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LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMITTEE

AGENDA

11th Meeting, 2001 (Session1)

Tuesday 3 April 2001

The Committee will meet at 2.00 pm in Committee Room 1

1. Item in private: The Committee will consider whether to take item 7 in private

2. Consultation on the recommendations of the Dog Identification Group
(DIG): The Committee will take evidence from the following witnesses—

The Scottish Kennel Club

Edinburgh Dog and Cat Home

The Scottish Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals

Royal Environmental Health Institute of Scotland

Society of Chief Officers of Environmental Health in Scotland

Association of Chief Police Officers in Scotland

3. Subordinate Legislation: The Committee will consider the following negative
instrument—

The Non-Domestic Rate (Levying) (Scotland) Regulations 2001,
(SSI 2001/71)

4. Proposed tendering Bill: The Committee will consider proposals for
consideration of the proposed tendering Bill at Stage 1

5. Audit Scotland (in private): The Committee will take evidence from Audit
Scotland on its forthcoming Local Authority Overview Report

6. Consultation on Codes of Conduct for councillors and members of
devolved public bodies (in private): The Committee will consider its response
to the Scottish Executive consultation.

7. Timetabling of committee meetings: The Committee will consider a paper on
timetabling of committee meetings

Eugene Windsor
Clerk to the Committee

Room 2.05, Committee Chambers
85217

e mail: eugene.windsor@scottish.parliament.uk
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Scottish Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals
Braehead Mains, 603 Queensferry Road, Edinburgh EH4 6EA.
Tel: 0131-339 0222.  Fax: 0131-339 4777.
Email: parliamentary@scottishspca.org

CONSULTATION ON THE REPORT OF THE DOG IDENTIFICATION
GROUP: SUBMISSION TO LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMITTEE

1 Introduction

1.1 The Scottish Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals is Scotland’s
oldest and largest animal charity, funded entirely by public donation.

1.2 In 2000, the Society spent over £4.2 million on its Inspectorate and Animal
Welfare Centres (AWCs).

1.3 Society control centres received 166,022 calls for help or advice from
members of the public.  Inspectors attended 49,915 incidents, and AWCs cared for
17,395 animals.

2 Dealing with strays - Scottish SPCA procedures

2.1 In 2000, the Society dealt with 7,597 dogs in 16 Animal Welfare Centres
(AWCs) around Scotland.  Of these, 4,537 came into the Society's care simply
because they were strays.  These were accommodated in the four Animal Welfare
Centres which have contracts to receive strays from the local authorities: Glasgow
Dog and Cat Home, Milton Animal Welfare Centre in Dumbarton; Bothwell Bridge
Animal Welfare Centre in Hamilton; and Balmore Animal Welfare Centre near
Thurso.

2.2 Many dogs also came into the Society's care because they were unwanted by
their owners for a variety of reasons.  The Society accepted these dogs to avoid the
creation of welfare problems or abandonment, which creates strays.  A smaller
number was accepted on welfare grounds alone (because they were abused,
abandoned, injured or sick).

2.3 The Society endorses the view expressed in the Dog Identification Group
report that the primary purpose of requiring permanent identification of dogs is the
welfare of the individual dog.  Stray dogs are subject to disease, hunger and injury,
have no permanent shelter, and are not protected from frequent or early pregnancy.

2.4 The Society also accepts that stray dogs cause nuisance to the human
population by causing accidents, adding to the dog fouling problem, and endangering
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the safety of humans or livestock.  This is particularly the case when dogs behave as a
pack, although packs of strays are less common than they used to be.

2.5 Permanent identification of dogs addresses these problems because: dogs can
be returned quickly to their owners; owners of dogs injured in traffic accidents can be
quickly informed and decisions made about treatment; owners of abused or dead dogs
can be traced as part of an investigation.

2.6 In the four AWCs which have contracts with local authorities to care for
strays, dogs are only accepted from police officers or dog wardens.  Dogs brought in
by authorised officials need only be kept for seven days before becoming the property
of the Society and thus available for re-homing.

2.6 The health of every stray dog is assessed by kennel staff, and any necessary
veterinary attention is given.  A seriously ill or injured animal will be humanely
destroyed on veterinary grounds.  (There are in-house veterinary staff at the AWCs in
Glasgow, Bothwell Bridge and Milton.)  Each dog is vaccinated, wormed and treated
for fleas.

2.7 Owners reclaiming their pets are asked to pay a statutory fee levied by the
local authority, and boarding fees for the time the animal has been in care.  This can
be misinterpreted as a charge levied by the Society, and owners are not always willing
to pay.  A system that would allow prompt return of pets to their owners, without the
need to take the dog into shelter, would eradicate this problem.

2.8 Out of 4,537 stray dogs recorded last year in the four AWCs, less than one
third - 1,475 - were reclaimed by their owners.

2.9 If a dog is not claimed by its owner in seven days, it becomes eligible for re-
homing to a new owner.  If a dog is sick or aggressive it may have to be humanely
destroyed at this stage, but as many dogs as possible are given a chance of a new
home.   Dogs may be kept for weeks or even months when kennel space allows; and
the Society may move certain dogs to smaller centres where re-homing rates are
higher.

2.10 Re-homed dogs (and cats) are microchipped before going to their new homes.
Owners are also provided with a voucher for spay/neutering, and 30 days’ free pet
insurance.

2.11 Microchipping of re-homed animals is now normal practice among animal
welfare charities.
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3 Stray dogs in Scotland

3.1 Because each local authority runs a separate dog warden service, it is hard
to establish the exact number of stray dogs in Scotland.

3.2 In the week beginning 23 March 2001, the Scottish SPCA undertook a
telephone survey of the 32 local authorities.  Questions were asked about the
number of strays handled by each council, and how they were disposed of.
Authorities were also asked if they could put a cost on their stray dog services, but
most found it was not feasible to separate this from other environmental
health/pest control/educational work.  Observations on the value of permanent
identification of dogs by microchipping were also invited.

3.3 Information is still being received from local authorities and will be supplied
to the Committee as soon as possible

4 Microchipping for permanent identification

4.1 The Scottish SPCA has promoted permanent identification of dogs by
microchipping since the early 1990s.

4.2 The microchip – about the size of a grain of rice – is implanted under the skin
between the shoulder blades by a vet or trained AWC worker.  This should cause the
animal no more discomfort than a standard inoculation.  The chip is sterile and coated
in bio-compatible glass, to prevent rejection. After implantation, a mild tissue reaction
occurs, so that tissue fibres bind around the chip, holding it in place permanently.

4.3 Each microchip carries a unique identification number.  Vets, dog wardens
and animal shelters use scanners to read the code numbers, which can then be
matched up with owners' addresses held on the PetLog database, run by the Kennel
Club.

4.4 When microchipping was first introduced in the early 1990s, there was no
recognised national or international standard chip, and some scanners could not detect
some chips.  There is now an international standard, and scanners can detect all chips,
both old and current.

4.5 Microchipping is the method of identification recognised under the Pets Travel
Scheme (PETS) which has replaced quarantine for animals travelling from designated
countries.

4.6 The Society deals with many abuse cases where a dead animal is discovered
and there is no means of tracing its owner.  The Society does not assume that the
owner is necessarily the abuser, but, inevitably, investigation of the offence is made
easier if that identity can be established.

5 Microchips versus tattoos
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5.1 The Scottish SPCA believes that microchipping is quicker and more humane
than tattooing.  It cannot fade or be altered.  A tattooed ear can be removed - as
Society Inspectors discovered in the case of several dead greyhounds - to prevent
tracing of the owner.

5.2 Nonetheless the Society accepts that tattooing is the traditional method of
identification for certain breeds, and a register already exists.  Therefore it would be
advisable to maintain this in tandem with any microchip database, at least for an
introductory period.

6 Problems with microchips

6.1 Anecdotal evidence from opponents of microchipping cites a number of
potential adverse reactions, including migration, infection, failure to work and loss
from the body.

6.2 These claims were assessed in an article published in May 2000 in the Journal
of Small Animal Practice1.  (See Annex A).  The article confirms the view of the
Scottish SPCA that microchipping represents a safe and reliable form of pet
identification, with a very low failure rate.

7 Databases

7.1 The Dog Identification Group Report calls for the establishment of a national
database to register dogs and their owners’ details.  There is a foundation for this in
the voluntary Pet Log database.  The report suggests that it would be possible to
absorb the expected number of new entries.  However, consolidation of this into a
national database would protect it from commercial pressures.

7.2 According to the BSAVA, there were 973,588 dogs and cats registered on this
database in September 1999.  However, this will undoubtedly include many animals
that have died since registration, and whose owners have not thought to remove them.
Cleansing of existing databases, and maintenance of any future national recording
system, will require funding.

8 Compulsory versus voluntary

8.1 Certain dog welfare charities and owners’ organisations resist compulsory
permanent identification as a tax on responsible dog owners.  It is certainly the case
that it is the responsible owners who keep their pets’ vaccinations up to date, ensure
that they are boarded while the owners are on holiday, and pay to have their pet
microchipped.   The annual levying of a registration fee - or licence - could add to the
sense of being imposed upon when others do not observe the same rules.

8.2 The Society therefore suggests that the ideal time for permanent identification
and registration of dogs will be at the point of sale.  It would be particularly valuable
to ensure that breeders have their vets microchip puppies before sale.
8.3 The Scottish SPCA promotes responsible pet ownership and asks all potential
owners to recognise that there is significant cost involved in keeping a dog.  This
includes feeding, equipment (bed, lead, collar etc.), veterinary care and occasional
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kennelling.  The Society considers that in this context a one-off payment for
registration is reasonable.

9 Collars and tags

9.1 Some local authority representatives told the Society that they preferred the
collar and tag style of identification. There is no reason why the microchip should
preclude the use of a collar and tag - a common sense precaution which is to be
encouraged

9.2 However, not all dogs regularly wear their collars, and they can be lost or
slipped while the animal is straying.   Anyone stealing a dog would obviously remove
its original tag.

10 DIG recommendations

10.1 The Society supports the proposal of promoting voluntary identification
schemes with a target of 75 per cent uptake in the next five years.  However, this is an
extremely high target and it will be necessary to support the schemes with centrally
funded advertising and education.  The Society already runs low-cost microchipping
events and, like other animal welfare charities, will be willing to play a part in any
initiative.

10.2 The DIG report recommends the setting up of a focus group to monitor the
progress of its recommendations over the next few years.  The Society recommends
setting up a similar group for Scotland.

LA 28.03.01

Notes
1 Swift S., Microchip Adverse Reactions, Journal of Small Animal Practice,

Vol 41 May 2000.
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SP Paper 297 Session 1 (2001)1

Subordinate Legislation Committee

13th Report, 2001 [EXTRACT]

Subordinate Legislation

The Committee reports to the Parliament as follows—

1. The Committee met on 20th March 2001 and determined that the attention of the
Parliament need not be drawn to the instruments listed at Annexe A.  The Committee
draws the attention of the Parliament to the instruments listed at Annexe B.  The
Committee draws the attention of the Parliament to the Executive’s response to the
question raised on the instrument listed at Annexe C.

2. The report is also addressed to the following committees as lead committees
for the instruments specified:

Health and Community Care SSI 2001/57
SSI 2001/62
SSI 2001/73
SSI 2001/88
SSI 2001/89
SSI 2001/100

Local Government SSI 2001/71
Justice 2 SSI 2001/74

SSI 2001/83
Justice 1 SSI 2001/79

SSI 2001/82
SSI 2001/87

Rural Development SSI 2001/84
SSI 2001/95



Negative Instruments

The Non-Domestic Rates (Levying) (Scotland) Regulations 2001, (SSI
2001/71)

The Police Grant (Scotland) Order 2001, (SSI 2001/74)

The Civil Legal Aid (Scotland) Amendment Regulations 2001, (SSI
2001/82)

The Gaming Act (Variation of Fees) (Scotland) Order 2001, (SSI 2001/83)

The Regulation of Investigatory Powers (Prescription of Offices, Ranks
and Positions) (Scotland) Amendment Order 2001, (SSI 2001/87)

The National Health Service (Optical Charges and Payments) (Scotland)
Amendment Regulations 2001, (SSI 2001/88)

The Meat (Hygiene and Inspection) (Charges) Amendment (Scotland)
Regulations 2001, (SSI 2001/89)

The Import and Export Restrictions (Foot-and-Mouth Disease) (Scotland)
Regulations 2001, (SSI 2001/95)

The National Assistance (Sums for Personal Requirements) (Scotland)
Regulations 2001, (SSI 2001/100)
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMITTEE

BRIEFING PAPER

Proposed tendering Bill – proposals for consideration

1. Introduction

On 15 March 2001 the Scottish Executive announced in response to a written
parliamentary question1 that it intends to introduce a short Bill to make provision for
the existing ‘moratorium’ on Compulsory Competitive Tendering (CCT) to be
extended beyond the timescale permitted by the current legislation2. This will allow
further time to develop the replacement to CCT - Best Value - and enable the
development of further proposals to introduce a statutory duty of best value for local
authorities.

It is anticipated that the Committee will be the lead committee on such a Bill when it
is introduced shortly. This paper sets out some background information and makes
some suggestions for potential witnesses from whom the Committee may wish to
consider taking evidence at Stage 1 of the legislative process.  A briefing on the Bill
will be prepared by SPICe.

2. Background

The requirements for local authorities to subject specific services to a competitive
tendering process were extended under the provisions of the Local Government Act
1988.  The 1988 Act prescribed certain local authority services as ‘defined activities’
for tendering purposes. The defined activities are:

• Refuse collection
• Cleaning of buildings and other cleaning
• Catering for schools, welfare and other catering
• Ground maintenance
• Management of leisure and sports facilities
• Vehicle repair and maintenance

Since 1997 government policy has been to establish and support a new framework
for ensuring the effectiveness and quality of all local government services – Best
Value. Policy on Best Value was developed by a Joint Task Force which included
The Scottish Office/Scottish Executive, COSLA and the Accounts Commission.

                                           
1 Written Answer (S1W-14180)
2Section 2(10) Local Government Act 1988
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Local authorities were asked to submit best value implementation plans and have
been developing a Best Value approach across all services. To facilitate the
development of Best Value the then Secretary of State and more recently Scottish
Ministers have used their order-making powers under section 2(10) of the Local
Government Act 1988 to introduce secondary legislation.  This legislation placed a
moratorium on the need for local authorities to subject the specified services to
competitive tendering.  Section 2(10) of the 1988 Act includes a cut off date on any
such orders of 31 December 2001. To extend the moratorium beyond this date
therefore requires further legislation.  It is understood that the Executive proposes to
introduce shortly legislation which will have the effect of removing such a cut off date
to enable further development of longer term plans to repeal Compulsory
Competitive Tendering (CCT) legislation and introduce a new statutory basis for Best
Value.

3. Potential Witnesses at Stage 1

The Committee Bill is invited to consider taking evidence at Stage 1 from the
following witnesses—

• Scottish Executive
• Convention of Scottish Local Authorities (COSLA)
• Association for Public Service Excellence (formerly the Association of Direct

Labour Organisations (ADLO)
• Scottish Construction and Industry Group
• Scottish Trades Union Congress (STUC)

4. Timescale and work programme

Within the current work programme, agreed by the Committee at its meeting on 13
March, proposes the allocation of one meeting for Stage 1 evidence taking, with part
of subsequent meetings allocated for consideration of conclusions and agreeing the
wording of the Stage 1 report. Indications are that this is likely to give the Committee
adequate time for scrutiny at Stage 1.

5. Recommendations

The Committee is invited to consider and agree the contents of this report.

Morag Brown
Senior Research Specialist

Eugene Windsor
Clerk to the Committee
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMITTEE

MINUTES

10th Meeting, 2001 (Session 1)

Tuesday 27 March 2001

Present:

Trish Godman (Convener) Mr Kenneth Gibson
Mr Keith Harding Dr Sylvia Jackson (Deputy Convener)
Mr Michael McMahon Mr Gil Paterson
Iain Smith

Also present: Rita Hale, adviser.

The meeting opened at 1.46 pm.

1. Local Government Finance Inquiry (in private): The Committee agreed its
lines of questioning of witnesses for item 3.

2. Items in private: The Committee decided to take item 5 and 6 in private.

Kenneth Gibson proposed that the evidence from Audit Scotland on the financial
performance of councils be taken in public at the meeting on 3 April.

The proposal was disagreed to by division, For: 2, Against 4.

For: Mr Kenneth Gibson, Mr Gil Paterson.

Against: Mr Keith Harding, Dr Sylvia Jackson, Mr Michael McMahon, Iain Smith.

3. Local Government Finance Inquiry: The Committee took evidence from the
following witnesses—

John Lindsay, Chief Executive, East Lothian Council, Alex Linkston, Chief
Executive, West Lothian Council, from the Society of Local Authority Chief
Executives and Senior Managers;

Charles Armstrong, Director of Finance, from Aberdeenshire Council;



Stewart McGregor, Director of Finance, and Councillor Paul Coleshill, Chair,
Policy and Resources Committee, from Argyll and Bute Council;

John Campbell, Chairman, and Bill Hughes, Vice-Chairman, from the
Chartered Institute of Public Finance Accountants Directors of Finance
Section - Scottish Branch.

The meeting was adjourned from 3.53 pm until 4.04 pm.

4. Subordinate Legislation: The Committee considered the following negative
instrument and determined that it had no recommendation to make—

The Non-Domestic Rate (Scotland) Order 2001, (SSI 2001/44)

5. Consultation on Codes of Conduct for councillors and members of
devolved public bodies (in private): The Committee considered its conclusions
on the consultation and agreed to consider a draft response at its next meeting.

6. Witness expenses (in private): The Committee decided to approve expenses to
be incurred by certain witnesses in connection with the inquiry into local
government finance.

The meeting closed at 5.04 pm.

Eugene Windsor
Clerk to the Committee


