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RURAL ECONOMY AND CONNECTIVITY COMMITTEE 
 
CALL FOR EVIDENCE ON THE DOGS (PROTECTION OF LIVESTOCK) 
(AMENDMENT) (SCOTLAND) BILL 
 
SUBMISSION FROM NFU SCOTLAND 
 
Question 1: What is your experience of livestock worrying? What is the scale 
of the issue?  
 
1. NFU Scotland (NFUS) represents over 8,500 farmers and crofters in Scotland. 

Many NFUS members are livestock keepers, and a significant number of 

members have been affected by the ongoing problem of livestock worrying.  

2. In a 2018 membership survey, 72% respondents indicated that they have 

experienced livestock worrying on their land. Of these respondents, 26% were on 

the urban fringe; 59% were ‘accessible rural’, and 15% were ‘remote rural’, 

indicating that livestock worrying is not an issue solely contained to certain 

localities.  

3. The financial implications of the problem of livestock worrying should not be 

underestimated. The cost to farming businesses runs into substantial sums. NFU 

Mutual has previously reported that it paid out £1.6 million in claims for 2017 and 

has seen a 67% increase in the cost of livestock worrying. 

4. NFUS has spent considerable time, effort and resource on this blight on the 

countryside over the past six years. Efforts have been focussed on awareness 

raising amongst dog owners of their responsibilities, raising awareness amongst 

livestock keepers of their rights and lobbying Local Authorities and Police 

Scotland to use control mechanisms available to them.  

5. Current legislation does not provide for compensation to be provided for, which 

can result in significant financial impacts on individual farmers. Livestock farmers 

operate on small margins, and any loss can have a devastating impact on the 

farm business. In large scale cases, this problem has the potential to threaten the 

sustainability of a farm business.  As civil actions are currently the only 

mechanism for cost recovery from individuals, the real cost of this problem is 

likely to be much higher than published figures. 
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Question 2: Does legislation need strengthening in this area? If so – does the 

Bill do this? Is the Bill the best way to do this?  

6. All measures to address the blight of livestock worrying are welcomed by NFUS, 

and for this reason NFUS is supportive of the Bill and the measures within it.  

7. NFUS recognises that the Scottish Parliament has previously legislated within the 

Control of Dogs (Scotland) Act 2010 to increase the onus on dog-owners to 

control pets. However, it is the view of NFUS that the measures within the 

existing Act do not provide enough deterrent nor incentivisation for dog-owners to 

ensure that they are in control of their pets when exercising on farmland. 

8. For this reason, NFUS is firmly of the view that legislation should be strengthened 

in this area and believes that the stipulations within this Bill will assist significantly 

in both raising profile of the dangers associated with not controlling dogs when 

exercising on farmland, and deterring dog-owners from irresponsible behaviours 

when exercising dogs on farmland.  

 
Question 3: What are your views on the increased penalties the Bill creates for 
livestock worrying?  
 
9. NFUS believes that the deterrent of increased penalties, paired with the 

investigative powers granted by the Bill will be effective in increasing the number 

of prosecutions that occur.  

10. NFUS supports the concept of increasing penalties for this sort of rural crime. It is 

the view of NFUS that current penalty levels do not act as enough of a deterrent 

to prevent dog owners from allowing their dogs to carry out livestock attacks. 

Increasing financial penalties would send a strong message that it is 

unacceptable to allow a dog to worry livestock. 

11. NFUS also supports imprisonment being brought into the range of sanctions for 

extremely severe cases or where an individual is a repeat offender.  

12. NFUS is aware of several cases where perpetrators have avoided sanctions due 

to an inability to pay a financial penalty. For this reason, NFUS believes that 

disqualification orders are an important tool. The use of such orders paired with 

the increased sanctions detailed above will ensure that nobody is exempt from a 

form of sanction. 
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Question 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? 

13. NFUS agrees with this proposal but has reservations about how this could be 

policed or enforced if it is applied in a blanket manner. However, the sentiment of 

excluding access from all land with livestock is laudable.  

14. NFUS does consider that a proposal which would disqualify persons from 

specified parcels of land could be useful where there are repeated problems 

(often with the same person) on the same piece of land. This often happens 

where dogs at a property neighbouring farm land that holds livestock are not 

controlled and are able to carry out repeat attacks. In this case, it is possible to 

identify the dog and the owner and it would give neighbours instant recourse 

where issues reoccur.  

15. It would be NFUS preference for the power to levy a lifetime ban to be included in 

any Bill. Adding a periodic review could be argued to introduce a level of fairness. 

This should be applied by the individual concerned rather than it being an 

automatic requirement. This method would place the onus on the individual to 

initiate a review and place less of a burden on relevant authorities. 

16. It would be NFUS preference for the power to levy a lifetime ban to be included in 

any Bill. Adding a periodic review could be argued to introduce a level of fairness. 

This should be applied by the individual concerned rather than it being an 

automatic requirement. This method would place the onus on the individual to 

initiate a review and place less of a burden on relevant authorities. 

 

Question 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? 

17. NFUS is supportive of expanding the definition to all farmed livestock as per the 

measures proposed in the Bill. The power for Scottish Ministers to add to the 

definitions by regulations is an important stipulation.  
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Question 6: What are your views on the powers allowing Scottish Ministers to 

appoint inspectors, other than police, to investigate and enforce livestock 

worrying offences? 

18. NFUS is supportive of powers of investigation and enforcement being provided to 

another appropriate body. NFUS believes this could assist Police Scotland and 

local authorities in dealing with resource constraints.  

 
Question 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?  
 
19. NFUS agrees that providing Police Scotland with additional powers is a positive 

step. However, it questions if 24 hours is too long. There have been issues 

previously with evidence gathering, and NFUS has worked with Police Scotland 

directly in relation to this. 

20. Any additional legal requirements are welcomed, including the requirement for all 

dogs to be insured as well as microchipped.  

 

Question 8: Does the Bill adequately balance the rights of dog owners and the 

rights of livestock farmers? 

21. Yes. NFUS believes that the measures proposed in this Bill are targeted solely at 

irresponsible dog-owners and tightening up loopholes in existing legislation. 

NFUS believes that this will go some way (but not all, as elaborated in the answer 

to question 9) to redressing the imbalance in rights between livestock keepers 

who have been victims of attacks on their livestock by dogs, and the owners of 

dogs who have been enabled to offend repeatedly. 

22. NFUS does not believe that the proposed measures impinge in any way on the 

rights of responsible dog owners. 
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Question 9: Is there anything else that should be included or excluded from 
the Bill? 
23.  NFUS understands that Members Bills are limited in terms of financial scope and 

it is for this reason that the proposal for the Bill cannot include measures to 

ensure full compensation for livestock keepers affected by this problem. Whilst 

this is deficiency of Members Bills in general as opposed to a criticism of this Bill 

itself, NFUS believes it is relevant to use the opportunity of Stage 1 evidence to 

highlight that compensation for losses incurred by livestock keepers is a key 

priority for NFUS in terms of satisfactorily addressing this problem for livestock 

keepers. NFUS believes that Scottish Government should bring forward 

measures to ensure that any future changes also include provision for full 

compensation based on actual losses suffered.  

24. As per the 2010 Control of Dogs Act, NFUS welcomes the use of Dog Control 

Notices (DCNs) for livestock worrying problems. They are a useful interim step in 

the process; however they can only be issued by an authorised person acting for 

a Local Authority. NFUS believes that Police Scotland should be provided with 

the ability to issue DCNs. This would reduce the burden on dog wardens, and 

make their use more widespread, thus acting as an effective deterrent.  

 
 


