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1
PURPOSE

1.1
To inform Committee of a report prepared in relation to the review of the Dog Warden enforcement approach within the Borough which has been prepared for consideration at the next meeting of the Council’s Overview and Scrutiny (Services) Committee to be held on 20 February 2007.

1.2
Relevance to the Council’s ambitions and priorities:

· 
Council Ambitions – This report relates to providing efficient and effective services based on customer needs and making peoples lives safer and healthier.

· 
Community Objectives – To promote and support the health, environmental, economic and social well-being of people who live, work and visit the Ribble Valley. 

· 
Corporate Priorities – To promote a healthier environment and lifestyle.

· 


     Other Considerations – None.

2
BACKGROUND

2.1
This service was last reviewed in a report to Community Committee on 7 March 2000, when the Chief Executive submitted a detailed report reviewing and clarifying the enforcement role and approach in relation to the Dog Warden Service.  This was done at the request of the Parish Council Liaison Committee who had previously considered a similar report. 

2.2
At the outset, the Dog Warden Service in Ribble Valley was provided by a full time Dog Warden employed by a private company.  Then, following restructuring in April 1993, the role was combined and taken ‘in house’ and was undertaken by a full time and a part time officer (three days per week) who were employed to undertaken the combined duties of pest control and dog warden.  Due to increasing demands of pest control work and the need to prioritise dog related enforcement, the service was reorganised in August 2004 following a Best Value Review.  This established a “dedicated” part time dog warden who works a total of 22 hours per week and concentrates, where possible, on undertaking patrols to coincide with common dog exercise times, ie early in the morning and teatime/early evenings, weekends and bank holidays.  

2.3
The officer works in accordance with the priorities and targets set out in the Environmental Health Plan (April 2002) and is required to respond to complaints within two working days.  For your information, the relevant section of the Environmental Health Plan is attached as an Appendix to this report.

2.4
Dog control complaints receive attention according to the following order and priorities:

· dangerous dog/dog pack complaints;

· sick/injured dogs;

· collection of strays;

· dog barking complaints;

· dog fouling complaints;

· patrols;

· sign erection;  and 

· education, eg schools and media campaigns.

2.5
The Dog Warden provides considerable support and increasing resource to the Environmental Health Officer (Housing) in relation to the investigation of dog nuisance/barking complaints.  Adele Scott undertakes the initial investigation, response, mediation and correspondence between the parties involved.  Only on the very rare occasion where the matter cannot be resolved informally, does she forward the file to Matthew Riding for further action.  

2.6
In relation to work undertaken in 2005/06 and 2006 to the 31-12-06, the officer has dealt with the following:

	
	2005/06
	2006/31-12-06

	Dangerous Dogs
	4
	8

	Stray Dogs 
	Single (18)
	Single (10)

	
	Packs (1)
	Packs (0)

	Lost Dogs
	10
	12

	Barking Dogs
	29
	27

	Fouling by roaming dogs
	11
	4

	Specific dog fouling
	10
	5

	General dog fouling
	91
	49



Analysis of Dog Fouling Complaints

2.7
As part of the dog warden restructure, it was decided that it was necessary to undertake the evaluation of dog fouling complaints as to their significance.  The results are as follows:

· 1/4/05 – 31/3/06

· General dog fouling complaints (91)
   -  50 justified, 41 unjustified

· Specific dog fouling complaints (10)   


-  all unjustified.

· 1/4/06 – 31/12/06

·           General dog fouling complaints (49)        -  18 justified, 31 unjustified.

· Specific dog fouling complaints (4)          -  1 justified, 3 unjustified.

Enforcement

2.8




Historically, Ribble Valley Borough Council adopted dog fouling by-laws under the Local Government Act 1972, in March 1984.  These prohibited the leaving of dog fouling on the footway of any highway, or any public place, or grass verge less than 3m wide.   These imposed a fine of £50 upon summary conviction.  I understand these are technically still in force for areas outside the 40 mph speed restriction.  

2.9
Further provisions were introduced under the Dogs (Fouling of Land) Act 1996 which were introduced after a very protracted administrative process in January 1998.  This again prohibited the leaving of dog fouling on carriageways with a speed limit of 40 mph or less, adjoining footpaths or verges and also on all land “designated on maps in the Dogs (Fouling of Land) Act Register maintained by the Council.  

2.10
These provisions permitted the issue of fixed penalty notices of £50 or upon summary conviction a fine not exceeding £1,000.  More recently, under the provisions of the Clean Neighbourhoods and Environment Act 2005, in September 2006 Community Committee adopted the increased fixed penalty fine of £75.  

2.11
The Clean Neighbourhood and Environment Act allows the extension and replacement of the Dog (Fouling of Land) Order.  There has been no need to replace the existing Order which is believed to be generally comprehensive and adequate.  Any replacement will be a considerable administrative and financial exercise and is unnecessary at the present time.  

2.12
Since the introduction of the Dogs (Fouling of Land) Provisions 27 fixed penalties have been issued.  Of these, 12 have been issued since August 2004.  

2.13
As part of the monitoring of service delivery, since 2000, the Clerical Officer (Environmental Health) issues a service questionnaire to a minimum of ten or 10% of the service users every three months.  To date, all feed back has been very complimentary with no complaints against the service being received.  

2.14
In addition to the provision of 60 strategically sited dog waste bins throughout the Borough, we have also created two dog walk areas which are believed to be very popular with dog owners and successful in addressing dog fouling of adjacent grassed areas.  These walks have been provided at Henthorn Park, Clitheroe and Mardale Playing Fields, Longridge.  

2.15.
To complement the above, Adele Scott regularly undertakes organised school visits to educate primary school children as to responsible dog ownership.

2.16
In addition, regular media press releases are produced and high profile campaigns are organised from time to time to tackle specific “hot spots”.  For example, following the Audit Commission criticisms, a campaign was organised in relation to the Whalley Arches and Parish Churchyard to address local concerns and ongoing problems.  More recently, a large leaflet delivery of Responsible Dog Ownership leaflets has been organised and undertaken in Longridge in conjunction with the local police PCOs and Longridge Town Council.  Adele is very enthusiastic in involving and engaging partners and interested parties and actively supporting local initiatives where possible.

3
ISSUES

3.1
Community Committee are currently considering the feasibility and financing of providing additional dog waste bins.  A report as to potential options was considered on Tuesday, 16 January 2007.  Any additional provision will require either a significant step change in investment or the reduction of existing service provision elsewhere.  

3.2
Currently the Dog Warden is employed part time, undertaking 22 hours per week.  Whilst Adele prioritises and deals with service requests in accordance with stated priorities, she undertakes as many patrols as she is able to do.  Unless investigating specific complaints or undertaking covert surveillance to identify offenders, these patrols are undertaken as “high profile/visibility” with dog walkers being stopped, interviewed and asked about cleaning up.  In Adele’s experience, she meets very few dog walkers who do not carry bags and say that they clean up.  It is believed that the best way to tackle dog fouling further is to materially increase the hours of the dog warden and create a more credible and proactive deterrent. 

3.3
Under the Clean Neighbourhoods and Environment Act, there are provisions for the police to eventually hand over total responsibility for stray dog control to the Local Authority.  As such, suitable arrangements and resource will need to be put in place to enable a 24/7 response.  

3.4
Another option is to introduce a ‘name and shame’ policy and to publicise details of offenders.  However, this option needs to be considered carefully by the Authority, as to consistency of approach, and should all other offenders in all areas be similarly treated?  Will it be fair and consistent for only a small number of selected individuals to be so identified?  

3.5
Another option is the creation of further dog walks in selected areas near areas of high density housing.  For example, the Calderstones Park area of Whalley where dog ownership is significant and dog waste bins are not available.  


Enforcement with Partners

3.6
Initial discussions have been held with Lancashire Constabulary with regard to the authorisation of community PCO’s to issue dog fouling and litter related fixed penalties on our behalf.  The Council will remain responsible for the administration and chasing up of non payment.  Further discussions will follow with the purpose of establishing suitable protocols.  

4
RISK ASSESSMENT

4.1
The approval of this report may have the following implications

· Resources – None.
· Technical, Environmental and Legal – the provision of additional dog waste bins will enhance current facilities provided for dog owners to behave responsibly.  Although the provision of additional facilities may not result in their use by irresponsible dog owners, without enhanced enforcement activity.
· Political – None. 

· Reputation – the Council is seen as being proactive in reviewing current enforcement provision. 
5
RECOMMENDED THAT COMMITTEE

5.1
 Note the report.

5.2
Confirm the continuation of the present enforcement approach.

5.3
Support the present provision of the Dog Warden Service, recognise the achievements within the limited resource available; and

5.4
Make any other suggestions or recommendations. 

DIRECTOR OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

For further information please ask for 

James Russell – 01200 414466.
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