North Yorkshire Council
Assistant Chief Executive — Local Engagement
10 April 2025
New Dog Control Public Spaces Protection Order 2025

Report of the Assistant Director - Regulatory Services
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REVIEW OF PUBLIC SPACE PROTECTION ORDER: DOG CONTROLS

The purpose of this report is to present the results of an extensive consultation exercise
regarding dog restrictions within the former Scarborough Borough Council area and seek
approval for the Dog Control Public Spaces Protection Order to be made and brought into
effect.

Wards affected: Hunmanby and Sherburn, Filey, Cayton, Seamer, Derwent Valley and
Moors, Eastfield, Weaponness and Ramshill, Falsgrave and Stepney, Woodlands, Castle,
Scalby and the Coast, Northstead, Newby, Esk Valley and Coast, Danby and Mulgrave,
Whitby West, Whitby Streonshalh

2.0

2.1

3.0

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

SUMMARY

This report proposes a Public Space Protection Order (the Order) in respect of dog controls
following extensive consultation undertaken in accordance with the law.

BACKGROUND

The Anti-Social Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 2014 came into force on the 20 October
2014 and changed the powers available to local authorities and the police to deal with anti-
social behaviour (ASB) in our communities.

The Act introduced Public Space Protection Orders, which are intended to protect a public
space from persistent or continuing anti-social behaviour by individuals or groups which are
having a detrimental effect on the quality of life in the designated area. Orders last for a
period of up to three years, with provision for extensions for further three-year periods.
These provisions are used extensively and successfully by local authorities in respect of
dog control.

If the provisions of an Order are not adhered to then authorised Officers are responsible for
enforcing the Order within agreed procedures. Most offences are dealt with via fixed penalty
notices (FPNs), except in cases with aggravating factors. The Act allows for Local
Authorities to set a local level for FPNs to a maximum of £100, however it may be
appropriate to seek conviction in the Magistrates’ Court, a person guilty of an offence is
liable on summary conviction to a fine not exceeding Level 3 (currently £1000).

Enforcement of the Order will be undertaken by the new Environmental Enforcement Team,

Environmental Enforcement Officers. During the holiday season (May to September) they
are supported by the Council’s Beach Superintendents who lead on the beach restrictions.
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PUBLIC CONSULTATION EXERCISE

Between the 03 February 2025 and 17 March 2025 a public consultation took place
regarding proposed restrictions taking into account previous restrictions implemented in the
locality through Public Space Protection Orders and seeking improvement based upon
feedback. Each North Yorkshire Council Member and the 30 Parish Councils which fell
within the Public Space Protection Orders area were contacted directly, alongside statutory
and recommended stakeholders. The exercise was also promoted via press release and
social media to attract public participation.

This consultation sought opinions on removing dog restrictions (rules around dog fouling
remain) from Olivers Mount playing fields and Tate Hill Beach and adding Valley Road
Gardens (south side of Valley Road) and Linden Close, Sleights and Nightingale Drive,
Whitby in addition to continuing the restrictions in the previous Order.

In total 1000 participants answered the 17 questions and gave 1445 individual comments,
service management have reviewed the aggregate results and read each comment.
Understandably, there are conflicting views. Lots of respondents suggested fines should be
greater and restrictions should be longer and wider, other respondents would like to see
some of the restrictions reduced or removed. Dog fouling is by far the biggest concern for
the majority of respondents. Other views included better signage, more patrols and more
people being fined, etc. The full consultation results are attached as Appendix 1 and
includes many of the individual comments but not all to reduce duplication.

CONSULTATION RESULTS

Question 1, 2 and 3 covered Fixed Penalty Notices (FPNs) rates, the maximum these can

be set at is £100.

a. Q1-The dog fouling FPN is currently set at £100, retention of this rate was supported
by 76% of responses.

b. Q2 - Exercising a dog off lead in an area with restrictions and exercising a dog in an
exclusion zone FPN is currently £75, most respondents 44% want this increasing;
42% were satisfied with the current penalty; only 14% felt it should be lowered.

C. Q3 - Dogs being exercised in a banned area FPN is currently £75, also lower than the
£100 maximum. Here 46% of respondents want this increasing, 42% happy with the
current level. 12% of respondents expressed it should be decreased.

i. Recommendation - Align all FPN rates increasing to the £100 maximum.

Question 4 was about year-round bans in places for certain recreation/public amenity sites
which are fenced/walled and signed at each entrance, this was supported by 92% of
respondents.

i. Recommendation - Include in Order as described.

Question 5, 8, 9, 12 and 13 covered Seasonal exclusion at Filey, Scarborough’s North and
South Bay, Whitby and Sandsend beaches, these are currently in place during 01 May
through to 30 September each year.

i. Across the 5 beaches the range of responses were:

36% supporting the seasonal exclusions

21% against the seasonal exclusions

17% would like to see the exclusion areas expanded

16% would like the exclusion areas to be reduced

10% felt the seasonal exclusion was too short.
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It is clear most respondents 63%, support the seasonal exclusions, would like the areas
expanding and the season extending, with 37% against the seasonal exclusion and wanting
the areas reducing in size.

i. Recommendation - To continue with the restrictions in the new Order, as described.

Question 6, 7, 10, 11, 14, 15 and 16 covered a variety of restrictions — dogs on lead both

seasonal and all year, and dog exclusions. This is the largest section of restrictions within

the PSPO and covers play areas, promenades, public open space and pedestrianised town

centres. The majority support the restrictions ranging from 51% up to 74% (62.5% av.).

i. Recommendation - To implement all restrictions as designed collating additional
evidence as available

Question 17 asked respondents if there was anything further, they would like to tell us
about dog control in the Filey, Scarborough or Whitby area, 626 comments were received
with strong opinions on both sides; some want more restrictions, while others believe dogs
should have greater access as part of family life. Due to the number and detail in the
responses to Q17 the Communications team have help summarise the key points:

Q17 Key Points Summary:

o Beach Access & Restrictions: Mixed opinions on dog access, with some supporting
restricted hours on the dog ban areas (e.qg., after 10am up till 6pm) and others
wanting extended bans (April-October). Suggestions include designated all year-
round dog-free beaches.

o Dog Behaviour & Public Safety Concerns: Concerns about uncontrolled dogs causing
accidents, fear, and inconvenience, especially for children, the elderly, and allergy
sufferers. Worries about dog fouling, trip hazards from long leads, and potential
attacks, with some advocating for stricter rules.

o Hygiene & Cleanliness: Strong objections to dogs in cafes and food shops due to
hygiene issues. Complaints about owners not cleaning up after their pets.

o Tourism & Economy: Debate over whether allowing more dogs would boost tourism
(as seen in Devon & Cornwall) or deter visitors due to safety and cleanliness with
both sides wanting our public spaces to be enjoyed by all

o Enforcement & Education: Calls for stricter, more proactive enforcement and better
signage. Suggestions for public awareness campaigns on responsible dog ownership

Recommendation - To approve the PSPO in line with the consultation, to include removing
dog restrictions (rules around dog fouling remain) from Olivers Mount playing fields and
Tate Hill Beach and adding Valley Road Gardens (south side of Valley Road) and Linden
Close, Sleights and Nightingale Drive, Whitby. Regulator Services Environmental
Enforcement Team will monitor complaints and complements, develop public awareness
campaigns and engage partners to help our public spaces be enjoyed by all.

CONTRIBUTION TO COUNCIL THEMES.

The PSPO framework supports the Council themes.
. place and environment

. economy

o health and wellbeing

Dog controls are important for residents, businesses and for the visitor economy. The

objective is to ensure restrictions are fair and proportionate and support responsible dog
ownership.
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ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS CONSIDERED

There are no alternatives and to do nothing is not an option. The legal framework around
PSPOs superseded and consolidated previous legislation for dog control, therefore without
an appropriate PSPO and proportionate restrictions it would bring significant reputational
risk to the Authority and increase the risk of dog related anti-social behaviour along the
Coast.

The former Scarborough Borough Council had a PSPO for dog control since 2018 and is
the only Borough / district council that had one. Elsewhere across North Yorkshire
restrictions are covered in Byelaws and other legislation which remains in place and this will
be reviewed by the Council in due course.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

The proposed changes to the Order are confined to the penalty notice amounts, this can be
achieved at nil cost. The impact on FPN income levels will be minimal — any monies raised
through fixed penalty notices is ring-fenced and must be used to support the cost of the
enforcement service.

LEGAL IMPLICATIONS

The Anti-Social Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 2014 and associated guidance sets out
a number of steps in enacting Public Space Protection Orders and this has been followed
during the consultation. Under the Constitution of North Yorkshire Council, the power to
authorise a Public Space Protection Order is delegated to the Assistant Chief Executive-
Local Engagement. The new Public Space Protection Orders will take effect for up to 3
years from the date on which it takes effect.

EQUALITIES IMPLICATIONS

Nothing in the Order applies to a person who -

a) s registered as a blind person in a register compiled under section 29 of The National
Assistance Act 1948; or

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

c) has a disability which affects their mobility, manual dexterity, physical co-ordination or
ability to lift, carry or otherwise move everyday objects, in respect of a dog trained by
a prescribed charity and upon which they rely for assistance.

For the purpose of this Order, each of the following is a “prescribed charity”-
a) Dogs for the Disabled (registered charity number 700454);

b)  Support Dogs (registered charity number 1088281); and

c) Canine Partners for Independence (registered charity number 803680).
An initial assessment has been completed, see Appendix 3.

CLIMATE CHANGE IMPLICATIONS

A climate change impact assessment screening has been completed and determined a full
impact assessment is not required, see Appendix 4.

HUMAN RESOURCES IMPLICATIONS

No impact
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13.0 REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS

13.1 To provide a clear and continuing legal framework for the effective control of dogs on the
North Yorkshire coast.

14.0 RECOMMENDATION

14.1 Itis recommended that the Assistant Chief Executive - Local Engagement.
e  Approve the 2025 Dog Control Public Spaces Protection Order (‘the Order’) as set
out at Appendix 2.
e  Authorise the Assistant Chief Executive Legal and Democratic to make the Order by
affixing the Council Seal to the Order
¢  Authorise Officers to publicise the Order once made, in accordance with legal
requirements.

APPENDICES:

Appendix 1 - Consultation Summary

Appendix 2 - Proposed Order

Appendix 3 - Equalities Impact Initial Assessment
Appendix 4 - Climate Change Impact Initial Assessment

Link to Dog Control order Map

BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS: None

Drew Fussey

Environmental Enforcement manager
County Hall

Northallerton

10 April 2025

Author — Drew Fussey — Environmental Enforcement Manager

OFFICIAL


https://maps.northyorks.gov.uk/connect/analyst/mobile/#/main?mapcfg=Scarborough_PSPOs

Appendix 1

Dogs PSPO Review Consultation

This report was generated on 18/03/25. Overall 1000 respondents completed this
guestionnaire. The report has been filtered to show the responses for 'All Respondents'. A total
of 1000 cases fall into this category.

The following charts are restricted to the top 12 codes. Lists are restricted to the most recent
100 rows.

The council uses fixed penalty notices for dog fouling. The maximum penalty for
dog fouling is £100.
Do you agree with this penalty amount?

ves 059 -
o ) I+

If 'No', why not?

It isn't enough.

Should be more

Accidents happen & the best prepared run out of bags on a walk

Should be higher

Its too much

The fine should be a lot more. To many dog owners not cleaning up after their dogs.
Should be higher.

Needs to be higher as this amount isn't working. The paths are a disgrace.

It should be higher.

To be effective it needs to be a greater amount

Should be more. The health risks are huge. | nearly died in June last year likely due to dog or cat sh*t
getting into my eyes.

As a dog owner | believe It should be much more but rarely seems to be enforced

Should be higher to help cover the costs of enforcement. | would suggest £1000 maximum.
Increase it and actually actively enforce

Not sufficient to deter regular offenders.

It's too low. Dog fouling is a big problem, so clearly the penalty is not a sufficient enough deterrent.
Penalty should be much higher

Should be more

It should be higher and therefore stand more chance of being observed

Dog fouling is a menace and a health hazard especially to young children. The fine should be much
higher, this would hopefully make owners act more responsibly

1. It takes a lot of effort by the dog warden to catch regular offenders 2. £100 is not a deterrent to dog
owners who allow their animals to foul public places without cleaning up afterwards.

It is obviously not enough to deter. A higher amount (say £1000) could be used to increase the
enforcement officers' presence.

Too lenient. Should be £1000.
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If ‘No', why not?

It is not enough. The amount should be doubled.
Should be more

Should be at least 500. Dog fouling causes massive problems for the rest of society. There is no
deterrence with 100.

Not high enough

The penalty should be higher ! £250 at least as an effective deterrent - in making the comment - | am a
dog owner frustrated by other’s behaviour

It should be higher because dog fouling in the area is chronic. Every street you walk down has several
cases of it.

Should be increased and more enforcement

Too small - and does not reflect the misery caused by dog fouling. Fines should also extend to those
who do not dispose of dog poo bags in a responsible manner. Dogs should be licensed with local
council at cost to the owner and dna tested. Suggest higher rate of council tax for dog owners to fund
dog bins, their maintenance and disposal of waste. DNA testing would ensure that owners could not
allow their dogs to foul undetected

This sum is too small to discourage irresponsible dog owners to allow their dogs to foul public spaces
Too low

It should be a lot more. Dog fouling is a blight on our communities. And our shoes.

It's not high enough to encourage owners to comply.

Needs to be higher and enforced

Should be higher to make people responsible for their actions

Increase to £200

It should be higher

Think it should be a higher fine, £250 at least. And enforced. | am a responsible dog owner who
despair at dog mess.

It should be increased to a maximum of £1000, particularly for repeat offenders
There is a lot of dog fouling left so this does not seem to be a deterrent

should be £1000

It is too low. Does not act as a deterrent.

needs to be increased

It should be more

Should be higher as £100 isn’t enough

It should be a lot higher. £100 is less than some people pay for their tv subscription each month. If the
fine was higher we might see less dog fouling.

It's too little as the problem is widespread.

£100 maximum penalty is too low. When was this maximum set? Has it gone up with inflation? In

2014, Public Spaces Protection Orders (PSPOs) were introduced, under The Anti-social Behaviour,
Crime and Policing Act 2014. Inflation from 2014 to 2025 = 43%, so Fixed Penalty Notices should
now be £150

It should be higher, seems like its not enough to put everyone off.

The penalty should be higher, however without procedures in place to catch the owner and enforce
then any penalty is pointless.

Beach should be open all year round

Its not enough! More enforcement and heavier penalties may reduce the high levels of fouling currently
being observed.
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If ‘No', why not?

Too high

Penalty should be higher, dog walkers routinely ignore the “on-leash” restriction enabling dogs to foul
“out of sight, out of mind”

Should be higher as there is still a lot of dog fowling around the Esplanade, especially in winter when
people feel they can get away with it. More money means they might not take the risk. It is a public
health issue, it should be better enforced and properly fined to reflect that.

Should be more and enforced more.

Increase it.

not high enough. Make it a real deterrent. £1,000.

It should be more as a deterrent . It's a problem

Should be much more, hardly any get issued, if there are rules they should be enforced
The penalty amount is too low

Not a deterrent needs to be higher

Too expensive a penalty

£100 should be minimum and should go up every time they are caught again

The amount doesn't matter because it isn't enforced. You seem to spend more money constantly
asking people their views on this issue than actually employing a dog warden.

It should be double this amount. 200 is a much more realistic deterrent amount
not high enough

Should be much higher

Penalty notices should be a lot more now such as £500-£1000

| feel it should be higher

Insufficient to deter offender and pointless as never applied.. Unreasonable to expect council workers
especially gardeners in the south cliff gardens to act as enforcers.

Should be higher

Should be £1000 it is a public health hazard. It is digesting having to tread carefully.
Fine should be more as alot of this happens near schools.

| think it should be higher as still lots of dog fouling left

People take no notice of signing but think there should be more visible presence and policing hot spot
areas. and fine should be more

Why is it shown as a maximum when it is a fixed penalty? If there is a range it would be more effective
to show the minimum, at a level which would be an actual deterrent i.e. at least £100.

too low

It's not enough of a deterrent. People know it's highly unlikely anyone will catch them, so they risk it.
Councils are always saying they don’t have enough funds. This is money just waiting to be made and
yet I've never heard of anyone ever being fined for this. Neither has anyone | know, which is why |
think people risk it. Why does the council not enforce these rules and fine people? You can consult all
you like on these rules but unless this is enforced, it's a waste of time.

It should be more. There is no excuse for dog fouling

Should be higher

It should be more.

It needs to be higher at least £250

Too low

Should be higher and policed, word will spread if people are actively being hit with fines on the ground.
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If ‘No', why not?

too much
Not enough, should be much higher to be an effective deterrent

The fine needs to be doubled and enforced more often. Too many irresponsible dog owners get away
with not cleaning up after their dogs.

Should be a lot more as there is so much fouling. If there is nobody around many don't pickup so the
fine needs to be high

There is no excuse for fouling. The fine should be increased to provide a real deterrent.
Should be more.

It should be higher

Too low. If it was higher and enforced less people would leave the foul on the pavement
Too high

It's not enough of a deterrent. Dog walkers often go at dusk when they cant be seen and even in the
daytime lve never seen either enforcement taking place or a dog warden patrol.

Is there any evidence that this level of fine has dissuaded dog walkers from repeating the offence, who
are often secure in the knowledge no one is around to fine them!

Too low, obviously not working the amount of filth around Scarborough, should be more deterrent, and
even community service introduced for offenders to clean the filth up!

Should be higher

The current penalty for dogs being exercised off a lead in an area with restrictions
Is £75. This is lower than the £100 maximum limit to emphasise the seriousness
of fouling compared to other offences.

Do you agree with this penalty amount?

No, the penalty is too low and should be increased (437) _44%
ves o1y [N =

No, the penalty is too high and should be decreased (143) -14%

If ‘No', why not?

Lack of control of the dog, ie fouling out of site of the owner, and safety of children and others.

Exercising dogs off lead in restricted areas could threaten other dogs/people or damage the
environment

Penalty should be higher, dog walkers routinely ignore the “on-leash” restriction enabling dogs to foul
“out of sight, out of mind”

In the Italian Gardens and surrounding gardens where this is enforced, still people have dogs off the
lead and encourage them to attack wildlife. They harass people and animals and | have seen dogs
fighting as a result. Better enforcement and higher fines should be brought in before someone is hurt.

Chances are a dog off the lead will also foul

Dogs off a lead can cause harm to wildlife and people, especially people nervous around dogs. A
restricted area should be enforced and thus penalties should be higher.

It needs enforcing.
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If ‘No', why not?

The boom in dog ownership during Covid — combined with a lack of socialisation and owners returning
to work — has resulted in a lot of owners who are unable to exercise control over their dogs. This can
easily result in harm to other dogs and even humans — especially because a mix of on-lead and off-
lead dogs is prime territory for fights. | would say that the potential for physical harm is more serious
than fouling (bad as it is).

Some dog owners seem to be increasingly cavalier about this

feel it should be higher as dogs might not be in control and owners will not be able to stop them from
interfering with the public

Perhaps if the fine was higher people would stick to it. To many dogs off leads coming running up to
our dog on a lead and scaring her when we follow the rules and other blatantly ignore it sometimes
injuring the other dog or human who are protecting their own dog.

Same as off lead

To keep children safe it should have a higher penalty as it is still happening a lot.
| dont think it is enough to put people off

Not always done with intent, can be a genuine mistake

increase the deterrent.

Some can do this in error and it is not harmful to the environment

It's possible a tourist for example might make a mistake & not know the area

Owner's need to understand, that the use of leads is important to other dog owners who may have a
nervous or reactive dog and walk their dog in an area where they feel comfortable other dods will be
on leads and not approach theirs.

| often see dogs being allowed to run free off lead in areas where they shouldn't be eg in the Open Air
Theatre and along the North Bay promenade. This can be disturbing for pedestrians and dangerous,
especially in the Summer months, when children tend to be playing in front of the chalet areas. It can
also be disturbing to pedestrians exercising their dogs on lead, especially to dogs who are fearful of
other dogs. Basically, | find that the majority of dog walkers who exercise there dogs in banned areas
or areas with restrictions do not have full control of their dogs, or blatantly have no regard for rules.

Should be the same as for dog fouling
the beaches should have no dog walking restrictions

There is currently no penalty. It's not policed so pointless. If you say anything to a dog owner you just
get abuse

It's serious and affects people’s health. It stops me using the beach.

It is not always clear where dogs are not permitted. Some older people or disabled people may have
limited sight and not see the signs

Free the dogs. Let them enjoy their lives
As to many dogs off lands
If the locations isnt obvious the fine is unfair.

If the area is only occupied by dog & owner/family. There shouldn’t be a fine unless refusal to put dog
on lead when asked, otherwise fine stands.

There isn't enough spaces to let dogs of lead as it is and it can be very confusing as to where it is okay
to let them off. Especially in public spaces where there is little signage or maintainance of signage. A
warning should be given beforehand. | think this is too strict and doesn't consider those not from the
area or missundestand the rules.

Not all dogs are a danger and some dogs can'’t exercise properly being on a lead. | feel they should
only be fined if an incident occurs and they know they're dog is a risk

Cant be the same amount as the same as banned area. Ludicous! £50 for this. Stop money making for
other services.
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If ‘No', why not?

Because there have been a number of instances of dogs attacking other pets.

A lot of people ignore restrictions but if the penalty is increased they might think twice about their
actions

Not needed

People still do it, without ever seeming to have any recourse. If it was actually enforved and they were
fined, then it would put an end to so many off lead dogs.

Too low, so people more willing to take a risk
not high enough

For those non dog owners affected & threatened by dogs off the lead, it can have long lasting affects.
Dog owners need to think about this, a higher fine may help to make dog owners respect not everyone
wants to pet their dog!

If you dog is on a lead in a restricted area there should be no fine
Not enough of a deterrent

Should be higher

Too many dangerous dogs are free when they attack

Not a deterrent at such a low penalty and not enforced anyway.
Not all dog owners are responsible not all dogs are friendly.
Because it may not be safe.

children and toddlers are at health risks

| feel dogs should be allowed on all beaches as long as controlled. Some areas where they have to be
on lead but keep asking much beach open to dogs as possible. Especially on areas of beach that get
cover by the sea. The issue is not the dogs it is the owners not picking up the poo or not controlling
them appropriately in the specific area.

People should have their dogs on leads in all public space areas and the fine should be more. People
come away on holiday and are relaxed however they often leave their brain at home and let dogs run
free causing all sorts of issues

because may be inadvertent as transfer from dog off lead to dog on lead area
Could be genuine mistake, what happened to common sense and fairness

It is just as serious as fouling & owners let them off the lead a lot in Scarborough
Dogs ‘off lead * are often uncontrollable and can be dangerous

| understand the concern about hygiene, but dog attacks seem to be more common and owners seem
to be less proactive in controlling their dogs, particularly in allowing them to approach people when this
IS not wanted.

A dog off a lead can be a danger to others and may foul somewhere the owner does not see as they
wander away.

The transitions to areas arent often easily identified when actually on the beach itself. If you want to
charge that much you need to do a better job at signage

Many dog owners fail to comply and there is more opportunity for dogs to foul when off lead and
owners not in full control.

owners may take the restriction more seriously

Should be the same as a dog fouling.there is a higher risk to the public, especially children getting
injured.

Too many dog owners do not follow guidance
A greater deterant is required
Keep penalties similar, £100 is reasonable and provides an incentive to comply.
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If ‘No', why not?

If an off lead dog is in an area where there is a risk such as a road then signs should be adequate. On
open areas with boundaries and beaches dogs should be allowed to run. Provide areas where dogs
are allowed and make this clear so people can avoid them.

It depends on the area, time of day and behaviour of the dog and owner. Too many areas are
restricted. .

Dogs not on leads are not controlled and free to foul areas at will. Owners are therefore more likely to
let dogs run free and foul and disrupt and cause nuisance. Many areas by owners of multiple dogs and
being off lead is both an increased health hazard and greater risk all others using and enjoying the
beaches are at greater risk.

In line with other councils

Dog ownership has increased exponentially over the past several years, and so too the number of dog
attacks resulting in serious injuries and even deaths. Many owners do not act in a responsible manner
when out in public with their dogs.

Again, when the risk of being caught is so low, people will risk it, | think a dog being off the lead and
attacking, jumping on or knocking over small children is just as serious as fouling, if not more. People
are just ignoring this at the minute, more enforcement is needed and the council could make much
needed funds,

Needs to be higher as a deterrant

The rule is regularly ignored

Beacause of nuisance caused

Lots of people are fearful of dogs but most owners don’'t understand this.
Should be the same as the other.It is completely anti social

Dog fouling is serious and potentially life threatening.

No, the penalty is too low and should be increased

Too low

This seems excessive if the dog is well behaved

Again fine and policed

Not enough, should be much higher to be an effective deterrent

The penalty needs to be higher and enforced more often to encourage irresponsible owners to comply.
Too many badly trained dogs and those off the lead are.often the ones that foul
This is a lot of money

If a dog is off the lead it can be very frightening and intimidating for many people. Some dog owners
can be very irresponsible, or feel that their dogs have more rights than people. Those people are not
really dog lovers. Some use their dogs as accessories or for aggression. Some are not interested in
their dogs, who behave badly - have not been trained. The owners usually have their noses in their
phones.

Many dog owners are responsible owners, they understand, even if a dog is exercised off lead, it is still
not acceptable for dog fouling to be ignored. Many owners carry poo bags so they can be responsible
owners, and pick up after their dogs, even if excised off lead.

The fine should be higher to emphasise the seriousness of flouting the rules.

No, the fine amounts should be higher

On beach areas there may be children playing who assume there are no dogs

For consistency with penalties for dog fouling.

| feel dogs are not kept in control by all owners and other users are not considered

The owner knows their own dog and should be trusted to know whether the dog is suitably trained to
be exercised off lead. You would not leash any other member of your family, unruly or not.
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If ‘No', why not?

More encouragement is required to prevent people from ignoring the rules

Dogs don't know where the line in the sand is and even the best controlled dog can wander. When
there's an empty beach a fine, especially this amount would be ridiculous. Owners should be given the
chance to rectify the situation before being fined. Agree with fouling fine if owner doesn't take steps to
clear up the mess, they have simply run out of bags and be waiting for another dog walker to come by
- it happens.

Should be consistent. This lower amount is not a deterrent

This penalises those dog owners who have a dog that is trained to walk off the lead. | agree that
some dog's are required to be on the lead as they are not trained however there are many that are
trained not to cause disruption whilst off the lead.

Needs to be higher to be a deterrent. Its ok to have lower penalties if theres a visibility of wardens
enforcing the rules.

Having walked regularly along North Bay, have observed dogs off leads on beaches fouling on the
sand and owners ignoring, not clearing faeces!

If on a lead, the dog should be under control
| feel a stronger deterrent is required to ensure owners take better responsibility.

Restrictions are in place for a reason. Flouting the restrictions may have safety implications. Other
users have the right to feel safe.

Should be visible dog wardens

The current penalty for dogs being exercised in a banned area is £75. This is
lower than the £100 maximum limit to emphasise the seriousness of fouling
compared to other offences.

Do you agree with this penalty amount?

No, the penalty is too low and should be increased (454) _46%
ves (o) [N =

No, the penalty is too high and should be decreased (113) .12%

If ‘No', why not?

Let people be
Too low and the arrogant people among us choose to ignore it.

If there is an area with a clear ban there is no mitigation for misunderstanding areas/dates so the fine
should be higher.

As Q2
People should know where it is safe to go without fear of being harassed by a Loose dog eg picnicking
on beach with children

Providing the dog is on a lead | cannot see the problem. This area is big business for tourism but if
people are being fined for having their dog in a banned area, which could be due to visi6being
unaware it is a benne are it is likely they will not revisit nor spend money in local businesses

The banned areas are too widespread and the beaches end up a no go area for far too many months.
If there were similar penalties for people leaving rubbish and fouling the beaches then | would be
happy to agree Dogs also struggle to read the signs.
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If ‘No', why not?

There is so much dog fouling throughout Scarborough it's disgusting and nobody bothers to clean up -
just walk through the town or any street

£100 maximum penalty is too low. Owning a dog is a privilege, a responsibility, and a huge
commitment. Dog laws aim to keep owners, their dogs, and everyone else safe and happy. including:
Animals Act 1971; Dangerous Dogs Act 1991; Control of Dogs Order 1992; Dogs (Fouling of Land) Act
1996; Microchipping of Dogs (England) Regulations 2015; Road Traffic Act 1988, Section 27 Control
of dogs on roads. In public places, owners must keep their dog ‘under proper control’ (supervised).
Generally, this means close to you and ideally on a lead. If dogs are off a lead, they must be under
control in another way, such as obeying voice commands. Owners often presume that everyone loves
dogs, but dogs terrify some people, some are allergic to dogs; often people do not want dogs jumping
up at them, particularly those with disabilities, frail, infirm, etc. Owners must ensure that their dog is
well-behaved and minimise growling & barking. Highway Code Rule 56 — Do not let a dog out on the
road on its own. Keep it on a short lead when walking on the pavement, road or path shared with
cyclists or horse riders.

People should be encouraged to exercise. No fine should be applied. There should be no banned
areas for dogs.

banned should mean banned. Our beaches have become exercise areas for dogs. Instead of
advertising our area as a family seaside resort the way it is at the moment it would be better advertised
as a Seaside resort for dogs. JUST BAN THEM . Children can no longer enjoy our lovely sands. Itis
not surprising that so many families go abroad.

See Q2

As above

In a banned area, parents and the public, will not be ready for unwanted attention from excitable dogs.
Threat to other dogs/people and the environment

Higher to enforce better enforcement. Dog attacks and fights are just as serious, as are when they
harass children who then become upset and risk getting injured.

The penalty should be increased to emphasise the seriousness of breaching the rules in a ‘banned’
area compared to a restricted one.

Chances are dog owners exercising dogs in restricted areas will also allow their dogs to foul

Dogs off a lead can cause harm to wildlife and people, especially people nervous around dogs. A
restricted area should be enforced and thus penalties should be higher.

It needs increasing and enforcing.

In the past, banned areas have been changed without warning and people found themselves
accidentally breaking the rules — or in some cases forced to cross banned areas in order to access
stairs to exit the beach. Rule changes are not the dog owner's fault, and it's an easy mistake to make.

Some dog owners seem to be increasingly cavalier about this
same as above

The penalty can be whatever as long as it is enforced consistently
As above

not a deterrent. make it more.

Banned areas should guarantee that people can use those areas for children to play or picnic without
fear of infection from dog fouling or out of control dogs.

As above. It's draconian. People who leave rubbish should be the ones being penalised - far more
problematic & damaging.

As above
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If ‘No', why not?

| often see dogs being allowed to run free off lead in areas where they shouldn't be eg in the Open Air
Theatre and along the North Bay promenade. This can be disturbing for pedestrians and dangerous,
especially in the Summer months, when children tend to be playing in front of the chalet areas. It can
also be disturbing to pedestrians exercising their dogs on lead, especially to dogs who are fearful of
other dogs. Basically, | find that the majority of dog walkers who exercise there dogs in banned areas
or areas with restrictions do not have full control of their dogs, or blatantly have no regard for rules.

Have all penalty amounts the same

the beaches should have no dog walking restrictions

Again, as above

| really don'’t like being around dogs and | can’t relax around them.
As above

A warning should be given first and then a £50 fine. | think this is far too expensive especially when
people are struggling. Sometimes it may be done in error and a warning should be given first.

A considerable amount of the general public seem to think this ban does not apply to them -
particularly on beaches. A high penalty might be a better deterrent

Again, no one seems to actually listen to these rules, so it they were enforced and a higher tine given,
it would deter and stop the behavior

Too low to deter
See above
even £100 is not enough disincentive/punishment for offenders

For those non dog owners affected & threatened by dogs off the lead, it can have long lasting affects.
Dog owners need to think about this, a higher fine may help to make dog owners respect not everyone
wants to pet their dog!

There should be no ban
Not enough of a deterrent

Just having a dog on a lead in an area should result in a warning not a fine , persistent offender should
be fined

Not a deterrent at such a low penalty and not enforced anyway.
See above

Ki

Because there needs to be an effective deterrent

Again this may not be safe so owners should pay higher
spaces are for families to enjoy in peace and safely

The issue is not the dogs it is the owners not picking up the poo or not controlling them appropriately in
the specific area.

As above

| believe the Summer beach ban is wrong and should be limited to time restrictions rather than a full
ban. Dogs make less mess than humans that leave their rubbish

Dogs ‘off lead ‘ are often uncontrollable and can be dangerous? Also IT IS AGAINST THE LAW.
As above

We do not enforce enough minor rules as it is so a higher charge hopefully will be more of a deterrent
as who is going to be there to monitor them?

As above
As per previous question
as previous answer
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If ‘No', why not?

Should be the same as a dog fouling.there is a higher risk to the public, especially children getting
injured

Deterant is required

As above, standard fine should be £100.

Again it's more a revenue raising exercise unless there are an adequate number of areas where dogs
can be exercised.

It depends on the area, time of day and behaviour of the dog and owner. Often there is absolutely
nobody on the banned beach, it is just silly.

The penalty must provide greater obligation on dog owners to take full responsibility.
In line with other councils

£75 just isn’'t enough and so people risk it, if it was £500 or more, people might think twice. If a council
official bothered to enforce the current ban, on a summer’s day, the council could earn hundreds of
pounds, if not thousands. As with all these fines, they mean nothing of they are not enforced. This
seems to be a big issue.

Needs to be higher as a deterrent

The rule is regularly ignored

As above

A dog is the responsibility of the owner, they should face maximum penalties just like other people.
As above

Dogs can trigger serious reactions for people who are phobic, allergic etc. People need to be assured
that designated areas are dog free.

No, the penalty is too low and should be increased

Too low

This seems excessive

Banned means banned

Not enough, should be much higher to be an effective deterrent

The penalty also needs to be higher and enforced more often to encourage irresponsible owners to
comply.

It should be a punitive charge to make owners follow the rules. Families and children will be out at risk.
Entitled owners need to be punished to many think their dogs are special and not a problem

Again it’s a lot of money.

A real deterrent is needed. The dogs seem to have more consideration than people. Dog owners do
not have to take their animals to shops or busy pavements and roads or beaches or areas of beauty.
They are ruining it for everyone else. Dogs don't like shopping. People who are frightened of dogs
always have to be on the look out. | know people who avoid shops and cafes now because there are
dogs there. It's worrying and unhygienic. Its not fair to people.

Many dog owners are responsible owners, they understand, it is not acceptable for dog fouling to be
ignored. In an age where there are increasing numbers of people considering exercise as a way to
reduce excessive weight gain, and increasing numbers suffering from mental health, there is also an
increase in the number of people/families who own a dog. It is recognised that owning a dog can
provide an easy opportunity to exercise by walking a dog, provide relief from life pressures, reduce
stress and anxiety, and significantly increase wellbeing. Having a dog by your side is incredibly
important and provides great health benefits in so many ways. Owners want to care for their dog, this
includes picking up after their dog.

The fine should be higher to emphasise the seriousness of flouting the rules.
As above
Children may be playing on beach areas
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If ‘No', why not?

Increase both penalties

For consistency with penalties for dog fouling.

People who ignore the rules should expect to get the max fine
As above more is required to prevent people breaking the rules

As stated before even the best controlled dog can wander and signage on the beach is not always
clear if you've walked on the beach from a permitted area. Owners, particularly visitors should be given
the chance to exit rather than being immediately fined. On days when the weather is rubbish or the
beach is empty the van is ridiculous and so would be a fine of that amount.

Should be consistent. This lower amount is not a deterrent
This is far too high especially if someone makes a mistake and accidently enters a banned area.

Needs to be higher to be a deterrent. Its ok to have lower penalties if theres a visibility of wardens
enforcing the rules.

| have regularly observed dogs being exercised on beaches during summer months, despite signs
informing that this is not allowed during summer period, when children are playing on the sands.

Shouldn’t be a ban if the dog is controlled and cleaned up after by the dogs owner

| feel a stronger deterrent is required to ensure owners take better responsibility. There's a reason for
the bans, to protect people and areas from the dangers of uncontrolled animals and their urine and
faeces.

Again dogs are being banned for good reason. Other users may be at risk and/ or be left feeling
fearful of dogs off their leads, especially in areas with children

| don’t agree with banned areas on the beaches in Scarborough. In my experience most dog owners
are sensible and responsible until the public who leave litter dirty nappies and disposable barbecues.

The following areas have a year round ban:

~ children’s play or recreation areas

~ tennis courts

~ skate park

~ multi-sports areas and playing fields

~ bowling greens

~ any other sporting or recreational facility all signed at their entrance(s).
Do you agree with this restriction?

If ‘No', why not?

Dogs should be allowed on playing fields with strict enforced £1000 fouling fines in place. Bins should
be readily available at each exit

Agree with these areas, ban should be increased to more areas

In winter, there is nowhere on the beach without dogs. Children play on the beach in winter.

Some recreation areas, alot of families have dogs, if they are on there lead they should be able to be
in the play or recreational areas

Children's play areas are a family place and | like to take our dog out with us to the park, they should
be on leads but not banned
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If ‘No', why not?

| agree dogs should not be allowed on such as bowling greens but why not a well behaved dog and its
owner be allowed to watch. Same at a play park. Dogs are part of the family. If owners are responsible
ones there should be no problem. Also it's good for education.

Some of these arrears should be allowed as long as the dog is kept on a lead.

Because many mostly men walk the dog with no lead in the town and streets which ahould not be
happening and ghey fining

Agree with kids play grounds only.

Responsible dog owners would keep dogs on a lead and clean up afterwards in certain venues | think
dogs should be allowed on a lead, bowling greens( not on the green itself) and playing fields

Some green spaces shouldn’t have restrictions.

South cliff gardens and esplanade have children’s playground and comm areas but dogs wander off
lead

Again, dogs are not the problem, people are.

| don’t agree with the sporting and recreational grounds when there is no ongoing event - the vast
majority of people who walk their dogs would benefit from having access to such sites as playing fields
etc when there is no event happening. Why prejudice someone from enjoying the area with their
animal when the space isn't being used or required for any other purpose. | agree with tennis courts,
play grounds etc

Dogs on leads should be allowed in these areas.
Would be nice to take my child into a play park with the dog on a lead
Makes it very difficult for families with dogs to use play areas and playing fields.

A lot of people have dogs and children. This restricts family activities. Responsible owners should not
be penalised for the activities of an irresponsible minority .

| agree with most of them but there are some playing fields that are hardly used and there are no other
places in the area for residents to walk their dogs and socialise with other residents.

For most of the above, the answer is yes, however some bans are too restrictive and should be
reduced to dogs on leads, e.g. open playing fields or parks.

The restriction should be extended to beaches as well

| think there are a lot of families with children who also have a dog. | think a dog should be allowed in
the play area on a short lead but should not be allowed near the play equipment. In Filey for example
there are benches around the play area at Glen Gardens where people can sit with their dogs and still
keep an eye on their children. Perhaps there could be a mixture of play areas where dogs on very
short leads are allowed and others that are dog free. Similar to how the beaches are part dog friendly
and part dogs are banned.

Year round bans should be extended to more areas e.g. more beaches.
Dogs are unhygienic and | do not welcome them in cafes and restaurants either.

Gated sports courts could be a valuable asset to responsible dog owners whose pet isn't able to mix
with other dogs. | know there are fields available for hire, but they are away from populated areas
where this type of facility is needed. Dogs need to be able to have running exercise and then training
can be done when the first energy is expended, smaller fenced areas are perfect - maybe the council
could consider providing some of these in areas around the town. It would also prevent more incidents
of dog/dog attacks.

People can be as much a nuisance

It prevents owners access as well.

Dogs shouldn’t be banned from any area as long as they are on short leads
Some playing fields are located on public open spaces.
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If ‘No', why not?

Yes in childrens play parks but no in other recreation areas this should be dogs strictly on a short lead
to allow people to watch sports etc with their pets and have access to larger areas

Responsible dog owners should be able to walk dogs on sporting/recreational facilities as long as they
are under control and any dog poo is picked up

Why are dogs all year round from these areas? If the issue is one of badly behaved dogs and
irresponsible dog owners then tackle that issue, but don’t penalise responsible dog owners who keep
their dogs under control, clean up after them and may want to exercise the dog on a quiet playing field
when it's not in use. The current arrangements also penalise young families who may have a dog and
whose children want to play in a designated children’s play area- how do parents properly supervise
and interact with their children if they can’t enter the play area because they have to remain outside
with the family pet. Yet again the council have taken a one size fits all approach to tackle the problems
which arise from irresponsible dog owners and badly behaved dogs.

It restricts families with dogs from being able to use the facilities.

In some cases people with dogs may also have young children wanting to play in play areas. If the dog
is kept on a lead and not allowed to foul the area then | do not see any harm in allowing it in to the
area.

If dogs in all the mentioned areas are kept on a lead and under control there isnt any problems

With the exception of children's play areas, a blanket ban in these areas has no real justification if the
dog is trained and under control.

All of the above apart from Playing fields - as long as any mess is cleaned | see no issue
Disagree with recreational facility as walking a dog has health benefits

The list should be extended to include wildlife areas.

Dogs should be allowed in these areas as long as they dont foul.

Exercising your dogs does not mean that your going to allow them to foul, this is the same for any
dogs allowed on the beach, dogs are part of a family and most owners are very responsible and
respectful | think you are penalising everyone as if they are going to offend, and it's not the case. If
there was more people to implement these fines on the spot then it wouldn't allow it to happen at all.

If there is a penalty already in place for fouling, why can’t these areas be used by dogs that are in the
care of an owner with the proviso of the fine for fouling?

Sometimes dog owners require enclosed spaces to let fogs run free without fear of them escaping. It
doesnt cause a problem out of season when tennis courts are not in use

Dogs should be allowed to use these areas as long as they are under their owner's control and any
fouling removed. It spoils family life if a dog cannot be with the family.

Public spaces are for everyone including animals.
| think if a dog is kept on lead then it should be ok in these areas

I'm quite happy for dogs to be excluded from children's play parks and tennis courts. But when so
many parks are also doubling as playing fields, this would have the effect of making it impossible for
council tax payers who own a dog to use the green spaces for exercise. Exercising with a dog should
be considered just as important as exercising with a ball.

Not necessary at all of them such as sports fields

The restriction should also apply to the area surrounding those places because that's where children
can be going to.

Some play parks need a desighated dog area as it is too far to stand outside and look after your
children eg copsehill park in Filey. And there is no where to leave your dog safely (railings next to the
main road.

I go down to Bridlington leisure centre dogs are allowed inside the cafe , dogs are family and all the
dogs behave and quiter than children and don’t make a mess on the floor

In addition to these sporting and recreational facilities, dogs should also be banned from Parks.
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If ‘No', why not?

Some areas are incorrectly signed. As you say "recreational facility all signed at their entrance(s)" but
this is not always the case. THis makes the restrictions unenforceable.

If one is out with children and dog at the same time, | can’t go in the park area with the children | also
can't leave my dog tied up as they get pinched. If | could take the dog in with me on a short lead |
could at least push the children on the swings and watch them on other play things. You ban the dog,
you ban families. Again when perhaps dropping children up and picking them up from sports areas etc
on occasion if | have the dog and it’'s a hot day | can’t leave the dog in the car and | can't leave it tied
up somewhere. Again a short lead in an emergency. Dogs don’t poo constantly all day.

Being a mum with 4 kids and 2 dogs. It proves a challenge taking them to the park or playing field
when i cant bring the dogs.

Certain areas which are banned for digs means that families cannot enjoy the areas fully as they have
to leave the dog behind

Not an outright ban on ALL. When living in Gloucestershire - most of those areas had bans in place -
but you had options that didn't include a ban. I.e. in my locality - most children's play parks were
fenced off with a dog ban, but there was one within the area - that was in an open field with no
restrictions - which meant if you were walking your dogs with children, you had a play park you could
also attend without having to tie your dog up on the outskirts

| agree with some locations but not open playing fuelds, | feel dogs could be exercised there

If there is green space and owners are responsibly picking up after their dog why is it an issue?
Peopke create more rubbish than dogs

Because am a dog. | come on holidays when my dog is allowed on the beach. She the beach. If you
ban dogs all year round. | will not visit the East Coast

Some single parents want to exercise their pets and their children, there should be a dog friendly area
within a park that you cam tie your pets to whilst your children enjoy the facilities.

Apart from playing fields, maybe a timed ban should be in place where families play, fouling fine
should remain.

There are little spaces already and it prevents families taking their pet with them for a day of
enjoyment. They should have access but be responsible as to when they are allowed with them but on
a lead.

| agree mostly with this restriction except for perhaps playing fields, i.e football grounds and rugby
fields etc. They should of course be kept away from the actual playing area but | see not reason why
they shouldn't be allowed around the perimeter on leads. This would allow people to take their dogs to
watch their children or other family members playing sports.

Playing fields and recreation areas shouldnt be banned
Dogs on leads should be allowed in parks when taking kids out
If dogs are controlled or on leads, why cant they be at these places

Some Spirts grounds (Hunmanby Spirts Fields) have a large enough area for sports and dog walking.
If there are concerns about dog fouling, fence the sports area off. It is prejudice to dog owners to ban
them from such a large field, especially when it is only used Sunday mornings for sport.

| feel they should be allowed on leads on playing fields. The issue is not the dogs it is the owners not
picking up the poo or not controlling them appropriately in the specific area.

Responsible dog owners who oick up after their dog should be allowed to use playing fields

Whilst understanding the need for dogs to be confined around these areas to avoid fouling or | jury
due to tripping etc, many people who wish to watch or support also have dogs. As do families with
children who use the play area. Perhaps areas for observers/ spectators with dogs can be ste aside.

Unless there are specific areas put aside for dog exercise this is not fair and bad for dog owners ne
the environment if people have to drive out of town to walk dogs!
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If ‘No', why not?

| had a dog as a child and they were allowed everywhere us children went. Consequently my
generation have a healthy respect for dogs and no fear of them. Since the 80's we have become more
and more restrictive with dogs and now we have parents who are wary of dogs transferring those fears
to their own children. If a family takes the time to be out and about with their children and pet then you
can bet that the adults in the party are responsibile citizens who value their children AND pet.

Only fenced in children's play areas. Otherwise this punishes owners and families who may want to
play/support/spend time together. Should be allowed on a lead.

Because many times | have not been able to take my Grandchild into the play park (in Pannett Park)
because | have also had the family dog with me. | have often seen other families with children not be
able to access the park for the same reason. | like the vast majority of dog owners, am a responsible
dog owner, with a well behaved dog and ALWAYS clean up after my dog, and on occasion other
peoples too! When parking up on St Hilda’s terrace, it would be nice to enjoy a walk through the park
into town, but | am banned from walking through the park as | almost always have my dog with me.
Yet my council tax bill to NYCC is 3.5k per year for a small 2.5 bedroom house! yet cannot use the
amenities | am paying for. A point | must put forward is that | have never ‘seen’ a dog walker let their
dog foul with out cleaning up ( | strongly suspect habitual offenders are locals walking their dogs at
night after dark) - but Dog walkers need to police other dog walkers and be encouraged to report
offenders. An increase in the current fouling fine would be a good deterrent too.

Most i agree with -but what about Olivers Mount playing fields - | actually thought this was ok for dogs
off leads

Owner should show discretion

Parts of Filey beach are restricted by a seasonal dog ban from 1 May to 30
September.
Do you agree with this restriction?

Yes (365) -39%

No, the duration of the restriction is too long (198) -21%
Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (140) -15%
No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (131) -14%

No, the duration of the restriction is too short (112) .12%

The Lawns Cemetery in Filey is covered by a year round prohibition of dogs.
Do you agree with this restriction?

ves (616) [N 66%

No, the cemetery should be a dogs on lead area, rather than a banned area (316) -34%
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The following areas in Filey have a year-round dogs on lead order.
Do you agree with this restriction? (Belle Vue Street)

vese10) >+

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (135) -16%
No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (67) .8%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (19) |2%

The following areas in Filey have a year-round dogs on lead order.
Do you agree with this restriction? (Crescent Gardens)

ves571) I

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (143) -17%
No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (78) .9%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (34) I4%

The following areas in Filey have a year-round dogs on lead order.
Do you agree with this restriction? (Evron Centre Gardens (formerly Filey Town
Hall Gardens))

ves ) [

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (149) -18%
No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (79) .9%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (29) I4%

The following areas in Filey have a year-round dogs on lead order.
Do you agree with this restriction? (Glen Gardens (including mini-golf course))

ves o5 [

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (153) -18%
No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (86) .10%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (41) I5%
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The following areas in Filey have a year-round dogs on lead order.
Do you agree with this restriction? (Hope Street)

ves oo [

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (137) -17%
No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (62) l8%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (22) IS%

The following areas in Filey have a year-round dogs on lead order.
Do you agree with this restriction? (John Street)

ves o) [

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (139) -17%
No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (62) l8%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (22) IS%

The following areas in Filey have a year-round dogs on lead order.
Do you agree with this restriction? (Memorial Gardens)

ves ) >

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (150) -18%
No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (72) .9%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (26) |3%

The following areas in Filey have a year-round dogs on lead order.
Do you agree with this restriction? (Murray Street)

ves s50) [

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (140) -17%
No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (61) l8%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (22) IS%
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The following areas in Filey have a year-round dogs on lead order.
Do you agree with this restriction? (Northcliffe Gardens)

ves s [ >

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (150) -18%
No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (80) .10%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (35) I4%

The following areas in Filey have a year-round dogs on lead order.
Do you agree with this restriction? (The promenade from the southernmost point
of Coble Landing to the end of the sea wall at Royal Parade)

ves o) [

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (184) -22%
No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (106) .13%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (42) I5%

Parts of Scarborough’s North Bay Beach are covered by a seasonal dog ban from
1 May to 30 September.
Do you agree with this restriction?

Yes (313) -33%

No, the duration of the restrictions are too long (205) -22%
Yes, and the areas currently restricted should be expanded (162) -17%
No, the areas currently restricted should be reduced (155) -16%

No, the duration of the restrictions are too short (114) .12%
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Parts of Scarborough’s South Bay Beach are covered by a seasonal dog ban
from 1 May to 30 September.
Do you agree with this restriction?

Yes (324) -34%

No, the duration of the restrictions are too long (206) -22%

Yes, and the areas currently restricted should be expanded (171) -18%

No, the areas currently restricted should be reduced (128) .14%

No, the duration of the restrictions are too short (117) .12%

The following areas in Scarborough have a year-round ban on dogs.
Do you agree with this restriction? (Granville Square)

ves 07 >

No, it should be a dogs on lead area rather than a dog ban (137) -16%

Yes, and the areas currently restricted should be expanded (127) -15%

No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (84) .10%

The following areas in Scarborough have a year-round ban on dogs.
Do you agree with this restriction? (Quarry Mount Park)

ves o) [ >

No, it should be a dogs on lead area rather than a dog ban (133) -16%

Yes, and the areas currently restricted should be expanded (127) -15%

No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (89) .11%

The following areas in Scarborough have a year-round ban on dogs.
Do you agree with this restriction? (Shuttleworth Gardens)

ves o)

No, it should be a dogs on lead area rather than a dog ban (151) -17%
Yes, and the areas currently restricted should be expanded (138) -16%

No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (90) .10%
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The following areas in Scarborough have a year-round ban on dogs.
Do you agree with this restriction? (The Green, Burniston)

ves o)

No, it should be a dogs on lead area rather than a dog ban (151) -18%
Yes, and the areas currently restricted should be expanded (131) -15%

No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (86) .10%

The following areas in Scarborough have a year-round ban on dogs.
Do you agree with this restriction? (Woodlands Crematorium and Cemetery)

ves o) >

No, it should be a dogs on lead area rather than a dog ban (210) -24%

Yes, and the areas currently restricted should be expanded (139) -16%

No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (63) I?%

The following areas in Scarborough have a year-round dogs on lead restriction.
Do you agree with this restriction? (Scarborough North Bay (the promenade from
Scalby Mills Road to The Sands, Peasholm Gap))

Yes (470) -51%

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (204) -22%

No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (137) .15%

No, the restriction should be seasonal to match the beach restrictions (83) I9%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (32) |4%

The following areas in Scarborough have a year-round dogs on lead restriction.
Do you agree with this restriction? (Scarborough South Bay (the promenade in
front of the Spa building and colonnade))

Yes (492) _53%

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (213) -23%
No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (123) .13%
No, the restriction should be seasonal to match the beach restrictions (65) I7%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (30) |3%
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Alexandra Gardens (off North Marine Road)

vess42) R

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (152) -18%
No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (107) .13%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (28) IS%

Alma Square (fenced green space)

ves s [ >

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (150) -18%
No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (108) .13%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (20) |2%

Bracken Hill Playground

ves o)

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (151) -18%
No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (45) I6%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (17) |2%

Briercliffe Playground

ves 61 [

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (149) -18%
No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (42) IS%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (20) |2%

Newby and Scalby Community Hall (Sports Area)

ves o)

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (156) -19%

No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (60) l7%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (26) |3%
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Crescent Gardens

ves o) [

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (156) -19%

No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (101) .12%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (27) |3%

Dean Road Cemetery

ves 550 [

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (153) -18%
No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (103) .12%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (31) |4%

Eastway Playing Fields

ves 55 >

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (152) -19%
No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (83) .10%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (23) |3%

Falsgrave Park

ves o) [

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (154) -19%

No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (134) -16%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (40) IS%

Gallows Close Playing Fields

ves 520 [ >

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (154) -19%

No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (111) -14%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (31) I4%
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Grosvenor Crescent Gardens

ves s [ >

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (146) -18%

No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (99) .12%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (30) |4%

Linden Road Play Area, Newby

ves s [

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (152) -19%
No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (54) I?%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (24) IS%

Manor Road Cemetery

ves 550 [ >

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (146) -18%
No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (101) .12%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (31) |4%

Merryweather Gardens, Northway

ves o) [

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (146) -18%
No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (85) .11%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (31) I4%

South CIiff Gardens (south of the cliff lift)

ves )

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (177) -21%
No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (133) -16%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (41) IS%
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The Mere (area bounded by unadopted road)

ves ) >

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (158) -19%

No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (145) -17%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (43) IS%

Newby Farm Play area

ves ) [

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (154) -19%
No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (47) I6%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (23) IS%

Northstead Manor Gardens

ves s20) >

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (147) -18%
No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (107) .13%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (34) I4%

Olivers Mount (Memorial)

ves o) [

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (159) -19%

No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (138) -17%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (35) I4%

Peasholm Park and Lower Glen

ves o) [ >

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (176) -21%
No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (128) -15%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (40) I5%
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Pedestrianised area of Scarborough town centre

ves o)

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (175) -21%

No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (73) .9%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (26) |3%

St Martins Square

ves 55 [

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (142) -18%
No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (78) .10%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (28) I4%

St Nicholas and Town Hall Gardens

ves 47

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (156) -19%
No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (86) .11%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (26) |3%

Sainsburys Play Area

ves 57

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (158) -19%

No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (44) IS%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (19) |2%

Valley Road Gardens (north of Valley Road)

ves 510

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (168) -20%
No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (109) .13%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (39) IS%



Appendix 1

Valley Road Gardens (south of Valley Road)

ves o) [

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (167) -20%
No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (111) -13%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (39) IS%

West Square Garden

ves o)

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (148) -18%
No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (93) .12%

No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (26) |3%

Parts of Whitby Beach are covered by a seasonal dog ban from 1 May to 30
September.
Do you agree with this restriction? (Scarborough North Bay)

Yes (328) -36%

No, the duration of the restriction is too long (182) -20%
Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (158) -17%
No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (153) -17%

No, the duration of the restriction is too short (89) .10%

Parts of Sandsend Beach are covered by a seasonal dog ban from 1 May to 30
September.
Do you agree with this restriction?

Yes (334) - 37%

No, the duration of the restriction is too long (184) -20%
No, the area currently restricted should be reduced (153) -17%

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (151) -17%

No, the duration of the restriction is too short (88) .10%



Appendix 1

The following areas are designated year-round ban on dogs.
Do you agree with this restriction? (Pannett Park)

ves o) I >

No, the area currently restricted should be a dogs on lead area (156) -18%
Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (127) .15%

No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (113) .13%

The following areas are designated year-round ban on dogs.
Do you agree with this restriction? (Whitby (Larpool) Cemetery)

ves o)

No, the area currently restricted should be a dogs on lead area (165) -20%
Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (122) .15%

No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (73) l9%

The following areas are designated year-round ban on dogs.
Do you agree with this restriction? (White Leys Playing Fields)

ves ) [

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (134) -16%
No, the area currently restricted should be a dogs on lead area (119) .14%

No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (84) .10%

The following area is designated dogs on lead from 1 May to 30 September each
year.
Do you agree with this restriction? (West Cliff Sports or Recreation Area)

ves o)

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (137) -17%
No, the restriction is not required and should be removed (82) .10%
No, the restriction should be year round and not seasonal (78) .9%

Dogs should be banned here each season (23) I3%
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The following areas are designated year-round dogs on lead.
Do you agree with this restriction? (Baxtergate)

ves o) >

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (142) -18%

No, the restriction is not required in this area (70) .9%

The following areas are designated year-round dogs on lead.
Do you agree with this restriction? (Bridge Street and Whitby Swing Bridge)

ves ) [

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (148) -19%

No, the restriction is not required in this area (66) .8%

The following areas are designated year-round dogs on lead.
Do you agree with this restriction? (Chubb Hill)

ves )

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (139) -18%

No, the restriction is not required in this area (71) .9%

The following areas are designated year-round dogs on lead.
Do you agree with this restriction? (Church Street)

ves s2)

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (141) -18%

No, the restriction is not required in this area (69) .9%

The following areas are designated year-round dogs on lead.
Do you agree with this restriction? (Ellerbeck Way Playground)

ves s [ >+

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (147) -19%

No, the restriction is not required in this area (54) I?%
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The following areas are designated year-round dogs on lead.
Do you agree with this restriction? (Flowergate)

ves s [+

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (140) -18%

No, the restriction is not required in this area (69) .9%

The following areas are designated year-round dogs on lead.

Do you agree with this restriction? (Formal Gardens (land between Khyber Pass
and East Crescent))

ves )

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (149) -19%

No, the restriction is not required in this area (87) .11%

The following areas are designated year-round dogs on lead.
Do you agree with this restriction? (Haggersgate)

ves 575 [+

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (136) -17%

No, the restriction is not required in this area (70) .9%

The following areas are designated year-round dogs on lead.
Do you agree with this restriction? (Ingham Play Park, Sleights)

ves 7o) I

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (145) -19%

No, the restriction is not required in this area (57) l7%

The following areas are designated year-round dogs on lead.
Do you agree with this restriction? (Kingfisher Drive Recreation Area)

ves 557 I

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (142) -18%

No, the restriction is not required in this area (71) .9%
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The following areas are designated year-round dogs on lead.
Do you agree with this restriction? (Linden Close, Sleights)

ves ) >

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (136) -18%

No, the restriction is not required in this area (70) .9%

The following areas are designated year-round dogs on lead.
Do you agree with this restriction? (Lowdale Lane Sportsfield, Sleights)

ves s [

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (138) -18%

No, the restriction is not required in this area (71) .9%

The following areas are designated year-round dogs on lead.
Do you agree with this restriction? (Marton Court Amenity Area)

ves 57

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (139) -18%

No, the restriction is not required in this area (64) l8%

The following areas are designated year-round dogs on lead.
Do you agree with this restriction? (Nightingale Drive, Whitby)

ves o) [

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (137) -18%

No, the restriction is not required in this area (72) .9%

The following areas are designated year-round dogs on lead.
Do you agree with this restriction? (Royal Crescent Gardens)

ves )

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (145) -19%

No, the restriction is not required in this area (88) .11%
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The following areas are designated year-round dogs on lead.
Do you agree with this restriction? (South Seas Gardens (Little Park))

vess52)

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (141) -18%

No, the restriction is not required in this area (84) .11%

The following areas are designated year-round dogs on lead.

Do you agree with this restriction? (The Promenade at Whitby (including the
whole of Battery Parade) between Whitby Pavilion (formerly the Spa) and the
western end of the beach chalets)

ves o)

Yes, and the area currently restricted should be expanded (174) -22%

No, the restriction is not required in this area (121) -15%

If you have anything further you would like to tell us about dog control in the Filey,
Scarborough or Whitby area, please add below:

I’'m sick to death of my children being jumped up at by dogs off lead in public spaces. If you say
anything to the owners all you get is a mouthful of abuse. There is currently NOWHeRE safe from
stepping in dog poo. Since Covid and the huge increase in dogs and the huge numbers of places now
letting dogs in no play park or gardens are safe. We need some places where children are free to play
without fear of being approached by an unfamiliar dog or standing in dog poo which lets not forget can
csuse blindness!!!

| find dogs scary and it stops me being outside when | know there will be dogs there. Dog poo
infuriates me, it is disgusting and dangerous.

We think the beach restrictions need reviewing. Too much of the beach has a ban, and for too long.
Please be mindful of accessible beaches for wheelchair users and pram users, beach spaces are
restricted that are accessible and then restrictions on too many other spaces

I have no problems with dogs on lead restrictions but banning dogs fully from certain areas including
beaches is over the top. Rather make these areas where fines apply for leaving dog mess. Dogs do
not leave rubbish or cause vandalism, people do that

Only at very low tide is it possible to take the dog on the tiny bit of beach allowed at Sandsend. Most
of the time the tide just covers the beach so this is very unfair. Same is true of the tiny bit of beach
allowed near Whitby Pavilion. We need more dog-friendly beach areas at Sandsend and at Whitby.

Unrelated, format of the questionnaire qill peoduce inaccuracies, people who are not jnterest in whitby
(for example) will just mark everything as yes to to get tot the section they care about.

If you put a ban on beachs. You wiil get visitors

Beach restrictions are good for summer months however should run from 9am to 7pm daily as the
beaches can be empty outside these times particularly on summer mornings. There are no families
using the beach at most of these times. Other than that | mostly agree with the bans.

Let dogs enjoy. It's too much police state

Need more control of dog mess as people just don’t pick up after them selfs and people still not putting
dogs in leads
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If you have anything further you would like to tell us about dog control in the Filey,
Scarborough or Whitby area, please add below:

Less restrictions will probably bring more tourism!

Instead of dog ban on all peak areas of beaches, there could be on lead beach areas. Playing fields &
parks need more freedom, cemeteries on lead only, all dog fouling fines to remain.

Adding restrictions should be the last resort in these areas and not seen a a standard requirement.
There are other ways of controlling bad public behaviour and people should be free to roam where
they like with reasonable considerations for others without being dictated to. It's reasonable to assume
that once implemented these become normal and our society becomes less accessible and free to
make our own decisions. This also penalises those with dogs/ pets without due cause.

There are so many dogs who like to run and chase balls and play with other dogs and this can not be
done unless they’re locked in a dog field. Dogs enjoy all different smells and shouldn’t be singled out
because of their owners. Children and adults make more of a mess on the beach during the summer
than the dogs do! If dogs have fouled it's not the dogs fault, find the owner and punish them. It makes
dog walking so much harder. You wouldn’t tell a child they have to go and stay in a locked play area
because they annoy people. It would be better to do a time ban on the beach such as no dogs 8am to
6pm. This is there world as much as it's anyone else’s. We go else where if we can not walk our dogs
of leads in decent areas as it's not worth the walk for our dogs and there isn’t very many walks we can
do around Scarborough/filey. Plus we have reported dog fowling. Even caught evidence and the
response was ‘I need to see it happen’ when we literally gave you that.

I would like you to justify constantly reviewing these rules and restrictions. Make a decision and stick to
it please. It's a waste of money.

Dog free areas on beaches is necessary in peak season but most of the year people walk rather than
sit on beaches. Perhaps a compromise in summer would be to have dogs in leads & more policing of
dog fouling.

Dog owners ignore the signs and carry on letting their dogs roam
The beaches should be available to all the whole year with no restrictions

Dogs on leads restrictions are enough, bans are not needed. More effort should be put into fining
people who don't clean up after their dogs .

There are too many off lead dogs. Especially in Scarborough. Dog owners are not responsible enough
to have their dogs off lead as most of the time to dogs have poor recall. As someone who owns a
reactive dog, there are many places in Scarborough i fear to walk my dog, and therefore cannot use.
The amount of arguments ive had with off lead dog owners about not having their dogs under control
is countless. It makes dog walking very stressful for myself and my dog. Also | think about people who
are fearful of dogs and how they must deal with it as well. People seem tofeel entitled to allow their
dogs to roam off lead in public places and when said dog behaves aggressively they say "oh ny dog
has never done this before" or " oh theyre friendly" when my dog clearly isnt and doesnt want another
dog in his face! | think if there were more dog wardens to enforce theses rules and hand out fines that
made an impact, then people would be obliged to listen. As the situation currently stands, people have
gotten away with off lead dogs and dog fowling with no consequences for so long, they now feel
entitled to their behavior, as it has become so common. Ireally hope the council does something about
the amount of off lead dogs, and dog fowling because right now, it is an unfair place to live and try to
be a responsible dog owner.

Needs to be more done on dog nouse, ruining outdoor spaces by owners who wont quieten their dogs
In favor of all controls.

tourists leave behind more mess than dog owners but off lead walking in popular areas is not safe for
some dogs and owners can sometimes become aggressive if asked to put their dog on a lead.
Penalties should be much much higher for people breaking rules intentionally.

Tourists come to the area with their dogs for the beach so please don't restrict their access. As long as
they are considerate this should be allowed.
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If you have anything further you would like to tell us about dog control in the Filey,
Scarborough or Whitby area, please add below:

Dog ownership needs to be better controlled and the penalties for fouling increased. It is a major blight
on the towns. Also irresponsible dog owners allow dogs to run free on the beach and there have been
several instances of passers by being bitten by being in the wrong place at the wrong time.

The seasonal bans need reviewing and dogs should be allowed on the beach until 10am and after
6pm
Dogs and dog fouling spoil our area all year year. People have no control or the dog is 'just playing '. It

is especially concerning for those with mobility and balance issues who can no longer look forward to a
short walk in case of incident. The amount of fouling is also making our towns look unkempt and dirty

Dog fouling on streets is a big problem in Scarborough. I like to see dogs enjoying the beach in winter
but feel that in summer dogs on the beaches would cause big problems especially for families playing
and relaxing on the beach. | have observed that some dog owners are less inclined to pick up mess on
the beach. When the weather is good there are always lots of dogs on the beaches. If there were dogs
allowed in summer too, along with crowds of people, this could cause problems in terms of safety and
health. | would also like to see less dog mess on pavements. | would like to know that enforcement of
fines is happening and feel it should be increased if possible.

You need to enforce your current laws more , there is little or no deterrent

There is no dog control on South CIliff Scarborough. Restrictions are not enforced so are totally
ignored. The area of control on South Cliff should be extended to include all of the area from Beeforths
Hide through to Holbeck Ravine and from The Esplanade, Esplanade Crescent and Holbeck Hill down
South CIiff to the beach. This makes the restricted area much more obvious and controllable. At
present the area is complexly defined with no obvious boundary.

I have and walk 2 dogs in the south cliff area of Scarborough , have done for years. | have never seen
any enforcement of dogs on leads rule and the dog poo situation is frequently appalling. Despite all
the signs ! All the rules in the world are useless if they are not enforced.it would be wonderful to give
us dog walkers free rein , it would be mayhem. Many,many dog walkers are totally irresponsible with
regard to other people who may have young children or be fearful of dogs running about .

| find that people do far more damage to beaches and marine life with all the litter they leave behind
than dogs. As long as owners pick up dog waste, and they can be fined for not doing this, | don’t see
an issue with dogs being allowed on the beach.

The Beaches in particular should have year round restrictions. | have so many times seen people think
it's ok to let their dog defecate on the beach and leave it. Dog faeces can carry the virus toxoplasmosis
which can cause blindness in children, among other diseases.

There are very few areas where you can exercise your dogs off the lead in/around Whitby. Also, the
banned areas of the beaches need looking at in more detail as you can go down the sea wall on an
evenin & the chalet lets have taken over the prom with their deck chairs, bbgs & god knows what yet
the tides out, a huge expanse of sand with hardly anyone on it but we can't go on it with our dogs so
have to weave through & around a crowded prom/sea wall. We should be allowed to take them on the
beach. Common sence needs to prevail & the beach should be patrolled for fouling. If the owners
clean up after their dogs then there shouldn't be a problem.

| find it frustrating that | have to share these places with peoples pets. Dog walkers use the
extendable lead such that they serve no purpose. Dogs are badly trained. The leads extend the full
width of the footpath and are trip hazards. People drive long distances to walk their dogs on the coast
and just flout these restrictions.

Children should be protected more families are second class to dog walkers it's not fair and beach
bans should be expanded

| agree we need restrictions on our county’s beaches but when they are in place you should be able to
exercise your dog before 9am and after 6 pm in the restricted areas before the tourists arrive and after
they leave after all we do actually live here and pay our council tax we should be able to enjoy it too !

Please shorten the banned area slightly on Filey beach so those less mobile with dogs can still park
and access the beach easily rather than having to go round to the very steep ramp down.



Appendix 1

If you have anything further you would like to tell us about dog control in the Filey,
Scarborough or Whitby area, please add below:

| think the summer ban on dogs should be changed so that dogs are allowed on the beaches in the
morning before 8 or 9am and in the evenings after 6pm. Also that the restrictions should end at the
beginning of September, after the children have gone back to school

Fouling is becoming really bad near airy hill school in Whitby. | think wardens should be around this
area as you can imagine there are alot of young children walking that way as that is also the direction
for most to the secondary school.

Filey town centre is like French Skipping, dogs should be on shortleads. People are walking on the
roads where it is safer. Dogs are given priority over the safety of people. Dogs are being left in cars
with closed windows outside Dixons and area

Dogs should be allowed on all beaches. In summer they should be allowed on the beach on a lead
with a larger designated area for running free. If people don't like it they should stay in areas where
dogs are currently not allowed. As a resident | have been verbally abused for being on areas for dogs
by holidaymakers who want the beaches dog free. Locals should have priority we spend money in the
town all year round so why should we be told we can't use certain areas.

If possible there needs to be more patrols & therefore more fines given to emphasise the restrictions.
Making these figures more visible to the 'Dog owning' public might raise awareness. Sadly a sign
alone doesn't work as it is easily ignored.

| think the seasonal bans on the beaches should allow dog walking before 9am and after 6pm as most
tourists are not on the beaches and are generally quiet.

There are plenty of safe area spaces for dogs to run free but protection of the public and other dogs is
paramount. These restrictions are there for this reason but only work if public understand reasons and
can see things are being monitored. A dog patrol van and sight of an officer makes the public aware
that these matters are being taken seriously and penalties will be enforced.

Dogs should be allowed on the beach at all times before, say, 8am and after 7pm. Pet owners
should be responsible enough to make their judgement on whether to put their dog on a lead in busy
areas, but should always do so on a pavement.

restrictions should be monitored by warden and advice given rather than through social media

The restrictions actually need enforcing with officers out there on a daily basis issuing fines. Currently
no one in my area adheres to the restrictions so the beach signs for instance might aswell not exist. If
owners were actually being issued fines they would start listening to the restrictions in place.

As a regular visitor to the above mentioned beaches with my own children and now my Grandchildren,
| have witnessed some appalling behaviour by dog owners. This includes, Allowing their dogs run
around uncontrolled and frighten children, and adults. Actually letting dogs foul areas where children
are playing. Not cleaning up their dog faeces in areas where there are dog bans. Letting dogs run
around on extendable leads causing walkers, and possibly, more dangerously, cyclist to swerve to
avoid them. Surveys have shown that 13% of people who own dogs are allergic to them. The survey
did not look at non pet owners so | would assume that the figure in general would be even higher.

| am aware that dog ownership has become more common in recent years but this does not alter the
fact that both adults and children may be frightened of or allergic to dogs - but there are fewer and
fewer areas (both inside and in the open air) which are dog free. Dog owners generally expect that
others will tolerate, even welcome the presence and attentions of their pets, and reducing restrictions
(and/or penalties) will only encourage this.

We love to see dogs enjoying themselves onThe beaches and most people pick up if their dog
fouls.Maybe more designated dog bins would be applicable to prevent littering.

The fouling of dogs and lack of removal by owners is getting worse particularly in Scarborough. There
needs to be some means of enforcing minor laws like this, along with feeding seagulls and dogs off
leads, perhaps this could be taken on board by the traffic wardens or community police as they tend to
be patrolling more than other law enforcement people. Once you start enforcing the minor laws the
deterrent for breaking other laws is greater.
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If you have anything further you would like to tell us about dog control in the Filey,
Scarborough or Whitby area, please add below:

Should be dependant on how the dogs behave not a blanket rule due to some useless dog owners
who can't train their dog. My dog would stick to my heel without a lead so why should it be penalised

Many dog owners either fail to see signs or choose to ignore them. More should be done to enforce
the bans and restrictions and more owners should be fined.

there is far too little dog control for example in South Cliff Gardens dogs are frequently off their leads,
causing alarm and nuisance and especially at weekends, fouling the footpath

More effort to fine dog owners, it is impossible to walk in Scarborough without having to constantly
watch where you put your feet. It is disgusting. Dogs on the beach jump up on people who are both
allergic to dogs and also do not feel safe around these animals

Unfortunately not all dog owners can be trusted to act responsibly & fouling is a problem in coastal
resorts so bylaws must remain robust to protect residents & visitors

No
Make sure the restrictions are policed effectively

Whilst appreciating that fouling is an issue and some areas need to have restrictions it is not fair to
penalise the majority of responsible dog owners. A rational and fair allocation of areas where dog
owning families can enjoy the lovely places on the North Yorkshire coast year round is needed.

Would it not be possible to allow dog walkers onto the beaches after 19:00? Most of the tourists will
have left by then & there will be some who want to exercise their dogs too. Appertaining to North Bay,
Scarborough the areas where dog walking is allowed are the areas that are taken by the tide &
depending on those tide times this often means that the beach is effectively out of bounds all day to a
large proportion of working families. The beach should be available for locals to enjoy all year round. |
for one am not a dog owner but love to see the happiness of the dogs on the beach. Most people do
pick up - more so than many human visitors who often leave all their rubbish behind.

Beach dog bans start and end far too early. May, June and September, the beaches are often
completely empty, especially on mornings and evening. Consider limiting the hours of the ban to 11-5,
something like that. Show consideration for residents rather than ever dwindling tourists.

Dog control presents a significant challenge. Fines are not applied to owners or they don’'t appear to.
The fouling on pavement areas is sickening- Areas of the sea front and all streets are unsafe and a
health risk - there must be a high profile campaign-

Dog owners presently and consistently allow dogs to run off leads on the beach. The council dog
wardens never control this activity . If the ban is removed the council must be responsible and enforce
the compliance of keeping dog on leads for the safety of holidaymakers. As nobody has faith the
council will do this the ban should be maintained.

I, my family and many of my friends who enjoy walking in these areas are concerned that the current
high levels of dog fouling on formerly pristine beaches will rise if the dog owners get their way on this
important public safety issue. Avoidable attacks will increase. My family now take beach holidays
abroad where dogs are quite rightly banned from the clean beaches that maintain their blue flag
status, and could not possibly do so if dogs were permitted on them at any time of the year.

I think when it comes to the beaches if there is still going to be restrictions of no dogs allowed from
May to September why can they not be allowed on, say from 7pm till 9am, then at least they still get to
go on in the summer months when cooler because who would want their dog on a packed beach in the
middle of the day in summer when it's hot anyway, although seems unfair they don’t get to go on at all
between may and sept. Then its compromise and fair for everyone. There is not many people ever on
the beach before 9am even on hot days and the majority have left by 7pm, the sands that is.
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If you have anything further you would like to tell us about dog control in the Filey,
Scarborough or Whitby area, please add below:

Your answers did not allow me to answer as | would have liked, For example, | wanted to say - the
restriction period should be longer AND i thought the area should be expanded. Dog free areas on the
beach are the only place | can take my family safely. My daughter has autism and terrified of dogs, as
is my other child. | don’t want to be bothered with dogs while on the beach or playgrounds, if dogs are
allowed on the beaches, my family and others like us will be forced to self-exclude. As a teacher and
parent | am angry that safe spaces for kids are always reduced to please others, such as dog owners.
It is so important for a child’s development to spend time safely outdoors, I've been on these beaches
that claim to have restrictions. | have NEVER seen or heard of anyone enforcing these rules. Who is
going to do this? Councils claim to be so short of cash. Here’s a way to make some money and it's
never tapped. Given the increase in dog attacks and the dangerous behaviour of so many dogs,
should the council be doing more to protect children and adults from attack or injury when children
should be allowed to run freely on a beach without fear of being chased, bitten etc, To those that might
use the cliche that dogs are part of their family....is it really appropriate to keep a dog tied up in the
summer next to a family. Of course they will let it run free. I've had my cool box peed on by dogs on
the beach before and food stolen from our picnic. | just want to visit playgrounds and other areas
safely.

Too many visitors bring dogs. Pavements are full of fouling. Having dog free areas would be great
Current restrictions offer a great balance for everyone- keep them as they are

There is no need EVER to have yapping, crapping dogs in their hundreds running around out of
control on our gorgeous beaches where children are playing.

In regards to Scarborough where i mainly go to the beach, in busy times i think the area should be
larger. | personally do not want to be sat on the beach with dogs running around near me. Many
people appear to have poor recall of their animals on the beach. In Whitby it can very busy on the
narrow streets and the number of dogs on long leads can also make it difficult.

As an educated, responsible dog owner and parent to young child | have no problem with controlled
areas and fines. The issue is that these are NEVER enforced so people will always flout them.
Immensely frustrating; as always the minority ruining it for the rest of us and this will continue unless
you have patrols out policing it. Pick peak times when people walk dogs in morning and early evening.
| see offenders when | am out walking my dog, so you will too. The current dog waste report/fine
system relies on members of public reporting where the offender lives - unless you follow them home
and put your self at risk, this is practically impossible and unrealistic. If you have wardens out and
people are caught and fined on the spot word will soon spread on local social media and things may
start to improve - even if it is a fake news story, get the press release out about patrols and on the spot
fines eg inspectors posing as dog walkers to catch offenders

Families with dogs should be allowed to enjoy the seaside as much as anyone else.

The amount of dog faeces on pavements in Whitby in particular is shocking, deterrents are obviously
not working, it is getting worse, tourism will suffer if it continues. | have heard Whitby called the dog
shit capital of Yorkshire, very sad.

The dog control periods on the beaches should match school holidays as there are periods outside of
school holidays that have very few people on the beaches.

There seems to be more dogs, fouling and poor behaviour from dogs and owners. Providing for dogs
takes tax money away from other services and dog owners don't pay extra. Dog owners should pay
more council tax and have stricter.restrictions

Dogs are a part of normal healthy family life. Children want their dogs with them on holiday. The
majority of dog owners are responsible and would clean up after their dog and keep them safe and
under control. Dogs are amazing for mental health and walking is excellent exercise. More people
should be encouraged to walk on our beautiful beaches throughout the year. These beach restrictions
cause families distress whilst on holiday Allow open access to beaches for everyone Try it and see
how amazing that decision would be for dogs and their owners

I think all dogs should be kept on leads in public areas



Appendix 1

If you have anything further you would like to tell us about dog control in the Filey,
Scarborough or Whitby area, please add below:

I would be happy with being able tonuse the beach in filey between may and September before 10am
and after 6pm. The beach is usually empty at these times in the summer, its such a shame when dogs
could be enjoying a walk before the beach gets too busy or weather too hot

Many people are too afraid to make their feelings known about the proliferation of dogs. They are met
with abuse or their worries are dismissed if they dare say anything. Dogs do not spend money in shops
or cafes or anywhere else. Many dogs are completely out of control and are not trained. Many dog
owners are oblivious to other peoples' feelings and worries or deliberately flout the rules. Other people
worry all the time about being tripped or jumped at or being bitten. No one ever does anything about
banning extending leads. | have seen accidents involving very long leads - people being tripped and
entangled. Dogs are not under control on a very long lead. Dogs should not be in cafes or food
shops. Staff are always feeding dogs free treats and then they go back to serving and making food
without washing their hands. Similarly, owners now allow their dogs onto chairs and sofas but no one
ever cleans them. | have also seen several times, people feeding their meals to their dogs off cafe
and pub tables. It is all disgusting and very unhygienic. | don't dislike dogs or their owners. | very
much dislike that dogs are not controlled and are allowed everywhere. There is nowhere without them.
It is unfair . Everyone should be allowed to enjoy a walk and the beach or the park without having to
worry about being jumped at or snapped at, especially children.. "He won't hurt you" is a phrase | am
sick of hearing especially when the dog is the same size as me and twice the size of my child. It's
terrifying actually. Dog owners could have more respect and leave their dogs at home or in the car.
People who are worried by dogs have no choice and have constant fear and apprehension. | am
staying at home rather than be confronted. It's not fair. Dog owners should accept the responsibility
that goes with dog owning. No one forced them to have a dog.

More enforcement, particularly of dog fouling and dogs off lead in restricted areas, would be welcome
and make spaces pleasanter for all users.

I'm allergic to dogs. | find some owners aren't in control of their dogs when off-lead. They say 'don't
worry, they're friendly' when their dog rushes up to me. When I'm sat on the beach, | can't get away
from them. | appreciate being able to go to the beach or the seafront and surrounding areas without
having to deal with dogs. The restrictions should start earlier in the year. Easter is often warm and
people on the beach don't want a loose dog/dog on extending lead coming up to them and
contaminating their picnic lunch. | would suggest that there was an amendment to beach restrictions -
owners could use the beach after 7pm between Easter and the end of September. That would allow
dog owners to utilise the beach for their evening walks. All restricted areas could have this exception to
allow owners access after 7pm. HOWEVER, OWNERS MUST PICK UP THEIR DOG'S MESS AND
PLACE THE BAG IN THE BINS PROVIDED. NO SMEARS/SMALL CLUMPS OF EXCREMENT MUST
BE LEFT. |don't dislike dogs. My issue is with selfish owners who don't control their dogs thus making
them into a public nuisance. Dog owners seem to be of the opinion that they should take their animals
wherever they are going. They have little thought for their pets, dragging them out to unsuitable
locations. They also don't consider anyone else. People want to visit the beach from Easter until the
end of September knowing that they won't have to deal with dogs and there's no dog excrement mixed
in with the sand.

People who feel uncomfortable with dogs need these areas to help with there mental health issues

Reducing restrictions on dogs would improve visitor numbers. Look at Devon and Cornwall, they are
know as the most dog-friendly holiday destinations in the UK. | think reducing restrictions but keeping
dogs on leads rules, and expanding these would benefit the economy, whilst limiting incidents because
dogs are on leads. Campaigns around picking up after dogs would also be an important part of lifting
bans

Despite the current restrictions areas of Sandsend beach still allow dogs and owners often allow dogs
off lead. This is a family beach so | feel dogs should be banned as often they jump up at people.
Whitby is so busy that | feel dogs should be banned totally.
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If you have anything further you would like to tell us about dog control in the Filey,
Scarborough or Whitby area, please add below:

It is time we promoted a healthy relationship between our young children and dogs rather than the
abject fear that we seem to be instilling into them. If a family has a dog then in effect you are
discrimminating and dictating where that family is allowed to go unless they leave a family member at
home. When | was a child | had no end of fun with my dog at the beach, in the park etc, he was my
constant companion and safety champion. A large number of dog owners are elderly and the pet is
their only companion. Why are we keeping these lonely people and their companion segregated?

As a dog owner | have no problem with restricted zones during busy months providing that there are
other areas available whereby dogs can have freedom & off lead space to exercise. Please provide
sufficiently & regularly spaced waste bins to encourage owners to pick up after their pets & dispose of
the waste accordingly.

If the dog restrictions are removed from the beaches, we will go elsewhere. There are parts of the
beach where dogs are allowed, so there should also be parts where they are not allowed.

The wonderful beach at Filey should allow dogs on it all throughout the year. Or at the very least
restrictions should only be at peak times of the day say 11am - 5pm when the beach is at its busiest.

Dogs are not the problem its irresponsible owners. Dogs running off leads and out of control or sight of
their owners see anything on the beach as a tree etc. Whilst sat on these beaches Ive had a dog ( off
its lead ) defacate right in front of me and the owner joke about it as-well as dogs urinating down
belongings placed at the side of me on the sand. Theres no trees on beaches so anyones bags will do!

Having observed dogs on the beach most days during the summer months on Scarborough North Bay
Beach, | have never observed anyone being approached and informed about their transgression and
so their behaviour against the beach rules continues every summer by many!

Dogs should be allowed on the beaches, with fines where the owner doesn’t control the dog and they
don’t clean up any mess

Many dog owners dont pick up after their dogs, why give them the chance to blight our great coasts
and countryside with even more foul poo bags. Surely this is a consultation biased in favour of dog
owners!! They are more likely to fill in this form, . Also dog owners can have very little consideration
for other open space users, with large or frightening dogs being exercised many are untrained ...what
about our childrens right to play without fear of attack or fouling their clothes. Spent the money on
better dog training courses! Come on council ! We need to be making our environment greener and
cleaner not pandering to dog lovers !!

The number of dogs in Whitby town centre during the main holiday season often seems to outnumber
the people with many of them on long expandable leads which poses a trip hazard!

If you need to restrict dogs on the beach, please consider alowdog walking at the ends of the day
when the beaches are empty.i pick up litter every day when walking on the beach. When the tide is in
in Scarborough south bay, there is no beach left to play on at all and resid3nts who are paying single,
or double council tax, are penalised. These are not the ones leaving the mess. It is the day trippers
who leave the mess as many don't care.

The beach ban should only be for July / August
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If you have anything further you would like to tell us about dog control in the Filey,
Scarborough or Whitby area, please add below:

Thank you for this opportunity to participate and give feedback on this emotive topic. As a former
responsible dog owner, | understand both sides of the coin when it comes to restrictions and keeping
people safe. The pandemic seems to have created a boom in dog ownership but not necessarily the
same level of responsibility regarding the impact on others. | love dogs, but there has been a
substantially marked increase in fouling across our county. | used to politely point out any rule
breaches to owners but have now been subject to agression and abuse enough times to not bother as
| am concerned of being targeted. Owners who do flout rules that are in place for good reasons should
be strongly brought to book. People, especially children and elderly can find being approached or
having dogs loose around them frightening, and everyone should have the right to be able to walk
anywhere in our beautiful county without having to watch their step for dog faeces. It's disgusting to
leave this and not clean it up. It is completely unfair to everyone else and spoils the enjoyment of
others. All of the beach restrictions should be extended to cover 01 April to 31 October and this needs
to visibly enforced. Owners need to be more responsible and understand the commitment and
responsibilities of owning a dog. They need to understand there are good reasons for the restrictions,
that they can't take a dog everywhere and they should keep it in close control rather than leave them
on very long leads. It's become common practice for owners to let dogs off lead and allow them to run
ahead or fall behind where they're not being watched and where they inevitably foul and the owner can
feign ignorance. | feel the Council has a difficult task to manage this so again, thank you for this
opportunity to feed back.

Experience has shown me that many people seem to be unaware of dog-on-lead restrictions and
where they are. | suggest further signage is required to publicise when and where. Some dog
owners may appear to be cooperating with the 'dog on a lead' restriction but allow the dog such a long
lead that the dogs remain a nuisance to others on foot in the same area - often blocking safe passage
on places like the promenades and jumping up on other pedestrians who have not encouraged them
etc. Dogs not on leads running wild on the beaches, promenades, parks, etc frequently bother other
pedestrians by eg jumping up on them uninvited, slobbering over their clothes, peeing on kids
sandcastles, around picnic blankets/ personal belongings, barging in to investigate food being eaten
either on the ground or in the hand (personal experience) or knocking them over (speaking from
personal experience of being knocked over by a labrador causing me to fall heavily on concrete). I've
watched owners walking ahead of their free roaming dogs on the beach, oblivious to the fact their dog
has crapped on the beach (or even in the water as witnessed). I've watched others just kick sand over
the pile of faeces. And of course the classic dog owner trick - bag it but instead of binning it fling it
into the undergrowth, among the rocks or simply drop it on the promenade! Dog owners using the
beaches as exercise yards are also contributing to sea/ coastal pollution. Many of the balls and other
toys flung around for their dogs to chase end up abandoned in the sea or when chewed up simply left
on the sand/ rocks. Many dog owners would claim to be animal lovers and yet the evidence points to
many showing scant regard for sea creatures who are left to live/ swim amongst their dog's play
deitritus. Beaches cannot just be seen as dog playgrounds and yet for many dog owners that is
exactly how they are utilised. With more and more sea animals (seals) being found resting on the
sand/ slipways etc in/ after wild weather it is a reminder that the beaches are NOT just human
playgrounds. These already stressed and often very tired creatures then find themselves facing dogs
(on and off the lead) barking in their faces at close quarters. | see the sheer number of dogs being
walked in our beautiful coastal town areas as a cause for concern. The need for wide ranging
restrictions to control their activity is essential. | hope the Council will agree.

Most dog owners are responsible for their dog and clean up fouling and use lead where appropriate.
As a rate payer there needs to be placed where dogs can be exercised off the lead. As | rate payer |
wish those who are my elected representative listen to a provide for my requirements. Rather than the
views of others who do not live in the area.

In all areas there is not enough policing/wardens, to keep these places clean, whilst many do pick up,
there is a massive amount that doesn’t, because it's obviously so easy for them not to be caught!
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THE DOG CONTROL PUBLIC SPACES PROTECTION ORDER 2025

THE ANTI-SOCIAL BEHAVIOUR, CRIME AND POLICING ACT 2014
(PART 4 CHAPTER 2 SECTIONS 59-75)

North Yorkshire Council (‘the Council’), in exercise of its powers under the Anti-social Behaviour,
Crime and Policing Act 2014 (‘the Act’) hereby makes the following Dog Control Public Spaces
Protection Order (‘the Order’).

PART 1 - GENERAL

11

1.2

1.3

14

15

16

This Order comes into force on X Month 2025 for a period of 3 years.

Before the expiry of this Order the Council may extend, vary or discharge it in accordance
with the provisions of the Act.

In making this Order the Council is satisfied on reasonable grounds that-

(a) the activities covered by this Order have been carried on in a public place within the
Council’s area and have had a detrimental effect on the quality of life of those in the
locality; and

(b) the effect, or 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.

The Council is also satisfied that the prohibitions and requirements set out within this Order

are reasonable-

(a) to prevent the detrimental effect on the quality of life of those in the locality continuing,
occurring or recurring; or

(b) to reduce that detrimental effect or to reduce the risk of its continuance, occurrence or
recurrence.

For the purposes of this Order, a person who habitually has a dog in their 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.

The Order enables Council authorised Officers, Police Constables and Police Community
Support Officers to request a number of actions to be undertaken by the dog walker / owner
and where appropriate and proportionate issue fixed penalty notices under this Order.

Penalty

1.7

1.8

1.9

A person who is guilty of any offence under this Order shall be liable on summary
conviction to a fine not exceeding level 3 on the standard scale.

An authorised person may issue a fixed penalty notice to any person they have reason to
believe has committed an offence under this Order.

A fixed penalty notice is a notice offering the person to whom it is issued the opportunity of

discharging any liability to conviction for the offence by payment of a fixed penalty to the
Council.

OFFICIAL
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1.10 Where a person is issued with a fixed penalty notice under this Order-
(@) no proceedings may be taken for the offence before the end of the period of 14 days
following the date of the notice;
(b) the person may not be convicted of the offence if the person pays the fixed penalty
before the end of that period.

Exemption

1.11 Nothing in this Order applies to a person who-

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

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

(c) has a disability which affects their mobility, manual dexterity, physical co-ordination or
ability to lift, carry or otherwise move everyday objects, in respect of a dog trained by
a prescribed charity and upon which they rely for assistance.

1.12 For the purpose of this Order, each of the following is a “prescribed charity’-
(a) Dogs for the Disabled (registered charity number 700454);
(b)  Support Dogs (registered charity number 1088281); and
(c) Canine Partners for Independence (registered charity number 803680).

PART 2 — FOULING
Preliminary

2.1 This Part of the Order applies to all land which is within the administrative area of North
Yorkshire Council, as outlined in the map, which is-
(a) open to the air (which includes land which is covered but open to the air on at least
one side); and
(b) to which the public are entitled or permitted to have access (with or without payment).

2.2 Excepted from the description in article 2.1 is land that is placed at the disposal of the
Forestry Commissioners under section 39(1) of The Forestry Act 1967.

2.3 For the purpose of this Part of the Order-
(a) placing the faeces in a receptacle on the land which is provided for the purpose, or for
the disposal of waste, shall be a sufficient removal from the land;
(b) 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.

Offence

2.4 If a dog defecates at any time on land to which this Part of the Order applies and a person
who is in charge of the dog at that time fails to remove the faeces from the land forthwith,
that person shall be guilty of an offence unless-

(a) they have a reasonable excuse for failing to do so; or
(b) the owner, occupier or other person or authority having control of the land has
consented (generally or specifically) to their failing to do so.

Fixed Penalty

2.5  Where a person is issued with a fixed penalty notice for an offence under this Part of the
Order, the amount of the fixed penalty is £100.
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26  PART 3 - SEASONAL PROHIBITION
Preliminary

3.1 This Part of the Order applies to all of the land (which is in the administrative area of the

Council) specified below-

(a) Filey — the beach from a line drawn at 90° to the line of the coast from the
southernmost point of the sea wall at Royal Parade to a line drawn at 90° to the sea
wall from the northernmost side of the beach slipway which separates the Coble
Landing from the Promenade.

(b)  Scarborough North Bay — the beach from a line drawn at 90° to the Promenade from
the top of the northernmost beach slipway at the Sands (former Corner Café) to a line
drawn at 90° from the Promenade to the top of the northernmost beach slipway at the
end of the existing run of chalets (on the bulge of land previously occupied by the
chair lift).

(c) Scarborough South Bay — the beach from the West Pier to a line drawn at 90° to
Foreshore Road from the top of the southernmost flight of steps leading to the beach
at the roundabout adjacent to the underground car park.

(d) Whitby — the West Beach from the West Pier to a line drawn at 90° to the Promenade
from the east side of the beach steps approximately half way along the run of beach
chalets.

(e) Sandsend - the beach from the steps below the public conveniences below Sandhills
to the slipway at the southern end of Bank Bottom Car Park.

Offence

3.2  Apersonin charge of a dog shall be guilty of an offence if, at any time during the period 1
May to 30 September inclusive in any year, they take the dog onto, or permit the dog to
enter or to remain on, any land to which this Part applies unless-

(a) they have a reasonable excuse for doing so; or
(b) the owner, occupier or other person or authority having control of the land has
consented (generally of specifically) to their doing so.

Fixed Penalty

3.3 Where a person is issued with a fixed penalty notice for an offence under this Part of the
Order, the amount of the fixed penalty is £100.

PART 4 - YEAR-ROUND PROHIBITION
Preliminary

4.1 This Part of the Order applies to all of the land (within the administrative area of the
Council) specified below-

4.1.1 Scarborough-
(@) Granville Square

(b) The Green, Burniston

(¢) Quarry Mount Park

(d)  Shuttleworth Gardens

(e) Woodlands Crematorium and Cemetery
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4.1.2 Whitby-
(@) Whitby (Larpool) Cemetery

(b)  White Leys Playing Fields
(c) Pannett Park

4.1.3 Filey-
(@) The paddling pool and its enclosures on the Promenade at the foot of Crescent Hill

(b) The Lawns Cemetery

4.1.4 Any fenced and/or hedged and/or walled-

(@) children’s play area;

(b) tennis court;

(c) skateboard park;

(d) multi-sports areas; and

(e) any other sporting or recreational facility;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).

Offence
4.2 A person in charge of a dog shall be guilty of an offence if, at any time, they take the dog
onto, or permit the dog to enter or to remain on, any land to which this Part applies unless-
(a) they have a reasonable excuse for doing so; or
(b) the owner, occupier or other person or authority having control of the land has
consented (generally or specifically) to their doing so.
Fixed Penalty

4.3  Where a person is issued with a fixed penalty notice for an offence under this Part of the
Order, the amount of the fixed penalty is £100.

PART 5 - SEASONAL DOGS ON LEADS
Preliminary

5.1 This Part of the Order applies to all of the land (within the administrative area of the
Council) specified below-

5.1.1 Whitby-
(@) West CIliff Sports/Recreation Area

Offence

5.2 Aperson in charge of a dog shall be guilty of an offence if, at any time during the period 1
May to 30 September inclusive in any year, on any land to which this Part applies they do
not keep their dog on a lead, unless-

(a) they have areasonable excuse for failing to do so; or
(b) the owner, occupier or other person or authority having control of the land has
consented (generally or specifically) to their failing to do so.

Fixed Penalty

5.3  Where a person is issued with a fixed penalty notice for an offence under this Part of the
Order, the amount of the fixed penalty is £100.
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PART 6 — YEAR ROUND DOGS ON LEADS
Preliminary

6.1 This Part of the Order applies to all of the land (within the administrative area of the
Council) specified below-

6.1.1 Scarborough-
(@) Scarborough North Bay — the Promenade from Scalby Mills Road to the Sands

(former Corner Café)

(b)  Scarborough South Bay — the Promenade from a line drawn at 90° from the steps
directly opposite the northerly end of the Spa to a line 90° at the southerly end of the
Spa CIiff Lift.

(c) Alma Square (fenced green space)

(d) Alexandra Gardens (off North Marine Road)

(e) Bracken Hill Playground

(f)  Briercliffe Playground

() Newby and Scalby Community Hall (Sports Area)

(h)  South Cliff Gardens

()  Crescent Gardens

() Dean Road Cemetery

(k) Eastway Playing Fields

(h  Falsgrave Park

(m) Gallows Close Playing Fields

(n)  Grosvenor Crescent Gardens

(o) Linden Road Play Area, Newby

(p) Manor Road Bowling Greens

(@) Manor Road Cemetery

(  Merryweather Gardens, Northway

(s) The Mere (area bounded by unadopted road)

(t) Newby Farm Play area

(u)  Northstead Manor Gardens

(v) Olivers Mount (Memorial)

(w) Peasholm Park and Lower Glen

(x) St Martins Square

(y) St Nicholas and Town Hall Gardens

(z) Sainsburys Play Area

(aa) Valley Road Gardens (north of Valley Road)

(bb) Valley Road Gardens (south of Valley Road)

(cc) West Square Garden

6.1.2 Whitby-
(@) The Promenade at Whitby (including the whole of Battery Parade) between Whitby

Pavilion (formerly the Spa) and the western end of the beach chalets.
(b) Ellerbeck Way Playground
(c) Flowergate
(d) Formal Gardens (land between Khyber Pass and East Crescent)
(e) Ingham Play Park, Sleights
()  Kingfisher Drive Recreation Area
(g) Linden Close, Sleights
(h) Lowdale Lane Sportsfield, Sleights
()  Marton Court Amenity Area
()  Nightingale Drive, Whitby
(k) Royal Crescent Gardens
(D  South Seas Gardens (Little Park)
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6.1.3 Filey-
(@) The Promenade from the southernmost point of Coble Landing to the southernmost

point of the sea wall at Royal Parade
(b) Crescent Gardens
(c) Evron Centre Gardens (formerly Filey Town Hall Gardens)
(d) Glen Gardens (including Mini-Golf Course)
(e) Memorial Gardens
(f)  Northcliffe Gardens
(g) Southdene Bowling Green

6.1.4 The following Highways (including the carriageway and any adjoining footpaths and
verges)-

6.1.4.1 Scarborough Highways-
(@) Aberdeen Walk (pedestrianised zone)
(b) Bar Street
(¢) Huntriss Row
(d) Newborough
(e) Vernon Road (pedestrianised zone)
(f)  Westborough

6.1.4.2 Whitby Highways-
(a) Baxtergate
(b) The Bridge
(c)  Chubb Hill
(d) Church Stree
(e) Flowergate
(f)  Haggersgate

6.1.4.3 Filey Highways
(a) Belle Vue Street
(b) Hope Street
(c) John Street
(d) Murray Street

Offence

6.2 A person in charge of a dog shall be guilty of an offence if, at any time, on any land to which
this Part of the Order applies, they do not keep the dog on a lead, unless-
(a) they have a reasonable excuse for failing to do so; or
(b) the owner, occupier or other person or authority having control of the land has
consented (generally or specifically) to their failing to do so.

Fixed Penalty

6.3  Where a person is issued with a fixed penalty notice for an offence under this Part of the
Order, the amount of the fixed penalty is £100.
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PART 7 — DOGS ON LEADS BY DIRECTION

Preliminary

7.0

This Part of the Order applies to all land which is within the administrative area of North

Yorkshire Council, as outlined in the map, and which is;

(@) open to the air (which includes land which is covered but open to the air on at least
one side); and

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

7.1 Excepted from the description in article 7.1 is land that is placed at the disposal of the
Forestry Commissioners under section 39(1) of The Forestry Act 1967.

7.2 In this Part of the Order an ‘authorised officer of the Council’ means a person who is
authorised in writing by the Council for the purpose of giving directions under this Part of
the Order.

7.3  An authorised officer of the Council may only give a direction under this Part of the Order to
put and keep a dog on a lead if such restraint is reasonably necessary to prevent a
nuisance or behaviour by the dog likely to cause-

(a) annoyance or disturbance to any other person; or
(b) the worrying or disturbance of any animal or bird;on any land to which this Part of the
Order applies.
Offence
7.4  Apersonin charge of a dog shall be guilty of an offence if, at any time, on any land to which

this Part of the Order applies, they do not comply with a direction given to them by an

authorised officer of the Council to put and keep the dog on a lead of not more than 2

metres in length, unless-

(a) they have a reasonable excuse for failing to do so; or

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

Fixed Penalty

7.5

Where a person is issued with a fixed penalty notice for an offence under this Part of the
Order, the amount of the fixed penalty is £100.

Dated this day of 2025___

THE COMMON SEAL of THE
NORTH YORKSHIRE COUNCIL
was hereunto affixed

in the presence of:-

Authorised Signatory
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Initial equality impact assessment screening form
This form records an equality screening process to determine the relevance of equality to a
proposal, and a decision whether or not a full EIA would be appropriate or proportionate.

Directorate Environment

Service area Regulatory Services

Proposal being screened North Yorkshire Public Spaces Protection Order (PSPO)

Officer(s) carrying out screening Drew Fussey

What are you proposing to do? To agree North Yorkshire Council Pest Control fees.

Why are you proposing this? What are the | To ensure effective dog control measures are in place

desired outcomes? along the East Coast; Whitby, Scarborough and Filey
areas (old Scarborough Borough council)

Does the proposal involve a significant No

commitment or removal of resources?

Please give details.

Impact on people with any of the following protected characteristics as defined by the Equality
Act 2010, or NYC’s additional agreed characteristics
As part of this assessment, please consider the following questions:
e To what extent is this service used by particular groups of people with protected characteristics?
e Does the proposal relate to functions that previous consultation has identified as important?
¢ Do different groups have different needs or experiences in the area the proposal relates to?

If for any characteristic it is considered that there is likely to be an adverse impact or you have
ticked ‘Don’t know/no info available’, then a full EIA should be carried out where this is
proportionate. You are advised to speak to your Equality rep for advice if you are in any doubt.

Protected characteristic Potential for adverse impact Don’t know/No
Yes NG info available

Age X

Disability X

Sex X

Race X

Sexual orientation X

Gender reassignment X

Religion or belief X

Pregnancy or maternity X

Marriage or civil partnership X

NYCC additional characteristics

People in rural areas X

People on a low income X

Carer (unpaid family or friend) X

Does the proposal relate to an area where No — anyone found in breach of the PSPO will be

there are known inequalities/probable treated fairly by officers who will engage, educate,

impacts (e.g. disabled people’s access to encourage, enforcing only when that is appropriate and

public transport)? Please give details. proportionate

Will the proposal have a significant effect

on how other organisations operate? (e.g. No - irrespective of a protected or additional

partners, funding criteria, etc.). Do any of characteristic, anyone found in breach of the PSPO wiill

these organisations support people with be treated fairly by officers who will engage, educate,

protected characteristics? Please explain encourage, enforcing only when that is appropriate and

why you have reached this conclusion. proportionate
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Decision (Please tick one option) EIA not Continue to full
relevant or X EIA:
proportionate:

Reason for decision

Ensuring effective dog control measures are in place
along the East Coast; Whitby, Scarborough and Filey
areas (old Scarborough Borough council) in the form of
a PSPO will have no direct impact any protected
characteristics on climate change

Signed (Assistant Director or equivalent)

Callum McKeon

Date

02 April 2025
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Initial Climate Change Impact Assessment
The intention of this document is to help the council to gain an initial understanding of the impact of a project or decision on the environment.
This document should be completed in consultation with the supporting guidance. Dependent on this initial assessment you may need to go on
to complete a full Climate Change Impact Assessment. The final document will be published as part of the decision-making process.
If you have any additional queries, which are not covered by the guidance please email climatechange@northyorks.gov.uk

Title of proposal North Yorkshire Council Public Spaces Protection Order (PSPO) Whitby, Scarborough and Filey areas

Brief description of proposal To ensure effective dog control measures are in place along the East Coast; Whitby, Scarborough and
Filey areas (old Scarborough Borough council) in the form of a PSPO

Directorate Environment
Service area Regulatory Services
Lead officer Dean Richardson

Names and roles of other people Drew Fussey
involved in carrying out the
impact assessment

The chart below contains the main environmental factors to consider in your initial assessment — choose the appropriate option from the drop-
down list for each one.
Remember to think about the following;

e Travel

e Construction

o Data storage

e Use of buildings

e Change of land use

e Opportunities for recycling and reuse

Environmental factor to consider For the council For the county Overall

Greenhouse gas emissions No effect on emissions | No Effect on emissions | No effect on emissions

Waste No effect on waste No effect on waste No effect on waste

Water use No effect on water No effect on water No effect on water usage
usage usage
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Pollution (air, land, water, noise, light)

No effect on pollution

No effect on pollution

No effect on pollution

Resilience to adverse weather/climate events (flooding, drought No effect on resilience | No effect on resilience | No effect on resilience
etc)
Ecological effects (biodiversity, loss of habitat etc) No effect on ecology No effect on ecology No effect on ecology

Heritage and landscape

No effect on heritage
and landscape

No effect on heritage
and landscape

No effect on heritage and
landscape

If any of these factors are likely to result in a negative or positive environmental impact then a full climate change impact assessment will be
required. It is important that we capture information about both positive and negative impacts to aid the council in calculating its carbon footprint

and environmental impact.

Decision (Please tick one option) Full CCIA not 0 Continue to full X
relevant or CCIA:
proportionate:

Reason for decision

Ensuring effective dog control measures are in place along the East Coast; Whitby,
Scarborough and Filey areas (old Scarborough Borough council) in the form of a PSPO

will have no direct impact on climate change

Signed (Assistant Director or equivalent)

Callum McKeon

Date

9 January 2025

OFFICIAL






