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Background
A Public Spaces Protection Order (PSPO) is a new power introduced by the Anti-Social Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 2014. This power allows Local Authorities to prohibit specified things being done in the restricted area and/or required specified things to be done by persons carrying out specified activities in that area. 
A person who fails to comply with the terms of the Order may be liable to a £74 Fixed Penalty Notice or upon summary conviction to a fine not exceeding Level 3 on the standard scale (currently £1000).

Before implementation of the PSPO proposals, Three Rivers District Council consulted residents and visitors of Three Rivers’ public spaces via an on-line survey.  This was publicised through the local press and through establishments where dog owners would frequent (eg vets). 
Objectives
The key objective of the consultation was as follows:

· To understand Three Rivers residents and visitors views on the PSPO proposals in order that Members on the following committees may be effectively informed regarding the necessary decisions required for the implementation of the PSPO:
· Leisure, Wellbeing and Health

· General Public Services
Methodology

A ‘Survey Monkey’ on-line survey was launched on 16th April 2015 and closed on 15th May 2015.  In total, 2874 survey entries were recorded.  Profile information is recorded at the end of the report, but in summary: 
· 72% had at least one dog

· 46% had children under 16 living in the house

· Respondents were predominantly from three main towns: Chorleywood (23%), Rickmansworth (21%) and Croxley Green (14%)  
Results 
REMOVAL OF DOG FAECES FROM PUBLIC SPACES
The vast majority of respondents (90%) agreed that dog faeces must be removed from any land to which the public have access in Three Rivers. 
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Key respondent comments

Dog faeces complaints
Many respondents complained vigorously about abandoned dog faeces with a sub set specifically focussing on the hazardous nature of it (24 records).   There was also confusion by some that were surveyed (14 records), who believed that there was already appropriate legislation in place (with £1000 fines) to cover this. There was lack of awareness by some that the PSPO would enable a devolvement of power to Local Authority officers.  
 “Faeces are a constant hazard both for adults walking in woods or green spaces, and especially for children. They should be removed from all open spaces and from pavements”

“A friend of mine's daughter ended up in hospital with Toxocariasis as owners did not pick up the faeces on Chorleywood common and it ended up in a snowball and in her eye resulting in damage to eye sight”

“This is a huge problem locally and I am glad you are canvassing opinions for ways to help”

“I am appalled at how many do not bother. I will spend ages ensuring I find the poo even when the dog was some distance from me and off lead when producing it. Most dogs will poo early on in a walk and could be kept on lead until they have done so”
Professional dog walkers

“I think a particularly acute responsibility rests with professional dog walkers who are in the habit of walking many dogs at a time”.

“Dog walkers, especially commercial ones, know they will not be fined. They just walk away. Any enforcement, no matter how few cases, would make them pay attention”
Unnecessary enforcement 
Waste of money
4 mentions were made stating that the proposal would waste public money.
“The vast majority of dog owners are very responsible in this regard, and do not need a legal enforcement beyond what currently exists. I wonder how this scheme will be policed, and at what cost to the public purse”
Exemptions
Dog faeces in hard to reach/rural locations
The biggest volume of comments came from respondents who wanted hard to reach/’off the beaten track’ places to be exempt (106 records). The term ‘stick and flick’ was also used on numerous occasions to describe moving faeces off a path and in to undergrowth unlikely to be accessed by the public.
“If the dog is fouling deep in the undergrowth it is not easy to clear up”
“If a dog fouls footpaths or areas that are to be walked in regularly then yes, it should be cleaned up. However, if a dog fouls in bushes or 'off the beaten track', then it is far more 'green' to leave it as manure”
“Whilst I agree that faeces should be picked up from public pathways, picnic areas, children's play areas etc I do not agree that this should be the same for areas which are primarily used for dog walking (I.e Chorleywood Common)” 

Lose bowels 
“If the dog faeces are loose, it is impossible to remove them completely” 

Disability
“Exemptions should be provided for people who, due to a disability, are unable to pick up”
Widen the enforcement brief
.

Dog bag littering
Abandoned ‘poo bags’ (on trees etc) was a source of many complaints (22 recorded) and by some, it was felt that this was just as environmentally unfriendly as leaving the faeces on the ground 
“This should include those persons who then leave the dog poo in a bag hanging on a tree”
Other types of littering
“If fines are in place for this that's fine, but should also apply to people littering with cans and any glass bottles etc which can be harmful to children, dogs, and all wildlife”
Other animals

“Horses should be included in this. Their faeces is constantly left in paths and roads and it is not pleasant”
Provisions to aid dog walkers
Many respondents (79 records) requested more and bigger dog poo bins to encourage dog walkers to pick up and dispose in the appropriate place 
“The fouling at The Aquadrome is much better since the introduction of the bins. Very few people walk ahead of their dogs failing to notice if they have fouled”
“They should also provide BIO DEGRADABLE bags by every bin.  I struggle with putting a bio degradable product into a non bio degradable product” 

DOGS ON LEADS AT THE AQUADROME CAFÉ AREA
Over half (59%) of respondents agreed that dogs should be on leads in the area surrounding the Aquadrome café. 
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Key respondent comments

Dogs ‘off lead’ issues experienced/witnessed
Respondents commented on their experiences with dogs in eating areas, mentioning jumping up and stealing food (24 records) and issues with interactions with dangerous/aggressive behaviour towards their own dogs  (5 records) and 4 mentions of dog attacks on people.   In conjunction with negative dog interaction experience, fear of dogs off lead was highlighted by several respondents (13 records)
“Although a dog lover myself I believe this to be a common sense approach, not all people are happy around loose dogs and this would stop any potential problems with nervous people and excitable children and dogs”
“I put my dog on a lead around the cafe area as a matter of courtesy to others: It is not fair to non-dog owners to be "visited" by a loose dog whilst they are eating or relaxing”
“I have been almost knocked over by a very excited dog while I try to enjoy our lovely country side while watching out for dog mess...... I have knee replacements so this would be very damaging for me”
“National Cycle Network Routes 6 and 61 go past the cafe. Uncontrolled dogs can be a menace to cyclists”

“I have a dog who does not welcome other males, if a dog is off lead and approaches mine the other dog could get hurt resulting in unnecessary vet’s fees etc.”
Reasonable to be ‘on lead’ for:

- Eating areas

Respondents often cited eating areas as reasonable places to exclude dogs (53 records)
“Around the area of the cafe I agree.  My dog is fairly well behave and wouldn't hurt anyone, but he would follow his nose to someone's bacon sandwich”

“Fed up with muddy dogs jumping on my children and myself whilst we're enjoying the area or having a picnic”
- Areas frequented by young children

A few mentions were made regarding the need for dogs to be on lead around young children (10 records)
“I believe this is important as large dogs approaching small children can be frightening and can leave a lasting fear of all dogs”
Widen the enforcement area
Include all the Aquadrome space
A number of respondents felt that dogs should be on leads across all of the Aquadrome (11 mentions).
“I think dogs should be kept on a lead all the way around the Aquadrome as well. They are a nuisance to children and adults alike”
Include the Aquadrome car park
A small number of those surveyed proposed including the Aquadrome car park in addition to the café ( 4 records) as ‘on lead’ areas. 
“Reduce the risk to the dogs getting hurt by any cars in the area.”

Restrict the enforcement area to café area
Although, as stated above, some respondents wished for the enforcement area to be extended, there were more mentions relating to requests from the ‘on lead’ policy to be just the café (27 mentions)
Further clarification required
Define the area
Concern was raised that the ‘on lead’ area needs to be well defined and demarcated (50 records), even to the extend that low fencing might be necessary (14 records)
“The area at the south side of the cafe is too large, anyone walking with their dog off the lead along the path / road whose dog then just walks on the grass will technically be committing an offence. I would suggest that the area only cover the lake side” 
Define the length of the lead

“Before you talk about keeping a dog on a lead, you must define a lead. Dog owners using these extendable some of which are 5,6,7  metres long, any dog handler/trainer will tell you these leads are useless to control a dog
Unnecessary enforcement 
A significant number of respondents stated that ‘if a dog is in control then there is no need to put it on the lead’ (92 recorded mentions). Mention was made of the need for dogs to have ‘off lead activity’ and exercise (11 records)
“As long as the dog is in control there is no real need to put the dog on the lead”
Discrimination
Disability

One mention was made regarding disability discrimination:

“I have arthritis. I am a dog owner. I physically cannot keep my dog on a lead for any length of time. Your proposal discriminates against old people and disabled people”
EXTENSIONS TO ‘DOGS ON LEADS’ AREAS
The majority (78%) disagreed that ‘keeping dogs on leads’ should be extended to other public spaces.
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Key respondent comments

Dogs need freedom to run
A considerable number of respondents stated that dogs need to be able to run free, for their health and sociability (156 mentions)
“Dogs require proper exercise and stimulation. This is best achieved through vigorous exercise and responding to commands from their owners while off lead. If they cannot get proper exercise then their behaviour, mental and physical health will deteriorate”.
“Dogs behave better off lead.  They can exhibit their natural behaviours especially when greeting other dogs when they are off lead.”
“As long as you can control your dog you should be able to let it run free without a lead”

Dog lead areas extensions

A number of respondents mentioned that dogs should be on leads in all public spaces (60 records), play areas/grounds (32 records), if they are not in control (26 records), Chorleywood Common (28 records), Chorleywood House Estate (11 records), Croxley Common Moor (11 records), canal towpaths (12 records), sports fields (12 records) in car parks (9 records) and public roads (23 records)
DOG EXCLUSION ZONES
The same proportion of respondents agreed as disagreed with the dog exclusion zones as outlined in the proposal: children’s play areas, picnic areas and grazed land (49% for disagree and 49% for agree).  There were large numbers of comments relating to the need to consider each exclusion zone separately and for further clarity (32 records).  Most support was gained for the exclusion of dogs from playgrounds (44 records), whilst a significant number of requests were made that dogs should not be excluded from grazed land (166 records), whilst other respondents requested that both picnic and grazed land should be exempt (151 records).  A number of respondents proposed that some areas would simply require dogs to be on leads rather than excluded (93 records).  See the relevant comments made below. 
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Key respondent comments

The scope is too broad and lacking definition

“This question is too widely framed”

“It depends what the definition of grazed land is. Any area could be considered a picnic area. This should be limited to children's play areas and sports fields”.
“Do you mean official picnic areas, in which case I agree.  However during summer months, people picnic everywhere, for example, along the river chess.  Strongly disagree if you are covering any open space with the potential for a person to sit and picnic.”
No exclusions for grazed land or picnic areas

“I have children and a dog. We all like to go for picnics and play in the parks!”
“I agree that dogs should be kept out of children's play areas, but dogs are members of the family and people want to include them in family outings such as picnics so I cannot agree that dogs should be kept out of picnic”
“That's all fine but grazed land I would just make it so dogs have to be kept on a lead”

“Grazed land with footpath access should be no problem to a responsible dog owner or the landowner. 

“Play areas should absolutely be free of dogs but banning them from grazed land could result in excessive unnecessary restrictions on where dogs could be exercised”
“Clearly, fenced children's play areas should be dog free, but your inclusion of "picnic areas" means the entirety of the Aquadrome, and "grazed land" means Chorleywood Common - these should not become dog free.”
“The problem here is that 'grazed land' would include common land where animals are sometimes grazed, such as Croxley Common. It would not be appropriate or necessary to require dogs to be on leads at such places.”
DOG EXCLUSION ZONE EXTENSIONS
The majority of respondents (78%) disagreed that dog exclusion zones should be extended to additional types of public spaces (the original proposals being children’s play areas, picnic areas and grazed land), most strongly disagreed (66% of the total respondents).   Those disagreeing stated that “dogs need exercise” (see a selection of feedback below).  Those agreeing mentioned the following extra exclusion zones: anywhere children play (37 records), sports fields (27 records) near schools (10 records), parks (13 records) and eating areas (16 records), 
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“In some play areas eg football pitches etc dogs should be on leads but in parks dogs should be allowed to run otherwise we will end up with big problems of under exercised dogs causing noise and other problems”
“I am not in favour of a blanket rule to exclude dogs from undefined areas on an arbitrary basis and each proposal must be properly reviewed and decided upon and, where it is a countrywide issue, full governmental consultation is required”
“Whilst it would be good for some common sense policies – it’s important these do not go too far and make dog owners excluded from our public society”.

AUTHORISED OFFICER POWER TO REQUEST ‘DOGS ON A LEAD’ 

Just over a half (52%) the respondents disagreed with a policy that would allow Council officers to request dogs be put on leads.  Analysis of the comments shows that many respondents misunderstood how and when this policy would be enforced and were unclear that the request would only be enforced if the owner was not in control or the dog was aggressive.  A significant number of responses stated that under these conditions (lack of control/aggression), ‘dogs on leads’ is reasonable (165 mentions). 
“Disagree unless the dog is proving to be a danger to others. Then and only then should it be an order to put the dog on a lead”
“Only if the dog appears to be a danger or a nuisance”.
If the policy were to be adopted it must be consistently applied by well trained officers (10 mentions)
“Authorised officers must receive training so that this is consistently applied.”
Some dog owners felt that the policy was unnecessary and that ‘well behaved dogs do not need to be on the lead’ (26 records)
“Well behaved dogs should be able to run around off lead. Owners need to be sensible and be made responsible for their own dog”
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MAXIMUM NUMBER OF DOGS PERMITTED TO BE WALKED IN PUBLIC AREAS
Over half (58%) agreed with the proposal to restrict the number of dogs permitted to be walked by any one person in all places where public have access, to a maximum of 4.  It was felt my many respondents that owners could not control the dogs’ behaviour and the faeces removal of more than 4 (102 records).  Some respondents revealed that they (or their dogs) felt intimidated by big groups of dogs (24 records) and there were many mentions of professional dog walker issues (40 records).  However professional dog walkers (or users) often stated that limiting the number of dogs would affect their livelihood (41 mentions).  It was also highlighted by some that the number of dogs was not the issue, but rather than type, size and control adopted by the owner (101 mentions).  

Please see the comment excerpts below for further insight. 
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Key respondent comments

Issues experienced/predicted with more than 4 dogs being walked
“A lot of people are not strong enough to control 4 large dogs”
“I believe that it is almost impossible to control, on or off the lead, more than 4 dogs.  

“As a professional dog walker, I DO agree with this proposal. I often see people with large groups of dogs being walked off lead, with the walker appearing to have little control over the group of dogs”
Think this is still too many.  Become a pack”
“How is somebody in charge of 4 dogs going to be able to pick up their dogs mess?!”
“4+ dogs tend to form a pack and can be intimidating and less easy to control”.

Professional dog walker issues 

“Dog walkers do not clear up when taking large numbers of dogs out”
“It is intimating coming across a 'pack of dogs' when walking in the woods when they are in the hands of a professional dog walker”.

“It is unfair to dogs when 'dog walkers ' walk up to 10 dogs. This is also intimidating to local walkers who walk their own pets”
“Some professional dog walkers maximise earnings at the expense of safety”
“The dog walkers who run a business are a nightmare for regular dog walkers, they can't control their dogs and they don't pick up their mess”
Professional dog walker livelihoods 
“This appears to be a clause aimed at ruining the livelihood of local dog-walkers. I believe dog walkers are subject to separate regulations eg no more than 6 dogs, which is reasonable”
“Makes no sense at all. All you are doing is prohibiting a dog walker from earning a living. My dog walker sometimes walks 6 at a time all off the lead and they just follow each other and have the best time. They never run off or cause any trouble”
Enforcement has too many variables

“It all depends on what dog, size breed etc”.

“This question cannot be answered as the number of dogs in the control of one person is dependent on the nature of the dogs”
“This depends on the breed and size of the dogs. Four Jack Russell's will be very easily controlled however four German shepherds may not be very easily controlled”
THE PROFILE OF THE RESPONDENTS
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