
 
	

    Mike Jessop BVetMed MRCVS 
  Veterinary Expert 
  PO Box 575 
  Swansea 
  SA8 9AW 

 
 
Report of Inspection visit to DogsDen Ltd, Unit D & E 14, Pant Industrial Estate, CF48 2SR owned by Mr. J. 
Bones. Carried out on 24th February 2020 at the request of Merthyr Tydfil County Borough Council under 
the Animal Boarding Establishments Act 1963. 
 
Dated: Sunday, 1 March 2020  Signed:  
 
      

M.K. Jessop 
 
 
This report is based on a visual inspection of the kennel site made on 24th February 2020. To review the 
premises for a first annual license for 2020 
 
Previous areas of concern: 
 
1. Premises. 

1.1. The facilities make use of two standard industrial units that have been fitted out to provide the 
day-care facilities. 

1.1.1. The construction is thin walled and with a non-insulated roof. Whilst not a problem for 
general construction this will cause difficulties in maintaining a compliant temperature and 
ensuring good ventilation. 

1.1.2. The area was divided into a reception space, a large play area, cubicles for holding the 
individual dogs and an out door area. Additionally, there was a space available for isolation. 

1.1.3. There was some painted fibreboard panelling along the back wall. The low position exposed 
it to floor washing and dog urine. Such areas should be clad and sealed. 

1.2. The play area was of sufficient space for the applied number of dogs (5). 
1.3. The individual pens were of sufficient size, at 3.5m2, and compliant with the boarding conditions 

(MERTHYR TYDFIL COUNTY BOROUGH COUNCIL, ANIMAL BOARDING 
ESTABLISHMENTS ACT 1963, STANDARD CONDITIONS SUBJECT TO WHICH THE 
ANIMAL BOARDING LICENCE (DOGS) IS GRANTED) section 4.1.4. that gives a minimum of 
2.5m2. 

1.3.1. The construction of these pens was of concern. The framework was standard wooden 
pallets that had been clad in uPVC. Where this covered the underlying pallet, it provided good 
impervious surfacing that could be easily cleaned. Unfortunately, the covering did not extend to 
the hinge area of the door and it was here that ingress of cleaning water, dog urine and other 
fluids could be absorbed into the wood. 

1.3.2. The door of the pen was constructed of feather-board that had been gloss painted. The 
material is not smooth by its design. The use of an impervious paint is reasonable provided 
that it will withstand damage. There was evidence of significant scratching by a contained dog 
that had broken through the paint layer to expose the underlying absorbent material. 
Additionally, the cut edges of the board , where it hinged and where it ran against the floor, had 
not been sealed. Both would allow easy absorption of fluids (especially floor cleansing fluids 
along the lower edge) into the door structure. 

1.3.3. It was advised that heavier doors were not possible because the pallet frame was not robust 
enough to support their weight. This leaves concerns about the suitability of the building 
materials. 

1.3.4. The use of completely non-visual containment will not fulfil the need (under the animal 
welfare act 2006) for the dog to be housed with, or apart from other dogs. The dogs need to be 
able to express their need to choose to either see or not see other boarded dogs. The pen 
should provide an individual hide area but also allow the dog to see the surrounding area. I.e. 
a choice to hide or not. 

hughea1
Text Box
APPENDIX K



	 	 	

1.3.5. The outdoor exercise area was sufficient for the proposed 5 dogs. There was still work to be 
done to endure a safe and even base to the area. There needs to be enrichment of the area to 
allow play and activities at various levels. One side was secured with chain-link fencing at a 
height of 1.2m that was too low for effective containment. I would expect 1.8m as a minimum 
or a sloped containment at the top of the fence should it be lower than 1.8m. The opposite end 
containment was a mixture of untreated feather-board and wooden pallet and again set at a 
height of 1.2m. The outside area was not safe to use for free exercising and was not yet ready 
for such use. 

1.4. The isolation area was just completing construction. It was of sufficient size, at 2.6m2 for the 
temporary holding of dogs, i.e. occupants should not be held for longer than 24 hours. (section 
4.1.4 of the MTCBC guidance. 

1.4.1. The construction was uPVC frame but the panels were painted feather board. The use of 
wood, especially feather board is unacceptable in an isolation area due to the difficulty to 
effectively clean the uneven surface. 

1.4.2. The location was not compliant with section 5.7.2 but there was a separate access and there 
was a physical means of closing the area from the other dog activities occurring on-site. The 
proximity of the facility could be compliant provided there was a detailed and robust barrier 
nursing protocol drawn up and signed off by the registered veterinary surgeon. 

1.4.3. There was no hot and cold running water next to the isolation facility and therefore section 
5.7.4 of the guidance would be a non-compliance. 

1.5. Facility management was inspected but this was limited because there had been no daycare 
admissions prior to the license application procedure. 

1.5.1. Booking and admission consent forms were available and satisfactory. 
1.5.2. A First Aid kit was available. 
1.5.3. There was a fire management plan in place 
1.5.4. The electrical installations needed certification for safety. 

1.6. Biosecurity 
1.6.1. There was a plan to inspect all vaccination records for daycare dogs. 
1.6.2. The concern was the communal entrance for the daycare dogs and the exercise area was 

also the access point for the dog grooming services and the hydrotherapy services. If that 
arrangement is to persist, all dogs entering that area must be checked for current vaccination 
protection and there should be a system in place to check for parasitic control for both internal 
parasites (gut worms etc) and external parasites (fleas, ticks etc). 

1.6.3. Cleaning protocols were not sufficiently robust to ensure compliance. Mr. Bones did not 
appear to understand the correct use of disinfectant and had no written protocol for use of the 
product shown. To achieve effective control of virus protection the chosen disinfectant would 
need to be used at full strength. The chosen disinfectant must be safe for use with dogs and 
be effective against dog pathogens. There should be greater involvement with the registered 
veterinary surgeon to ensure that there is a complaint cleaning protocol. 

1.7. Environmental management 
1.7.1. The large open area will be difficult to effectively manage for temperature control. On a wet 

but not particularly cold day, dog bed temperatures were recorded at 10.5oC. That was with 
heating in place.  

1.7.2. There needs to be evidence that the heating systems can consistently deliver a minimum 
temperature of 10oC. In cold weather, there will be difficulty keeping the sleeping areas warm. 
On hot days there is a risk of temperatures above the required 26oC. 

1.7.3. There needs to be effective temperature monitoring and recording of maximum and 
minimum daytime temperatures. 

 
Conclusion 
 
At the time of inspection, this facility was not of a standard that was compliant with the MTCBC guidance. 
My advice would be to seek support and guidance from Pet Industry Federation or The Association of Dog 
Boarders. Both membership organisations will be able to provide effective advice. 
The significant non-compliance noted above prevents me from supporting a licence for this facility. 
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