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Dog Control Orders

EXECUTIVE MEMBER: Councillor Allan Holliday, Portfolio Holder for
Environment and Sustainability.

LEAD OFFICER: Keith Parker , Head of Neighbourhood Services
REPORT AUTHOR: Alana Mackinnon, Enforcement Mahager.

WHAT BENEFITS WILL THESE PROPOSALS BRING TO COPELAND
RESIDENTS?

The proposals will enable the Council to deal with irresponsible dog owners,
encouraging more responsible dog ownership that will consequently lead to
reduced levels of dog fouling occurring in the Borough.

WHY HAS THIS REPORT COME TO THE EXECUTIVE?

Following on from the consultation process, members are asked to review
comments and make the decision as to the implementing of the Dog Control
Orders or amending Dog Control Draft Orders.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

The report outlines the provisions of the Clean Neighbourhoods and Environment
Act 2005 in respect of the introduction of dog control orders regarding failing to
remove dog faeces, not keeping a dog on a lead, not putting and keeping a dog
on a lead when directed to do so by an authorised officer, and permitting a dog to
enter land from which dogs are excluded. The report seeks Executive approval
following on from the consultation process.

it is recommended that:- That Executive request Council {o approve the following
matters: '

(a) the outcome of the consultation exercise referred to in paragraph 2 of the
report be noted,;

(b) that, under section 55 of the Clean Neighbourhoods and Environment Act
2005, the draft orders attached as Appendix 1 to this report and titled (i) The
Fouling of Land by Dogs (Copeland Borough Council) Order 2011; (i) The Dogs
on Lead by Direction (Copetand Borough Council) Order 2011; (i) The Dogs
Exclusion {Copeland Borough Council) Order 2011; and (iv) The Dogs on Leads
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{Copeland Borough Council} Order 2011 be made and to come into force on the
3rd October 2011,

(c) the amount of a fixed penalty, payable for an offence under an order where a
fixed penalty notice is issued, be fixed at £80;

(d} for the purposes of issuing fixed penalty notices that (i) the Enforcement
Manager; (ii) Enforcement Officers; (iii) Beach Cleaning Operatives; and (iv)
Police Community Support Officers be authorised for the purposes of section 59
of the Clean Neighbourhoods and Environment Act 2005 as authorised persons;”
(e) Executive review the Orders 12 months after implementation

1.1

1.2

INTRODUCTION

New dog controls within the Clean Neighbourhoods and Environment Act
2005 (CNEA) were designed by the Government to replace the Dogs
(Fouling of Land) Act 1996, legislation which has provided a long-
established system of dog control. It is no fonger possible to make new
bylaws or designhations under this legislation.

Dealing with dog fouling and nuisance behaviour is a high priority with the
public and is given emphasis by the Council.

Currently CGopeland Borough Council enforces dog fouling offences under
the Dogs (Fouling of Land) Act 1996. The Act states that any person who
permits a dog that is in their charge to foul any area to which the public
has access, is.commitiing an offence.

Copeland Borough Council has issued 422 fixed penalty charge notices
for dog fouling since it started issuing under current legislation back in
2001; this averages 46 fixed penalty charge notices issued per year
across the following locations:-

Arlecdon 2
Cleator 13
Cleator Moor 38
Distington o 4
Egremont 35
Ennerdale 1
Frizington 121
Gosforth 5
Haverigg 10
Lowca , 1
Millom 33
Moor Row 3
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1.3

1.4

1.5

2.1

Moresby 18
Pica 4
Seascale 8
St Bees 28
Whitehaven 198
Total 422

Penaities for this offence are by fixed penalty notice of £50 or, on
summary conviction of the offender, a fine not exceeding level 3 {currently
£1,000) on the standard scale. In 32 cases of the 422 above the dog
owner elected to have their case heard in court, of these 31 were found in
favour of the Council and one was lost on a technicality.

There are two sets of Regulations made under the Clean Neighbourhoods
and Environment Act for the control of dogs. These are:-

Q) The Dog Control Orders (Prescribed Offences and Penalties efc)
Regulations 20086; and

(i) The Dog Control Orders (Procedures) Regulations 2006.

The CNEA and Regulations specify the offences and the procedures for
the introduction of dog control orders.

The offences for which dog control orders are proposed are:-

(a) failing to remove dog faeces;

(b)  not keeping a dog on a lead; §

(c) not putting and keeping a dog on a lead when directed to do
s0 by an authorising officer; and

(d)  excluding dogs from land.

PROPOSED ORDERS

The four dog control orders proposed are
(a)  The Fouling of Land by Dogs;

(b)  The Dog on Leads by Direction;
(c)  The Dogs on Leads; and

{d) Excluding Dogs from Land.

By law the orders cannot cover land that is placed at the disposal of the -
Forestry Commissioners under section 39(1) of the Forestry Act 1967.
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2.2

2.3
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The Fouling of Land by Dogs Order requires people in control of a dog to
immediately remove faeces deposited by their dog. It is intended that this
Order applies to all areas of land in the Borough which are open to the air
and to which the public are entitled or permitted to have access (with or
without payment). The Order would not apply to a registered blind person
nor someone who has a dog trained by a prescribed charity to support a
perseon suffering from a mobility or manual dexterity disability.

Consultation Response to The Fouling of Land by Dogs Order. No
responses have been received from the general public or councillor
against this order.

The Dogs on Leads by Direction Order requires people in control of a dog
to put and keep the dog on a lead when told to do so by an authorised
officer of the Council. It is intended that this Order applies to all areas of
land in the Borough which are open to the air and to which the public are
entitled or permitted to have access (with or without payment) other than
those areas which are to be covered by the Dogs on Leads Order or
Excluding Dogs from Land Order. The power fo direct a dog to be on a
lead can only be exercised if such restraint is reasonably necessary to
prevent a nuisance or behaviour by the dog to any other person or to
prevent the worrying or disturbance of any animal or bird.

Consultation response fo The Dogs on Leads by Direction Order. No
responses have been received from the general public or councillors
against this order

The Dogs on Leads Order requires dogs o be kept on a lead. An offence
is committed unless the offender has reasonable excuse for failing to do
so or the owner or occupier of the land or person having control of the -
land has consented to the dog not being on a lead. Again the Order could
apply to all areas of land in the Borough which are open to the air and
which the public are permitted to have access (with or without payment). It
is proposed in this case that the Order is restricted to the foliowing areas:

(a) Highways, footways, footpaths and adjacent grass verges
maintained at the public expense;

(b)  All cemeteries/crematoriums’ in the Borough;

(c) Council owned sports grounds/pitches;

(d) Beaches at St Bees, Haverigg, Silecroft and Seascale to include all
grassed areas and associated car parks but excluding that part of
the beach consisting of sand and shingle; and

{e)  Trinity Gardens, Scoich Street, Whitehaven.

Consultation response to The Dogs on Leads Order. Responses received
from the General public have been mixed on this order with comments
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2.5

2.6

2.7

received both in support and against the proposal. Initial comments
received against the order were negative as people incorrectly thought
that dogs would no longer be abie to run free on beaches without a lead.
This misunderstanding was clarified by explaining that the proposed order
suggests that beaches at St Bees, Haverigg, Silcroft and Seascale include
all grassed areas and associated car parks but excludes that part of the
beach consisting of sand and shingle.

Some of the responses suggest that this order cannot be patrolled or
enforced while others had concerns that if a dog was on a lead it wouldn't
be exercised properly.

The Dogs Exclusion Order will prohibit dogs from entering certain areas or
if on the land from remaining on it. Defences are that there is reasonable
excuse for the dog being on the land or the owner or occupier or person
having control of the land has consented to the dog being there. The
Order will not apply to dogs owned by a registered blind person, a dog
frained by Hearing Dogs for Deaf People or dogs trained by a prescribed
charity for people suffering from a mobiiity disability.

it is proposed that dogs are excluded from any area of land which
comprises of a children’s play area and which is owned or managed by
the Council or a Town or Parish Council. Initial consuitations with Town
and Parish Councils support this proposal.

Consultation response fo The Dogs Exclusion Order. No responses have
been received from the general public or councillors against this order,
However plans required some amendments to reflect correct areas of
exclusion and some responses requested additional land to be included,
such as a section of grass land in a residential area in Millom.
Consideration was asked to be given to including St Nicholas’ Gardens in
Whitehaven in The Dogs Exclusion Order.

The penalty for an offence is on summary conviction a fine not exceeding

level 3, currently £1,000. As an alternative to being prosecuted in a
Magistrates’ Court for such an offence an authorised officer may give the

offender a notice offering him the opportunity of discharging any liability to

conviction for the offence by payment of a fixed penalty. The amount of

the fixed penaity can be set by the Council but must be in the range of £50

- £80. In this case it is recommended that the fixed penalty is fixed at £80.

For the purposes of issuing fixed penalty notices referred to in paragraph
2.6 and taking action under paragraphs 2.2 to 2.5 the Council can
authorize an employee, any person who in pursuance of arrangements
with the Council has the function of giving such notices and is so




2.8

3.1

4.1

5.

5.1

authorised and an employee of another authority so authorised. In this
case it is recommended that the following officers are authorised:

Enforcement Manager

Enforcement Officers

Beach Cleaning Operatives
Police Community Support Officers

With the report going to Full Council on 18 August the implementation
timetable becomes:-

. Dog Control Orders are confirmed 18th August 2011

Signage ordered week commencing 22nd August 2011

Dog Control Orders Advertised 1st September 2011

Signage positioned week commencing 26th September 2011

Dog Control Orders come into force 3rd October 2011

L - L] -

OPTIONS TO BE CONSIDERED

The Executive are asked to support proposals to implement the four
orders outlined above and recommend these to Full Council. It is further
proposed that a review be conducted into the operation and effectiveness
of the Orders 12 months after implementation to enable Members to
consider changes and additions to the Orders based on the experience
and stakeholder feedback to that point. It should be noted any

subsequent amendments will be required to go through the full legal

requirements including consuitation, publication and signage.

CONCLUSIONS

Whilst the consultation resulted in 16 public responses and 6 from
members, none have been entirely negative and there has been general
support for the proposed orders. Consequently members are asked to
support the introduction of these orders to enable enforcement measures
to be taken to deal with irresponsible dog owners and help provide clean,
green and safe neighbourhoods.

STATUTCORY OFFICER COMMENTS

The Monitoring Officer's comments are: The report fully addresses the
fegal implications and procedures of making the orders. Post approval the
orders will be advertised and published and signs erected on or near the
fand affected summarising the order in accordance with the statutory
requirements. :
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5.2

5.3

5.4

6.1

71

7.2

The Section 151 Officer's Comments are:
| have. no further Sec 151 commenis

EIA if applicable: These proposals are cognisant of the circumstances
surrounding ‘working dogs’ and make particular arrangements in relation
to the dog fouling order as identified in 2.2 above. The Orders if approved
will provide the Council with an additional tool to control dogs and dog
fouling in public places thereby contributing o the general public interest
in enjoying a safe and clean environment.

Other consultee comments, if any: None

HOW WILL THE PROPOSALS BE PROJECT MANAGED AND HOW
ARE THE RISKS GOING TO BE MANAGED?

The proposal will be project managed by the Enforcement Manager
supported by Neighbourhoods Services Management.

WHAT MEASURABLE OUTCOMES OR OUTPUTS WILL ARISE FROM
THIS REPORT?

The number of fixed penalties issued is reported through the Councils
performance monitoring system. Dog fouling is classified as litter and
therefore the proposai will lead to an improvement in street cleanliness as
measured by NI195.

Supports the Improving Quality of Life as set out in the Corporate
Improvement Plan (2) To significantly improve the way services are
provided to allow residents to five, work, learn and relax in a clean, safe
and attractive environment.

List of Appendices

Appendix 1 — Consultation Responses
Appendix 2 — Draft Dog Control Orders and Schedules

List of Background Documents: Dog Exclusion Plans numbered 1 - 45 &
Dogs on Leads Plans numbered 1 — 31. Copies available in the Members Room.

271







- Appendix 1 - Consultation Responses

3%




JC

Dr Ian R Hill
18 Fairladies, St Bees, Cumbria, CA27 0AR
- Tel: 01946 823305

DOG FOULING ETC.

I have taken soundings from some of my constituents in St. Bees, and all accept that ieaving dog
faeces lying around is anti-social, and the Parish Council provide free doggy bags in an attempt to
rid us of the problem, It is only partially successful, despite the penalties that may be levied under
the prevailing legistation, Apatt from the anti-social nature of those who ignore their pet’s fouling,
the fact that they are unlikely to be caught, coupled with the reluctance of observers to testify in
court, further legislation is unlikely to change their behaviour.

People say that they have never seen any dog wardens in St Bees, and despite the fact that holiday
makers come with their families, this aspect of policing seems to have been ignored. If people and
their pets are not caught offending, and they perceive that the likelihood of being apprehended is
slim, they will continue as before, Consequently any new legislation will be ignored, and the Coun-

cil will look silly.

Whilst people aceept that dogs should be kept on leads in the vicinity of children’s play areas, such
as the one at St Bees, they feel that the proposed wider scope of the demand is silly. The existing
legislation ought to be sufficient to deal with unruly animals and their owners.

There is little hope of improving people’s behaviour merely by the agency of new rules. If these are
not policed effectively, then those who make the rules will look silly, and earn the contemipt of the
electorate who still have the same impediments to their lives,

—h

[—

4-J(LH i

&




Duddon Bank

Thwaites
Cumbrla COPELAN, :
‘ EL .
LA18 SHT AND BOROUGH coung,
Re: Proposed dog control order, 25 MAY 2011

F.A.O. Janice Carrol.

Dear Miss Catrol.
Thank you for your letter and information on dog control,

I find the replies interesting but have not encountered any problems with my little use of the
beaches, though T have come across people with an objection fo dogs being allowed anywhere
to foul the area, and on the other side, people with dogs who feel that their dogs, which never
seem to go to the toilet, should be allowed to roam fiee anywhere.

In between there must be some control over where people and dog litter can be separated:

I was on a much used beach in France, for a day out, and was pleasantly surprised to see ‘No
Dogs’ notices at all approaches fo the beach, the grass, the dunes, and the tidal beach itself,
This may have been on a holiday time- I can’t remember, but the area was enjoyed by all, and
not a dog in site. A security guard was seen occasionally patrolling the line of land adjoining
the beach entrances, and there appeared to be no trouble. :

It must be good for the animals to enjoy the sca and sand, but there would be a great
Hullabaloo if humans used the beach as a toilet, and I think that the same should apply fo all
animals, It is objectionable to find excrement on any place used by the public, and some

means must be used to stop it

Can we afford the manpower fo supervise the spread out beaches?
Can we train dog owners to use only set aside areas for their dogs, with facilities for the waste

. 1o be deposited and collected?

- Can we afford to supply these areas and collection points, and monitor them?

The big onc, and to my way of looking the best one, is. Can we change the mindset of the
animal owners who believe that their dog is a part of the family which doesn’t have to follow

the same rules as us, and get them to pick up their litter?

We seem unable to change the British way of dropping litter, throwing it out of vehicles as we
go along, fly tipping, and dropping stuff on the ground around a bin that hasn’t been emptied,
s0 I do not hold much hope of a mind change in the short term.

_ As well as changing the people’s paiterns, we have to tighten the councils approach as well.
I feel that we do not have the penalties, or do not enforce them: We are too lenient often,

This is an abridged version of my thoughts-T hope you can come up with something,

Yours hopefully

J

G.Scurrah

il md/che




Page 1 of 1

Janice Carrol : '

From: Cllir Michael McVeigh
Sent: 20 May 2011 11113
To: Janice Carrol

Subject: dog consultation
Support the proposals, But we must always have the Sand beach freedom.

Michael,

26/05/2011
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Janice Carrol

From: Dixon [dixon731 @btinierhet.com]
sent: 23 May 2011 10:54
To: Janice Carrol

Subject: Dog control order

Janice, re the above proposals | would iike to make the following,
{n a rural area of Copeland it is common praclice. for responsible dog owners to allow dogs off the lead

under strict control,
ad to actin accordance with rural codes of responsibilly ;1 fully

{ pelieve rural areas should be allow:
support the issues of dog fouling, and to promote the councils approach lo a cleaner environment, Gan
you please ensure my views are fed into the system.

Brian Dixon

26/05/2011
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Janice Carrol

From: Clir Gillian Troughton

Sent: 23 May 2011 10:37

To: Janice Carrol

Cc: Clir Dave Smith; Clir Philip Greatorex
Subject: Dag conlrol orders

Thank you for the documentation you have sent out about these.

Obviously being a new councillor I haven't had any consultation with anyone on these
specific proposals. However onhe thing that cropped up time and again on the doorsteps
in Bransty {particularly North Road and south View Road} was that although peoplel
were picking up and bagging the facces they were then not disposing of it correctly:
the favoured method seems to be throwing it into the nearest tree! (In fact one of the
consultation letters makes a similar point.) I would therefore suggest that
requirement {6 remove faeces from land is amended to include an additional requiremsnt
to dispose of it properly.

Cllr Gillian Troughton

Bransty Waxrd

E-mail: gillian.troughton@copeland.gov.uk

“tobile: 0777 0966 953

—
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Janice Casrol : | :

From: ~ Cllr Paul Whalley

Senf: 20 May 2011 12:26

To: Janice Carrol; Keith Parker
Suhject: Consult on dog control orders

To Both
As my response on the above. | do not have
obliged if reassurance can be given that the

With Regards
Paul Whalley

a problem with what | have read. However | would be
Enforcerment will be there to back up these proposals??

26/05/2011 - '
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Alana Mackininon

- — e = . e - - e s Bea. g

Fram: &
Sent: 08 November 2010 11:23

To: . DegControl

Subject: Dog Conirol Orders

Sirs,

| am writing with regard to dog fouling etc in the St Bees area, | am a member of the Beach Advisory
Group and on the Parish Council and we currently provide Doggy bags free of charge in the cafe and
shop for the use of dog waikers. | am in charge of replenishing these and there is an extremely good take

up of them, { wouid like to make a few points however,

1) There is little or no presence currently to enforce the notices we alveady possess around the
village. A few well publicised fines would do a great deal to raise awareness and provide a
deterrent. . )

2) A number of dog owners will pick up faeces in a bag and then leave the bag at the side of the
path —this is a particular problem on Tomlin leading up to St Bees Head and it is not unusual to
see bags left in hedgerows ete, This needs to be addressed also.

3) The requirement for dogs to be kept on leads on 5t Bees beach is, I believe, a step tao far,
During the summer months there are children and families on the beach at weekends but for
the rest of the time the beach is really only utilised by dog walkers and occasional kite surfers.
The ability to be able to give a dog a run on the heach Is a great attraction and there are many
residents and visitors who greatly value this facility. As we have a designated area for the
Quality Coast Award would it not be better to restrict dogs when in that zone during the
summer months and aflow them freedom for the rest of the year? On the promenade and
grassed area there are problems with faeces and much mere rigorous policing needs to take
place there, loose dogs in these areas are a nuisance and should be controlled, again, a visible
enforcement presence would bre highly desirable. On the beach there is not much of & problem.
| walk my.dog daily from end to end and very rarely see any fouling on the sand itself.

4) Local residents, in conjunction with the police work hard to try to keep the beach areas and
open spaces clean and free from litter and anti social behaviour, | personally have often picked
up dog faeces from the pavements rather than leave it there — the streets and the foreshore are

far worse than the beach itself.

We are all keen to do what we can in spite of the few dog owners who try to spoil things for the rest of
us, but as with the problems of speeding and litter in the viilage there needs to be some kind of
enforcement for what is already in place instead of injuring our tourist trade by taking away one of the

few freedoms we have,

| hope these comments will be noted as they represent the views of many of my neighbours.

- L b
ey L AR

Yours faithfully

17/12/2010
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Alana Mackinnon

From: _
Sank: 03 November 2010 22:04

To: BogConirol

8ubject: Dog Conirol Orders Gonsuiiation.

Dear sirs,

1 partially support the dog conirol orders and the tightening of controls generally especial fy in
Cemeteries and childrens play parks etc. However, I do not support the proposed controls for
Dogs On Leads Order 2010 in respect of my local beach at St Bees.

I am a responsible dog owner and always clean up affer my dogs regardless of where we
are, There are many many local responsible people walking dogs on our beach. We all pass the
time of day, our dogs un free but still under control getting the exercise they need by chasing

balls etc (which is not possible on a lead).

I do not agree that a dogs on lead order is either necessaty or a proportionate response to
problems caused on St Bees beach by the acfivities of dogs and those in charge of them, We are
a local community of responsible dog owners and always clean up after our dogs, There area
minority of people who drive to our beach with dogs and don't clean up but we challenge them
whenever we can. An order would not prevent them from continuing fo spoil it for the rest of
the responsible dog owning community - they are away in their cars and don't care. Itis we
focals who would suffer, What we need is more support from you against these few incomers
and the ability to repost these few to you or your dog wardens. I've never seen a dog warden on

our beach and i go down twice a day.

Where else in St Bees can wo responsible dog owners exercise our dogs off the lead locally and
throw balls ete for our dogs who really do need that type of exercise.

T aim aware that under the Jas you are required to balance the interests of those in charge of dogs
against the interests of those affected by the acfivities of dogs. If you come to St Bees beach on
any overcast or even wei day you will find responsible dog owners, each carrying full or empty
dog bags and enjoying the benefits of dog walking, dog running, ball fetching and general
community spirit. Very few non-dog owners use the beach on these wet days - we ave by far the

majority.

Tt would be disastrous to the small community to stop this happening. Ido not support the Dogs
on Lead Order 2010 in respect of St Bees Beach.

. Yours,t o St Bees.

17/12/2010
Ao
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Sandwith

“Whitchaven

Tel: 01946 590729
15 November 2010

Dear Siv/Madam,
Observations on propesed Dog Contral Orders,

Inn 2008 I wrote to the Head of Leisure and Environmental Services, Mr Keith Parker, to voice my
concernis about a mumber of dog-related issues in the area around our house on St Bees Head (copy of
letter enclosed). Ithen had a meeting with Mr. T. Magean where we discussed those concerms and
possible solutions. Mr. Magean explained that new Dog Control Orders were being written and that
thete would be some zones where dogs must be kept on feads. As an interim solution, *scoop the
poop’ and ‘dogs on leads™ signs were erccted in this area. These had little effect because stubborn
dog-owners seemed to be confident that they were not lawful.

1 have now looked at the details of the proposed ‘dogs on leads’ Order and can find no reference to
this avca. | am therefore wiiting to ask that consideration be given to including the area around our
house and Birkhams Quarry. This is now a highty favoured view point and picnic area for many who
are walking the Coast to Coast path or who walk the coastal paths between St Bees and Whitehaven,
As you will know, the area is part of the Coloucful Coast project that is capifalising on the obvious
glories of the landscape hetween Whitehaven harbour and St Bees beach. On fine days there can be
up to 30 dogs per day, many uncontrolled, running loose in this space where three busy footpaths
converge. They can often be seen to be a nuisance to people who are taking the opportunity to picnic

in a truly breathtaking spot.

My original lefter set out my concerns in 2008 but there have been some developments since then that
1 would like to bring to your attention to support tay feeling that this should be a ‘dogs on Jeads’ zone.
These are listed o an accompanying sheet. Thelieve that I am also speaking for many people who

either ean’t (because they ate visitors) or wou’t speak out.

1 feel strongly that this should be a ‘dogs on leads’ zone and would ask that one of your officers visits
to understand the area. 1 will be happy to guide someone around if you wish,

1 look forward to hearing your thoughts about this issue. Thank you.

Yours sincerely,

[ e TP S
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Dear Sirs,

As a resident of Whitehaven Town-Centre, -write to object tosroukns@l {ion order
of allowing dogs to be on leads in both St Nicholas and Trinity Gardens, ™

It is in my view that both these areas should indesd ba total dog bans.

These are areas on leisure and heauly not areas that you want to enjoy gefting dog
poo on your shoes,

Not only that BUT this is an area of remembrance of head stone what respect do we
show to allow doge to bs able to use these argas as 3 dog toilet.

Thera are many areas for dogs to be walked castle park is only a few meters away let
the residents of Whitehaven have an area to be proud.

[ myself have spoken with Reverent Bannister in the past and complained to him about
dog mess in St Nicholas Garden in particular, and 1 know he would support such action
to have these areas to have a total dog ban.

Concerned resident

<o
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rmes e WM YA EIRAL] AW LU LMD
Tea Info -
Subject: Proposed dog contral order

I have read the website proposals for praventing dog nuisance, which seem largely timely and
appropriate, '

But could you please advise on two 'points? .
1 For the purpose of the control order, what is the stafus of the seashore? Parks, grounds and
churchyards are listed specifically, but :

nothing is said of beaches, If they are included in the term “open spaces" I would have thought
parks and grouads so covered too.

2 Where, in the St, Bees area, would it bo acceptable to exercise dogs off their leads? I trust the
answer is not ‘nowhere',

8t Bees, - £

1771272010
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Alara Mackinnon o .

From: " “-‘*?@

Sent: 03 November 2010 20:19
To: DogContral
Subject: Dog Control Orders - Consuitation.

Dear sirs,

I am a responsible dog ovmer who always cleans up after my dogs be it in the streesl,

of edastal paths or on Ehe beadhés of St Beés 6F Seéasdale.
I have enjoyed my privilege of walking my dogs off the lead over many years and enjoy
the many benefits both to me and to my doys.

Dogs should be allowed to exercise off the lead on these beaches as long as they are
under control of responsible dog ouners.

Dogs cannot get the exercise they need if kept on the lead, aspecially breeds such as

sebitars.

pog walking is a duty for the owmer as well as a pleasure; and thus there is a fax
lower opt-out of regular exercise because of laziness, indifferent health and bad
weather, This is clear to see on any rainy day on St Bees beach, To ban walking off
the lead on our local beaches would result in ovners driving to areas where we can
walk our dogs off the lead and this is not good for the local communities, for local
traffic and difficult roads or for the environment. Dog walking is especilally
recognised as excellent for the mental and physical health of old people, encouraging
them to remain active, and giving them a feeling of usefulness and companionship.

on a lead is unmatural and frustrating to a dog. I have always enjoyed being
able to walk my dogs off lead in a responsible mannex, from the earliest days of
acquiring them as pupplies. Obesity is commwon in dogs walked on lead, but dogs given
regular off lead walks remain alert and slim. The dog’s frustration if kept on lead ia
‘“kemnly felt by their owner, who also gets less pleasure from the walk.

Walking

If you go ahead and remowe this privilege by enforcing powers to require dogs on leads
on these beaches then I shall have nowheie locally to walk my dogs off the lead at
all, You will be diminishing my ability to use and enjoy my local area which I
currently support and maintain. There are literally hundreds of local people in the

same situation.

You will be preventing one of the few pleasures in life for me (and wmany others) to
have the pleasure of a weil controlled dog walking the local beaches and giving no
detriment to anyone. vou will be taking away the pleasure of hundreds of responsible
'local' people to try to prevent a probiem caused in the main by outside visiters to

our beaches.

I ask that you consider: -

1. removing the beaches of 8@ Bees, and Seazcale from the Dogs On Leads Ordex 2019,
2, supporting the 'local' people in assisting the enforcement of existing poweis at
these beaches along the lines of the New Forest Dog Owners Group (NFDOG) by agreeing
codes of conduct for existing dog owners and gaining support to take action against
those few less resporisible owners and allowing your local residents to -enjoy amenities

on their doorstep.

3




SILECROFT BEACH ADVISORY GROUP - Meeting — 17/11/10 Agenda/Minutes

Dog Control Orders

N U SRS

Minutes
| &
2. The group were uaanimously in favour of Froposal 1 (fouling of land by dogs) but

there were some concems about the practicalities of Proposal 2 ( keeping dogs on
a lead) because of the fact that the award beach is such a small part of the whole
beach avea at Silecroft and well behaved dogs can easily be allowed to run off a
lead away from the award beach. There could be difficulties expecting owners to
put there dogs on a lead fo pass over the award beach especially visitors to the
area who did not know the local arrangements. However, although there would be
a practical difficulty with enforcement, it probably would be a geod order o have
in place for the award beach so that badly behaved/dangerous dogs could be
properly under control, in the vicinity of children and family groups. The group
folt that there should be a limit placed on the number of dogs that could be
exercised at the same time and enforcement officers should be seen regularly
checking the beach area. Proposal 3 should be adopted forthe use of enforcement
officers but as far as Proposal 4 is concerned if does not seem appropriae for this
order to be implemented at Silecroft which has always been a popular dog
walking area for focals as well as visitors to the area

53
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Page 1 of |

Alana Mackinnon

From:
Sent: 02 November 2010 08:40
To: DogCGontrol

Subject: Supposed consultation

Sit/madam 1 am a dog owner (declaration of interest) and my dog s well frained (a gun dog} it walks off
the lead most of the time with the exception of built up areas and busy roads. The broad statement in
your order "gpen to the alt” covers afl areas and as usual CBC does not consider the obvious, how a dog
can be exercised using a ball thrower if on a lead! I agree fully with the cleaning up after dogs as we do
this but the blanket ban on dogs in open spaces is draconion. I know this is just a paper exercise as are
all of CBCs so called consultations so do not expect any other views than that of blinkered, bigoted
coucillors to hold sway. Example of this Is the awiul bullding Pears house which when I asked my local
councillor what he thought of it, he replied he was "proud of it" (he is on the planning commiteg). Yours

17/12/2010
S5
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Page 1 of 1

From: o TR

Sent: 28 Cclober 2010 13:14
To: DogControl

Suhject: Dogs and the Environment
Dear SiriMiadam,

Alana Mackinnon

| am curently an owner of Staffordshire Bull Terriers; | am on the committee of Morecambe Bay &
Cuinbria Staffordshire Bull Terrier Club and have represented The Kennel Club and Cumbrian dog
walkers at meetings with Natural England and DEFRA.

| am witing {o you to ask that Copefand Council places dog fasces receptacles at sirateg i places along
the coastal walkways around Copeland and not just around the harbour, e.g. along the coast road from
Whitehaven Railway Station io Parton, At Haig Pit Kells, At Woodhouse new Pharmacy, At Quarry
collages, Sandwith and other places where dog walkers would feave the coastal patiways also around
the Parks in Copeland. These receptacles would posilively encourage dog owners to dispose of there dog
facces at the slart point of the walk and the end point of the dog walk before entering back onto the
diffarent estates around Copeland. T know that there are bing provided at soms placas sround Copeland

butthere is nowhere near enough at this present time,
This was also asked for to be put forward in the coastal access bill 2009,

{ would like my proposal to be put forward as part of the Consultation,

Sincarely

Woodhouse
Vhitehaven
Cumbria

TEL:

17/12/2010 - ' L
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Alana Mackinnon

Front:
Sent: 28 October 2010 17:26

To: BogControl

Subject: Proposed dog contro! order, section2
Dear Sirs,

Proposed dog control order, section 2

[ write to prolest in the strongest possible terms against {he proposal to force dogs fo be kept on a fead in

all open spaces within the borough, and in particular on 8t Bees' and other heathes. Cleady dog-fouling
is an on-going problem which { would very much like to see addressed, but punishiiig all dogs in this way
is unnecessarly crust and likely to be ineffectivo. _

This appafling proposal would deprive active dogs of any apportunily to fun freely or interact naturally with
other dogs, something which is essential to their health and well-being. Any observer of dog hehaviour
would be able to teli you that it Is précisely those puppies which have been kept on the lead and
provented from meaeting and greeling other dogs nomally, which become nervous of / aggressive towards
other dogs, which is offen the preliminary to their aggression subsequently involving people. | have been
hitten a number of times by dogs aitacking my dog while it huddled against me for protection. On the
accaslon of my most serlous injury, the attacking dog was on tie lead, but dragged its owner along with

it.

Moreover, itis these same dogs which become accustomed to fouling pavements and palhs, since they
have nio other choice, and wili ofien do so ever wiicii being dragged along o the {sad, asifictrails of
excrement ieft along the paths and promenade at St Bees frequently demonstrate. | would also point out
that the majority of owners who allow their dogs to foul the beach, promenade and surrounding play area
are not the local, regular dog-walkers, bul visilors, who are as uniikely to comply with the proposed order
as with existing regulations. You may not be aware that we, the regular dog-walkers, remove
considerable amounts of litter and excrement while exevcising our own dogs, something we are uniikely {o
continue fo do if we are diiven elsewhere.

One of the problems which prevents regular dog-walkers and other users of the beach and paths from
baing able to do anything about either aggression or fouling, is that offending owners canneot be
identified and iherefore cannot be reported. This is because the offenders’ dogs do not have their .
owners' name and address on their collars, (if they have collarsl) even though this is a legal
requiremnent. Might | thorefore suggest that instead of penalising all dogs for the offences commitied by a
few owners, the Council abandon part 2 of their proposals and instead start checking dogs for identily
tags and proseculing those owners who are curently breaking the existing law. ,

You will no doubt be aware that the fouling problem at St Bees is a particular issue on the promenade and
in the chidrens' play area, especially in the holiday seasen. | would greatly welcome proposals which
would address this issue effectively, for example by banning all dogs, even on the lead, from that part of
the promenade which runs from the beach cafe steps fo the lifeboat ramp, dering the perfod fiorm Easler
to the end of August. As the existing ban on dogs within the play area is regutatly ignored, this ban
clearly needs fo be policed and enforced, or, ideally, the area enclosed wilh fencing.

| hope you will consider these alternative proposals instead of Infroducing your order, and enforce the
existing fegistation as a priority.

Yours faithfully,

- ' 3

17/12/2010
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Thursday 27™ April 2011

Alana Mackiniton
Enforcement Manager
Copeland Borough Council
Whitehaven Commercial Park
Moresby Parks

Whitehaven

Cumbria

CA28 8YD

RE: Dog Coutrol Order Public Consultation

Dear Ms Mackinnon

1 am writing to you following a recent telephone conversation with yourself
concerning including and area highlighted in green on the enclosed map of around
Queens Park, Millom, on the Dog Control Order proposal.

A tenant from Queens Park originally raised the request for this area to be included in
the dog control area proposal due to concerns they have for children in the area, and
access to the back garden areas to their propertics fiom this strip of land. At present
people are allowing their dogs to run free on this land when walked, and there is casy
access to a number of the back gardens on Queens Park from this land.

T have written to all tenants on Queens Park whose back garden area backs onto this
land advising of the proposals which is being submitted and asking for them to
contact if they are not happy to support this, on which we have had no response from

anyone opposing this,

We would like to request that the land be included in the ‘Keeping Dogs on Leads’
prdet, '

If you would like any further information please do not hesitate to contact me on the
below numbet,

Yom‘s/s;g;reiy ' COPELAND BOROUGH COUNGIL
4 28 APR 2011
Jenny Lloyd
Housing Officer NEIGHBOURHOOD SERVICES |
Home Group
6 Newton Street .
‘Miliom
Cumbiia
LA18 4DR
Tel: 01229 773200
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Town Clerk

Adrs C Burn

Telephone: 01229 772340
E-mail: theclerfmte@aol.com

Alana McKinnon
Enforcement Manager
Copeland Borough Council
The Copeland Centre
Catherine Street
Whitehaven

Cumbria

CA28 784

4 February 2011

Dear Mrs Mclinnon

MILLOM TOWN COUNCIL

Mition: Conncil Centre
St Georges Road
Millom

Crmnbria

LAIS 4DD

) ‘<\m
\)

Millom Town Council have recently been approached by Haverigg Residents Association

regarding the proposed Dog Control Order.

HRA were asked by Copeland Borough Council to make comments on the order which
they did, but none of their requests seem to have been incorporated into the order.

Miliom Town Council would therefore like to support HRA's request of No Dogs and Dogs
on Leads areas, as highlighted on the enclosed plan, being Incorpoerated into the Dog

Control Order if possible.

Many thanks

Ry e AN

C Burn
For Millem Town Council
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Hon: Sec:

Chair:
i Mrs. I. Roberts
Mrs. ¥. Wilson :
Chapel Cottage 11-18 Poqlsxde
Bapk{icld Road Me;}'g:lgg
He.x;rlerigg L.A1S 4HW
g:m%j;'lia 01229 770342
. emall:-robertsfamilyl8

@homecall.couk

-

Ms. M, Jewell

Senior Legal Services Manager RN
Legal & Democratic Services e /‘.’;@(cf‘* .
Copeland Borough Couneil COPELAND A ﬁgj IGH Counen 1 -

. ICi
The Copeland Centre 1@@2\{ ,,Ceg P ﬁQQ - L ) />
Catherine Street ’ - v
Whitehaven . \\“8% F Elf(;ZD /
Cumbria CA28 78] \! '

P TE !‘5 21y =
Dear Ms Jewell ‘“““‘*'-"<;,:;;§fi"&§£:.\"f E{? —
.-‘;_:"“/’

Proposed Dog Control Orders
Thank you for your letter of 1 February 2011,

We are very pleased to see that the recommendation is to add the grassed triangular
area into the Exclusion Order and also that the recommendation is to be made that a
Dogs on Leads Order should now also apply to the car parks.

However, we note that the sand and shingle have not been included and are concerned
as to the consequences of this on Copeland Borough Council’s application for the
Quality Coast Awaids.

We are also concerned that there may be some difficulty in enforcing the Orders as
there is no defined boundary between the children’s play area and the dunes.

We are happy to assist Copeland Borough Council in achieving a workable Dog
Control Policy, as such we will be inviting Ms. Alana Mackinnon to meet with the
Residents Association and local coxmclHoxs at the beach area to clarify the

boundaries.

Yours sincerely
S

Jean Roberts




4o,
o

Mrs, F. Wilson
Chapel Cottage
Banlkfleld Road

Hon: Sec:
Mis. J. Roberts
'18 Poolside
Haverigg
Mitlom
LAIS 4H0W
01229 770342

Mt

T e aa e s
3

UREAND .7

~§ NOV 2010

Mr, K. Parker

Head of Leisure & Environmental Services T e
Copeland Borough Council : {Response

Whitehaven Commercial Park T e e
Moresby Paiks o

Whitehaven. CA28 8YD : 4 November 2010

Dear Mr. Parker L Mw%ﬂ ¢ @ " o7 s 28pon of e

Proposed Dég Poliéies (Copeland Borough Councit) Order 2010 _‘ ".

We were asked by Ms. Alana McKinnon in September 2008 for our opinions on'a dog
policy for Copeland Borongh Council. We submitted a map and description of our
suggestions in October 2008, We are disappointed in the result of two years labour by
Copeland Borough Council as our suggestions have not been included in the new

policies.

We have a serious dog fouling problem in Haverigg, but Copeland Borough Council’s
proposals are inadequate and do not give the impression that Copeland Borough
Council is committed fo tackling this problem. This is borne out by the statistic that
forty two tickets per annum were issued, fewer than one ticket per week over the

whole Copeland area,

You will see fiom the enclosed copy of our 2008 map that we wanted an exclusion
zone for the beach and the triangular grass area. The reasons we gave are that our
nusery childrén play on this part of the beach, which also had a Quality Beach Award
for 2010, The grass triangle is used for many events including brass band concerts

and children’s games,

We have identified one of the causes of dog fouling to be from dogs arriving by car’
into the car park by the toiléts, the car drivers let their dogs out to roain free on the
beach, shielded from their owners’ view by the sea defences. The policy on dogs on
leads “applies-only to a narrow Strip of grass between the car park and the sea
defences, niisleadingly called Haverigg beach in your policy.

b

email:-robertsfamilyl8
@homecall.couk




The Copeland policy on dogs on leads fails to address the problem of unsupervised
dogs roaming on the beach, and we feel that this is contrary to the Quality Coast

Award,

We ask Copeland Borough Council to reconsider this disappointing st of policies.

Yours sincerely

Jean Roberts
Hon: Secretary

Enc: 2008 map and letter to Ms, Alana McKinnon
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Alana Mackinnon
Enforcement Team Leader
Copelaad Borough Councit
Enforcement Unit
Whitehaven Coramercial Park
Moresby Parks

Whitehaven CA28 8YD 2 7 October 2008

Dear Ms, Mackinnon

On behalf of Haverigg Residents Association may I thank you and your team for your
attendance at our commitiee meeting on 25 Seplember 2008. The committee were
most impressed.

Fwther to the discussion on dog fouling - please nofe that our comumittee fully
supports your proposals under the new legislation. I have enclosed a map showing
the area which we would like to be considered as a zone of total exclusion for dogs,

We would like fo see signage and dog waste bing on the perimeter of this area, with
enforcement and press coverage.

With regard to any extension of the dog fouling enforcement area, we would like to be
part of any consultation process, and would be pratefil if you would keep us
informed, ' :

Yours sincerely

Jean Roberts
Hon: Sec:

Ce; Millom Town Council

212




k]
N4
NN
L
, w. !

-,

"
£, e o
. ]
B . i v,
* * M
R
o 3 n
’ < B uw
L *
N
e

i

A

ey

=,



Appendix 2 -  Draft Dog Control Orders and
Schedules |
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The Clean Neighbourhoods and Environment Act 2006

The Dog Control Orders (Prescribed Offences and Penalties, efc.)

Regulations 2006 {S,1.2006/1059)

The Fouling of Land by Dogs (Copeland Borough Gouncil) Order 2010

The Copeland Borough Council hereby makes the following Order:

1. This Order comes into force on

2, This Order applies to the land specified in the Schedule

Offence

3. (1) If a dog defecates at any time on land to which this Order applies

and a person who is in charge of the dog at that time fails to
remove the faeces from the land forthwith, that person shall be
guilty of an offence unless —

(a) he has a reasonable excuse for failing to do so; or

(b) the owner, occupier or other person or authority having
control of the land has consented (generally or specifically) to
his failing to do so.

{2) Nothing In this article applies to a person who —

(a) Is registered as a blind person in a register compiled under
section 29 of the National Assistance Act 1948; or

{b) has a disability which affects his mobility, manual dexterity,
physical co-ordination or ability to lift, carry or otherwise move
everyday ohjects, In respact of a dog trained by a prescribed
charity and upon which he relies for assistance.

{3) For the purposes of this article -

{a) a person who habitually has a dog in his possession shall be
taken to be in charge of the dog at any time unless at that
time some other person is in charge of the dog.

(b) placing the faeces in a receptacie on the land which is
provided for the purpose, or for the disposal of waste, shall be
a sufficient removal from the land;

{c) being unaware of the defecation (whether by reason of not

heing in the vichity or otherwise), or not having a device for or
other sultable means of removing the faeces shall not be a

6T




reasonable excuse for falling to remove the faeces,;
(d) each of the folfowing is a "prescribed charity” —
(i) Dogs for the Disabled (registered charlty number
700454);
(i} Support Dogs (registered charity number 1088281);

(i) Canlne Partners for Independence (registered charily
number 803680).

Penally

4, A person who is guilty of an offence under article 3 shall be liable on
sumimary conviction to a fine not exceeding level 3 on the standard

scale, _ _

Date
THE COMMON SEAL of
COPELAND BOROUGH

COUNCIL was herunto
affixed in the presence of, -

Head of Legal and Democratic Services

SCHEDULE
[Specification/description of land, or lands, to which the Order applies]

1, Subject to the exception in paragraph 2 below, all land which is in
the administrative area of Copeland Borough Gouncll

()  whichis open to the alr (which includes any land which Is
covered if it is open to the air on at Jeast one side) and

| (i)  to which the.pubiic are entitled or permitted to have access
(with or without payment).

70




2. Excepted from the description In paragraph 1 above Is fand that is
placed at the disposal of the Forestry Commissioners under section
39(1) of the IForestry Act 1967, :




The Clean Neighhourhoods and Environment Act 2005

The Dog Control Orders (Prescribad Offences and Penalties, efc.)
Regulations 2006 (S,1.2006/1059)

The Dogs on Leads hy Direction (Copeland Borough Council) Order,
2010

[tz B e ST

The Copeland Borough Councll {in this Order called "the Authority”) hereby
makes the following Order:

1. This Order comes into force on
2. This Order applies to the land specified in the Schedule.

3. In this Order “an authorised officer of the. Authorlty” means an
employee of the Authority who is authorised in writing by the
Authority for the purpose of giving directions under this Order,

Offence

4. (1) A person in charge of a dog shall be guilty of an offence if, at any
time on any land to which this Order applies, he does not comply
with a direction given him by an authorised officer of the
Authority to put and keep the dog on a lead, unless -

(a) he has a reasonable excuse for failing to do so; or

(b} the owner, occupier or other parson or authorily having
control of the land has consented (generally or specifically) to
his _failing to do so.

(2) For the purposes of this article -

{a) a person who habitually has a dog in his possession shall be
taken to he in charge of the dog at any time unless af that
time some other person is in charge of the dog.

{b) an authorised officer of the Authority may only give a
direction under this Order to put and keep a dog on a lead if
such restraint Is reasonably necessary to prevent a nuisance
or behaviour by the dog likely to cause annhoyance or
disturbance to any other person on any fand to which this
Order applies or the worving or disturbance of any animal or
bird. :

72




Penalty

B. A person who is guilty of an offence under article 4 shali be liable on
summary conviction to a fine not exceeding level 3 on the standard

sgcale.
Date
THE COMMON SEAL of
COPELAND BOROUGH

COUNCGIL was herunto
affixed in the presence of; -

Head of Legal and Democratic Services

SCHEDULE
[Specification/descilption of land, or lands, to which the Order applies]

1. Subject fo the exception in paragraph 2 helow, all land which is In
the administrative area of the Copeland Borough Couneif

() which is open to the air (which includes any land which is
covered If it Is open to the air on at least one side) and

(i)  to which the public are entitled or permitted to have access
(with or without payment),

Other than land to which the Dogs on Leads (Copeland Borough
Council) Order 2010 applies.

2. Excepled from the description in paragraph 1 above is land that is
placed at the disposal of the Forestry Commissioners under -Section

39(1) of the Foresiry Act 1967,




The Clean Neighbourhoods and Environment Act 20056

The Dog Control Orders (Prescribed Offences and Penalties, etc,)

Regulations 2006 (S.1.2006/1069)

Tho Dogs Exclusion (Copeland Borough Council) Order.2010

The Copeland Borough Council hereby makes the following Order:

1. This Order comes Into force on

2, This Order applies to the land specified in the Schedule.

Offence |

3 {1} A person In ¢harge of a dog shall be guilty of an offence if, at any

time, he takes the dog onto, or permits the dog to enter or to
remain on, any land to which this Order applies unless -

{a) he has a reasonable excuse for doing so; or

(b) the owner, occupier or other person or authority having
control of tha land has consented (generally or specifically) to
his doing so.

{2} Nothing In this article applies to a person who —

(a) is registerad as a blind person in a register compiled under
saction 29 of the National Assistance Act 1948; or

(b) is deaf, in respect of a dog trained by Hearing Dogs for Deaf
People (registered charity number 293358) and upon which
he relies for assistance; or

(¢} has a disability which affects his mobility, manual dexterity,
physical co-ordination ar ability to fift, carry or otherwise move
everyday objects, in respect of a dog trained by a prescribed
charity and upon which he relies for assislance,

(3) For the purposes of this article ~
(a) A person who habitually has a dog in his possession shall be

taken to be in charge of the dog at any time unless at that
time some other person is in charge of the dog; and

(b} Each of the following is a "prescribed charity” -

(i) Dogs for the Disabled (registered charity number 700454);
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(ity Support Dogs {registered charity number 1088281);

(lily Canine Partners for Independence (registered charity
number 803680).

Penalty

4. A person who is guilty of an offence under article 3 shall be liable on
summary conviction to a fine not exceeding level 3 on the standard

scale,

Date
THE COMMON SEAL of
COPELAND BOROGUGH

COUNCIL was hersunto
affixed in the presence of; -

Head of Legal and Democratic Services

SCHEDULE
[Specification/description of land, or lands, to which the Order applies]
All the land which is in the administrative area of Copeland Borough
Gouncil and which is listed and described in the table below and shown
adged red on the plans attached hereto and,; '

(i)  which is open to the alr (which Includes any land which is covered if
itis open to the air on atleast one side); and

(i}  to which the public are entitled or ;Jerfnifte(i to have access (with or
without payment)

7S




Plan ho Site Address Description of Land

1 Land to the rear of Children’s Play Area
Coronation Drive at
Newtown, Frizington

2 Land at Nursery School, Children's Play Area
Main Street, Frizington

3 Land at Fairfield, Arlecdon, | Children’s Adventure Play
Frizington | Area

4 Land at Bootle Village Children's Play Area

5 Land at Bootle Station Children’s Play Area

B Land at Jacktrees Road, Children's Play Area
Cleator Moor

7 Land at Mill Hill, Cleator Children’s Play Area
Moor :

8 Land at Prospect Row, Children’s Play Area
Cleator

9 Land at St John's Close, Children’s Play Area
Cleator Moor

10 Land at Barfs Road, Children’s Play Area
Distington ‘

11 Land at Hinnings Road, Children’s Play Area
Distington -

12 Land at Pica, Workington Children’s Play Area

13 Land at Orgill, Egremont Children's Play Area

14 Land at Ling Road, Gulley Children's Play Area
Flats, Egremont -

15 Playing Field at Moor Row | Children’s Play Area

16 Ennerdale Community Children’s Play Area
Recreational Park '

17 Land at Gosforth Playing Children’s Play Area
Fields

18 Land at Haile Village Hall Children's Play Area

19 Kirkland Playground Children’s Play Area

20 Land at East Road, Lowca | Children's Play Area

21 Land at Millom Park, Millom | Children’s Play Area

22 Land at Haverigg Pleasure | Children’s Play Area
Ground

23 Land at the Village Green, Children’s Play Area

| Kirksanton

24 Land at Churchill Drive, Children’s Play Area
Moreshy .

25 Land at Recreation Ground, { Children’s Play Area
Moresby

26 Land at Playing Fields, Children's Play Area
Ravenglass

27 Land at Main Street, Parton | Children’s Play Area

28 Land at Town End Playing Children’s Play Area
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Field, Seascale

29 Land at Seascale Foreshore | Children’s Play Area

30 Land at St Bees Foreshore | Children’s Play Area

31 Land at Beckermet Children’s Play Area

32 Land at Calderbridge Children's Play Area

33 Land at The Park, Thornhill, | Children's Play Area
Egremont

34 Land at Keekle Play Area, Children’s Play Area
Cleator Moor

35 Playground Whicham Parish | Children’s Play Area

36 Land at Bransty, Children's Play Area
Whitehaven

37 Land at Castle Park, Children’s Play Area
Whitehaven :

38 Land at High Street, Children's Play Area
Whitehaven.

39 Land at Jericho, Whitehaven | Children’s Play Area

40 Land at Welfare Field, Kells | Children’s Play Area

41 Land near Mirehouse Shops | Children's Play Area
(Mirehouse East)

42 Land at Newlands Avenus, | Children’s Play Area
Mirehouse

43 Land at Woodhouse, Children’s Play Area

\ Whitehaven

44 Land at Sandwith, Children’s Play Area
Whitehaven

45 St Nicholas Gardens,

Lowther Street, Whitehaven
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The Clean Neighhourhoods and Environment Act 2005

The Dog Control Orders (Prescribed Offences and Penalties, efc.)
Regulations 2006 (S.1.2006/1059)

The Dogs on Leads {Copeland Borough Coungil) Order 2010,

The Copeland Borough Council hereby makes the following Ordern
1. This Order comes into force on

2. This Order applies to the land specified in the Schedule,

Offence

3, {1} A person In ¢harge of a dog shall be guilty of an offence If, at any
time on any land to which this Order applies he does not keep
the dog on a lead, unless -

{a) he has a reasonable excuse for failing to do s0; or

(b) the owner, occupier or other person or authority havmg
control of the land has consented (generally or specifically)
to his failing to do so.

(2) For the purposes of this article a person who habitually has a
dog In his possession shall be taken to be in chazge of the dog at
any time unless at that time some other person is in charge of

the dog.

Penalty

4,  Aperson who is gullty of an offenge under article 3 shall be liable on
summary conviction to a fine not exceeding level 3 on the standard

scale.
Bate

THE COMMON SEAL of
COPELAND BOROUGH
COUNCIL was hereunto
afflxed in the presence of. -

Head of Legal and Democratic Services
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SCHEDULE
[Specification/description of land, or fands, to which the Order applies)

1. Subject to the exception in paragraph 3 below this Order applies to
(a) all the land more particularly described in paragraph 2 and (b)-all
the land which is in the administrative area of Copeland Borough
Council described in the table below and shown edged red on the
plans numbered 1-32 and atlached hereto

(i) which is open to the air (which includes any land which is
covered if it is open to the air on at least one side) and

(i to which the public are entitled or permitted to have access
(with or without payment)

2. All highways, footpaths, foolways and adjacent grass verges
maintained at public expsiise,

3. Excepted from the description in paragraph 1 and 2 above is land
that is placed at the disposal of the Forestry Commission under
Section 39(1) of the Forestry Act 1967.

Plan No Description of Land

1 l.ow Road Cemetery, Whitehaven

2 Beck Bottom Cemetery, Whitehaven

3 St George's Cemetery, St George's Road, Millom
4 Cometery House, North Road, Egremont

5 St James's Church, High Street, Whitehaven

6 St Mary's and St Michael's Churchyard, Egremont
7 The Priory Church of St Mary and St Bega, St Bees
8 StJohn's Church Beckermet, Cumbria

9 St Luke's Church, Haverigg, Millom

10 St Joseph's Church, Seascale, Gumbria

11 St Cuthbert’'s Church, Seascale, Cumbrla

12 St Leonard's Church, Bankend View, Cleator

13 St John's Church, Cleator Moor, Cumbria

14 St Baga's RC Church, Clealor Moor

15 Church of the Holy Spirit, Distington

16 St Paul's Church, Church Streef, Frizington

17 St Bridget's Church, Moreshy, Whitehaven

18 Netherwasdale Cemaotory
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19 Beckermet Cemetery, Beckermet

20 Distington Hall Crematorium

21 St Bees Beach, St Bees

22 Haverigg Beach, Haverigg

23 Silecroft Beach, Silecroft

24 Seascale Beach, Seascale

25 King George V Playing Field, Cleator Moor

26 Copeland Athletics Stadium

27 Playing Field Red Lonning Estate, Whitehaven
28 Welfare Field, High Road, Kells

29 Playing Field, Ramsey Drive, Parton, Whitehaven
30 Greenbank Playing Field, St Bees

31 Trinity Gardens, Scotch Street, Whitehaven -
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