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1. What is your experience of livestock worrying? What is the scale of the issue?  
 

West Lothian response: 
 
This is not currently an area for local authority enforcement, and therefore 
experience and practical understanding of the concern is limited. There are 
occasions when members of the public will report concerns to this authority, or the 
authority will receive referrals from Police Scotland, as concerns may also include 
wider dog control issues. However, these referrals have been few in number over 
recent years. Since 2010 there have been 14 recorded by this authority. 
 
This authority is taking the opportunity to comment on the proposals due to the 
inclusion in the Bill of proposals to extend enforcement powers to others alongside 
Police Scotland. This presents a concern for this authority which is outlined in other 
parts of this response. 
 

 
2. Does legislation need strengthening in this area? If so – does the Bill do this? Is 
the Bill the best way to do this?  
 

West Lothian response: 
 
It would be reasonable to agree that the Bill could bring some benefit in terms of 
increasing penalties for offences, and for bringing up to date the nature of livestock 
which requires to be considered in terms of the legislation. However, extending the 
range of inspectors beyond that of the Police is only going to create an additional 
burden on these bodies. Also, it is important to consider if some of the elements for 
control might already exist within legislation introduced since 1953, for example, 
Environmental Protection Act 1990, for stray dogs, and Control of Dogs (Scotland) 
Act 2010 for out of control dogs. Along with local authorities Police Scotland share 
powers within some of this or similar legislation. They also have powers to deal with 
dangerously out of control dogs (Dangerous Dogs Act 1991).  
 
It also appears that the right of a livestock owner to deal with a dog out of control 
and worrying or attacking livestock still exist. However, it is appreciated that not all 
livestock owners would choose this option. 

 
 
 
 
 
 



3. What are your views on the increased penalties the Bill creates for livestock 
worrying?  
 

West Lothian response: 
 
The increased penalties may create a deterrent and encourage some owners to take 
more responsibility for their animals.  

 
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?  
 

West Lothian response: 
 
In principle this may be the case. It may have an impact on repeat offenders, 
however unable to comment on this from an evidential basis.  

 
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? 
 

West Lothian response: 
 
This may be relevant to reflect the change in land use and livestock farming since 
the legislation was first introduced.   

 
6. What are your views on the powers allowing Scottish Ministers to appoint 
inspectors, other than police, to investigate and enforce livestock worrying offences?  
 

West Lothian response: 
 
This provision is a concern from a local authority perspective. If it was determined 
that local authorities would be appointed this would present a further burden on local 
government staff resources. It would allow Police Scotland to direct concerns to the 
local authority. Local authority resources are greatly challenged and have been 
subject to increasing regulatory burdens for a number of years without any specific 
allocation or award of financial resources to deliver these new requirements. If it 
currently is a Police Scotland duty it should remain so. 
 
If it remains a determination to grant new powers to local authorities, then 
appropriate funding requires to be provided for this and all the other regulatory 
demands placed on local authorities in recent years. This issue would have to be 
addressed in line with many other regulatory requirements which have a much 
higher public health and safety profile and priority than those determined in the Bill. 
 
It would also not be appropriate to consider the number of cases reported in question 
1 as an indicator of future burden on local authorities. This, as already stated, is not 
reflective of the volume of all cases, and nor is it reflective of expectation and the 
complexity demands of investigation and resolution of cases.  

 



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?  
 

West Lothian response: 
 
As per response to question 6, the first comment is that local authorities should not 
be considered within proposals of the Bill in terms of inspectors. However, the 
proposals to expand powers would be reasonable in terms of ability to investigate 
and address concerns, where these powers don’t already exist. 

 
 
8. Does the Bill adequately balance the rights of dog owners and the rights of 
livestock farmers?  
 

West Lothian response: 
 
The Bill would appear to provide further controls to protect the rights of livestock 
farmers, and the new requirements are only similar to requirements for dog owners 
which already exist in terms of preventing their animals straying (Environmental 
Protection Act 1990), or being out of control (Control of Dogs (Scotland) Act 2010), 
so there should be no additional burden on owners. 

 
 
9. Is there anything else that should be included or excluded from the Bill?  
 

West Lothian response: 
 
No additional comments. 

 
 
 
 
 
 


