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RURAL ECONOMY AND CONNECTIVITY COMMITTEE 
 
CALL FOR EVIDENCE ON THE DOGS (PROTECTION OF LIVESTOCK) 
(AMENDMENT) (SCOTLAND) BILL 
 
SUBMISSION FROM POLICE SCOTLAND 
 
Livestock worrying is an emotive issue that impacts on rural communities throughout 
Scotland therefore Police Scotland generally welcomes any proposals that could 
assist in preventing, reducing or tackling instances of this offence.   
 
1. What is your experience of livestock worrying? What is the scale of the issue? 
 
In terms of experience relating to livestock worrying, officers and staff of Police 
Scotland are required to deal with various aspects resulting from an incident of 
livestock worrying, whether receiving an initial call reporting an incident has taken 
place, attending the scene or attending court if required to give evidence when a 
person has been cautioned and charged with an offence.  As the Committee will be 
aware under The Dogs (Protection of Livestock) Act 1953, a ‘Police Constable’ has 
responsibility for any enforcement under the Act.   
 
In addition Police Scotland chair and help drive activity of the Scottish Partnership 
Against Rural Crime (SPARC) which have made tackling livestock worrying a priority.  
Police Scotland has recorded incidents of livestock worrying throughout Scotland, 
including on many of the Islands.  Larger breeds of dogs such as Huskies and 
Alsatians are recorded as being most responsible with the majority of incidents 
occurring on sheep.  Approximately there is a 50% split of incidents involving a dog 
where either an owner/person in charge is present or where no owner/person in 
charge is present.  
 
In terms of reported livestock worrying incidents to Police Scotland; for the period 01st 
April 2018 - 31st March 2019 a total of 285 incidents were reported; from 01st April 
2019 - 31st March 2020, 265 incidents were reported and from 01st April 2020 - 31st 
July 2020 a total of 91 incidents were reported. 
 
As with all aspects of rural crime, it is acknowledged particular challenges exist and 
there is a perception incidents of livestock worrying are under reported.    
 
2. Does legislation need strengthening in this area? If so – does the Bill do this?  
Is the Bill the best way to do this? 
 
The main piece of legislation, Dogs (Protection of Livestock) Act 1953 has not kept 
pace with evolving practices within the farming industry, some terminology is outdated 
plus it does not provide sufficient deterrent that could influence an owner or person in 
charge of a dog(s) to act with greater responsibility when either taking their dog(s) into 
the countryside or leaving a dog(s) unsupervised throughout the day or night.      
 
Given the often graphic nature of a fatal or serious injury sustained by an animal(s) via 
a livestock worrying incident, the inclusion of the word ‘attack, attacking, attacks’ is 
welcomed as this clearly reflects the more serious aspect of such an incident.     
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 3. What are your views on the increased penalties the Bill creates for livestock 
worrying. 
 
It would be hoped the prospect of an individual, whether an owner or person in charge 
of a dog(s) that is subsequently found guilty of Section 1 of the 1953 Act potentially 
receiving, in the most serious incidents, imprisonment for up to 6 months or a 
maximum penalty of £5,000 would encourage greater responsibility in attitudes and 
behaviour, thus influence change.  
 
 4. Would the proposal 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. 
 
The ability for a Court to disqualify a convicted person from owning or keeping a dog(s) 
or prevent any dog(s) the person is in charge of from entering land livestock is or likely 
to be present on is certainly another welcomed addition.  In practical terms it may be 
easier to enforce a convicted person is disqualified from owning or keeping a dog(s) 
than it would be to ensure such a person is not taking a dog onto certain types of land.  
It would be hoped such a measure would act as a tangible deterrent, something which 
is currently lacking.         
 
5. What is your opinion on extending the types of livestock and type of 
agricultural land covered by livestock worrying, as described in the Bill? 
 
As with any industry, agricultural land owners and managers have diversified in terms 
of what and how they farm.  An individual opting to breed, keep and raise less 
traditional species of animals and birds for farmed purposes should be afforded the 
same protection thus inclusion of for example camelids, farmed deer etc within the 
definition of ‘livestock’ is welcomed, as is the amendment to include land used for the 
purpose of raising game birds.    
 
6. What are your views on the powers allowing Scottish Ministers to appoint 
Inspectors, other than the police, to investigate and enforce worrying offences? 
 
Drawing on similar examples of where several bodies and organisations have authority 
to investigate an offence, ie fly tipping, to ensure a cohesive and consistent approach 
throughout Scotland that avoids any dilution in service or confusion for anyone 
reporting an incident as to who to contact and thereafter expect on their land to conduct 
any investigation, it would be beneficial for any appointed body in respective areas 
establish local protocols with local Police Scotland Area Commanders.  It is also 
acknowledged given the demographics and geography of Scotland, an officer may 
attend an incident accompanied by a colleague from a designated “inspecting body”.     
 
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 a vet? 
 
Whilst any additional powers that can enhance the investigation of an offence is 
welcomed, practically what is proposed introduces some key questions.   
The power to seize and detain a dog(s) from any land on which it is found in order to 
identify its owner plus identify and secure any evidence as opposed to just the 
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agricultural land where the livestock attack occurred is welcomed as is the proposed 
power to enter premises to seize a dog(s), with or without warrant plus the power to 
take a dog to a vet where a dog has been seized for the purpose of gathering evidence, 
is a logical step in any evidential chain.  To ensure any of the above are able to be 
applied seamlessly, clarity from the outset will be required to establish if veterinary 
practice’s would have the capacity and flexibility to examine a dog(s) within a required 
evidential gathering time frame plus clarity on who would pay any financial implications 
that will arise ie the veterinary examination or any associated kennelling expenses 
incurred.   
 
Currently Scottish Police Authority Scene Examiner officers do not collect DNA 
samples from live dogs.  In terms of evidence gathering and as a method of reducing 
any burden on a veterinary practice, could consideration been given to potentially 
utilising Scottish Rural College (SRUC) vets as part of their statutory duties.  As the 
Committee will be aware they already conduct all inquiries at the request of Police 
Scotland into Wildlife Crime, with any financial implications covered by Scottish 
Government.   
 
8. Does the Bill adequately balance the rights of dog owners and the rights of 
livestock farmers? 
 
Regardless of whether a dog has been let off a lead and not obeyed commands, 
someone else was in charge of the dog at that time or through the increasing number 
of dogs left alone at home or in gardens then escaping, the Bill is designed to add 
weight in tackling irresponsible dog owners or persons in charge which will hopefully 
result in raising awareness of the seriousness such an incident can have on livestock 
owners.   
 
9. Is there anything else that should be included or excluded from the Bill? 
The Bill references “the owner may be required to pay the cost of detaining a 
dog(s) if it is detained for the purpose of ascertaining who its owner is but not 
if the dog(s) is detained for evidence gathering”.  Consideration requires to be 
put into place for circumstances when an owner may choose not to cover any 
financial costs.  With approximately 50% of all livestock attacks and worrying 
that occur in Scotland involving a dog(s) where no owner or person in charge is 
present, any financial implications incurred if a dog(s) is seized by Police or an 
Inspector in these circumstances, compounded by the reality that there is no 
prospect of locating an owner, would also require clarification from the outset.              
 
Police Scotland are of the opinion the proposals outlined in the Dogs (Protection of 
Livestock) (Amendment) (Scotland) Bill are proportionate and relevant, can act as a 
catalyst for raising further awareness, educating plus reducing instances of livestock 
worrying throughout Scotland.         


