number of investigations, 
the real performance indicators are the rates per 1000 population. The 
best are shaded in green with the worst shaded in red. Higher than average by 20% to 40%.

Persons per 
Square  

Kilometre

Estimated 
population

30 June 2017

1st Jan to 31st Dec 2017
Investigations per 
1000 population

Warnings + DCNs 
per 1000 

population

Contact info re. 
out of control dogs 

on council web 
page
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https://www.nrscotland.gov.uk/statistics-and-data/statistics/statistics-by-theme/population/population-estimates/mid-year-population-estimates/mid-2017


dcns 48
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All DOGS
Dog Control 

Notices
Dog Control 

Notices
% of ALL Warnings

A 255 168 66% 435
B 28 20 71% 30

C 283 188 66% 465
31 - - 62

D 314 188 60% 527

Breed % of ALL Warnings % of ALL Dog Control 
Notices

Dog Control 
Notices

74 breeds

Total issued to all 48 Specific Breeds

Cross Breeds

Total by Identifiable Breed or Cross Breed

Mixed-breed (mongrels)

Total All Dogs

12

103

53

16

25

12

5

6

220

18

25.1% 64

114.3%

11.4%

9.4%

4.7%

% of A

Cross breeds of above 7

Total

% of C

% of D

238

50.6%

% of B 2071.4%60.0%

5.9%

5.9%

English Bulldog

American Bulldog

5.7%

2.8%

1.1%

1.4%

Rottweiler

18866.4%

59.9%

DCNs - ALL DOGS ( 48 Breeds )

10

168

3.9%

65.9%

Category

23.7%

12.2%

3.7%

Staffordshire Bull Terrier

German Shepherd

Akita

7 Specified Breeds 

Most Popular Dog

6.9% 30

51.2%Total 7 breeds including crosses

Total % of above 7 against all dogs

Retriever

45.2%

Mastiff (English,French,Italian & South African)

29

24

15

15

Seven specific breeds
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