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3. Re: Dogs in Parks 

Attached is n· report from the Parks and Recreation Commis~ion 
regarding dogs in parks, The report was prepared at the request 
of Council who on March 20, 1972 received a letter on the 
subject from Mrs. Peggy Conway. 

'fl-Li\T a copy of the Commission's report be sent to H-rs. Conway, 
tog"ether with pertinent comments from the Manager's Report to 
Council (Item 4, Report No. 56, September 11, 1972), which 
concern proposed solutions to the problem on a more 
comprehensive scale. 
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Re: Dogs In Parks 

The Parks and l'lccreation Co111:i1ission, on receiot of a letter 
of complaint from Mrs. Peqg.v Com·✓av, Gurnaby Nursery School, 
4653 Hazel ~trect. Burnabv 1, 8. C., directed staff to examine 
and reDort on the suqgestions out forth in Mrs. Com·ray's letter. 
Mrs. Conway• s letter of March 9th is reneatcd bcl~w for your 
information: 

"This letter follm·1s unsuccessful attempts to cornniunicate 
favorably (in my favor, of course) with Burnabv Council 
regardinq dogs in Parks. The oroblern is not of such great 
concern to peonle who are not as involved with children 
as a Nursery School is. Each year l'lhen the Parks 
beckon us outdoors 1·1e contend 1·1i th the same ohnoxious 
situation - dogs have been in playgrounds, ove~ qrassy 
areas and in picnic areas. He can no lo~ger r6ll down 
grassy slopes~ sit on the grass to lunch or even ~un . 
freely in areas which are obviously children's playgrounds. 

Are we preserving park areas for rieool e? Or do we pay 
tax dollars for dog parks? 

Council felt that setting snecific areas aside would 
be i~practical ~nd prohibited bv cost. Banning dogs 
from Parks seems undesirable. Cates Park has a sign 
\·1hichreads "No dogs from Mav to October". It is a 
beginning. 

Could signs be erected banninq them from snecific 
areas in Parks, No dogs in play areas or picnic areas? -
And enforced? 

It is bevond my shallow comprehension that dogs can 
pre-empt children. 

(Signed) Peggy Conway 
P.S. Failing all else may be a rider could be added 
to the May 1971 "Leash Law" requi ri nq the person on 
the end of the leash to carry a shovel and bucket and 
"Use It." 

The foll 0\•1i n~J letter dated February 25 from Mrs. Con\'/ay Has 
received by Council: 

11 It is that time of year again 1·1hcn childrr.:!n 1-1ill be 
flocking to our narks, To my knoHledqe nothing has 
been dona about the 11 dog problc111 11 • Foll 01-li 11'1 correspondence 
last year we were to he~r further from the P~rk Board. 

Doqs on leashes only in parks does not solve the problem, 
as I'm sure vou are aware. 

May I offer a suqgcstion? If ,,,e must share 011r pnrks 
with doqs so as not to discriminate against dog 
owners would it be feasible to fence areas for dogs 
and O'dner!,? 

If ciny one al~c 1•lis'1~d to vcrnturc forth the:.v 1-mu·1c1 at 
least kno\'/ the perils. 

Tlrnn our kids could n,n, plr1y Dnd roll dow1 nrai;r,y 
s h1pc.:s 1ji'1c<~ n·,eirr1, 11 
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The Munic~oal Manager r~oortcd as follows: 
11 Anricarinq on the ;\1enda for the l•larch 6, 1972, Co:rncil 
meeting is a let-ccr dt-.tr.d Febrnarv c5 from Mrs. Pe0,qv 
Com•rnv concerning dogs in ourl:s. She sug9ests that an 
area in every nark be fenced specifically for use by 
doqs and O\\'ners. 

This is a follow-up of a complaint mc:dr. by the same 
person on March 16. 1971 regarding Burnab~ Mountain Park. 

1n May 1971, the Parks By-Law was amended to include a 
"Leash La,,," in all the Burnabv Parks. As a result of 
this a;;1endment, ovmers are not al101•1ed to let their 
animals " .... run at larqe or feed upon any park or 
driveway howsoever, except in the case of a dog, which 
shall be permitted to enter and remain in the park 
in the custody of the owner or his anent, and only when 

· on leash." 

We are not in agreement with the complainant's suggestion 
to construct dog walk areas within parks because, apart 
from the cost involved, it does not appear practical. 

Another alternative is to ban dogs completely from 
parks. Althouah we arc not in a oosition to recom~end 

' ~ • I 

such a ban~ nevertheless it is a subject that could be 
considered by Council and the PHrks and Recreation 
Commission. This alternative was of course considered 
by the Commission tha last time the subject was 
debated. 

' 
I-le are in complete s_vrnoathv with the comolainant: 
but we know of no solution to the problem short of a 
complete han of dogs in park areas. 

RECO:\'·iEt1D1\TIO!·I: 

THAT copies of this renort be fornarded to Mrs. P. Com-,ay 
and the Parks and Rec re a ti on Cammi ss ion for its information. 11 

The matter wBs referred bv Couricil to the Parks and Recreation 
Commission for advice. 1 

It would be a relatively simple matter to draft a reoulation 
or by-law banning dogs from Parks or restricting doqs to 
specific. areas v,i thin oar ks. Enforcr.mcnt, 1101,,,r.ver, l'/Oul d be 
virtuallv imnossible. Our pr~scnt rarks R~gulation Bv-law 
prohibits dnqs from beaches and pools(Bv-Law 1802, Section 
22. (under General Reciuliltions) (c) /1,11 11 person 1•1ho cc1uscs anv 
doa or other ani~al to swim in the water or throws or doposits any 
injurious nuisance or offensive m~ttcr into the water in any 
1~es,3rvo'ir, lake, pond or other rcccntacle for 1·iatcr connocted 

· ,.,-ith any rinrl~, 01" on the br:aches 1 0r unon th?. ic.:o in c,1sc~ any 
such l'liltcr is frozen, or in an'/ 1·1ay fouls th~ 1•rntcr 1 or commits 
any unlawful dena~a or injurv to the wor~s, pipes, or wator, · 
or cncour119~:s the SM1c to bo cJonr. shall bi'2 rl(!cr·1~d to tw c_iui l tv 
of an infr1,ction of this bv-lm·,, rind shall hc linhlri tn tl1c 
pr.nt,ltios lrnrc1innftrJr nrovidod), Enforccr:1ent lwrr. ir, f,1'irlv 
cffoctivc durin!J the su1:1;qr;ir r·1ontlis 1·1hcn thr: f11cilitir::i r:rr. staffed, 

•It 1,·1ould l>n 1mrr:<1l·istic 1 hovmvor 1 tn uttC!'1rnt to r,·1ilintili11 the 
·1ovnl nf i;tdfill'l 1·N1uirr!d lit nciols and 1-.ci;ic;hr:s throtJql:rrnt thu 
p,i ,· I: '.i f, 1/S tr-r·i i, n d thr: t:: fn rr: r.rn f o n:r::nr: n t i r, r, t 1~ ,. ·,· i.l rr: ;; '; c rJn '~ i st s 
main'lv on thr: concr:ntrittin'.J on ptnblr:1•1 sit1i:1tinn•; th;it co::ir: to 
our Httnnt·i,in, /1 rr.•,!11)r1tion lwnnit'1ri dorJs '.:riLiJllv frri1•1 nrirki; 
1muld hc1 r1;rirc: r:nfor:,:,'illl(: t11i11'1 1·1C:i1Jl/J t:iri n::;trict.ivn rw1u'li1tion, 
Your /,<l:·lini~ti·atr .. 1· i·, in iit1rr1<:111r•nt 1·1ilh tl1r: r.rrnt .. (:11t or U,0 
Mr1fliJrJer 1 s !~;.1·r.r1 G r(:port to Cour,cil, Th,~ P,o::t pr,1ctir;,1l r~C!tl1od 
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of dealing 1·Jith the-problem is to enforce r.>:istinq rc11ulations 
to the extent th~t this is rcasonJbly possib1c concentrating 
on pl'Obl c1:1 areas as they coi:10. to our attention. 

For your further information I aia attaching a copy of a 
p~rtinent article from T~me t1aqazinc of July 24, 1972. .J 

RECOM:•\GlD/\TIOil: 
--"-

That the Cor:tmission direct staff to enforce cxistin9 tw-la1•1s 
and regulations regarding the control of doos in parks, insofar 
as it is practical to do so, and that enforcement be concentrated 
on problem areas as they come to the at~ention of staff. 

NOTE: The Parks and Recreation Commission concurred with 
the Administrator's recommendation on August 9~ 1972. 

8 
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Dog Story 
The residents of Rio de Janeiro arc 

cnormou,ly fond oi tht·ir spkn,lid C,1-
pacabana beach. S0 arc the 25.000 ,k,gs 
that live in the area and liner it wi:h 
some 2 l tons oi c:-.crcmcr.t a day. Af. 
tcr pondcrinr. thc complaints oi bare
foot bcach strollers. Copacab:,r.a ot1i
cials offered a solution of sons: a series 

NEW CXPERIMENT IN RIO 
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of installations named the "Pipi-Dog." 
Each one consists of a sa11d-fil!cd, 

· depressed area with a signpost in the 
· center to serve both as marker and tar
get. On opening day, dog owners and 
dogs lined up to use the inaugural fa. 
cility in Scrzedclo Correa Plaza, but the 
first sampler was a three-year-old boy 
who wriggled away from his mother and , 
hit the post perfectly. Said his cmbar- 1

1 

rassed mother: "He has always been 
somewhat mischievous." As for the I 
dogs, most of them went about their I 

business ,is usual, . \ 

·. ' . . ,. 




