
CONTROL OF DOGS (SCOTLAND) ACT 2010 

SUBMISSION FROM: NFU Scotland 

1. NFU Scotland (NFUS) represents over 8,500 farmers, growers, and crofters in

Scotland. The problem of uncontrolled dogs is a live issue for livestock keepers in

Scotland. NFUS has spent considerable time working with other stakeholders to

try to reduce the number of instances in which this occurs, however, unfortunately

the problem persists.

2. NFUS understands and is very supportive of the aim of the 2010 Act; which is to

ensure that dogs which are out control are brought and kept under control, by

tackling irresponsible dog ownership. In terms of the specific questions raised by

the committee, NFUS wishes to offer the following thoughts, which should be read

specifically in the context of out-of-control dogs in relation to livestock.

Effectiveness of the Act in reducing the number of out of control dogs/dog 
attacks in Scotland 

3. NFUS has been collecting figures on the number of dog attacks on livestock for

the past five years. These figures show that the number of attacks remains high,

despite public awareness raising, statutory duties of local authorities, and

partnership working.
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4. NFUS considers that the number of livestock worrying instances remain far too 

high and does not consider that the Act has been effective in reducing the number 

of out-of-control dogs. Whilst noting this, NFUS suggests that the real reason for 

this is the fact that Dog Control Notices (DCNs), which are the main mechanism 

for control under this Act, remain chronically underutilised by many local 

authorities in Scotland.  

 

How well you think local authorities are carrying out their duties under the 
Act 

5. NFUS understands that the duties of local authorities under this Act are to monitor 

the effectiveness and enforcement of DCNs. As noted in the section above, 

NFUS does not consider that all local authorities are carrying out their duties 

under the Act.  

6. In terms of enforcement of DCNs, NFUS has successfully worked with several 

local authorities to have DCNs issued where dogs have been allowed to 

repeatedly worry local livestock. However, this has only come about because of 

NFUS lobbying, rather than the local authority pro-actively issuing these.  

7. In addition, in the context of a very recent court case, NFUS is aware that despite 

an apparent breach of the DCN this was not reported to the Crown Office. As a 

result, the individual concerned has been allowed to retain dogs. Had the DCN 

breach been reported, the dogs could have been removed, and a ban on keeping 

dogs in future been applied. Given the severity of this case, and the potential for 

reoccurrence, NFUS is very supportive of these sanctions being applied. The 

failure to apply the DCN properly in this instance, combined with outdated law 

elsewhere has resulted in a less than satisfactory outcome in this case.  

8. Whilst a DCN was issued in this case, NFUS has had serious concerns that 

DCNs are not being used elsewhere, or with any great frequency by local 

authorities. Via a Freedom of Information Request (FOI), NFUS has attained 

figures for DCNs issued for livestock worrying from six months from 1 December 

to 31 May 2018. These figures are attached in full at the end of this briefing, but 

can be summarised as follows: 
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• The total number issued for Scotland was 26 

• The highest number issued was 12 (Argyll and Bute) 

• The second highest was 3 (Perth and Kinross) 

• 7 local authorities issued 1  

• 21 of 32 local authorities issued 0 

• One local authority noted that it did not hold figures in relation to DCNs  

9. For this Act to achieve its aim, the use of DCNs must increase across all local 

authorities. As DCNs require a civil burden of proof, they are a useful interim step 

in controlling dogs which are out of control. In addition, if they are breached, they 

carry sanctions which are not provided elsewhere in the legal framework. In 

addition, if they are issued and subsequently breached, this can be considered in 

the context of further legal action. 

 

What challenges you feel local authorities face in carrying out their duties 
under the Act. 

10. NFUS does not doubt that local authorities are stretched in terms of resources. 

Within local authorities, the responsible party for applying DCNs tends to be the 

local dog warden. NFUS has worked with several local authorities over the past 

few years and bases these comments on these experiences. 

• There appears to be a lack of willingness to issue DCNs by dog wardens 

where there is an active police investigation. NFUS is unsure why this is the 

case, as it understands that there is no reason why a DCN cannot be issued in 

this case. 

• There can be internal communication issues around monitoring an issued 

DCN. In at least one case this has led to a complete failure to report a breach 

of the DCN in question. 

• There appears to be communication issues with Police Scotland and local 

authorities where there are ongoing issues in dealing with dogs that 

repeatedly stray. 
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If there are any weaknesses in the Act or any specific changes you would 
like to see 

11.  NFUS feels that the spirit of the Act is a solid one, and if properly used and 

enforced it could be a very useful tool. Section 8 of the Act ‘Scottish Dog Control 

Database’, which allows Scottish Ministers to provide for the establishment, 

maintenance, operation, management, and control of a national database of 

DCNs, does not appear to have come to fruition. Without this being in force, there 

is limited accountability from local authorities, and limited monitoring is possible. 

In addition, there is no national record of DCNs, which could be a useful tool in 

dealing with cases where individuals repeatedly allow their dogs to be out of 

control.  

12. NFUS urges Scottish Government to establish this database as a matter of 

urgency, in order to address the issues raised, and assist in dealing with out of 

control dogs long term. 
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Appendix: Dog Control Notices Issued by Local Authorities for Livestock 
Worrying (1/12/17-31/5/2018). As obtained by a Freedom of Information 
request. 

ABERDEEN CITY 0 
ABERDEENSHIRE 0 
ANGUS 0 
ARGYLL & BUTE 12 
CITY OF 
EDINBURGH 0 
CLACKMANNANSHIRE 0 
DUMFRIES & GALLOWAY 0 
DUNDEE CITY 0 
EAST AYRSHIRE  0 
EAST DUNBARTONSHIRE 1 
EAST LOTHIAN 0 
EAST RENFREWSHIRE Not Given 
EILEAN SIAR 0 
FALKIRK 0 
FIFE 1 
GLASGOW CITY 0 
HIGHLAND 2 
INVERCLYDE 0 
MIDLOTHIAN  0 
MORAY  0 
NORTH AYRSHIRE 0 
NORTH LANARKSHIRE 1 
ORKNEY ISLANDS 0 
PERTH & KNROSS 3 
RENFREWSHIRE 2 
SCOTTISH BORDERS 1 
SHETLAND ISLANDS 0 
SOUTH AYRSHIRE 1 
SOUTH LANARKSHIRE 0 
STIRLING 1* 
WEST DUMBARTONSHIRE 0 
WEST LOTHIAN 1 




