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11a.  
REVIEW OF THE INTRODUCTION OF DOG CONTROL ORDERS AT KEY SITES UNDER THE CLEAN NEIGHBOURHOODS AND ENVIRONMENT ACT 2005  

  (DCES)
  1.
Summary
1.1
Further to the report to Leisure and Community Safety and Public Services and Health Policy and Scrutiny Committees in May 2012, the Parks and Open Space Survey 2012 for Chorleywood House Estate was carried out over the summer period (during August and September) and has sought the views of users of the site on the issues relating to dog control.
   
2.
Details

2.1
The Parks and Open Spaces Survey 2012 was undertaken at four sites; Chorleywood House Estate, Rickmansworth Aquadrome, Leavesden Country Park and Oxhey Woods. Only the Chorleywood House Estate survey was supplemented with Part C of the questionnaire entitled ‘Dog Control’ and this comprised five questions specifically relating to the issue of dogs at the site, as this had been previously identified as the pilot site.

2.2
The number of interviewees who completed the questionnaire at Chorleywood House Estate this year was lower than in previous years at 49  . The questionnaires were completed over five days at the end of July and beginning of August, covering both week days and weekends for 6 hour time slots between 08.00 and 18.00 hrs.
2.3
The numbers of users completing the questionnaires in previous years were as follows:


2009:
83 interviewees


2010:
74 interviewees


2011:
67 interviewees
2.4
While 46% of those interviewed at Chorleywood House Estate in 2012 believed only two dogs can be controlled by one person, 94% believed that one person can safely control between 1 and 4 dogs. Only 29% were concerned or very concerned about the numbers of dogs some individuals are walking at the site. This went up to 35% at Chorleywood Common, the adjacent site managed by Chorleywood Parish Council.

2.5
91% of interviewees thought that it was reasonable that an authorised person can instruct dog owners to put dogs on leads if they are concerned about their behaviour.

2.6
At Chorleywood House Estate 32% of interviewees thought that the presence of dog waste was an issue.
2.7
Further comments were invited from interviewees relating to dog issues and a common theme for proposed improvements at the site was to provide more dog bins (17 requests in total).

2.8
The Green Flag Judges’ Report for 2012 made reference to the amount of dog fouling evident on site. The resulting recommendation was to consider further education of dog owners. The full Green Flag Judges’ report is appended.
3.
Options/Reasons for Recommendation
3.1
The Council may choose not to go ahead and bring in new Dog Control Orders at the site. This would mean that we would not be able to control the numbers of dogs being walked on the site, nor would we able to authorise staff to request dogs be put on leads at their request. This would be no different to the existing situation.
3.2
If this were the decision of the Council the site, would still remain within the Dog (Fouling of Land) Act 1996 and that we could take action against dog fouling as we do now. 
3.3
With regards to the Dog (Fouling of Land) Act 1996, the officer who is currently responsible for enforcing the Act across the whole of the District and is the only authorised officer. Therefore the dog fouling issue is unlikely to be any more proactively addressed.

3.4
It would appear that the majority of interviewees (71%) are happy that the numbers of dogs being walked by one adult is not a significant issue at the site, and therefore the officer recommendation at this time is not to go ahead with the introduction of new Dog Control Orders at Chorleywood House Estate.

3.5
The key issue is the perception of the dog fouling issue with 32% of interviewees identifying it as an issue. In addition 35% of interviewees believe that there are insufficient dog bins available on site.   
3.6
If Members decided to support the officer’s recommendations and not to introduce new Dog Control Orders, the site should be reviewed and if possible increased numbers of dog bins be provided. 
3.7
If Members decided that they did want to introduce the new Dog Control Orders at the site contrary to officer’s recommendations, it would be necessary to undertake further consultation with various bodies and to formally notify the public to invite representation. This is to comply with the legal requirements relating to the new Dog Control Orders. There would be resource implications to introduce the new Orders as outlined in the May 2012 report. These are estimated to be in the region of £1,000 for the advertising, formal consultation, signage and supply of Fixed Penalty Notice books. The enforcement of Dog Control Orders was intended to be carried out with existing staffing resources.
4.
Policy/Budget Reference and Implications
4.1
The recommendations in this report are within the Council’s agreed policy and budgets.  The relevant policy is entitled  ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT Environmental Health Service Plan and the Leisure Service Plan.  ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT 

  
  5.
Financial, Legal, Equal Opportunities, Staffing, Environmental, Customer Services Centre, Communications & Website, Risk Management and Health & Safety Implications
  5.1
None specific assuming that the officer recommendation is supported.

6.
Equal Opportunities Implications

6.1
Relevance Test

	Has a relevance test been completed for Equality Impact?


	No 

	Did the relevance test conclude a full impact assessment was required?


	N/A


7.
Community Safety Implications
7.1
  There remains concern from 29% of interviewees that the number of dogs being walked by users is an issue.  There have not been any reportable Community Safety issues at the site that the Council have been made aware of. 
8.
Risk Management and Health & Safety Implications

8.1
There are no additional specific risks to the Council in agreeing the recommendations. However the risks associated with the concerns of 29% of interviewees are outlined in the May 2012 report and reproduced below become relevant.
8.2
The Council has agreed its risk management strategy which can be found on the website at http://www.threerivers.gov.uk.  In addition, the risks of the proposals in the report have also been assessed against the Council’s duties under Health and Safety legislation relating to employees, visitors and persons affected by our operations.  The risk management implications of this report are detailed below.

8.3
The subject of this report is covered by the Public Services ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT  service plan.  Any risks resulting from this report will be included in the risk register and, if necessary, managed within this plan.

8.4
The following table gives the risks that would exist if the recommendation is agreed and thus the improvements associated with the benefits of new Dog Control Orders do not take place. Below is the scored assessment of their impact and likelihood:

	Description of Risk
	Impact
	Likelihood

	1
	Death or serious injury to person(s)
	IV
	E

	2
	Injury or challenges to persons from dog(s)
	III
	A

	3
	Risk of Toxocariasis
	III
	D

	4
	Death or worrying of livestock (and financial consequences to Council)
	II
	A


8.5
Of the risks detailed above none is already managed within a service plan.

8.6
The above risks are plotted on the matrix below depending on the scored assessments of impact and likelihood, detailed definitions of which are included in the risk management strategy.  The Council has determined its aversion to risk and is prepared to tolerate risks where the combination of impact and likelihood are plotted in the shaded area of the matrix.  The remaining risks require a treatment plan. 
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8.7
In the officers’ opinion none of the new risks above, were they to come about, would seriously prejudice the achievement of the Strategic Plan and are therefore operational risks.  The effectiveness of treatment plans are reviewed by the Audit Committee annually.

9.  
Recommendation
9.1
That further to the consultation undertaken at Chorleywood House Estate over summer 2012, the Committee recommends to the Executive Committee not to introduce new Dog Control Orders at the site.
9.2
That the Committee request officers to review the number of existing dog bins at the site and to introduce further dog bins as required. 


Report prepared by:
Julie Hughes, Principal Landscape Officer  

Data Quality


Data sources:


 ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT ORS Open Spaces Survey Summer 2012


Data checked by:  ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT Alison Mirpuri – Consultation Officer 

Data rating: 
	1
	Poor
	

	2
	Sufficient
	

	3
	High
	X
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