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Introduction

This document provides a summary of responses to Defra’'s public
consultation exercise on dangerous dogs. It analyses the 4,250 responses.

Background

A more detailed background, including an explanation of the existing
legislation relating to dangerous dogs, can be found in the consultation
document, which can be found at:
http://www.defra.gov.uk/corporate/consult/dangerous-dogs/100309-
dangerous-dogs-condoc.pdf

There has been growing concern over public safety issues relating to
dangerous and status dogs and this is an issue which the Government takes
very seriously. The term “status dog” describes the ownership of certain types
of dogs which are used by individuals to intimidate and harass members of
the public. These dogs are traditionally, but not exclusively, associated with
young people in inner city estates and those involved in criminal activity. In
recent years, incidents, attacks and fighting of these dogs has increased and
some of these incidents have involved children and disabled people resulting
in tragic consequences.

The Metropolitan Police alone have reported a rise in the number of
dangerous dogs processed through the courts from 35 in 2002/3 to 719 in
2008/9 and in March 2009 they set up a new Status Dogs Unit (SDU) to
specifically address these issues. In March 2010 the SDU reported that they
had seized over 1,000 dogs in their first year. In 2008, the RSPCA received
188 calls related to dog-fighting in streets or parks involving young people.

Animal welfare charities have informed us that there are an increasing number
of status dogs which are difficult to re-home. The resources required to
enforce the law places an increasing financial burden on those responsible:
the Metropolitan Police spent £1.35 million last year kennelling seized dogs
while waiting for an outcome at court. The cost to the health service and the
court service has not yet been established.

It was therefore considered appropriate to give interested stakeholders and
the general public the opportunity to express their views on whether it is
necessary to amend the current laws relating to dangerous dogs and if so,
how these might be changed.

Consultation

The consultation sought views on seven possible options:

1. An extension of the criminal law (ie section 3 of the Dangerous
Dogs Act 1991) to all places, including private property;
2. Additions or amendments to (including possible repeal of) section 1

of 1991 Act (breed specific legislation);
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3. Repeal of the Dangerous Dogs (Amendment) Act 1997 to prevent
any more dogs being added to the Index and introducing a
mandatory destruction order;

The introduction of Dog Control Notices;

A requirement that all dogs are covered by third-party insurance;
A requirement that all dogs, or puppies, are microchipped; and
More effective enforcement of the existing law, including a
consolidation of existing statutes into one new updated Act.

No ok

To facilitate comments, the consultation asked forty questions about the
seven options.

List of organisations that responded

Animal Concern Advice Helpline

Association of British Insurers

Association of Chief Police Officers of England, Wales and Northern Ireland
Association of Pet Behaviour Counsellors
Association of Residential Managing Agents Limited
Battersea Dogs & Cats Home

Blue Cross

Bradford Metropolitan District Council

British Association for Shooting & Conservation
British Horse Society

British Veterinary Association/British Small Animal Veterinary Society
Camden Borough Council

Camden Community & Police Consultative Group
Canine99

Canine Care & Control UK

Cats Protection

Chester Cat Care

Communication Workers Union

Countryside Alliance

Dangerous Dogs Act Study Group

Dogs Trust

East Hampshire District Council

Greater London Authority

Guide Dogs for the Blind

Haringey Borough Council

Lambeth Borough Council

Local Authorities Co-ordinating Regulatory Services
League Against Cruel Sports

Leicestershire & Rutland Bridleways Association
Lewisham Borough Council

Manchester City Council

Metropolitan Police Service

National Animal Welfare Trust

National Dog Tattoo Register

National Dog Warden Association

National Farmers Union

National Gamekeepers Organisation



NHS National Counter Fraud & Security Management Service
National Working Terrier Federation
Naturewatch

Northamptonshire Animal Welfare Liaison Group
PDSA

Pet Care Trust

Pet Detect

Pet Education, Behaviour & Training Council
RBS Insurance

Rochford District Council

Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea

Royal College of Nursing

Royal College of Veterinary Surgeons

Royal Mail

Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals
Self Help Group

South Coast Staffordshire Bull Terrier Rescue
Tenant Farmers Association

Tendring District Council

The Kennel Club

Tonbridge & Malling District Council

Universities Federation for Animal Welfare
University of Bristol Companion Animal Group
Wakefield Council

Wandsworth Borough Council

West Midlands Police

Wokingham Borough Council

Wood Green Animal Shelters

World Society for the Protection of Animals
Wyre (Lancs) Agility Club



Summary of Responses

Summary of All Responses to Headline Questions (Qs
1,4,7,10, 16, 19, 24, 29, 36, 37, 38)

Below are the basic statistical answers to the “headline” questions for each
policy option:

* Some people may have answered Q10 in the affirmative either because they
did not want prohibited type dogs added to the Index or because they want
breed specific legislation repealed altogether.



Option 5: A requirement that all dogs be covered by third-party
insurance

Q24: Do you think that third-party insurance should be compulsory for
all dog owners?

Yes —41% No -59 % (1,884 responses)

Option 6: A requirement that all dogs, or puppies, are microchipped

Q29: Do you think that all dogs should be microchipped?

Yes — 84% No —-16% (1,875 responses)

Option 7: More effective enforcement of the existing law, including a
consolidation of existing statutes into one new updated Act

Q36: Do you think that all legislation relating to dangerous dogs should
be consolidated into a single piece of legislation?

Yes — 78% No —22% (1,719 responses)




Q37: Do you think that more effective enforcement of current legislation
would improve the situation regarding dangerous dogs?

Yes —53% No —47% (1,758 responses)
Q38: Do you think further training for police officers to become Dog
Legislation Officers would improve the situation regarding dangerous

dogs?

Yes — 63% No —37% (1,778 responses)

All Responses to Individual Questions
The following summary provides:

0] the answers to each question represented as percentages of all
responses;

(i)  total number responses to each question asked in the consultation
document;

(i)  examples of the most popular reasons for each answer; and

(iv)  random quotes from responses (main headline questions only).
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Option 5: A requirement that all dogs be covered by third-
party insurance

Q24: Do you think that third-party insurance should be
compulsory for all dog owners?

Yes — 41% No — 59 % (1,884 responses)
Yes —
e Would cover costs in case of damage to property or injury.

e Would encourage responsible ownership.

No —

¢ Will target responsible owners with a dog tax, whilst ignored by those it

21



is aimed at.

e Too expensive and difficult to enforce.

e Small number of attacks compared with total number of dogs does not
merit compulsory insurance.

e Financial burden on dog owners especially during this time of national
austerity may lead to increased abandonments.

e Will not address dog aggression.

e Some owners may have numerous working dogs, which would be
costly to maintain.

Quotes

Yes:

“We recognise that there may be difficulties, such as with car insurance where
irresponsible people will try to evade the law. While it may not be possible to

achieve 100% cover, issues surrounding cover for a significant majority of dog
owners should not be insurmountable and therefore should not be reason not
to do this.” — Wood Green Animal Shelters

No:

“Responsible owners already take out insurance for their dogs or may even be
covered by their house insurance thus while we can see the logic in this
measure we do not feel this would provide the needed resources to provide
better protection for the public. In fact some may even see this as a ‘dog tax’
as the money would not be going to local enforcement agencies and
potentially making a difference but instead to private companies.” Royal
Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals

Q25: If you support compulsory third-party insurance, how
should it be introduced and enforced?

License 51%; Microchip 20%; Oppose 18%; Database 6%,

Others 5%.
(947 responses)

Q26: Do you think that third-party insurance should be
compulsory for owners of only certain breeds of dog?

Yes — 18% No — 82% (1,858 responses)

Yes —
e Perhaps to deter people buying certain breeds e.g. larger dogs.

e All dogs covered by Section 1lof the dangerous Dogs Act 1991and
those involved in prosecutions.

No —
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e Same charge for all breeds.

e Only for dogs that have been given a control order and proved to be
aggressive.

e Some breeds would be difficult to identify.

Q27: Do you think that compulsory third-party insurance
could have a significant financial impact upon individual dog
owners?

Yes — 83% No — 17% (1,842 responses)

Yes —
e Those on low incomes e.g. elderly, which could result in abandonment.

e Depending on how premiums are calculated.
e May discourage ownership of certain breeds, and deter irresponsible
owners from purchasing a dog.

e Third-party insurance can be as low as £20 per annum, very small
when compared with feeding costs.
e Not for low-risk dogs.

Q28: Do you think that compulsory third-party insurance will
have a financial impact upon welfare organisation/dog
homes?

Yes — 76% No — 24% (1,819 responses)

Yes —
e Because of increased abandonment cases.

e If they have to insure all dogs in their care.
e More owners may choose not to adopt dogs because of insurance
costs.

No —
e If such places are exempt.

Option 6: A requirement that all dogs, or puppies, are
microchipped
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Q29: Do you think that all dogs should be microchipped?

Yes — 84% No — 16% (1,875 responses)

Yes —
e Will link owner with dog, important when issues arise such as attacks,
and would enable quick return of lost dog with owner.
e Step towards responsible ownership.
e Evidence that microchipping works e.g. prevention of fraud of horses.

e Would not target irresponsible owners but responsible owners only.

e Expensive to monitor and enforce.

e Although wide support for encouragement of voluntary microchipping.
e Would lead to increased abandonment.

e Financial implications at time of national austerity.

Quotes

Yes:

“It is absolutely essential that any dog that is the subject of investigation after
a complaint about unprovoked aggression and, even more vitally any dog that
is the subject of a DCN, is microchipped. Unless that is a requirement under
the legislation we consider that it will be impossible to monitor properly the
future actions of the dog. In addition it is essential that there is a requirement
upon the owner to ensure that data held is accurate.

The introduction of compulsory microchipping for all dogs would significantly
assist with the identification of irresponsible owners and potentially deter
‘casual' owners from obtaining a dog in the first instance. Local authorities will
also benefit by not having to kennel dogs for days or pay for their destruction.”
— Dogs Trust

No:

“It is intrusive legislation with financial implications to dog owners at a time of
national austerity. It is an unnecessary imposition on responsible dog owners
(by far the vast majority) and will be ignored by those it is intended to target (a
tiny minority).” — National Working Terrier Federation

Q30: Do you think that all puppies born after a specified date
should be microchipped before the age of one year?

Yes — 80% No — 20% (1,849 responses)
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Yes —
e Target breeders by microchipping before puppies are sold, some
argument for ‘early as possible’ e.g. before 6 months.
e To reduce puppy farming.
e Should be microchipped at point of sale.
e Microchipped when they obtain their injections.
e At around one year of age due to health concerns of puppy.

e Should be owner’s personal choice.
e Should be microchipped before they leave breeder.

Q31: How do you think such a requirement could be
introduced and enforced?

The most common responses included:

e Well-trained dog wardens, police officers, and local authority appointed
officers should enforce, and should be allowed to stop and scan.

e All dogs should be microchipped in conjunction with processes that are
essential in a dog’s life, such as injections or sale.

e Could be made a Statutory Instrument under Section 12 of the Animal
Welfare Act 2006.

e Enforcement in conjunction with organisations such as rescues, vet
surgeries, pet shops, dog groomers, local authorities etc.

e Given a specified start date using a central national database.

Q32: Do you think that it should be compulsory for some
specific breeds of dog to be microchipped? What breeds?

Yes — 26% No — 74% (1,810 responses)

Yes —
e Dogs on the Index, and those covered by Section 1 of the Dangerous
Dog Act 1991.

No —
e All dogs regardless of breed should be microchipped.

Q33 — Do you think that requiring all dogs to be microchipped
will have a significant financial impact upon individual dog
owners?
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Yes — 38% No — 62% (1,834 responses)

Yes —

e Significant impact on responsible owners, whilst ignored by those
aimed at.

e Considering costs for amending details e.g. £7.50 with Petlog, and
replacement of microchips.

e But many charity schemes available that subsidise cost or provide free
microchipping.

e To those less well-off.

e Low one-off payment of approx. £20-30 and 4.2 million microchipped
pets with Petlog suggests that many owners don’t mind paying the
additional cost.

e Could be borne by breeder, and even added to the sale price.

¢ |If the dog can be afforded, then so can microchipping.

e Impact should be minimal.

Q34: Do you think that requiring all dogs to be microchipped
could have a financial impact upon welfare organisations/dog
homes?

Yes — 46% No — 54% (1,818 responses)

Yes —
e More dogs would be abandoned and rescues would be expected to
provide chipping for free.

No —
¢ Inlong-term, fewer dogs would be abandoned.
e Dogs and owners would be reunited more quickly.
e Owners of abandoned microchipped dogs could be identified and
pursued for costs.
e Most rescues already microchip lost dogs.

Q35: Do you think that maintaining an up-to-date database of
owners’ details would have a financial impact?

Yes — 67% No — 33% (1,821 responses)

Yes —
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e Would be costly to dog owners.

e Should be controlled by existing companies e.g. Petlog.

¢ Run by local authority, police or Government department e.g. Defra.

e Should be accessible to rescue homes and other organisations —
communication between interested parties is essential.

e Databases already exist that would experience an increase in profits.
e Database run by Government should have costs partially offset by
microchipping fees.

Option 7: More effective enforcement of the existing law,
including a consolidation of existing statutes into one new
updated Act

Q36: Do you think that all legislation relating to dangerous
dogs should be consolidated into a single piece of
legislation?

Yes — 78% No — 22% (1,719 responses)

Yes —
e Currently there is confusion. Would clarify legislation for enforcers and
general public.
e Would make it easier to enforce.

e Just removal of Section 1 of Dangerous Dogs Act 1991, the 1997
amendment, introduction of dog control measures and clarify what
constitutes a dangerous dog.

e Would waste parliamentary time, and would be a time-consuming and
costly process.

Quotes

Yes:

“This would enable all of the existing loopholes within the Act to be closed and
the actual Act clarified. Enforcement could be simplified if the legislation was
more straightforward and easy to understand and use. It ideally would need to
be UK wide rather than devolved.” - PDSA

No:
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“The existing law and powers available to the police, courts and local
authorities are extensive. There seems little point in using parliamentary time
to put the respective Acts in to a single document. What matters is that the
law and powers are understood by the public and those responsible for
enforcement. As such we welcome the recent guidance issued by Defra.” —
Countryside Alliance

Q37: Do you think that more effective enforcement of current
legislation would improve the current situation regarding
dangerous dogs?

Yes — 53% No —47% (1,758 responses)

Yes —

e Evidence from Metropolitan Police’s Status Dogs Unit, which
demonstrates that better enforcement does improve matters.

e Current legislation is not being effectively enforced.

e Problems identified in current consultation are covered by law but not
enforced correctly.

e Need consistent national enforcement.

e But further legal changes necessary.

e Current legislation is flawed. Section 1 of the Dangerous Dogs Act
1991 should be repealed.

e More effective use of law to target offences of intimidation would
improve status dog situation.

e Problem is with irresponsible dog owners, not with dogs.

Quotes

Yes:

“The lack of continuity in interpretation and implementation of existing
legislation demonstrates quite clearly the need for greater clarity, training and
enforcement by all those responsible, particularly local authorities.” — Blue
Cross

No:

“More enforcement of unworkable legislation will not improve the current
situation. It is essential to consolidate all of the workable and supported
legislative items together into one new BiIll to be put before Parliament. This
would make it more effective for enforcement purposes” — Battersea Dogs &
Cats Home
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Q38: Do you think further training for police officers to
become Dog Legislation Officers would improve the situation
regarding dangerous dogs?

Yes — 63% No — 37% (1,778 responses)

Yes —
e But also training for dog wardens.

e Specialist dog units are important as police have more important
issues, would enable standardisation and could incorporate
understanding of ‘dog behaviour’.

o Cities that have taken on DLOs have already seen improvements.

e Would enable faster breed identification.

e Improved legislation that is workable (currently it is not) would be
better.

¢ Would not improve the current situation regarding dog bites, officers
should be pre-emptive.

Quote

Yes:

“Police officers need to know the law regarding dangerous dogs and to use it.
In addition, it should be possible to train local authority officers as Dog
Legislation Officers.” — Manchester City Councll

No:
“It needs commitment from the Police to deal with the issue.” — Bradford
Metropolitan Council

Q39: Do you think the Government needs to do more to raise
public awareness of the existing law and what to do if you are
aware of a possible breach?

Yes — 72% No — 28% (1,774 responses)

Yes —
e But current law is flawed.

e Education should focus on dog welfare, dog control, and responsible
dog ownership, especially for prospective/new dog owners who are not
aware of what is required to be a responsible owner.

e Through various different media.

e Not just with general public e.g. Lewisham’s BARK project in Oct 2009.
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e Should be targeted to specific groups e.g. children and owners of large
dogs.

e Laws in place, but lack of awareness. Specific guidelines would be
useful.

e Law is confusing so greater awareness may improve situation.

No —
e Most serious incidents result from encouragement.

Q40: Do you think there are better ways for the Government to
communicate with the public and dog owners, including
owners of ‘status dogs’?

Yes — 81% No — 19% (1,744 responses)

Yes —
e Primary schools, community projects and meetings.

¢ Animal welfare organisations should provide education schemes in
schools and in all media with financial help from the Government.

e Better enforcement for those that use dogs to harass.

e Family Intervention Programme should include reference to dogs.

e Criminal and anti-social laws needed for status dogs.

Responses by Key Interested Parties to Headline
Questions (Qs 1, 4, 7, 10, 16, 19, 4, 29, 36, 37, 38)

This section summarises the responses of key interested parties (31) to the
headline questions in the consultation.

In deciding what is a “key interested party” we have tried to identify those
organisations which have a direct involvement in dangerous dogs. We accept
that others may disagree with our choice of key interested parties but the
intention behind this part of the summary is to allow people to see the
responses of organisations, who are close to the issue of dangerous dogs, to
some of the big questions.

The figure in brackets against each answer is the percentage of all responses,
including the public.

Some of the answers given were not necessarily clear cut and many “yes” or
“no” replies came with caveats. For details of the full replies given, please
refer to the individual responses available from the Defra library.
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The most popular proposals are as follows:
88% of all responses and 24 of key interested parties do not consider that
breed specific legislation is effective in protecting the public from dangerous
dogs.

84% of all responses and 27 of key interested parties support the
introduction of compulsory microchipping.

78% of all responses and 26 key interested parties agree that dangerous
dogs legislation should be consolidated into one law.

71% of all responses and 20 key interested parties support the repeal of
breed specific legislation.

68% of all responses and 28 of our key interested parties consider that the
introduction of Dog Control Notices would be a good idea.

List of key interested parties:

Association of Chief Police Officers (ACPO)

Battersea Dogs & Cats Home (Battersea)

British Veterinary Association / British Small Animal Veterinary Association
(BVA/IBSAVA)

Camden Community & Police Consultative Group (CC&PCG)

Communication Workers’ Union (CWU)

Dangerous Dogs Act Study Group (DDASG)

Dogs Trust

Local Authorities Co-ordinating Regulatory Services (LACORS — now known
as Local Government Regulation)

Local authorities (14 that have responded and are identified separately)

Metropolitan Police (Met Pol)

National Animal Welfare Trust (NAWT)

National Dog Warden Association (NDWA)

PDSA (previously known as People’s Dispensary for Sick Animals)

Royal College of Veterinary Surgeons (RCVS)

Royal Society for Prevention for Cruelty to Animals (RSPCA)

The Kennel Club

West Midland Police (West Mids Pol)

Wood Green Animal Shelters (Wood Green)

31




Reponses of the key interested parties to the headline questions:




* Some people may have answered Q10 in the affirmative either because they
did not want prohibited type dogs added to the Index or because they want
breed specific legislation repealed altogether.

Option 5: A requirement that all dogs be covered by third-party insurance

Q24: Do you think that third-party insurance should be compulsory
for all dog owners?

Yes | APCO; CWU; Kensington Council; NDWA; South Northants Council; Tendring
Council; Wakefield Council; Wokingham Council; Wood Green (41%)

NO | RSCPA; Battersea; Blue Cross; Bradford Council; BVA/BSAVA; Camden Council;
DDASG; Dogs Trust; Greater London Auth; Haringey Council; Lambeth Council;

LACORS; Lewisham Council; NAWT; PDSA; The Kennel Club; Tonbridge & Malling
Council; Wandsworth Council (59%)
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Option 6: A requirement that all dogs, or puppies, are microchipped

Q29: Do you think that all dogs should be microchipped?

Yes

Battersea Dogs; Blue Cross; Bradford Council; BVA/BSAVA; CC&PCG; CWU;
DDASG; Dogs Trust; NDWA; Haringey Council; Kensington Council; Lambeth
Council; Lewisham Council; Manchester City Council; Met Pol; NAWT; PDSA; RCVS;
RSCPA; South Northants Council; Tendring Council; The Kennel Club; Tonbridge &
Malling Council; Wakefield Council; Wandsworth Council; West Mids Pol; Wokingham
Council (only with insurance); Wood Green (84%)

No

Greater London Auth; LACORS (16%)

Option 7: More effective enforcement of the existing law, including a consolidation of
existing statutes into one new updated Act

Q36: Do you think that all legislation relating to dangerous dogs

should be consolidated into a single piece of legislation?

Yes

Battersea; Blue Cross; Bradford Council; BVA/BSAVA; Camden Council; CWU,;
DDASG; Dogs Trust; Greater London Auth; Haringey Council; Kensington Council;
Lambeth Council; Lewisham Council; Manchester City Council; Met Pol; NAWT,;
PDSA; RSCPA; South Northants Council; Tendring Council; The Kennel Club;
Tonbridge & Malling Council; Wakefield Council; Wandsworth Council; West Mids Pol;
Wokingham Council; Wood Green (78%)

No

(22%)

Q37: Do you think that more effective enforcement of current

legislation would improve the current situation regarding dangerous

dogs?

Yes

Blue Cross; Bradford Council; CC&PCG; Greater London Auth; Haringey Council;
Kensington Council; Lambeth Council; Lewisham Council; Manchester City Council;
Met Pol; NDWA; PDSA; RSCPA; South Northants Council; Tendring Council;
Tonbridge & Malling Council; Wakefield Council; Wandsworth Council; Wokingham
Council; Wood Green (53%)

No

Battersea; BVA/BSAVA; CWU; DDASG; Dogs Trust; NAWT,; The Kennel Club (47%)

Q38: Do you think further training for police officers to become Dog

Legislation Officers would improve the situation regarding
dangerous dogs?

Yes

ACPO; Battersea; Blue Cross; BVA/BSAVA; CC&PCG; CWU; Greater London Auth;
Met Pol; Haringey Council; Kensington Council; Lewisham Council; Manchester City
Council; NDWA; PDSA; RSCPA; South Northants Council; Tendring Council;
Wakefield Council; Wandsworth Council; West Mids Pol; Wokingham Council; Wood
Green (63%)

No

Bradford Council; DDASG; Dogs Trust; NAWT,; The Kennel Club (37%)
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The Way Forward

Defra will look to address gaps in the law to stop this anti-social and criminal
behaviour continuing, rather than making more piecemeal changes to existing
dangerous dogs legislation.

Defra will continue working closely with interest groups to look closely at
community initiatives and other issues raised in the consultation - such as
breed specific bans, micro-chipping and attacks on private property.

Defra is working with the Home Office on their review of all anti-social
behaviour tools and powers, including Dog Control Orders. The review will
tackle a range of anti-social and intimidating behaviours that affect the
community, and a public consultation is expected on proposals in early 2011.

We are currently funding a study to investigate the risk factors for aggressive
dog/human interactions:
http://randd.defra.gov.uk/Default.aspx?Menu=Menu&Module=More&L ocation
=None&Completed=0&ProjectID=16649#Description.
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