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About Dogs Trust 

Dogs Trust is the UK’s largest dog welfare charity. We have twenty rehoming centres 

across the UK, through which we care for approximately 15,000 dogs each year. We have 

two rehoming centres in Scotland, in Glasgow and West Calder, through which we rehomed 

nearly 900 dogs last year. 

We invest substantial resources in information services, community outreach programmes, 

and education on responsible dog ownership. Since Dogs Trust was founded in 1891 

(formerly National Canine Defence League) we have always campaigned on dog welfare 

issues and continue to do all we can to improve the situation for all dogs across the UK. 

1. The effectiveness of the Act in reducing the number of out of control dogs/

dog attacks in Scotland.

Dogs Trust strongly believes that breed specific legislation should be repealed. We have 

serious concerns about how a dog can be deemed ‘dangerous’ based purely on its 

conformation alone. We believe, in order to effectively tackle dog bites and dog attacks, 

preventative measures are crucial. Action is needed to ensure responsible dog ownership, 

traceability and accountability of dog owners and the identification and prevention of early 

signs of aggression. For this reason, we support the Control of Dogs (Scotland) Act 2010, 

as a means of bringing forth preventative legislation on dog control which is breed neutral. 

Whilst the Act is an important step forward from the Dangerous Dogs Act 1991, it is 

apparent that it has not had the intended effect on reducing incidences of out of control 

dogs and dog attacks in Scotland. Figures for Greater Glasgow and Clyde NHS Board area 

have shown the number of people treated for dog bites in the region has risen from 1,939 in 

2015 to 2,027 in 20161.  

The Act introduces the ability for a Local Authority to proactively issue a notice for any dog 

found to be acting out of control. Importantly this extends to private property. These powers 
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are crucial in terms of being able to prevent dog bites and dog attacks; however if not 

robustly enforced the effectiveness of the Act becomes very limited. 

The number of dog control notices issued in 2015/2016 was 290 across the whole of 

Scotland2, much less than the number of people being treated for dog bites in just one 

region of Scotland during the same period. Whilst not every dog bite or attack would 

necessarily be the result of a dog requiring a dog control notice the figures do raise the 

question of effective reporting and enforcement.  

 

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

The Act requires that Local Authorities enforce it and sets out that they must appoint at 

least one officer. However, it does not prescribe specific knowledge or qualifications for the 

authorised officer, consequently in some Local Authorities, the officers appointed are not 

trained or do not have comprehensive knowledge of animal welfare. The result of this is the 

legislation can become a tick box exercise, rather than it being used effectively to tackle out 

of control dogs.  

This is not a blanket picture across Scotland though. We are aware of some Local 

Authorities, such as Falkirk Council, who are proactively enforcing the law, with their 

designated officer having a wealth of experience and in some cases the facilitated use of 

trained behaviourists. We urge the promotion of this proactive approach through the sharing 

of best practice and expertise between Local Authorities to empower many more to use the 

Act to its full potential.  

 

3. What challenges you feel local authorities face in carrying out their duties 

under the Act. 

Some of the challenges faced by Local Authorities are likely related to the officer tasked 

with enforcing the Act. As noted in response to Question 2, enforcement of the Act may be 

hindered by the officer’s lack of knowledge and training in relation to understanding animal 

welfare. 

However, there are also challenges in the reporting of dog attacks. It is apparent that of 

those who seek medical attention as the result of an incident involving a dog, many may not 

be reporting these to the relevant Local Authority, thus preventing them from taking any 

form of further preventative action. With limited resources and no reporting process in place 

between health care providers and LAs following a dog bite or attack, it is not possible for 

LAs to proactively follow up on these occurrences to take action to prevent further 

incidences. It is clear that the introduction of a structured reporting process between health 

care providers and LAs would ensure that where a dog control notice might be required 
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following a dog bite or attack from a dangerously out of control dog, the LA would be better 

able to proactively look into these cases and take any necessary action.  

Another challenge for LAs is related to the fact that dog control notices are only relevant 

whilst the dog is resident within their local authority area. Should the dog move to another 

area, whilst the proper person should let the relevant LAs know, it is difficult to enforce this 

and to trace a dog once it has moved from the area. 

Whilst this could be improved by providing whole of Scotland information on dog control 

notices to LAs, as per the provision within the Act for Scottish Ministers to consult with LAs 

and others regarding the need for a Scottish dog control database, we have found through 

conversations with Local Authorities that it is unclear whether this was taken forward. We 

believe this element of the Act in particular should be reviewed and suggest if a database 

has been created it is seemingly not being used to its full potential. If the provision was not 

actioned, we would encourage the Scottish Government to explore it as it could be 

developed to provide a supportive tool for LAs to be able to ensure that a dog control notice 

is complied with across the country. 

 

4. If there are any weaknesses in the Act or any specific changes you would like 

to see. 

When issued, a dog control notice is related to the dog. As such this is not expressly 

tackling irresponsible ownership as the conditions of dog control notices focus on what the 

person in charge of the dog must do to keep the dog under control, such as keeping their 

dog on a lead, muzzling and/or neutering. Whilst it is beneficial that dog control notices can 

specify that the person in charge of the dog and the dog attend and complete a course of 

training in the control of dogs, it is not clear how frequently this element is being utilised. 

The definition of a proper person within the Act allows for a loophole, in that a notice can be 

served to a person who appears to have day-to-day charge of the dog, if the authorised 

officer is unable to determine who the dog’s owner is. This is concerning as it does not take 

account of the responsibility of the owner in ensuring appropriate care for their dog. If a 

notice needs to be served to someone other than the owner it should be the case that there 

is still a requirement incumbent on the owner to ensure they are responsible for making 

sure their dog is under control at all times. 

provides a way for the owner to avoid the system, in particular any penalties associated 

with not meeting the conditions of the control notice.  

During our conversations with Local Authorities, it has also been raised that there is nothing 

within the legislation that supports enforcement authorities should an individual refuse to 

engage. This makes it especially difficult for a Local Authority to service a control notice 

once it has been issued.  
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It is also uncertain what the legal standing of control notices is. Through our conversations 

with Local Authorities, none were aware of any time there had been a prosecution for 

breaching a control notice which suggests, as an enforcement mechanism, they are 

possibly not being taken seriously.  

 

5. Any other issues relating to the Act you wish to bring to the attention of the 

Committee. 

Awareness 

It is important that the general public are aware of the Act and the fact that there is a 

mechanism available for tackling out of control dogs. This would help to support Local 

Authorities, by providing information proactively and hopefully before any situation results in 

a dog bite or attack.  

Amendments to the Act 

As the Act dates from before the Microchipping of Dogs (Scotland) Regulations 2016, the 

references to microchipping now need updating to bring them into line with this new 

legislation. 

The Act sets out what actions can be specified within a dog control notice. One such 

requirement is for a male dog to be neutered. We question why it is the case that this 

requirement is specific to male dogs only. Dangerously out of control dogs can be either 

male or female and so we would suggest the Act should be updated to include that any dog 

found to require a dog control notice can be required to be neutered. 

Whilst failure to comply with a dog control notice can result in an offence and can mean the 

proper person is liable (on summary conviction) to a fine, we believe the penalties for not 

meeting a dog control notice should be strengthened to provide more of a deterrent against 

breaching the conditions of a notice. 

 




