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1. Key Findings 

 

 Almost all respondents agreed that the Council should take enforcement 
action against dog fouling (94%), with most (88%) strongly agreeing 
 

 Objections include the potential cost to the Council, it being too severe a 
measure or impractical to implement, or the order being unnecessary / not 
useful in countryside spaces 
 

 The majority of respondents strongly agreed that the enforcement should 
apply to common land, woodland, farmland and moorland 
 

 Regarding the quantity of the fine, the majority of respondents felt a fixed 
£100 was enough (59%) 
 

 The majority of respondents (76%) strongly agreed that officers should be 
able to require a person in control of a dog to demonstrate they have a way to 
clean up after it, and 31% of respondents said these powers should apply in 
all circumstances 
 

 However for those who disagreed (12%), the most frequent concerns was that 
there might be extenuating circumstances, such as having used and thrown 
away the bags earlier in the walk, and that it was wrong to prosecute for a 
potential crime of dog fouling before it had happened. 
 

 Individuals or organisations who responded to the consultation by email 
(including a number of Town and Parish Councils) were mostly in favour of 
the proposal. Some suggestions included improving proactive measures such 
as availability of dog waste bins and signage, and applying the PSPO more to 
towns, exiting problem areas and sports pitches than to common land. 
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2. Consultation Purpose, Methodology and Response 

Purpose 

 

South Gloucestershire Council is proposing to use the powers under Section 59 of 
the Anti-Social Behaviour Crime and Policing Act 2014 to make a Public Spaces 
Protection Order (PSPO) in relation to dog fouling. The council also consulted on a 
proposal to give authorised officers the power to require a person in control of a dog 
to demonstrate that they have the means to clear up after their dog(s). The aim of 
the consultation was to gain public feedback on these proposals in order to make a 
decision about whether to proceed with the proposals. 

 

Methodology 

 

Paper and online surveys were available for residents on the council’s consultation 
webpage or in libraries and one stop shops. Comments were also invited via letter, 
email, social media and telephone. Email notifications were sent to a wide range of 
consultees including all councillors, town & parish councils, CVS organisations, local 
MPs and environmental groups 

 

Copies of this information were available from the dedicated consultation website: 
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/consult.ti/PSPO19 

 

The consultation period ran from 29th November 2018 until 11th January 2019. 

 

The consultation received 305 survey responses, 1 telephone call, and 16 email 
responses. 

 

 
 
General Caveats 
 
The results this consultation are not necessarily statistically representative of the 
views of South Gloucestershire residents due to the nature of the consultation 
methodology used. The Viewpoint panel responses have been weighted so that the 
sample is statistically representative of South Gloucestershire residents in 
proportions of gender, age, ethnicity and ward of home address. It may not be 
representative in other demographic or attitudinal factors. 
 
Due to the software used and the different response options open to respondents, it 
was possible for non-viewpoint panellists to submit more than one response to the 
survey. This has been monitored during the consultation period and analysis and it 

https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/consult.ti/PSPO19
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does not appear to have been abused or be a significant issue affecting the 
response. 
 
Any obvious duplicate comments, personal information and comments that can 
identify individuals, have been removed from the comments analysis. Percentages 
used in this report have been rounded and may not add up to exactly 100%. For 
some survey questions, respondents could select more than one response which 
also means that percentages can total more than 100%. 
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3. Survey Analysis 

 
 
Almost all respondents agreed that the Council should take enforcement action 
against dog fouling (94%), with most (88%) strongly agreeing. Those who owned 
dogs were likely to agree as much as respondetns without dogs (93% vs. 95%). 
However respondents in Cotswold Edge were more liekly than average to disagree 
(43%). 
 

 
Table 1:Q2 “To what extent do you agree or disagree that the Council should take enforcement 
action against people who don't clear up after their dogs” 

 Respondents 

Strongly agree 88% 

Tend to agree 6% 

Neither agree nor disagree 1% 

Tend to disagree 2% 

Strongly disagree 2% 

 

Base: All respondents (n=303) 

For the minority of respondents who disagree with the proposal, objections include 

the potential cost to the Council, it being too severe a measure or impractical to 

implement, or the order being unnecessary / not useful in countryside spaces 

Table 2: Q3: “If you disagree please tell us why” 

Because you have underused dog warden resources so why the interest now 

Cats consistently foul everyone’s gardens, pathways - anywhere there is grass or mud Litter and 

graffiti and vandalism is a far bigger problem. Some dogs do phantom poos. The dog goes through 

the motions of defecating but does not expel any faeces. 

I agree with the clearing of dog fouling in public places, but on common land the general grass is 

uncut & the facilities for disposal is not adequate 

I do agree that dog owners should be responsible and made to clear up after their dogs. However, 

I don’t like the precedence this kind of action sets. It should be inclusive of all animal fouling (e.g. 

horses, cats). Why are the owners of these animals exempt from the responsibility of clearing up 

after the pets? 

I have rarely seen any issues with dog fouling sufficient the warrant a pspo 

Impractical and costly to enforce. Fox's, Badgers and Deer defecate all over the countryside not to 

mention cattle and horses on the commons, which are different from parkland and residential 

open spaces. I fail to see how extending this policy is sensible especially when SGC is trying to save 

money. 
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In my opinion this is quite ridiculous, you may not see the dog relieve itself, it uses more plastic 

bags than necessary and will cost the council more money to monitor and enforce. What's the 

right of appeal and how many more dog litter bins need to be made available and serviced. Surely 

there are more pressing matters for the council to use their restricted resources on. 

More important things to spend the limited budget on! 

The negative impact of dog fouling in rural environments, where there is often already an 

abundance of excrement from other creatures, tends to be exaggerated. The current proposal 

merely asks that dog walkers be challenged to show they are carrying a bag. As a frequent hiker, I 

am growing increasingly bothered by dog-walkers who leave these bags lying on or near 

footpaths, or who leave excrement-filled bags tied to trees, gates etc. This, to me, is more a 

problem than someone letting their dog relieve itself off-path. I personally suffer constant 

problems of cats using my garden as a toilet; a problem that no one, nowhere seems prepared to 

confront. I would support banning dog-fouling from urban environments but one only has to walk 

around any South Gloucestershire town to see that this is not being policed - the council often 

pinning up eyesore signs asking neighbours to report on one another; which is fundamentally 

distasteful. I suspect any expansion of the current law would go equally unpoliced. A more serious 

problem on rural land is dog-walkers leaving their dog off-leash in fields with livestock. I have 

confronted owners about this and am usually insulted as a consequence. 

The powers proposed to require people to prove they have poo bags even if no offence has been 

committed is draconian and way out of proportion to the importance of the offence. I believe it 

infringes on civil liberties. If no bag can be produced by a dog walker, what power exists to 

demand details of identity ? This proposal goes way beyond what is necessary to deal with the 

offence and is not practical. Council should concentrate on more important issues for its 

community such as open drugs dealing on the streets, vandalism and burglary offences. Giving the 

Police adequate resorces and facilities to deal effectively with these matters should be the 

priority...not harassing dog walkers. 

This will inevitably lead to some dogs being abandoned when owners are faced with a fine. 

Furthermore, it would be an invasion of civil liberty if members of the public were denied the right 

to exercise their dogs in open spaces. This also appears to be a fundamental misuse of powers 

under Section 59 of the Anti-Social Behaviour Crime and Policing Act 2014 and may be interpreted 

as Anti-Social Behaviour in itself. There is simply no justification in such a blanket Order. Whilst 

there may be an argument for such an Order to apply on Council owned property there can be no 

justification for such an Order to be applied over property in private ownership over which the 

General Public may have access. There should never be an 'opt-out' approach to such an Order 

although any landowner should have the right to 'opt-in'. 
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The majority of respondents strongly agreed that the enforcement should apply to 

common land, woodland, farmland and moorland, with common land gaining the 

most support (89% total agreement). 

Chart 1: Q4 “To what extent do you agree or disagree that the Council should enforce against 

dog fouling on the following types of land which the public have access to, unless the land 

owner or occupier has given consent for people not to clear up?” 

 
 

Base: All respondents (n=303) 

 

Residents in Cotswold Edge were more likely to disagree with the proposal for all 

areas (disagreement 71% all), whilst 50% of residents in Yate North and Yate 

Central disagreed with the order for common land, woodland and farmland. 

 

Regarding areas to exclude, some respondents seem to have answered which areas 
they do not want to be excluded – primarily footpaths / pavements (11) or play areas 
(7), while others are more likely to have answered what they do want to be excluded 
when they said private property (11), nowhere (4) and hard to access places such as 
ditches or deep woodland (2). 
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Table 3: Q5 “If there are any additional types of land which you feel should be excluded from 
enforcement against dog fouling please let us know” 

 Theme  No. of comments 

Pavements & footpaths 11 

Private property 10 

Everywhere 9 

Playgrounds, playing fields & pitches 7 

None 4 

Beaches 2 

Need more dog waste bins 2 

Roads 2 

Hard to access places 2 

Base: respondents who commented on areas to exclude (n=41) 

 

Regarding the quantity of the fine, the majority of respondents felt a fixed £100 was 
enough (59%), however disabled respondents were more likely to think it was too 
little (33% vs 23% non-disabled respondents) or that a fixed penalty notice shouldn’t 
exist (17% vs. 4% non-disabled respondents) 

 

Table 4 Q6 “We are proposing to offer a Fixed Penalty Notice of a maximum of £100 as an 
alternative to prosecution. Do you think this is the right amount?” 

Answer % of Respondents 

£100 is too much 14% 

£100 is about the right amount 59% 

£100 is too little 22% 

Do not think there should be an option of a 
fixed penalty notice 

5% 

Don't know / no opinion 1% 

Base: All respondents (n=303) 
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The majority of respondents (76%) strongly agreed that officers should be able to 
require a person in control of a dog to demonstrate they have a way to clean up after 
it. Dog owners were more likely to disagree with this proposal (23%) than non dog 
owners (7%). Respondents in Cotswold Edge were particularly likely to disagree 
(57% vs. 12% all respondents) 

 

Table 5 Q7 “To what extent do you agree or disagree with the proposal that the authorised 
officers are given the power to require a person in control of a dog to demonstrate that they 
have the appropriate means to clean up after their dog?” 

Answer % of Respondents 

Strongly agree 76% 

Tend to agree 10% 

Neither agree nor disagree 2% 

Tend to disagree 4% 

Strongly disagree 8% 

Base: All respondents (n=303) 

 

 

Of the 36 respondents who disagreed with the idea of requiring a person in control of 
a dog to demonstrate that they had the appropriate means to clean up after it, all 
provided a reason for their disagreement. 

The most frequent concern was that there might be extenuating circumstances, such 
as having used and thrown away the bags earlier in the walk (10 mentions). After 
this the most frequent comment was that it was wrong to prosecute for a crime 
before it happened (the actual dog fouling) or if it never would actually happen and 
was only hypothetical (9 mentions).  

8 respondents felt that the council should not have this much power (e.g. to stop and 
search), while 6 comments mentioned this being an invasion of privacy or 
infringement of rights. And 6 respondents felt it would not work in practice anyway. 

 

Table 6 Q8 “If you disagree, please tell us why” 

 

Theme Number of 
comments 

Doesn't take into account if dog owner uses all bags or doesn't carry enough / has 

used and thrown away already 

10 

Wrong to prosecute if dog has not fouled yet 9 

Council shouldn't have this power / they are not the police 8 

Unworkable / won't happen in practice / don't have financial resources or dog 

wardens to carry out 

6 

Invasion of privacy or human rights / infringes on civil liberty 6 

Who will enforce or benefit from this? 4 
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Miscellaneous 3 

Shouldn't approach if no evidence / would feel uncomfortable being approached 3 

Should only apply in certain areas e.g. Roads or not if in difficult to reach spot 2 

Will there be bins to dispose of dog waste? / should be more bins 1 

Will create more plastic in landfill 1 

Don't believe this is an ASB crime 1 

Council may abuse this to raise funds through seeking people to fine 1 

 

Base: respondents who disagreed with Q7 (n=36) 

 

 

Over half of respondents who answered under what circumstances they felt these 
powers were appropriate, said all or any time (95 mentions), while only 14 said under 
no circumstance. 

There were a number of respondents who felt there should be some conditions, such 
as when there is evidence of fouling having taken place (21 mentions), or only in 
public or busy places, or recreation grounds (17 mentions).  

 

 

 

Table 7 Q9 “Under what circumstances do you think it is appropriate to use this power?” 

 

 

Theme Number of comments 

All / any circumstance 95 

When crime has fouling has been seen / recorded 21 

Only in public / built up areas / recreation or sports areas 17 

None 14 

Only in extreme / reoccurring circumstances 8 

Miscellaneous 7 

If dog is off the lead / not under control 6 

Areas where a problem has been previously reported 4 

Children’s play areas 4 

Not for minors or vulnerable people 3 

Only if there are clear signs and bins 3 

In areas with lots of dogs 2 

Not sure where to draw the line 1 

Only on council property 1 
 

Base: All respondents (n=181) 
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3.1 Survey Respondent Profile 

Information about respondents is collected as part of the consultation survey. This 
information is used to better understand the views of people participating in the 
consultation and to inform the council’s equalities duty. It is used to understand how 
the views of people participating differ depending on where they live, who they are 
and which services they use. Significant differences between respondent types have 
been highlighted in the equalities report. 
 
The tables below provide a breakdown of the gender, age and ethnicity profile of 
respondents, where this information was supplied. 
 
 
Table 8 Q1 “Are you responding as 

Respondent Type % of Respondents 

A local resident 99% 

A voluntary, community sector organisation 1% 

A parish or town council 0% 

A local business 0% 

Other 0% 

Base: All respondents (n=287) 

Table 9 Gender  

Gender Number of respondents 

Female 156 

Male 112 
Base: All respondents (n=268 ) 

Table 10 Age 

Age group Number of respondents 

Under 45 74 

45 - 64 122 

65+ 73 
Base: All respondents (n= 269) 

 

Table 11 Disability 

Disability Number of respondents 

Disabled 12 

Not disabled 248 
                                                                                            

Base: All respondents (n= 260) 



PSPO Dog Fouling Consultation Output Report 
2019  13 
 
 

 

Table 12 Ethnicity   

Ethnic Origin Number of respondents 

White British 238 

BAME and White non-British 13 

   Base: All respondents (n= 251) 

 

Table 13 Dog ownership 

Do you currently own a dog?  % of respondents 

Yes 39% 

No 60% 

   Base: All respondents (n= 250) 
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4. Analysis of Other Representations 

 
16 emails from 15 individuals or organisations, 0 letters and 1 telephone call were 

received regarding the consultation. 

 

Table 14: Email responses received by type of respondent 

Type of 

Respondent 

Email content 

Member of public I note that in the news article promoting this consultation: 
 
https://sites.southglos.gov.uk/newsroom/environment/irresponsible-dog-
owners-targeted-in-south-gloucestershire/ 
 
it is stated that dog fouling increases as the darker nights draw in. 
 
I conclude that in order to be most effective, enforcement measures, 
including the new proposals, would need to carried out during the hours of 
darkness. Is this something the council does or plans to do and are there 
any additional costs associated with this? 
 
Issuing penalty notices could lead to confrontation in some circumstances. 
Have you considered the need to provide council officers with additional 
protection, including the use of body-worn video cameras? 
 
Please record the above comments in your consultation report, along with 
appropriate responses. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
A resident of BS32 [redacted] 

Member of public Email #1:  
https://www.facebook.com/227329630748141/posts/1260837997397294/  
I work for Bradley Stoke Matters and have lived in Bradley Stoke for 20 
years..I have just posted the above and it is in our 2019 
magazines https://www.mattersmagazines.co.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2018/12/WFM-Jan19-WEB.pdf 
As a responsible Dog owner I am 100000% behind this BUT the same needs 
to be done for cats!!!Why are they allowed to roam our streets and gardens 
and mess everywhere whilst the owners have no idea what theyre up 
to??What is being done about that?? 
 
 
 

https://sites.southglos.gov.uk/newsroom/environment/irresponsible-dog-owners-targeted-in-south-gloucestershire/
https://sites.southglos.gov.uk/newsroom/environment/irresponsible-dog-owners-targeted-in-south-gloucestershire/
https://www.facebook.com/227329630748141/posts/1260837997397294/
https://www.mattersmagazines.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/WFM-Jan19-WEB.pdf
https://www.mattersmagazines.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/WFM-Jan19-WEB.pdf
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Email #2: And you’ve cut down on the number of dog bins in the area and 
they aren’t emptied often enough!!! 
 

Member of public The dog fouling in coalpitheath has got worse , I have on occasion picked up 
other people’s dog mess in the manor field as they give responsible dog 
owners a bad name. If they’re not carrying any bags they obviously don’t 
intend to clean up so I have no problem with being stopped and checked. 
 

Member of public I support the council in this matter. 
 
Stroud District Council has had this clear up law for a few years. Dog mess 
has reduced considerably, but still persists in places. They don't have the 
law to stop people and ask if they have the means of clearing up, so you will 
be one up on them, all credit to you for the proposal 
 
SDC have gone one further and require dogs to be kept on lead on all canal 
towpaths in the district, so the owners can see them at all times, and also in 
ALL car parks in the district, although these laws are widely ignored - the 
signs are too small. If you have any further plans these could be included, 
making it safer for dog and man. 
 

Aust Parish Council Many thanks for your mail. 
  
The proposal was discussed at a recent meeting of Aust Parish Council, 
who fully support the proposed dog fouling protection order. This is in 
terms of both extending the land types on which people have to clear up 
after their dogs and giving authorised officers the power to require 
evidence the owner has means to clear up after their dog.  
  
The Council also feel that the proposal could be extended to cover the 
removal of used bags, particularly from the countryside. Used bags are 
often found hanging from trees/bushes or left on walkways and in fields. In 
addition, signage could be extended to make clear where dogs should be 
kept on leads, particularly on farm land. 
  
I have also completed the online survey relating to the consultation on 
behalf of the Council. 
  
Best wishes 
 

Pucklechurch 

Parish Council 

Dear Sirs 
Pucklechurch Parish Council reviewed the documentation regarding the 
Public Space Protection Order at its meeting on 19th December and resolved 
to support the proposal.  
 



PSPO Dog Fouling Consultation Output Report 
2019  16 
 
 

Hawkesbury Parish 

Council 

Good Afternoon 
 
Following the Parish Council meeting on Monday 17th December 2018, 
Hawkesbury Parish Council made the following comments to the above 
consultation; 
 
Hawkesbury Parish Council appreciates and supports the order but feel SGC 
should be mindful that it will be a waste of time on the Commons, but will 
be useful if applied  in hot spot/problem  areas.  
 

Wick and Abson 

Parish Council 

Hi 
 
Following on from request for comments on the consultation re Public 
Space protection order, please be advised Wick and Abson parish Council 
fully support this consultation. 
 

Oldland Parish 

Council  

Good Morning 
 
The Parish Council wishes to express its support for the introduction of 
the Public Space Protection Order (Dog Fouling). 
 
Anything that assists in the control of dog fouling is to be welcomed. 
 

Member of public Hi south glos 

 

I note you are proposing the above order for the Horton area, and the 

legislating shows that you must demonstrate that you have evidence to 

show the presences of dog faceces is likely which must be based on 

complaints or a documentation history.  

 

Can you show me where the complaints are held with the number of 

complaints compared the a similar area . 

 

Regards  

 

Member of public Good Morning, 
  
Ref; Public Spaces Protection Order: Dog Fouling 
  
Although I agree with the proposed increase in protection of public spaces 
from Dog Fouling I think there is more danger to public health with this 
problem on sports pitches.  It’s well documented of the serious 



PSPO Dog Fouling Consultation Output Report 
2019  17 
 
 

consequences due to infection, disease and in extreme cases limbs being 
amputated and loss of sight. 
  
I feel strongly that dogs should not be allowed to foul sports pitches, in 
these cases even if the owner clears up after the dog there will inevitably 
still be some residue left on the grass.   
  
So the only way is to ban dogs on any sports pitch 
  
During sports it’s common for participants to come into contact with the 
grass with their whole bodies, apart from being disgusting it can have 
serious consequences if it gets into an open wound. 
  
It can also get onto hands which can then be transferred to other parts of 
the body / face / eyes 
  
In the instance of e.g. rugby the face can come directly into contact with the 
grass / faeces 
  
Younger players are more at risk due the tendency to be on the ground 
more often and lack of knowledge of hygiene / dangers 
  
There are many sports pitches which suffer this problem, one example is 
the Ridings in Chipping Sodbury (Home to St Nicholas FC, Chipping Sodbury 
RFC etc).  Lots of dogs are walked on this area and often people drive to this 
area to walk their dogs.  The dogs should not be allowed to enter the sports 
pitch at all so when near these areas (e.g. passing the pitch) the dog should 
be kept under control or on a lead 
  
Best Regards, 
  
  
PS I’m a dog owner so my views do not come from only one side of the 

fence 😊 
 

Member of public To whom it may concern 
 
I have read the consultation document relating to the possible extension to 
public spaces in South Gloucestershire where dog owners would be legally 
responsible for clearing up their dog’s excrement. 
  
I have been in touch with my local counsellor, June Bamfield and expresed 
my concern about dogs using the sports field off Greenbank Road, Hanham 
as a dog toilet.  As you may be aware, even when dog owners act in a more 
responsible manner by picking up their animal’s mess, the ground has 
become contaminated. A number of serious medical conditions, not the 
least being Toxocariasis, can result from Contact with contaminated land. 
People playing football inevitably are at risk from such contamination. 
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As I understand it BOCO leases the land, from the owner, which I believe is 
South Gloucestershire. My understanding is that playing fields are for 
recreational use by people of all ages, not dogs. 
 
I contacted the Fields in Trust Charity to ask what is their policy on allowing 
dogs to go on to sports fields and contaminate the land where sports 
people are exposed to serious health conditions. Fields in Trust said it is up 
to the owner, in this case South Gloucestershire, to decide whether or not 
dogs are allowed on the land. 
 
My experience in Shropshire, where there is a cricket field, owned by the 
Playing Fields Association, all but assistance dogs are banned and there is a 
clean field all the year round. 
 
A couple of weeks ago I spoke with a gentlemen called [redacted], a 
volunteer for BOCO and he said it took him one and a half hours to clear up 
35 lots of dog mess in preparation for football games. His hard work does of 
course not solve the problem of contamination. As a society don’t we want 
to encourage all people to be more active and is it really acceptable that 
generous volunteers like John should be clearing up dog mess on sports 
fields in South Gloucestershire? 
 

Member of public You should  do what they do in Gibraltar  everyone  that has a dog it is 
D/N/A tested so if you don't  pick up after the dog they can track  the 
owner  and give them a fine. Also carry a bottle  of disinfectant  to wash 
down after we're they can  
 

Member of public Whilst I applaud your initiatives on the matter of dog mess, - and especially 
the eyes, which have been shown to reduce all kinds of anti social 
behaviour -   May I ask if you would reconsider the matter of dog bins?  At 
the moment (especially in warm weather) the littler bins smell so appalling 
that I fear people will stop using them for litter. I understand all the reasons 
for removing dog bins, but is there no leaway to introduce a few at 
important spots ?  
 

 

The Kennel Club provided the following response: 
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One telephone call was received from a female resident who lived in Little Stoke, 

and mentioned that the grass in the local area is only cut twice a year so it is too long 

to see / avoid any dog fouling, therefore ideally the grass needs to be cut more often. 

She felt that dog fouling was a bad problem at the community centre in Little Stoke, 

and it wasn’t as bad when there used to be more dog wardens. She also suggested 

shutting play areas to dogs at certain times, using volunteers as enforcers, and 

providing better lighting at night. 
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Appendix: Copy of survey 
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