
APPENDIX C

PSPGCP – PUBLIC SPACES PROTECTION DOG CONTROL ORDER 

Representation Response

16.02.2020
Individual 
I would like to record that, whilst some dog controls are 
necessary, they should continue to not be too draconian 
and restrictive. The more dog-friendly Gosport is the 
better its welfare for residents, and welcome for visitors 
will be.
Kind regards,

- This comment simply 
asks for the order not 
to be too draconian.  
The Council will need 
to consider whether it 
is.

18.02.2020
Individual:
The existing order was accepted by the majority as being 
a reasonable 
compromise and as a 'dog person', I would be happy to 
see the order 
extended as proposed....and as a regular user of the 
parks, even happier 
to see some evidence of enforcement.
Unfortunately the existing order did not appear to 
significantly reduce 
fouling in parks and public spaces.
Has any action been taken against offenders? How many 
warnings have been 
issued and how many successful prosecutions have 
there been?
What other action has the council considered to reduce 
the problem of 
fouling?
Regards

- Enquiries have been 
made to streetscene 
for enforcement 
figures.

18.02.2020
Dogs Trust
Dear Sir or Madam,
Dogs Trust has been made aware that Gosport Borough 
Council is planning to introduce a series of Public Space 
Protection Orders. As the UK’s largest dog welfare 
charity, we would like to make some comments for 
consideration. 
Dogs Trust’s Comments
1. Re; Fouling of Land by Dogs Order:
• Dogs Trust consider ‘scooping the poop’ to be an 
integral element of responsible dog ownership and would 
fully support a well-implemented order on fouling.  We 
urge the Council to enforce any such order rigorously. In 
order to maximise compliance we urge the Council to 
consider whether an adequate number of disposal points 
have been provided for responsible owners to use, to 
consider providing free disposal bags and to ensure that 
there is sufficient signage in place. 
• We question the effectiveness of issuing on-the-
spot fines for not being in possession of a poo bag and 
whether this is practical to enforce.

- This appears to be a 
generic e-mail to the 
council, especially as it 
talks about the 
introduction of a series 
of PSPO’s.  Whereas 
the council has had the 
PSPDCO in force for 
almost 3 years and is 
simply seeking an 
extension.  The issues 
raised have been 
considered as part of 
the EIA.



2. Re; Dog Exclusion Order:
• Dogs Trust accepts that there are some areas 
where it is desirable that dogs should be excluded, such 
as children’s play areas, however we would recommend 
that exclusion areas are kept to a minimum and that, for 
enforcement reasons, they are restricted to enclosed 
areas.  We would consider it more difficult to enforce an 
exclusion order in areas that lack clear boundaries. 
• Dogs Trust would highlight the need to provide 
plenty of signage to direct owners to alternative areas 
nearby in which to exercise dogs.
3. Re; Dog Exclusion Order and beaches: 
• With phone calls often being made to the RSPCA 
and Police alerting to dogs being left in hot cars in 
coastal areas, we would urge you to consider the danger 
animals may be put in, and the difficult decisions owners 
have to make, by not being allowed to take their dogs 
onto the beach.  
• If the Council does choose to implement this 
order, Dogs Trust would encourage looking into a 
compromise between beach goers and dog owners, e.g. 
allowing dogs onto the beach in the evenings or early 
mornings, or having dog friendly sections on the 
beaches.  
• Strict dog exclusion restrictions can also lead to a 
decrease in dog friendly tourism for businesses along the 
coast, which in turn could have a negative impact on the 
local economy. 
4. Re; Dog Exclusion and sport pitches
• Excluding dogs from areas that are not enclosed 
could pose enforcement problems - we would consider it 
more difficult to enforce an exclusion order in areas that 
lack clear boundaries.
• We feel that exclusion zones should be kept to a 
minimum, and that excluding dogs from all sports pitches 
for long stretches of the year is unnecessary. In some 
cases sports pitches may account for a large part of the 
open space available in a public park, and therefore 
excluding dogs could significantly reduce available dog 
walking space for owners.
• We would urge the Council to consider focusing 
its efforts on reducing dog fouling in these areas, rather 
than excluding dogs entirely, with adequate provision of 
bins and provision of free disposal bags                                                                                                       
5. Re; Dogs on Leads Order:
• Dogs Trust accept that there are some areas 
where it is desirable that dogs should be kept on a lead.
• Dogs Trust would urge the Council to consider 
the Animal Welfare Act 2006 section 9 requirements (the 
'duty of care') that include the dog's need to exhibit 
normal behaviour patterns – this includes the need for 
sufficient exercise including the need to run off lead in 
appropriate areas.  Dog Control Orders should not 
restrict the ability of dog keepers to comply with the 
requirements of this Act.
• The Council should ensure that there is an 
adequate number, and a variety of, well sign-posted 
areas locally for owners to exercise their dog off-lead.  
6. Re; Dogs on Lead by Direction Order:



• Dogs Trust enthusiastically support Dogs on 
Leads by Direction orders (for dogs that are considered 
to be out of control or causing alarm or distress to 
members of the public to be put on and kept on a lead 
when directed to do so by an authorised official). 
• We consider that this order is by far the most 
useful, other than the fouling order, because it allows 
enforcement officers to target the owners of dogs that are 
allowing them to cause a nuisance without restricting the 
responsible owner and their dog. As none of the other 
orders, less fouling, are likely to be effective without 
proper enforcement we would be content if the others 
were dropped in favour of this order. 
7. Re; Taking more than a specified number of dogs onto 
a land:
• The behaviour of the dogs and the competency of 
the handler need to be taken into consideration if 
considering this order. Research from 2010 shows that 
95% of dog owners have up to 3 dogs. Therefore the 
number of dogs taken out on to land by one individual 
would not normally be expected to exceed four dogs.  
The PDSA’s ‘Paw Report 2018’ found that 89% of 
veterinary professionals believe that the welfare of dogs 
will suffer if owners are banned from walking their dogs in 
public spaces such as parks and beaches, or if dogs are 
required to be kept on leads in these spaces. Their report 
also states that 78% of owners rely on these types of 
spaces to walk their dog. 
I would also like to bring your attention to the similar 
recommendations stated in the Government’s ‘Anti-social 
behaviour powers -Statutory guidance for frontline 
professionals’ document, pages 52/53. 
We believe that the vast majority of dog owners are 
responsible, and that the majority of dogs are well 
behaved. In recognition of this, we would encourage local 
authorities to exercise its power to issue Community 
Protection Notices, targeting irresponsible owners and 
proactively addressing anti-social behaviours.
Dogs Trust works with local authorities across the UK to 
help promote responsible dog ownership.  If you are 
interested, I can send you a copy of our Services Guide, 
a document listing the ways in which we may be able to 
help with promoting responsible dog ownership in your 
community. Please do not hesitate to contact should you 
wish to discuss this matter. 
We would be very grateful if you could inform us of the 
consultation outcome and subsequent decisions made in 
relation to the Public Space Protection Order.

24.02.2020
Individual:
“I have been reviewing the PSPDCO and come across a 
section that I feel needs clarification or alteration.

“3.3 Being aware of the defecation or not having a device 
for or suitable means to removing the faeces shall not be 
a reasonable excuse for failing to remove it.“

- This is clearly a typo in 
the original order and 
has been corrected in 
the draft attached to 
Appendix A.



Should it state “ Being unaware of the defecation...”

My view is that responsible dog owners, myself being 
one, are always aware of their dogs ablutions and hence 
there should be no excuse for anyone in charge of a dog 
to say that they were unaware of their dog fouling a 
public area and not removing it forthwith.

Or should it state “Being aware of the defecation and not 
having a device for or suitable means to remove...”

I am not sure that this addresses the excuse of ‘ Being 
unaware of the dogs defecation’

24.02.2020 
Individual:
There is a problem in Gosport with off lead dogs running 
onto roads & attacking both people & on lead dogs. I 
think regulations should be added to the Dog Control 
PSPO requiring ALL dogs to be on a lead when on 
pavements beside roads. This would allow people to let 
their dogs run free in parks, fields etc. but keep them 
under control on public footpaths. The penalty of a large 
fine would help to enforce this.

- The penalty is 
stipulated by statute.  

26.02.2020
Individual:
“I draw your attention to the inadequacy of the notice 
given to residents of Anglesey and Alverstoke of the 
subject consultation.  

We walk our dogs daily in Gosport Park, but it is only 
today, and quite by chance, that my wife saw the poster 
giving notice.  This is because it has been fixed on a 
lamppost next to a gate which is permanently locked, to 
the rear of the Scout Hut.  None of the 3 gates through 
which the public can access the park from Park Road 
has any notice.  Consequently all those entering from the 
Anglesey/Alverstoke direction have not had any 
notification of the consultation, which is stated to take 
place between 17 February-2 March, unless they 
happened to walk past the only other poster I can find, in 
front of the Rugby Pavilion.

I am not aware of the legal definition of “public 
consultation”, but I suggest that this does not comply.

I would be grateful for your opinion.”

- There was a 
consultation exercise 
when the current order 
came into force.  The 
guidance simply 
requires the council to 
consult when 
extending an Order 
and does not specify 
the duration of the 
Consultation period.

- As such the council 
has complied with this 
by advertising both on 
site as well on 
lampposts outside the 
town hall as 
electronically and 
sending the notice of 
consultation to 
interested parties.

28.02.2020
Kennel Club response to Gosport Borough Council 
Public Spaces Protection Order consultation 
Submitted on 28 February 2020 by: The Kennel Club, 
Clarges Street, Piccadilly, London W1J 8AB, tel: 020 
7518 1042, email: kcdog@thekennelclub.org.uk 
The Kennel Club is the largest organisation in the UK 
devoted to dog health, welfare and training, whose main 

-This appears to be a 
generic e-mail to the 
council, especially as it 
talks about the 
introduction of a series 
of PSPO’s.  Whereas 
the council has had the 
PSPDCO in force for 



objective is to ensure that dogs live healthy, happy lives 
with responsible owners. As part of its External Affairs 
activities, the Kennel Club runs KC Dog, which was 
established to monitor and keep dog owners up to date 
about dog related issues, including Public Spaces 
Protection Orders (PSPOs) being introduced across the 
country. 
As a general principle, we would like to highlight the 
importance for all PSPOs to be necessary and 
proportionate responses to problems caused by dogs 
and irresponsible owners. It is also important that 
authorities balance the interests of dog owners with the 
interests of other access users. 
Dog fouling 
The Kennel Club strongly promotes responsible dog 
ownership, and believes that dog owners should always 
pick up after their dogs wherever they are, including 
fields and woods in the wider countryside, and especially 
where farm animals graze to reduce the risk of passing 
Neospora and Sarcocystosis to cattle and sheep 
respectively. 
Dog owners should be picking up after their dog 
regardless of whether they are in an urban park or wider 
countryside. The two main exceptions to this are when 
there is a clear indication from the landowner to the 
contrary, or if the dog walker is physically unable to 
comply due to a disability. 
We would like to take this opportunity to encourage the 
local authority to employ proactive measures to help 
promote responsible dog ownership throughout the local 
area in addition to introducing Orders in this respect. 
These proactive measures can include: increasing the 
number of bins available for dog owners to use; 
communicating to local dog owners that bagged dog poo 
can be disposed of in normal litter bins; running 
responsible ownership and training events; or using 
poster campaigns to encourage dog owners to pick up 
after their dog. 
Dog fouling - requirement to be in possession of 
means to pick up 
Whilst the Kennel Club supports proactive efforts on 
behalf of local authorities to encourage responsible dog 
ownership and to ensure that those who are not picking 
up after their dogs are brought to book, this has to be fair 
and proportionate and we would not like to see 
responsible dog owners penalised unfairly. 
The Kennel Club has concerns over proposals to 
continue the offence of not having the means to pick up. 
Responsible owners will usually have dog waste bags or 
other means to clear up after their pets but we do have 
some concerns, for example, if dog owners are 
approached at the end of a walk and have already used 
the bags that they have taken out for their own dog, or 
given a spare bag to someone who has run out, a 
behaviour that is encouraged by Green Dog Walker 
schemes. 
Furthermore, it is perfectly plausible that these proposals 
in certain circumstances would perversely incentivise dog 
walkers not to pick up after their dog. Should a dog 
walker on witnessing their dog fouling realise they are 

almost 3 years and is 
simply seeking an 
extension. 
The issues raised have 
been considered as 
part of the EIA.



down to their final poo bag (or other receptacles), they 
will be forced into a decision of whether to use the bag 
and risk being caught without means to pick up, or risk 
not picking up in order to retain a means to pick up 
should they be stopped later on their walk. It is perfectly 
reasonable to assume that a proportion of dog walkers 
would choose the second option if they thought this was 
the least likely route to being caught. Especially if the 
penalty for not picking up was the same as not having 
means to pick up. Local authorities may wish to consider 
introducing a clause which provides an exemption for 
dog walkers who have run out of bags but can prove that 
they were in possession of and made use of bags (or 
other suitable receptacles) during their walk. 
It is essential that an effective communication campaign 
is continued in the local area to ensure that people, 
especially first time or infrequent visitors, are aware of 
the plans and have an excess supply of dog waste bags 
with them, so that it is the right people who are getting 
caught. Additionally, appropriate signage should be 
erected to inform those who are not familiar with the local 
rules are not unfairly caught out. 
We are also concerned how easily local authorities could 
enforce this law when trying to define whether or not dog 
owners have ‘a means’ of picking up after the dogs, 
without risking the expense of legal challenge. In the 
absence of poo bags owners trying to flout the law could 
theoretically point to any number of items on their person 
that they intend to use, so we think that the most 
effective spot checks you can carry out are those that 
catch offenders in the act of not picking up, rather than 
second guessing behaviours on the basis of what they 
are or are not carrying with them. 
Alternatively, to avoid a fine an irresponsible owner could 
simply tie one bag to his or her dog’s lead or collar but 
never actually use it. 
Dog access 
The Kennel Club oppose PSPOs which introduce blanket 
restrictions on dog walkers accessing public open spaces 
without specific and reasonable justification. Dog owners 
are required to provide their dogs with appropriate daily 
exercise, including “regular opportunities to walk and 
run”, which in most cases will be off lead while still under 
control. 
Accordingly, the underlying principle we seek to see 
applied is that dog controls should be the least restrictive 
to achieve a given defined and measurable outcome; this 
is the approach used by Natural England. In many cases, 
a seasonal or time of day restriction will be effective and 
the least restrictive approach, rather than a blanket year-
round restriction. For instance, a “dogs on lead” order for 
a picnic area is unlikely to be necessary in mid-winter. 
Where a seasonal restriction has implemented, we would 
strongly recommend a time limited restriction. Beaches 
can be an important local resource for owners to make 
sure their dogs get the required daily off lead exercise. 
The Government provided clear instructions to local 
authorities that they must provide restriction free sites for 
dog walkers to exercise their dogs. This message was 
contained in the guidance document for DCOs, and has 



been retained in both the Defra/Welsh Government and 
Home Office PSPO guidance documents, with the Defra 
guidance for PSPOs stating ‘local authorities should 
ensure there are suitable alternatives for dogs to be 
exercised without restrictions’. 
Dogs on lead by direction 
The Kennel Club welcomes ‘dogs on lead by direction’ 
orders, as these allow responsible dog owners to 
exercise their dogs off lead without restriction providing 
their dogs are under control, whilst allowing the local 
authority powers to restrict dogs not under control. We 
would also recommend local authorities make use of the 
other more flexible and targeted measures at their 
disposal such as Acceptable Behavioural Contracts and 
Community Protection Notices. Kennel Club Good 
Citizen Training Clubs and our accredited trainers can 
also help those people whose dogs run out of control due 
to them not having the ability to train a good recall. 
Exclusion from playgrounds, tennis courts or skate 
parks etc, 
The Kennel Club does not normally oppose Orders to 
exclude dogs from playgrounds, or enclosed recreational 
facilities such as tennis courts or skate parks, as long as 
alternative provisions are made for dog walkers in the 
vicinity. We would also point out that children and dogs 
should be able to socialise together quite safely under 
adult supervision, and that having a child in the home is 
the biggest predictor for a family owning a dog. 
Sports pitches 
With regards to sports pitches, welcome the council’s 
proposal to implement exclusion and dogs on lead zones 
that only apply when an “organised event is taking 
place”. We are aware in many areas, dog walkers do 
allow their dogs to exercise on playing fields when they 
are not in use, and therefore believe this proposal to be a 
step in the right direction. 
However, we are concerned by the ambiguity of what 
constitutes an “organised event” and how, if at all, these 
events would be signposted to dog walkers. We would 
appreciate clarification regarding access to non-sporting 
events such as fetes, especially whether the ban will be 
applied flexibly dependent on the nature of the organised 
event.  
Additionally, though we understand the safety reasons 
behind a restriction while in use. It is also worth noting 
that compliance with such an order can be difficult for a 
dog walker if there are no boundaries around the playing 
field as when exercising their dogs off lead, dogs will not 
recognise the difference between playing fields and other 
grassed areas. 
SSSIs and nature reserves 
The Kennel Club owns and manages Emblehope Farm, 
a SSSI site, which provides us with expertise regarding 
their management and how dogs affect the sites. 
From the information available to us, there is no apparent 
evidence to show that dogs are having detrimental 
effects the natural spaces in Gosport. According to 
Natural England in the survey attached, The Wild 
Grounds SSSI is in favourable condition (the highest 



rating) and did not identify dogs as a problem for their 
nature conservation status. 
We also take issue with excluding dogs on lead from 
areas in The Wild Grounds where “Gosport Borough 
Council keep animals” given that there is no further 
details regarding where these areas are, nor when the 
animals are present. We believe that this may cause 
confusion and frustration amongst the dog owning 
community as they do not know which sites will be 
restricted. Given the length of time that the PSPO is in 
place for, we are also concerned that this wording may 
mean that the dog owners may be faced with sudden 
restrictions that can disrupt communities of walkers and 
force owners to rely upon impractical alternative sites. 
We would be happy to work with the council and Natural 
England to develop more appropriate measures to 
mitigate against any potential negative impacts of dogs to 
sensitive wildlife sites. 
Maximum number of dogs a person can walk 
The Kennel Club feel that an arbitrary maximum number 
of dogs a person can walk is an inappropriate approach 
to dog control that will often simply displace and intensify 
problems in other areas. The maximum number of dogs 
a person can walk in a controlled manner depends on a 
number of factors relating to the dog walker, the dogs 
being walked, whether leads are used and the location 
where the walking is taking place. 
An arbitrary maximum number can also legitimise and 
encourage people to walk dogs up to the specified limit, 
even if at a given time or circumstance, they cannot 
control that number of dogs. 
We thus suggest that defined outcomes are used instead 
to influence people walking one or more dogs, be that 
domestically or commercially, such as dogs always being 
under control, or not running up to people uninvited, on 
lead in certain areas etc. 
For example, an experienced dog walker may be able to 
keep a large number of dogs under control during a walk, 
whereas an inexperienced private dog owner may 
struggle to keep a single dog under control. Equally the 
size and training of the dogs are key factors; this is why 
an arbitrary maximum number is inappropriate. The 
Kennel Club would recommend the local authority 
instead uses the proposed “dogs on lead by direction” 
orders and targeted measures such as Acceptable 
Behaviour Contracts and Community Protection Orders 
to address people who don’t have control of the dogs 
they are walking. 
A further limitation of a maximum number of dogs per 
person is that that it does not stop people with multiple 
dogs walking together at a given time, while not 
exceeding the maximum number of dogs per person. 
Limits can also encourage some commercial dog walkers 
to leave excess dogs in their vehicles, which can give 
rise to welfare concerns. 
If a maximum number of dogs is being considered due to 
issues arising from commercial dog walkers, we instead 
suggest councils look at accreditation schemes that have 
worked very successfully in places like the East Lothian 
council area. These can be far more effective than 



numerical limits, as they can promote wanted good 
practice, rather than just curb the excesses of just one 
aspect of dog walking. Accreditation can also ensure dog 
walkers are properly insured and act as advocates for 
good behaviour by other dog owners. 
Assistance dogs 
We note that the proposed order includes an exemption 
for those who rely on assistance dogs from a ‘prescribed 
charity’. Based on the latest guidance issued by the 
Equality and Human Rights Commission, we do not 
believe that the exemption are sufficiently broad. 
Many disabled people rely on assistance dogs that are 
not trained by a registered charity. We would submit that 
the guidance from the Equality and Human Rights 
Commission would suggest that the exemption should 
not be limited to only dogs which are trained by 
registered charities. 
We would encourage the Council to adopt the definitions 
of assistance dogs as used by Northumberland Country 
Council which can be found on page 2 of the attached 
document; 
“(4) The term “Assistance Dog” shall mean a dog which 
has been trained to assist a person with a disability. 
(5) The expression “disability” shall have the meaning 
prescribed in section 6 of the Equality Act 2010 or as 
may be defined in any subsequent amendment or re-
enactment of that legislation”

29.02.2020
Individual 

As a responsible dog owner living in Gosport, I would like 
you to consider the following points before making a 
decision on proposed PSPO/DCOs which may affect me 
and my dogs.   
 
1. Re. Fouling of Land by Dogs Order:
• I consider myself a responsible owner and always 
pick up after my dogs. I support enforcement measures 
which target those who fail to clean up after their dog and 
dispose of it in the bin. 
• I would like the Council to support my responsible 
efforts by providing plenty of litter bins and ensuring 
funds generated from fines are reinvested into keeping 
the community clean.
2. Re. Dog Exclusion Order:
• I understand that there are some areas, such as 
children’s play areas, where it is desirable for dogs to be 
excluded. However, I would prefer to see exclusion areas 
kept to a minimum and restricted to enclosed spaces. 
• If an area does exclude dogs, I would hope to be 
provided with plenty of information to direct me to local 
alternative areas where my dogs and I are welcome.  
 3. Re. Dog Exclusion Order and beaches: 
• If the Council does choose to implement this 
order, I would hope that there would be a mutual 
compromise between beach goers and dog owners e.g. 
allowing dogs onto the beach in the evenings or early 

- The constituent 
requests an increase 
in the litter bins, but 
generally supports the 
order. 



mornings, or having dog friendly sections on the 
beaches.  
• Strict dog exclusion restrictions could also lead to 
a decrease in people visiting areas along the coast, 
which could have a negative impact on our local 
restaurants, hotels and shops in the area. 
4. Re. Dogs on Leads Order:
• I would like the Council to consider my duty of 
care requirements under the Animal Welfare Act 2006 
(section 9) which requires my dogs to exhibit normal 
behaviour patterns – this includes the need for my dogs 
to exercise and run off lead.  
• The Council should ensure that there are a 
number of well sign-posted areas locally for my dogs to 
exercise off-lead.  
5. Re. Dogs on Lead by Direction Order:
• I believe a Leads by Direction Order to be 
preferable to Dogs on Leads as it targets individuals who 
have dogs which are causing a nuisance without 
restricting responsible dog owners and their dogs.
 
I hope you take into consideration my points and 
recognise the benefits that dog owners and their dogs 
have on the local community. You may like to know that 
the animal welfare organisation Dogs Trust is happy to 
work with Local Authorities and offers help and support 
for those looking to tackle irresponsible dog ownership in 
the community.


