Dear

As one of your constituents I am asking for your support and comments regarding proposed changes to the Dangerous Dogs Act which has, in many areas proved to be ineffective and desperately needs updating.

A recent study was undertaken by a support group who looked into the current Act of 1991 and after analysing it, have produced some key points to changes that could be made to better protect the public without compromising the dogs welfare by the introduction of a Control of Dogs Act to incorporate the better aspects of the Dogs Act 1871 and the Dangerous Dogs Act 1991 as amended but ultimately repeal them, as they are widely criticised for their deficiencies.

The research carried out by the support group, Dangerous Dogs Act Support Group made the following observations

New legislation is required to better protect the public.

The Dangerous Dogs Act 1991 as amended has failed because:

- Section 3 only applies after an incident has taken place, rather than operating on a preventative basis;

- Section 3 only applies when the dog is in a public place, or a private place where it is not permitted to be (so that persons entering a private place where the dog is permitted to be have no protection);

- Section 3 only applies to dogs that have acted dangerously towards people;

- The Act has cost the Police much of their vital resources it has cost millions of pounds in kennelling associated costs since it came into force;

- There is no provision for an owner to apply to a Court for a seized dog to be returned;

- Section 1 predicts a dog's behaviour based on its physical conformation when this is not possible. This is why Section 1 dogs placed on the Index of Exempted Dogs have never been proven dangerous, and why dogs of breeds or types other than those prohibited have been involved in dog attacks.

The Dogs Act 1871 has failed because:

- There is no power of seizure;

- If an owner transfers the dog to someone else prior to a Court hearing, they may be able to avoid the proceedings;

- The Court has no power to require the owner to pay compensation.

Proposal

- Low level incidents should be dealt with by a staged approach of Control Orders, where necessary through the Courts. This should be used where the dog has, for instance, shown aggression, caused an injury to another animal, caused harm, or caused a person to reasonably believe it will cause harm; Any person could make a complaint to the Court (to reduce costs to the public purse).

- Retain the offence to deal with serious aggression e.g. a dog that causes a serious injury, or a dog that is encouraged by its owner to be aggressive; and limit enforcement to the police and local authorities.

- Retain the offence to possess or advertise a restricted type of dog (e.g. currently the pit bull terrier type dog) unless the dog in question is registered on the Index of Exempted Dogs, and re-open the Index to owner led applications provided it can be shown on the balance of probability the dog is not a danger to public safety.

I am a supporter of DeedNotBreed, a recently formed group of concerned volunteers, rescue centres and animal welfare organisations who aim to promote responsible dog ownership. We are wholly committed to making the streets safer for people and animals. We oppose Breed Specific Legislation on the grounds that its inefficiency has been proven since the Dangerous Dogs Act (DDA)'s inception in 1991 and because we believe discrimination based on breeds is wrong irresponsible or uneducated owners should be the primary focus of legislation. DeedNOTBreed is backed by the Kennel Club.

I look forward to your comments and hope that you will support our campaign for positive changes to the Dangerous Dogs Act 1991.

