
 
 

Report to: Communities Committee, 17th March 2021 
 

Report of: Corporate Director, Homes and Communities 
 

 
Subject: REVIEW OF WORCESTER CITY COUNCIL PUBLIC SPACES PROTECTION 

ORDER (No 1 of 2018) - DOG CONTROL 
 
1. Recommendation 

 
1.1 To note the contents of the report and in particular: 

a. the consultation responses at Appendix 1 

b. the draft Public Space Protection Order (PSPO) at Appendix 2 

c. the Equality Impact Assessment at Appendix 3; 

1.2 To approve the detail of the Dog Control PSPO at Appendix 2 to include: 

a. The disposal of dog faeces by a person in charge of a dog 

b. A dog must not be taken into or kept in a “dog exclusion area” by a 
person in charge of a dog 

c. The maximum number of dogs to be under a single person’s 
supervision is set at four;  

d. To extend the Dog Control PSPO from 6th July 2021 to 5th July 2024; 

and 

1.3 To note the further work that will be undertaken in respect of  Perdiswell 

and Pitchcroft public open spaces, and reported back to this Committee. 

2. Background 
 

2.1 The Environment Committee authorised the implementation of a Public Space 
Protection Order (PSPO) relating to dog control on 29th May 2018.  The order made by 

Worcester City Council which applies to public open space across the City was executed 
on 6th July and provides for: 

• the removal of dog faeces by a person in charge of a dog 

• a dog must not be taken into or kept in a “dog exclusion area” by a person in 
charge of a dog 

• a maximum number of four dogs that can be under the supervision of a single 
person 

2.2 Exclusion areas are limited to those covered by existing byelaws, which are Astwood 

and St John cemeteries. 

https://www.worcester.gov.uk/?option=com_fileman&view=file&routed=1&name=Worcester%20City%20Council%20(Dog%20Control)%20Public%20Spaces%20Protection%20Order.pdf&folder=PDF%20Documents%2FCommunity%20Safety%2FPSPO&container=fileman-files


2.3 The PSPO is enforceable, it is an offence not to comply with a PSPO; a person guilty 
of an offence is liable on summary conviction to a fine not exceeding level 3 on the 

standard scale, which is set at £70.00 in Worcester currently. 

2.4 The maximum duration of a PSPO is three years, but they can last for shorter periods 
of time where appropriate (Home Office guidance 2014).  Prior to its expiry it may be 

extended, for a further period of not more than 3 years, if the order making authority 
is satisfied, on reasonable grounds, that doing so is necessary to prevent occurrence 

or reoccurrence of the activities identified in the Order.  A PSPO may be extended 
more than once. 

2.5 The Council must consult with residents and/ or the communities affected by the 

prohibitions detailed in the order. 

2.6 Communities Committee on 28th October 2020 approved the undertaking of a four-

week public consultation exercise as part of reviewing the Public Spaces Protection 
Order.  A public consultation was run from 18th December to 24th January 2021.  The 

questions and summary responses are detailed at Appendix 1. 

2.7 The consultation was run through the City Council Have Your Say website.  A press 
release was issued on 21st December 2020 to all local media providers, but the 

newspapers did not feature the story.  The consultation was advertised in the Council’s 
resident magazine City Life which was distributed from 6th January 2021.  Paid adverts 

were posted on Facebook timelines of those people registered within Worcester with a 
reach of 26,360 and 1,357 of those people followed the link. 

3. Consultation summary 

3.1 471 people completed the survey. 

3.2 63% of those people completing the survey were aware of the existing dog controls 

in place.  78% of respondents either owned, have owned or walk someone else’s 
dog. 

Dog waste 

3.3 Just over 77% stated they often see uncollected dog waste.  With the most common 
locations described as footpaths, grass verges, residential verges and parks, see 

figure 1. 



 

Figure 1.  Chart showing resident responses to the question “where do you typically see dog waste?” 

3.4 Just under 63% of respondents don’t feel the order has made any difference to the 
amount of dog waste left uncollected. 

3.5 Just under 32% of respondents were aware of the PooWatch website application and 
the majority of them have used the application to report the location of uncollected 
dog waste. 

Dog control 

3.6 32% of walkers had seen one person walking more than four dogs at a time.  10% 

said this was often and 28% reported sometimes seeing this happen.  When asked if 
the order had reduced the incidences of this occurring 62% were unsure and 22% 
agreed that the order had made a positive effect. 

Exclusion Zones 

3.7 15% stated that they had seen dogs being walked in Astwood and/ or St Johns 

Cemeteries whilst the order was in place.  Just over 84% were not sure if the order 
had made a difference.  A similar number of responses stated opposing opinions on 
whether the order had or had not influenced the number of people using the 

cemeteries to walk their dogs. 

3.8 When asked if they had been affected by out of control dogs 54% said they hadn’t 

and just over 46% said they had.  The most common locations, named over 20 
times for these instances, were Pitchcroft Racecourse and Perdiswell.  The Riverside 
was mentioned 18 times. 

3.9 51% of respondents said there should be more exclusion areas where dogs should 
be kept on leads or excluded completely and 27% were unsure, see figure 2. 



 

Figure 2.  Chart showing resident responses to the question “should we have more exclusion zones 

where dogs must remain on leads or excluded altogether?” 

3.10 The most common response where this could be applied was where children play, 
mentioned 31 times.  Public footpaths were mentioned 19 times and parks 17. 

Public consideration on the future of the Dog Control PSPO. 

3.11 Just over half (53%) of responses stated they didn’t think the order was effective, 

but when asked what future course of action the Council should take, 89% said they 
wanted the order extended, with either the same restrictions or different/ more 
prohibition, see figure 3.  67 respondents skipped this question. 

 

Figure 3.  Table showing responses to the question which of the following options would you 

recommend the council take? 

3.12 The most common response, mentioned 27 times, was that the order should be 
enforced more and 25 responses mentioned that disposal of dog waste should be 

included.  Just over 86% of respondents said that the £70 fixed penalty notice was 
fair. 

4. Equality Impact Assessment 

4.1 An equality impact assessment at Appendix 3 has been written based on responses 
from the consultation and complaints reports received by the council relating to dog 



fouling and dog control.  The assessment has identified potential positive impacts for 
residents with younger and/ or disabled characteristics. 

4.2 The report noted that 78% of respondents either owned a dog, walked someone 
else’s dog or had previously owned a dog.  There is a concern that the voice of 
people who don’t own dogs has not been considered.  As 89% of respondents 

recommend that the dog control order is extended either with the same or more 
prohibitions, the concern around non-dog owners is mitigated to some extent. 

4.3 It was also noted that there was little to no responses from people identifying from 
races and religions other than white and Christian. 

4.4 Mitigation for potential discrimination: 

• Targeted education and signage at locations of incidents 
• Targeted engagement at locations to actively seek feedback from the protected 

characteristics of disability, race and ethnicity identified in the equality impact 
assessment. 

• Systems and clear pathways for reporting and signposting people to PooWatch, 
advice and supporting information. 

4.5 The enforcement processes will be continually reviewed to ensure the procedures are 

being followed as intended; and if/ when incidents arise where there is reported 
victimisation. 

5. Analysis and Insight 

5.1 Uncollected dog waste.  77% of respondents stated that uncollected dog waste still 
has an impact on their lives.  Given that 78% of respondents either owned, 

previously owned or walked someone else’s dog, it seems logical that they would be 
using routes where other dog walkers would go.  It’s also possible that people who 

are walking dogs would be more sensitive to the issue, for fear of accusation or 
association with someone who hasn’t collected dog waste, from other members of 
the public.  With 63% believing the order has not affected the amount of dog waste, 

it is therefore a good indicator as to whether dog waste is being left behind.  
Feedback from the consultation suggests that the wording of the order should be 

changed from collection to disposal of dog faeces.  This could help to reduce the 
amount dog faeces left behind in bags instead of being taken home or disposed of in 
public waste bins. 

5.2 Awareness of PooWatch and reporting.  32% of respondents are aware of PooWatch.  
To reiterate, the majority of respondents were dog walkers or previous dog owners, 

therefore you would want a higher percentage of respondents to know about the 
resource and why they should be reporting information through it.  34 consultation 
respondents wanted more enforcement and enforcement officers would benefit from 

more information from PooWatch to prioritise patrols. 

5.3 No Fixed Penalty Notices (FPN’s) have been issued in support of the Dog Control 

PSPO.  There are two inherent reasons why it is rare to be in a position to issue 
someone with an FPN.  The first is that the council is not permitted to use covert 
tactics to record such an incident as the offence it carried is not imprisonable.  The 

second is that it is unlikely anyone will blatantly not pick up after their dog when 
being monitored.  However increased visibility of enforcement officers will improve 

owner behaviour.  Worcester City Council is in the process of recruiting two 
additional environmental enforcement officers, to start in April 2021 and concentrate 
on enforcing PSPO’s including the City Centre, this is in addition to 12 civil 



enforcement officers who currently provide car parking and environmental 
enforcement. 

5.4 Limitation on the number of dogs walked per person.  32% of respondents stated 
they had seen someone walk more than four dogs and 38% stated this was often or 
sometimes.  23% of respondents then stated that the PSPO had a positive effect on 

the number of dogs walked with 62% not being sure.  It could be interpreted that 
this is limited to only a few individuals who continue to walk more dogs than 

permitted.  The original order included this restriction based on evidence provided by 
The Dogs Trust and RSPCA which states that when dogs are walked in greater 
numbers they act as a pack and are more aggressive to other dogs.  Proactive 

patrolling by the newly appointed enforcement officers could quickly identify 
locations and individuals who are walking more than the prescribed number of dogs. 

5.5 Exclusion or restrictions on dogs.  15% of respondents have noticed dogs being 
walked in an exclusion zone.  Very similar numbers of responses say the exclusion 

has and has not been effective, with an 84% majority stating that they were 
undecided.  This high response could be that not many of the respondents visit the 
exclusion zones either frequently or at all, especially as 57% of respondents are dog 

walkers.  54% of respondents said they had not been affected by out of control dogs 
and 46% said they had.  The most common locations named by respondents where 

these incidents occurred were Perdiswell, Pitchcroft and the Riverside green spaces.  
51% of respondents said that there should be more areas where dogs are either 
excluded or restricted by leads.  The most popular locations identified by 

respondents were areas where children play.  Enclosed play areas maintained by 
Worcester City Council currently do not allow dogs. 

5.6 A Roundworm parasite known as Toxocara Canis, can be found in a dog’s digestive 
system and part of its life cycle includes being passed by dogs in their faeces.  This 
Roundworm can cause the illness Toxocariasis.  Children are especially susceptible to 

infection, which can cause serious illness, and can even lead to blindness. 

5.7 The Equality Impact Assessment at Appendix 3 identifies the protective 

characteristics of age and disability will benefit from these restrictions.  The negative 
association with dogs being: 
• negatively affected by dog fouling in play and recreational areas 

• fearfully of sharing spaces with dogs especially when out of the owner’s control 

5.8 The order does not apply to anyone with a dog who is registered as a blind person, 

in a register compiled under section 29 of the National Assistance Act 1948; or any 
person with a disability affecting their mobility, manual dexterity or ability to list, 
carry or move everyday objects and who relies upon a dog trained by a prescribed 

charity for assistance. 

5.9 There is no factual evidence for any impact on people with a race, ethnicity, religion 

or belief other than White British and Christianity.  However, the order provides the 
opportunity to have areas where dogs are excluded. 

5.10 At present 2 cemeteries have exclusions and Gheluvelt park through a separate 

byelaw requires dogs to be kept on a lead.  All enclosed play areas do not permit 
entry for dogs.  Further information is needed to decide whether the restrictions go 

far enough or if other factors should be considered. 

 



6. Conclusion 

6.1 Based on 48% of consultation responses recommending the council extends the 

existing PSPO, support from stakeholders and no issues identified in the equality 
impact assessment, it is understood that all three prohibitions as defined in the Dog 
control PSPO will contribute to improving people’s quality of life. 

6.2 The area identified for the PSPO is appropriate to the scale of the antisocial 
behaviour and is a balanced approach based on the consultation responses received 

to date.  However further information is needed to establish whether additional 
exclusion, restrictive areas and/ or exempt areas are needed. 

6.3 The PooWatch website application and Dog Control PSPO should be promoted to 

ensure people understand and take part in reporting.  In turn this will inform, direct 
and improve council officer enforcement. 

6.4 Further work is required to seek views from recreational users of Perdiswell, 
Pitchcroft green spaces and to actively seek feedback from the protected 

characteristics of age, disability, race and religion. 

7. Recommendation  
 

7.1 To approve the detail of the Dog Control PSPO at Appendix 2 to include 

a) The disposal of dog faeces by a person in charge of a dog 

b) A dog must not be taken into or kept in a “dog exclusion area” by a person in 
charge of a dog 

c) The maximum number of dogs to be under a single person’s supervision is set at 

four; 

d) To extend the Dog Control PSPO from 6th July 2021 to 5th July 2024; 

7.2 To note that further work will be undertaken at Perdiswell and Pitchcroft public open 
spaces; and to seek feedback from representatives of the protected characteristics 
highlighted in the Equality Impact Assessment.  A follow up report will be brought 

back to Communities Committee for consideration if further provisions are identified. 

8. Alternative Options Considered 

 
8.1 Alternative options identified and considered include. 

8.2 Withdrawing the dog control PSPO.  53% of respondents felt that the existing dog 

control PSPO was either not very effective or not at all effective.  There are resource 
implications to the Council for administering, promoting and enforcing PSPO’s.  This 

alternative is not recommended as young people and disabled people are identified 
as benefiting from the restrictions and the social, environmental and operational 
costs from not controlling dogs would also have resource implications for the Council. 

8.3 Changing the areas and locations identified.  The Council could consider reducing the 
area covered by the PSPO.  This would help focus enforcement effort and make a 

greater impact on specific locations.  This option is not recommended as it is 
anticipated that residents using areas outside of the enforcement area would be 
negatively affected by irresponsible dog owners.  Additional exclusion zones or 



restrictions could be included but further information and consultation is needed to 
inform these decisions. 

8.4 Reducing the number of offences.  The Council could consider not including the 
restriction on the number of dogs walked per person.  The numbers of people not 
complying with this offence could be low and insignificant.  This option is not 

recommended as the aspect of dog control has been identified by respondents in the 
survey and prompted a need for further investigation at Perdiswell and Pitchcroft 

green spaces. 

9. Implications 
 

9.1 Financial and Budgetary Implications 
There are no financial and budgetary implications associated with this report. 

9.2 Legal and Governance Implications 
The consultation was conducted in line with the Home Office Guidance of July 2014 

and the Anti-Social Behaviour Act 2014 and regulations made thereunder.  The Anti-
Social Behaviour Act 2014 allows the Council to make a PSPO in these 
circumstances.  

9.3 Risk Implications 
A PSPO is adopted in response to anti-social behaviour and/ or environmental health 

on a community.  Public consultation has identified the impact from dogs and their 
owners on people’s daily lives.  This information will help inform members to make 
decisions on how to improve the quality of people’s lives. 

9.4 Corporate/Policy Implications 
The PSPO is intended to provide a regulatory framework which will help the Council 

address, in a proportionate way, a number of specific problematic behaviours in the 
City.  It is therefore compatible with a number of City Plan objectives including:  
• Stronger & Connected Communities – people feeling safe and able to enjoy the 

city fully, and working with partners to reduce crime and anti-social behaviour in 
all communities and the city centre; 

• A Heritage City for the 21st Century – being welcoming and attractive to all; 
• Sustaining and Improving our Assets – our city being a beautiful place to be in, 

whether as resident or visitor and 

• Healthy and active city – enabled through a clean and safe environment. 

9.5 Equality Implications 

An equality impact assessment at Appendix 3 has been carried out based on the 
consultation responses and the processes associated with the implementation of the 
PSPO.  Assistance dogs are exempt from the PSPO. 

9.6 Human Resources Implications 
There are no HR implication associated with this report. 

9.7 Health and Safety Implications 
There are no H&S implications associated with this report. 

9.8  Social, Environmental and Economic Implications 

The public consultation and equality impact assessment enabled the Council to 
consider the social, environmental and economic implications of extending the Dog 

Control PSPO.  This report identifies the following positive outcomes: 



• The recommendation to include the disposal of dog waste will improve the 
environment. 

• Exclusion of dogs from Astwood and St Johns cemeteries will keep locations free 
from dog urine and faeces and ensure people are not disturbed when visiting loved 
ones. 

• Restricting the number of dogs walked by a single person to 4 will reduce conflict 
between dogs and enable the responsible person to pick up and dispose of any dog 

waste. 
At full Council on 23rd February 2021 a motion was passed that council policy decisions 
and actions should take into consideration the impact on children and young adults.  

This report has identified that the stipulations featured in the Dog Control PSPO will 
have a positive impact on the lives of children and young adults. 

 
Ward(s):   All Wards 

Contact Officer: Warwick Neale - Tel: 01905 752971, Email: 
warwick.neale@worcester.gov.uk 

Background Papers: Appendix 1 - Consultation responses. 

Appendix 2 - Draft Dog Control PSPO 
Appendix 3 - Equality Impact Assessment 

  



Appendix 1 – Consultation Responses 

Dog PSPO Public Consultation Summary  



 

  

Chart of Postcodes

WR1 WR2 WR3 WR4 WR5 Other



 



  



 

Description of type of comments received Number 
received 

Own garden or drive 15 

Canal Paths 10 

Alleyways 6 

Hedges/Trees 4 

Racecourse 3 

 

  



 

Description of type of comments received Number 
received 

Not aware of the app 31 

Does not have the app on their phone 12 

No enforcement of reports 11 

Do not use phone when walking dog(s) 6 

Did not think the app was still up and running 5 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Description of type of comments received Number 
received 

Perdiswell 24 

Pitchcroft/Racecourse 22 

Riverside 18 

Worcester Woods 11 

Along the Canal 10 

Diglis Park/Fields 10 

Battenhall Park 10 

Warndon Villages 10 

Pitmaston Park 8 

Gheluvelt Park 6 

Northwick 5 

Fort Royal Park 5 

Brickfields/ KGV Field 4 

Lansdowne 3 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Description of type of comments received Number 
received 

Areas where children play 31 

Public footpaths 19 

Parks 17 

Riverside 13 

Dogs to be on lead everywhere 11 

Canal 7 

Sport Pitches/areas where sports is played 7 

Residential areas 2 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Description of type of comments received Number 
received 

Dogs should be on a lead 22 

Dog mess not being picked up and disposed of 12 

Dog attacks 3 

Dog leads can be too long 2 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Description of type of comments received Number 
received 

PSPO needs to be enforced 34 

No 14 

Publicise PSPO more 7 

Increase amount of the FPN 6 

Provide more dog waste bins 4 



 

 

Description of type of comments received Number 
received 

PSPO needs to be enforced 27 

More should be done to tackle the issue of dog fouling not being disposed of 25 

Dogs should be on leads/ controlled appropriately by its owner 11 

Current PSPO works  8 

The FPN amount should be higher 7 

More dog waste bins should be provided 6 

Dogs should be on leads in public areas 5 

More needs to be done 5 

Current PSPO does not work 4 

PSPO map should be widened 4 

There should be designated dog areas 2 

 
 

 

 



 



 



 



 

  



 

 



 

 



 



 

  



Appendix 2 – Draft PSPO Dog Control 

WORCESTER CITY COUNCIL PUBLIC SPACES PROTECTION ORDER  

(No.2 of 2021 Dog Control) 

Worcester City Council (“the Council”) in exercise of its powers under Section 59 of the Anti-

Social Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 2014 (“the Act”) being satisfied that the conditions 

set out in section 59 of the Act have been met hereby makes the following Order:- 

1. This Order may be cited as the Worcester City Council Public Spaces Protection Order 

(No.2 of 2021 Dog Control) (“the Order”). 

2. This Order came into force on 6th July 2028 and lasted for three years from that date. 

This Order was extended, pursuant to Section 60 of the Act, for a period of 3 years 

from 6th July 2021 and continues to have effect for a period of three years thereafter 

unless extended by further orders under section 60 of the Act.  

3. This order applies to all land in the administrative area of the Council, as shown 

coloured green on the attached plan, to which the public or any section of the public 

has access, on payment or otherwise, as or right or by virtue of express or implied 

permission (“the Restricted Area”). 

4. The effect of this Order is to regulate the control of dogs within the Restricted Area at 

all times.  

 

Removal of Dog Faeces 

5. This Order provides for the disposal of dog faeces by a person in charge of a dog as 

follows: 

a. If a dog defecates at any time on land to which this Order applies a person who 

is in charge of the dog at the time must remove the faeces from the land 

forthwith unless:- 

i. he has reasonable excuse for failing to do so; or 



ii. the owner, occupier or other person or authority having control of the 

land has consented (generally or specifically) to his failing to do so. 

 

Dog Exclusion Areas 

6. This Order provides that a dog must not be taken into or kept in a “dog exclusion area” 

by a person in charge of a dog as follows: 

a. A person in charge of a dog must not take it into or keep it within a 

fenced/enclosed area and signed at its entrance(s) as a “dog exclusion area” 

(whether the sign uses those particular words or words and/or symbols having 

like effect) which is designated and marked unless:- 

i. he has reasonable cause for failing to do so; or 

ii. the owner, occupier or other person or authority having control of the 

land has consented (generally or specifically) to his failing to do so.  

Specified Maximum Number of Dogs Under Supervision of a Single Person 

7. This Order provides that there is a maximum number of dogs that can be under the 

supervision of a single person as follows: 

a. The maximum number of dogs to be under a single person’s supervision is set 

at four “4”.  

Exclusions from Order 

8. Nothing in this order shall apply 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. a person with a disability affection their mobility, manual dexterity or ability to 

list, carry or move everyday objects and who relies upon a dog trained be a 

prescribed charity for assistance. 



Interpretation 

9. For the purpose of this order: 

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 receptacle on the land which is provided for the purpose, 

or for the disposal of waste, shall be sufficient removal from the land; 

c. Being unaware of the defecation (whether by reason of not being in the vicinity 

or otherwise), or not having a device for or other suitable means of removing 

the faeces shall not be a reasonable excuse for failing to remove the faeces 

d. “An authorised officer of the Authority” means an employee, partnership agency 

or contractor of Worcester City Council who is authorised by Worcester City 

Council for the purposes of giving directions under the Order. 

10.The Council is satisfied that the conditions set out in Section 59 of the Act have been 

satisfied and that it is in all the circumstances expedient to make this Order for the 

purposes of reducing anti-social behaviour in the Restricted Area that has a 

detrimental effect on the quality of life in the locality. Furthermore the Council is 

satisfied that the effect of the activities is, or is likely to be, of a persistent or continuing 

nature, and is, or is likely to be such as to make the activity unreasonable and the 

effect justifies the restrictions imposed.  

11.Failure without reasonable excuse to comply with the prohibitions or requirements 

imposed by this Order is an offence under Section 67 of the Act. A person guilty of an 

offence under Section 67 of the Act is liable on summary conviction to a fine not 

exceeding level 3 on the standard scale or a fixed penalty notice of a maximum of 

£70.00. 

12.If any interested person desires to question the validity of this Order on the ground 

that the Council had no power to make it or that any requirement of the Act has not 



been complied with in relation to this Order, he or she may apply to the High Court 

within six weeks from the date on which this Order is made.  

 

Dated:  …………. 

 

The Common Seal of Worcester City Council  

Was hereunto affixed in the presence of:-  

 

Sian Stroud 

Deputy Director Governance 

 

 

  



Appendix 3 – Equality Impact Assessment 

Worcester City Council 

Full Equality Impact Assessment 

 

Please read the brief guide which provides essential information for anyone who is 

unfamiliar with the City Council’s Equality Impact Assessment (EIA) process. For the 

purposes of this document the word ‘policy’ relates to any policy, project or decision. 

Name  

Warwick Neale 
 

Job title  
Team Manager – Community Engagement and Safety 
 

Service  
Community Services  

 

Directorate  

Homes and Communities  
 

Telephone  
01905 752971 
 

Email  
warwick.neale@worcester.gov.uk 

 

Date commenced  

09/02/2021  
 

Date completed  
09/02/2021 

 

 

Name of the function, strategy, project, policy or procedure being 

assessed: 

 

Dog Control PSPO, Worcester 
 

 

Is this a new or an amended policy? 

 

 NO 

 

Does the policy form part of a wider programme 

which has already been screened for equality 
relevance? 

 NO 

 

Please summarise the main objectives, aims and intended outcomes of this policy 

Aims/Objectives: 

 
To enable the council to consider the impact of extending a Public Space Protection 

Order for the district, designed to manage the following anti-social behaviours: 
• The removal of dog faeces by a person in charge of a dog 



• A dog must not be taken into or kept in a “dog exclusion area” by a person 
in charge of a dog 

• The maximum number of dogs to be under a single person’s supervision is 
set at four; 

A breach of the order is a criminal offence that can result in the offender being 
reported to the court or the breach being discharged through a £70 Fixed Penalty 
Notice. 

The order is due to end on 5th July 2021. 
 

Intended outcomes: 

 

To consider if the process is robust and if any changes are required to ensure no 
potential for discrimination or adverse impact.  To identify any problems or 

opportunities to promote equality and remove technical barriers. 
 

Please summarise how these outcomes will be achieved? 

 

Review feedback from a public consultation on the effectiveness of the existing 
Dog Control PSPO.  The public consultation was run from 18th December to 24th 
January 2021. 

To review feedback from stakeholders and partner organisations who will be 
responsible for the delivery of information, education and enforcement as part of 

the process. 
 

Where an existing policy is to be amended please summarise principle 
differences between the existing and proposed policies? 

 
N/A  
 

 

Information gathering/consultation 

Please give details of data and research which you will use when 

carrying out this assessment: 

 

Public consultation run from 18th December to 24th January 2021 
The consultation was run through the City Council Have Your Say website.  A 

press release was issued on 21st December 2020 to all local media providers, but 
the newspapers did not feature the story.  The consultation was advertised in 
the Council’s resident magazine City Life which was distributed from 6th January 

2021 to all households.  Paid adverts were posted on Facebook timelines of 
those people registered within Worcester with a reach of 26,360 and 1,357 or 

those people followed the link. 
 
Stakeholder correspondence and feedback on ASB and PSPO process. 

Complaints, customer and resident feedback  
Council process  

 

Please give details of any consultation findings you will use when 

carrying out this assessment: 

 

Public consultation run from 18th December to 24th January 2021. 
This consultation was completed by the following demographics: 
 



Age: 

Response Number of 
responses 

>18 2 

18-24 7 

25-34 22 

35-44 90 

45-54 103 

55-64 93 

65+ 68 

No response 86 

Total 471 

 
Disability: 

Response Number of 
responses 

Yes 28 

No 345 

Prefer not to say 13 

No response 85 

Total 471 

 
Sex: 
 

Response Number of 
responses 

Female 248 

Male 118 

Other 3 

Prefer not to say 17 

No response 85 

Total 471 

 

Gender assignment the same as at birth: 

Response Number of 

responses 

No 4 

Yes 362 

Prefer not to say 20 

No response 85 

Total 471 

 

Sexual orientation: 

Response Number of 

responses 

Bisexual 5 

Gay man 8 

Gay woman/ 

Lesbian 

4 

Heterosexual/ 

Straight 

306 

Other 1 



Prefer not to say 54 

No response 93 

Total 471 

 
Pregnancy/ maternity: 

Response Number of 
responses 

No 342 

Yes 6 

Prefer not to say 29 

No response 94 

Total 471 

 
Ethnicity 

 

Response Number of 
responses 

White British 355 

White Irish 1 

Eastern European 1 

White and Chinese 1 

White and Indian 2 

Any other white background 5 

Black British 1 

Any other ethnic group 6 

White and Black Caribbean 2 

Any other mixed background 2 

Gypsy/traveller 1 

No response 94 

Total 471 

 

Religion/Belief: 
 

Response Number of 
responses 

No religion 186 

Christian 142 

Jewish 1 

Hindu 1 

Buddhist 1 

Muslim 0 

Sikh 0 

Other 7 

Prefer not to say 40 

No response 93 

Total 471 

 

 

Do you consider these sources to be sufficient? 

No 
 



If this data is insufficient, please give details of further 
research/consultation you will carry out: 

 
Concern that 78% of respondents either owned, have owned or walk someone 

else’s dog, with no balance voice for those people who don’t have a vested 
interest in dogs. 

 
Concern that majority of responses were received from Christian and white 
British residents. 

 
However 89% of responses said they wanted the order extended, with either the 

same restrictions or different/ more prohibitions. 
 

Please summarise relevant findings from your research/consultation: 

Customer reports 

 2017/2018 2018/2019 2019/2020 2020/2021 

     

April 18 14 10 5 

May 30 9 11 4 

June 18 8 9 4 

July 7 13 14 6 

August 10 20 10 13 

September 10 23 10  

October 18 9 13  

November 12 14 10  

December 8 5 9  

January 24 18 26  

February 23 19 18  

March 22 12 16  

Total 200 164 156 32 

Number of reports of dog faeces on public spaces to the City Council per month by 

financial year. 

Customer Complaints 

Worcester City Council has received one complaint on 19th January 2021 asking 
why there were no dog exclusion zones on public spaces in Worcester.  They stated 

they autistic daughter is afraid of dogs and they find it difficult to enjoy public 
spaces because of the presence of dogs. 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

Questionnaire Responses  



 
 

 
 



 
Noting that uncollected dog waste is still an issue for residents and that they are 

reporting is less often. 
 

 
 

 
 



 
Please state where and why… 

Description of type of comments received Number 
received 

Areas where children play 31 

Public footpaths 19 

Parks 17 

Riverside 13 

Dogs to be on lead everywhere 11 

Canal 7 

Sport Pitches/areas where sports is played 7 

Residential areas 2 

 
Dog exclusion zones seem to work and the majority of residents would like more 
areas with restrictions in place. 

 

 
 



 
 

 
The majority of residents do not feel that a fine is an issue.  The majority of 

residents don’t think the PSPO has made a positive effect on uncollected dog 
waste, but think it is required, with increased enforcement to make a difference 

in future. 
 
Stakeholder correspondence 

Positive responses from West Mercia Police, Civil Enforcement Officers, PooWatch 
app volunteers and County Highways.  No issues raised in regard to equality. 

 
Process  
 

The process has been undertaken as usual, with considerations given where 
disability or a request for support has been notified.  In every case a full 

exploration of options has been undertaken and diligent checks, support requests 
or signposting to ensure welfare and equality. 
 

 

  



 

Assessing the equality impact of the policy 

 

Based on your findings, please indicate using the table below whether the policy 

could have an adverse, neutral or positive impact for any of the protected groups: 

 

Protected 
Characteristic 

Adverse Positive Neutral 

Age  X  

Disability  X  

Gender reassignment   X 

Marriage/Civil Partnership   X 

Pregnancy/maternity   X 

Race/Ethnicity   X 

Religion or belief  X  

Sexual orientation   X 

Sex   X 

 

Please provide details of all positive and adverse impact you have 
identified: 

Age 
The vulnerability of younger residents is a contributing factor for the creation of 

the PSPO.  The survey responses identify younger people as being more 
susceptible to: 

• being negatively affected by dog fouling in play and recreational areas 

• being fearfully of dogs especially when out of the owners control 
 

Disability 
The vulnerability of disabled people wanting to use public spaces but fearful of 
dogs is a contributing factor for the creation of the PSPO.  A complaint received 

by the Council identified that some people with a disability are unable to use 
public spaces where there are dogs. 

 
The order does not apply to anyone with a dog who is registered as a blind 
person, in a register compiled under section 29 of the National Assistance Act 

1948; or any person with a disability affecting their mobility, manual dexterity or 
ability to list, carry or move everyday objects and who relies upon a dog trained 

by a prescribed charity for assistance. 
 
Race, Ethnicity, Religion or Belief 

There is no factual evidence for any impact on people with a race, ethnicity, 
religion or belief other than White British and Christianity.  However the order 



provides the opportunity to have areas where dogs are excluded or must be kept 
on leads. 

 
Does the order go far enough? 

At present 2 cemeteries have exclusions and 1 public park requires dogs to be 
kept on leads.  All enclosed play areas do not permit entry for dogs.  Further 
information is needed to decide whether further provision should be made to 

enable those people with protected characteristics a greater choice when it 
comes to exercising dogs and dog free public spaces. 

 

Where possible please include numbers likely to be affected: 

 
Age 

Younger people – positively unknown. 
 
Disability 

Positively unknown 
 

Race, Ethnicity, Religion or Belief 
Positively unknown 
 

 

Where potential adverse impact has been identified, can continuation of 

the proposed policy be justified?  

 

N/A 
 

If yes, please explain your reasons: 

 

 

 

Do you consider that this policy will contribute to the achievement of the three 

aims of the Public Sector Equality Duty? 

 

1. To eliminate unlawful discrimination, harassment and victimisation 

and other conduct prohibited by the Equality Act 2010. 

2. To advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a 

relevant Protected Characteristic and persons who do not share it. 

3. To foster good relations between persons who share a relevant 

Protected Characteristic and persons who do not share it. 

 

Please indicate which of these aims is achieved through this policy 

 

Aims, 1, 2, 3 are met. 
 

Please explain how the policy contributes to achievement of any aims 
you have selected: 

 
The Public Spaces Protection Order (PSPO) is one of the powers available to 

Local Authorities under the Anti-Social behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 
2014.  This legislation enables the Local Authority to introduce a PSPO to an 
area to deal with a particular nuisance which is detrimental to the local 



community’s life.  It is designed to ensure the majority can use and enjoy 
public spaces safe from crime and antisocial behaviour (ASB).  

 

Consultation and unsolicited feedback on peoples experience during the period 
of the dog control PSPO has identified that the issues of uncollected dog waste 

and out of control dogs are still a cause of anti-social behaviour which directly 
affect people’s environment. 
 

A Public Space Protection Order will compliment a range of orders and criminal 
law offences which can be used to manage public behaviour. 

 

 

Action planning and time frames 

 

Please list any actions you will take to mitigate any adverse impact you have 

identified 

 

Planned action By who By when How monitored 

Report to Communities 
Committee on the results of 
the survey and 

recommendation to extend 
the order for 3 years. 

Worcester 
City Council 
Officer 

March 2021 Public report to 
Communities 
Committee 

Recruit and train two 
additional Enforcement 

Officers to increase patrols to 
improve adherence to the 
order. 

Worcester 
City Council 

Officer 

April 2021 Environment 
Committee 

performance 
reports. 

Promote Dog control PSPO 
and PooWatch reporting app 

in raise awareness of order.  
Feed monthly reports to 

Enforcement Officers to 
inform patrols. 

Worcester 
City Council 

Officer 

March 2022 Monthly analysis 
of reports from 

PooWatch app. 

Subject to committee decision 
carry out further consultation 
with identified protected 

characteristics and popular 
locations where dogs are 

walked. 

Worcester 
City Council 
Officer 

Aug 2021 Report to Chair 
and Vice Chair of 
Communities 

Committee 

 

Please indicate how these actions will be taken forward as part of your 
team/service planning 

 
The actions are recorded in Communities service plan. 
 

 

  



Monitoring & Review 

 

How frequently will proposed action be monitored?    

The EIA will be reviewed both annually and in receipt of information of an 
incident relating to the implementation of the PSPO where it adversely affected a 

person with a protected characteristic. 
 

How frequently will intended outcomes be evaluated? 

The PSPO will be reviewed within three years. 

 

Who will be responsible for monitoring and evaluation? 

Worcester City Council 
 

How will you use the monitoring and evaluation results? 

Worcester City Council 

 

 

Please send a copy of this assessment to the Corporate Policy and Strategy Team. 

 

Completed by Warwick Neale 
 

Date 10th February 2021 
 

Approved by  
 

 

Date  

 
 

 



 


