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SUMMARY  
This report has been prepared in order to update members on the current situation 
regarding dog fouling in the District and in response to a number of questions raised at 
a previous meeting of this committee.

RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that the Environment Overview and Scrutiny Committee consider the 
content of the report and make a recommendation to Cabinet as to a preferred way 
forward. 



1. BACKGROUND TO REPORT;

1.1 Britain is known for being a nation of dog lovers.  This reflects the high regard 
that the general population has for dogs, and the close relationship that many 
people have with their own dog.

1.2 Dog fouling is one of the most unacceptable and offensive type of litter on our 
streets. Recent research carried out by the Association for Public Service 
Excellence shows that 73% of us consider dog fouling as the issue the public 
are most concerned about in our public parks and green spaces.

1.3 Dog fouling is not only deeply unpleasant, it is dangerous. Whilst rare, contact 
with dog excrement can cause toxocariasis – a nasty infection that can lead to 
dizziness, nausea, asthma and even blindness and seizures. Children are 
particularly vulnerable to this infection.

1.4 Anyone who fails to clear up after their dog can be issued with a Fixed Penalty 
Notice (currently £80). If the fine is not paid and the case goes to court the cost 
of the fine could increase up to £1,000 which the person in control of the dog at 
the time of the offence would be required to pay.  The law states that being 
unaware a dog has fouled or not having a suitable bag is not a reasonable 
excuse.

1.5 Legislation
Dog control orders have been in place in South Kesteven since 2010, the detail 
of these orders is set out below.

 Dog control areas - No dogs allowed at any time within 29 designated 
District Council and Parish/Town Council play areas.

 Dog Fouling - All public open spaces within SKDC are covered by these 
orders.

 Dogs on leads – Dogs are required to be put on a lead in all public open 
spaces within South Kesteven (when asked to do so by an authorised 
officer). 

1.6 These orders will be superseded in October of this year and will be replaced 
with Public Spaces Protection Orders (PSPOs).  All existing dog control 
orders will automatically transfer to become PSPOs.

1.7 Scale of problem
Discussions with Elected Members and local Parish Councils highlight that dog 
fouling is an issue within South Kesteven.  The volumes reported to us are low 
with an average of 220 cases reported each year equating to 4 per week.  
These figures peak in the winter months with November- March showing a 
higher rate of reported incidents.

A small survey of 10 Parish Councils identified that 40% have issues raised on 
a consistent basis and 60% less frequently.

1.8 As you would expect most reports are from the main towns and villages with 
some evidence to suggest that lower lit areas and areas with less of a public 
overview suffering more.  There are indications that locations on the fringe of 



populated areas also suffer more as people do not feel as if they need to pick 
up from what they consider to be open countryside. However one such location 
advises local dog walkers to leave the waste off the path rather than for it to be 
bagged and left hanging from a branch as this has become an even greater 
problem. 

 
1.9 Our current response

1.9.1 Education 
This has been proven to be the most efficient way to deal with these issues 
within existing resource. Signage is installed at “hot spots” with signage 
templates also being circulated to Parish Councils upon request.  Officers 
engage with dog walkers during routine patrols in order to educate them 
regarding dog fouling and seeking their views on the scale of the problem.  

1.9.2 Enforcement
Reactive patrols are carried out based on intelligence from the customer or 
local community representative.  This is not a particularly effective or productive 
way to detect offenders given the nature of the offence.  Engagement with 
Parish and Town Councils is carried out should a problem be identified in order 
to discuss solutions. 

Letters are sent to all householders within specific locations that suffer from dog 
fouling in order to set out what is required of dog owners.  These letters can 
also be used to encourage residents to provide us with information to allow us 
to investigate further. Residents are keen to report problems to us but are 
reluctant to provide us with intelligence relating to the possible offenders for a 
number of reasons, fear of reprisal being one of those.

Fixed Penalty Notices (FPNs) can be issued by authorised officers of the 
Council and others designated to do so.  This could include Parish Council 
representatives and private enforcement contractors working on behalf of the 
District Council providing all those authorised have had the necessary training.  
The Police and Police Community Support Officers (PCSO’s) are currently 
unable to issue FPNs for dog fouling under the existing dog control orders but 
will be able to do so under the new regime of PSPOs.  The police have 
indicated that they will be unlikely to give dog fouling a high priority.

No fixed penalty notices have been issued for the previous three years, the very 
nature of the offence makes it difficult to catch offenders in the act.  Covert 
surveillance isn’t an option as legislation does not allow this.

1.9.3 Challenge
Dealing effectively with this offence is particularly resource intensive, long 
periods of time would need to be spent observing specific locations which does 
not prove to be particularly effective or indeed the best use of limited officer 
time. There is limited capacity within the existing team to carry out proactive 
patrols - five operational officers cover the District dealing with all aspects of 
environmental crime and anti-social behaviour. Their current workload is 
significant with over 2000 environmental and anti-social behaviour reports a 
year. 



1.10 Response - Suggested courses of action
There are a number of options to consider and some are show below. This is 
not an exhaustive list and Members may wish to propose alternative ideas.

 National initiatives - Sign up to Keep Britain Tidy and take part in their 
national campaigns.

 
 Local initiatives - free dog poo bags, schools involvement, spray paint, 

stencils.  These have all had limited success in other areas but ultimately 
the responsibility lies with the dog owner.

 Increase number of bins at hot spot locations.

 Continue as is, target patrols based on local intelligence, encourage 
reporters to provide details of offenders and progress on this basis.

 Maintain education - signage, letters, leaflets etc.

 Positive media to remind/educate - this has worked particularly well with 
the success we have had regarding fly tipping and littering with 
significant public support.

 Review current enforcement programme in order to provide an increased 
enforcement regime, aiming for this to be either cost neutral or generate 
an income stream from FPN income.  In order for this to be a realistic 
and viable option for an external provider this would also include other 
offences where a Fixed Penalty Notice would apply such as littering.

 Review the existing dog control orders and modify within accordingly 
within the new legislation with fines set at a level to maximise income and 
deter offenders. 

 Maintain a watching brief on those Authorities that have implemented a 
requirement for all dog owners within their area to register their dogs DNA 
on a local authority data base.

 Introduce a new public space protection order for the whole of South 
Kesteven to require dog walkers to have with them a receptacle to pick up 
dog waste and if they fail to produce one on request to receive a fixed 
penalty notice.

2. OTHER OPTIONS CONSIDERED
No other options considered as part of this report

3. RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS 
Dependent upon any subsequent action arising from this report



4. RISK AND MITIGATION 
No significant risks have been identified in this report, a specific risk 
assessment will be considered prior to any actions being taken as a result of 
this report.

5. ISSUES ARISING FROM IMPACT ANALYSIS (EQUALITY, SAFEGUARDING 
etc.)
No requirement to complete this analysis

6. CRIME AND DISORDER IMPLICATIONS
There is a clear connection between standards of cleanliness and 
environmental crime, as well as significantly impacting upon our environments 
this can encourage more serious matters such as criminal damage and anti-
social behaviour.

7. COMMENTS OF FINANCIAL SERVICES
There are no specific financial comments arising from this report.

8. COMMENTS OF LEGAL AND DEMOCRATIC SERVICES
8.1 The legislation related to dog fouling has changed over recent years. The Dog 

Fouling of Land Act was repealed by the Clean Neighbourhoods and 
Environment Act 2005. This has now been replaced by “Dog Control Orders” 
within the Anti-Social Behaviour Crime and Policing Act 2014 (the act) and 
forms part of a Public Space Protection Order (PSPO). 

8.2 If the Council determine that there should be changes to the Council’s current 
dog control order and introduce a PSPO under the Anti-Social Behaviour Crime 
and Policing Act 2014, section 59 provides that a local authority may make such 
an order provided it is satisfied on reasonable grounds that the following two 
conditions are met:

8.3 The first condition:

 activities carried on in a public place within the authority’s area have had a 
detrimental effect on the quality of life of those in the locality, or

 it is likely that activities will be carried on in a public place within that area 
and that they will have such an effect.

8.4 The second condition that the effect, or the likely effect, of the activities:

 is, or is likely to be, of a persistent or continuing nature,
 is, or is likely to be, such as to make the activities unreasonable, and
 justifies the restrictions imposed by the order 

8.5 A PSPO may not have effect for a period of more than 3 years unless extended.  
To extend the Council would again need to be satisfied that the conditions 
mentioned above are met. 

9. COMMENTS OF OTHER RELEVANT SERVICES 
None


