
28th January 2021 
Opinion of Mike Jessop BVetMed FRCVS on the 3 documents supplied to support Mr. Bones appeal against 
the refusal to grant a licence to his Dog Day-Care facility, Dogsden. 
 
 

Opinion on the report of V. Rimbu MRCVS. 

 

1. D. Martin was instructed to prepare an expert report but that has not been submitted. An 

inspection report from veterinarian V. Rimbu was carried out at an unidentified date. His inspection 

is not recorded in Mr. Bones’ statement. 

1.1. He was not formally authorised as a MTCBC Local Authority inspector under 2. (1) of the Animal 

Boarding Act 1963. Therefore, the report cannot be used by MTCBC to grant a licence 

1.2. He has inspected the premises according to a reduced criteria as laid out in The Animal Welfare 

(Licensing of Activities Involving Animals)(England) Regulations 2018. Therefore his inspection is 

deficient under the English regulations and obviously, not applicable for Wales. 

1.3. He has not referred to the Animal Boarding Establishments Act 1963 or the MTCBC Conditions 

for Dog Boarding that are the required conditions for Mr. Bones establishment. 

2. In section 5.0 it is noted that the internal kennel doors are not fitted with durable or wipeable 

surfaces. This is exactly the findings of my report 1.3.2. In addition, V. Rimbu had concerns about 

the impervious floor surfaces. An area that had not been noted on my previous inspections. 

3. In Section 5.0 it is noted that the positioning of the electric heaters was too low and posed a risk to 

the animals. Such heating was not present on my inspection of 24th February 2020. 

4. In Section 5.0 it is noted that the “small enclosures (to the left of the entrance)” were dismantled 

rebuilt to a larger specification. There is no detail, in the report, about the current size or advice 

about a proposed size. My inspection of 24th February 2020 raised no concern about kennel sizes 

(these being rectified from the previous visit) for the proposed pens to be used under the licence 

conditions – these being 5 pens on the back wall. On my visit of 24th February 2020 there were 

some small pens adjacent to the reception area but not planned for use and therefore not 

inspected. It is evident that the number and size of pens has been changed since my inspection and 

Mr. Bones appears to be applying for a greater number of dogs for boarding. 

5. In Section 7.1 advises the use of a window facility in the enclosures. This is in agreement with my 

concerns in my report of 24th February 2020 1.3.4 about non-visual containment. This is further 

highlighted in section 21.3. 

6. V. Rimbu applied 5 conditions that prevented him from advising this as a facility fit for licensing. The 

issue of impervious surfaces, size of enclosures and visual enrichment are issues previously raised 

with Mr. Bones and vigorously denied by Mr. Bones leading to this protracted route to licence. 
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7. Of serious concern are the deficiencies in V. Rimbu’s  inspection. He has failed the facility for 

licence. 

8. Firstly, applying the guidance and conditions of The Animal Welfare (Licensing of Activities Involving 

Animals)(England) Regulations 2018, he has ignored the associated guidance sections. The current 

gold standard inspection template is from the City of London: 

8.1. Section 4.1 should:  

8.1.1. Detail he number of staff. V. Rimbu’s report doesn’t. 

8.1.2. Detail the qualifications and numbers of staff and whether full or part-time. No details 

appear in V. Rimbu’s report. 

8.1.3. Ensure that each dog has 6m2 available to them. V. Rimbu’s report makes no reference to 

any special parameters for indoor play area, outdoor area, internal holding pens or 

isolation facilities. 

8.1.4. Contain a floor plan showing how the facility will be used during the day with reference to 

numbers of dogs indoors, outdoors or penned. V. Rimbu made no reference to such a plan. 

8.1.5. Detail the proposed or actual types of dogs (breed, age, needs) to be day-cared. 

8.1.6. Detail the ratio of staff to dogs as proposed or actual. 

8.2. In section 4.2, V. Rimbu stated that “relevant” training courses have been undertaken but does 

not indicate what they were. OFQAL regulated level 2 qualifications in a relevant subject (or clear 

evidence of knowledge and experience) are the required level. 

8.3. Section 5.1 There is no reported detail of the areas, equipment and appliances. I raised concerns 

about the ability to heat the large and apparently poorly insulated structure. V. Rimbu raised the 

issue of impervious surface of the pen doors and the flooring. I raised concerns about the 

isolation area and the fibreboard panelling along the back wall. Additionally, the cut edges of the 

fibreboard cladding the kennels and doors was pervious to fluid ingress. 

8.3.1. Guidance suggests that the following should be addressed: No sharp edges; impervious 

surfaces; two secure barrier system for each entrance/exit; secure fencing; escape-proof 

windows; strong doors resistant to impact, scratching and chewing (note this was a raised 

concern in my report of 24th February but not addressed in V. Rimbu’s report); no gaps; 

compliant mesh if used; suitable drainage of exercise areas; no pooling of water; artificial 

turf in good repair. V. Rimbu’s report is deficient in description of the compliance areas 

required. 

8.3.2. V. Rimbu advises fitting durable and wipeable surface to the internal kennel door. That still 

leaves the external surface accessible to the dogs in the main area of the facility. 

8.4. Section 5.2 there should be a detailed review of the environmental conditions. V. Rimbu 

addressed an obvious risk from heaters placed too low but did not detail issues about the 



general environment. There was no advice on how the required 10oC to 26oC was maintained 

through the year. Both effective heating and cooling systems need to be available and proven to 

be effective with adequate temperature monitoring. 

8.4.1. Sleeping areas must provide at least twice the area required for a dog to lie flat. V. Rimbu’s 

report does not list the size for the pen or sleeping areas and therefore does not appear to 

have ensured compliance with that requirement. 

8.5. Section 5.6 requires transportation compliance. The Dogsden faceboook site offers taxi service 

and therefore an expectation that animal transport complies with regulations. V. Rimbu’s 

report did not mention inspection of the transport vehicle(s), transport safety or transport logs. 

8.6. Section 9.3 was recorded as being compliant in V. Rimbu’s report. I had serious concerns about 

the location, use and construction of the isolation area. I would be pleased if Mr. Bones has 

now addressed those concerns but V. Rimbu’s report provided no detail that such 

improvement had occurred. 

8.7. I was also concerned about the communal entrances for grooming, physiotherapy and day-

care. There was no detail in V. Rimbu’s report about this communal thoroughfare.  

8.8. Section 9.11 requires correct use of cleaning products. There was no detail in V. Rimbu’s report 

to address my concerns at the inspection of 24th February 2020. 

8.9. Section 24.2. It is unclear from V. Rimbu’s report whether he means the Isolation area is well 

stocked with toys and stimulation. The specific condition referred to dogs isolated from others 

in their individual pens and not the specific isolation area.  

9. The report failed the facilities until the 5 listed conditions were met. I have concerns about the level 

of detail to which the premises were inspected and they appear to have been carried out on a 

superficial conditions level without reference to the more detail guidance. 

10. There was no reference to the size recommendations used by V. Rimbu in his assessment and 

therefore how he arrives at the proposed allocations of kennel space to the recommended numbers 

of dogs. 

10.1. He made no reference to the conditions when suggesting the allocation of 2 medium size breeds 

of dog to a large enclosure. These should only be dogs from the same household and consented, 

by the owner for sharing. If allocating 2 dogs to an enclosure, there was no provision for the dogs 

to comply with section 8.2. My knowledge of the enclosure is that they do not provide separate 

hide areas or enough space for the containment of 2 dogs. I measured them at 3.4m2 which is 

sufficient space for one dog only. 

11. The report was non-compliant with the Wales regulations, based on the 1963 Boarding Act and the 

associated conditions required by MTCBC. 



 

Opinion on the Statement of Mr. Bones 

1. Paragraph 1 seems to confess to running an unlicenced day care centre! 

2. Paragraph 3 does not contain any details of particular dog behaviour or dog management 

experience or qualification. 

3. Paragraph 7 seems very odd. Yes, I did prepare the report based on the visit on 24th February 2020 

it reflected the findings on that date. 

4. Paragraph 8 is a bit confused but suggests that I wrote the MTCBC conditions. I accept that some of 

my suggestions (given in May 2010) may have been incorporated into the MTCBC conditions but I 

certainly did not write the conditions. It is perhaps pertinent to point out that I also advised several 

other Welsh and English Local Authorities on specific items within their conditions for various 

animal licence activities. I also advised Welsh Government on Dog Breeding Licencing, DEFRA on the 

English Animal Establishments Regulations, Dutch Government on their pet trading regulations and 

European Commission on their Dog and Cat Breeding Guidance. I have written a peer reviewed and 

published scientific article on animal licencing. Beyond that I have never written a Local Authority 

Animal Establishment Licence Conditions document. 

5. In paragraph 9 Mr. Bones appears aggrieved that MTCBC did not offer a consultancy service for the 

development of a Doggy Day care facility. It would not be reasonable for a LA to offer bespoke 

advice to a commercial business and then act as inspector of the premises. Consultancy advice 

should be commercially obtained or taken from membership of organisations such as Pet Industry 

Federation or the Association of Dog Boarders. His registered veterinary surgeon may have been 

able to offer advice on meeting licence conditions. 

6. In Paragraph 9 Mr. Bones confuses the very different licencing regimes of England – coordinated by 

English Local Authorities under guidelines issued by DEFRA. The English regulation is The Animal 

Welfare (Licensing of Activities Involving Animals)(England) Regulations 2018 written and placed on 

statute by DEFRA. The Welsh Regulation that is applicable to Merthyr Tydfil is the older UK 

legislation of the Animal Boarding Establishments Act 1963 - that is now rescinded in England but 

still applicable to Wales. Based on the 1963 Act, and in compliance with section 1(3), MTCBC have 

produced a list of conditions applicable to animal boarding. Those conditions must comply with 

section 1(3)(a)-(e) and can specify conditions as necessary and expedient in securing the objects 

specified in (a)-(e). 

6.1. Mr. Bones seems intent on following English regulations in Wales. The deficient report of V. 

Rimbu suggests that he is non-compliant with the English Conditions. 



6.2. I note that V. Rimbu, in his report made no reference to disproportionate application of 

conditions by MTCBC and in fact found 5 areas of concern. 

7. Paragraph 10. On the visit of 11th January 2020, I visited the premised with LA Officers A. Hughes 

and J. Baber. Mr. Bones had constructed dog enclosures measured at 1m2 and had used 

adapted wooden pallets and uPVC cladding. The facilities were not in a position for licencing 

with no outdoor security, no isolation facilities and inadequate dog pens. Mr. Bones did not have 

any guidelines available and I advised that he sought professional help with meeting the licence 

conditions. I offered professional advice in a professional manner and did not produce a report 

nor did I charge a fee. 

8. In paragraph 11, Mr. Bones gives a list of prior reference advice and materials. None of that was 

evident at the inspection of 11th January and the non-compliant kennel sizes suggested that Mr. 

bones had not used the MTCBC conditions that clearly state holding kennel minimum sizes 

should be 1.9m2. It is also of note that the DEFRA guidelines for the 2018 regulations do not 

contain a specific size recommendation but state “ The sleeping/rest area must provide the dog 

with at least twice the area required for the dog to lie flat.”. The prior 2016 Chartered institute 

for Environmental Health model guidance stated 1.9m2 per dog that should be doubled if 2 dogs 

occupy. Mr. Bones had his Bearded Collies present on that day and one was placed in the 

enclosure, clearly demonstrating that it could not stand or lie down without touching the sides 

of the enclosure. 

9. In paragraph 12, Mr. Bones is incorrect in stating that DEFRA guidelines allow 1m2 kennels. 

10. Paragraph 13. The inspection of 24th February did not go well because Mr. Bones became 

exasperated and then angry about the problems identified at the inspection. Specifically, over 

the use of feather boarding that had been damaged by an occupying dog, the poor construction 

that exposed wood to fluid ingress and by the mixed entrance thoroughfare. I was concerned 

about the suitability of the building and the ability to effectively heat it in winter and cool it in 

summer.  I was also concerned about the suitability of the disinfectant in use. It is acknowledged 

that Mr. Bones had changed the layout of the dog enclosures planned for licenced us and 

enlarged them substantially. 

11. In paragraph 14 Mr. Bones fairly raised concerns about the conditions and regulations. MTCBC is 

still using the Animal Boarding Establishments Act 1963 and the MTCBC Conditions for Dog 

Boarding for application to Doggy Dog Care. It is recognised that there is a difference between 

commercial boarding for a duration of days or weeks and commercial boarding for day-care. 

However, the fundamentals still apply. The conditions are adaptable to both situations and Mr. 

Bones needs to understand the fundamental issues and apply them to his establishment. 



12. Paragraph 15. There was no second report. My report dated 1st March 2020 in relation to the 

visit of 24th February 2020 (6 days earlier) is the only report I have written on this facility. I did 

give a verbal report on the concerns (mainly sizing of enclosures and lack of preparedness) of 

the visit of 11th January 2020.  

13. In reference to paragraph 16  

13.1. 1.1.1, If Mr. Bones can confirm that the property is insulated and can provide evidence that the 

heating system will maintain temperatures between 10 and 16 in both summer and winter, I 

would support compliance on this issue. 

13.2. 1.1.2. If there is a complaint isolation area, I would support compliance on this issue. 

13.3. 1.1.4 Mr Bones has used standard wooden pallets that have been over clad with uPVC. If there is 

sufficient protection for the cut ends at the door hinging, the base of the doors and sealant 

between wall and floor, I would consider this to be compliant. Further the feather board doors 

need cladding as also advised by V. Rimbu. 

13.4. 1.3.1 the use of feather board painted or otherwise is not compliant with condition 3.1.7 that 

states all internal surfaces must be durable, smooth and impervious. Also 3.6.1 that states kennel 

doors must be strong enough to resist impact and scratching. Mr. Bones acknowledges the 

damages caused to one of the doors by a scratching dog. 

13.5. 1.3.2 – 1.3.3. I acknowledge that Mr. Bones did change the size of the kennels planned for 

licenced use. The 5 kennels inspected were size compliant with MTCBC conditions but failed on 

other requirements.  

14. In reference to paragraph 17, if Mr. Bones had followed the conditions outlined in the MTCBC 

Conditions and preferably taken advice and support from one of the professional associations as 

advised in my report of 1st March 2020, the facility would now be fully licenced and, Covid 

restrictions aside, fully operational. 

Opinion on the email of A. Owens 

This is not a new kind of business in Merthyr Tydfil. Doggy Day Care has been available in licenced boarding 

establishments for many years. Mr. Bones was inspected against standard county wide conditions and 

found wanting. Further, the business of Home Boarding is widely established and also inspected under the 

1963 Act. It is perfectly possible to use existing conditions for variations on the traditional boarding model. 

The experts did not confirm the premises are to standard. For clarification, I was engaged as a MTCBC 

Licencing Inspector on a temporary basis for the purposes of the inspections on 11th January and 24th 

February 2020.  



V. Rimbu appears to have been asked to complete a second opinion veterinary inspection of Dogsden on 

date unknown.  

There is mention of D. Martin instructed as an expert but there is no report or findings by him.  

There is no evidence of any legal instruction of expert evidence. 

Therefore, it is not correct to state that the experts confirm anything because I have seen no evidence of 

expert instruction. 

V. Rimbu’s report was significantly deficient: 

1. V. Rimbu used the wrong regulatory conditions but still found 5 significant non-compliances. 

2. Using the MTCBC Conditions I found: 

3. 3.1.2 Non-Compliant because the feather board was not smooth and where cut, was pervious. 

4. 3.1.3 Non-Compliant because the outdoor fencing was inadequate 

5. 3.1.4 Concerns about potential non-compliance due to the open and apparently non-insulated 

structure of the industrial unit. 

6. 3.1.6 Non-Compliant. Exterior wood used for containment was inadequate and untreated. 

7. 3.1.7 Non-Compliant for the kennel doors and cut ends, back wall and isolation due to the use of 

wood 

8. 3.2.2 potential non-compliance fir sealing of walls and floor junctions. 

9. 3.3.1 Not noted at my inspection but noted by V. Rimbu as Non-Compliant for impervious flooring. 

10. 3.6.1 Non-Compliant for scratch resistant doors 

11. 5.2.2 Concerns at the ability to maintain temperatures above 10 in winter. The Animal Welfare Act 

would also require maintenance below 26. 

12. 5.3.1 Non Compliance due to exposed wood construction. 

13. Concerns also about the understanding and use of disinfectants. 

14. 5.7.1 Isolation Facilities were Non-Compliant at my visit of 24th February. There were not mentioned 

in V. Rimbu’s report. 

15. 5.11.4 Non-Compliant for a lack of Electrical Safety Certification. 

16. Additional concerns from my inspection were: 

17. The non – visual kennels 

18. The general standard of the outdoor facility 

19. The shared entrance allowing dogs for the various businesses or physiotherapy, hydrotherapy, 

dental hygiene and grooming was a significant biosecurity risk. 

20. Note that drainage was not inspected by myself and ignored by V. Rimbu. There should be a trade 

waste contract in place and approval from Welsh water if effluent enters the foul sewer system. 



21. Kennel construction must be complaint with the Animal Welfare Act and V. Rimbu was in 

agreement that the enclosures were Non-Compliant with the need for visualisation from the 

kennel. 

The issue in the way these matters were considered and administered was wholly appropriate by MTCBC 

with a lot of time invested in advising Mr. Bones on the correct course of action to obtain compliance with 

the conditions. 

The use of the appeals process and the mis application of the English regulations by Mr. Bones and his 

consultant has led to a significant cost on inaccurate and inappropriate advice. 

The issue of proportionality and correct application of regulatory rules appears to be a primary fault of Mr. 

Bones’ legal and expert opinion. MTCBC simply applied their standard condition criteria to Dogsden and 

highlighted the non-compliances. 

Mr. Bones has not yet provided evidence of full compliance. His veterinary inspector confirmed several 

identified non-compliance issues were still present on the date of his own veterinary inspection that is 

undated and unsigned. The inspection report fails to record the date of inspection. 

The issues identified in my report of 24th February 2020 are not limited and contain significant concerns 

about biosecurity, hygiene and dog health and welfare. 

Mr. Owens cites the Hope & Glory case. My report is clear in the area of deficiency, the non-compliances 

have not been shown to be resolved and M. Bones’ own veterinary inspection highlighted continued non-

compliance. 

 

 




