
OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE
(REGENERATION AND SKILLS)

EFFECTIVENESS OF THE COUNCIL’S ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITY 
WORKING GROUP

FINAL REPORT
SEPTEMBER 2021



‘Valuing
Improvement’
www.sefton.gov.uk



Overview and Scrutiny
1

CONTENTS PAGE

Paragraph 
and Title

Page 
No.

Lead Member’s Introduction 2

1. Background 3

2. Terms of Reference and Objectives 3

3. Methods of Enquiry 5

4. Working Group Meeting – 26 November 2018 5

5. Working Group Meeting – 25 February 2019 7

6. Working Group Meeting - 18 March 2019 8

7. Working Group Meeting – 4 September 2019 10

8. Working Group Meeting – 28 January 2021 14

9. Working Group Meeting – 15 April 2021 18

10 Working Group Meeting – 1 July 2021 21

11. Approval of Final Report – August 2021 27

12. Recommendations 27

13. Documentation Considered by The Working Group 27

14. Acknowledgements and Membership Details 29



Overview and Scrutiny
2

LEAD MEMBER’S INTRODUCTION

I am very pleased to introduce this Overview and Scrutiny Committee (Regeneration 
and Skills) Effectiveness of the Council’s Enforcement Activity Working Group report. 
 
The Working Group adhered to its established terms of reference and objectives 
(see paragraph 2 below) in the drafting of its recommendations. Due to a number of 
factors, including lockdown restrictions imposed due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the 
Working Group did not meet for some considerable time. At its meeting held on 28 
January 2021 the Working Group took the opportunity to review the Scoping 
Document to ensure that it was still valid; and to consider whether it needed to be 
narrowed to focus on more specific activities such as fly tipping / rear entries, or a 
similar focus area, whilst maintaining the particularly focus on the potential and 
actual impact of enforcement activity on the Regeneration and Skills portfolio within 
the borough. This course of action was agreed and further details can be found in 
Paragraph 8 of the Final Report. 

I wish to thank all those people who gave up their valuable time to be involved with 
the Working Group. The input and expertise of officers and witnesses greatly helped 
the Working Group in the formulation of its recommendations. Finally, I am extremely 
grateful to my fellow Working Group Members for their commitment, ideas and 
contribution.

Councillor John Sayers
Lead Member, Effectiveness of 
the Council’s Enforcement Activity 
Working Group
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1.0  BACKGROUND

1.1 The Overview and Scrutiny Committee (Regeneration and Skills) established 
the Effectiveness of the Council’s Enforcement Activity Working Group. 

1.2 Councillors Liz Dowd, Michael Roche, Dave Robinson and John Sayers and 
former Councillors Mike Booth and David Pullin were appointed to serve on 
the Working Group. Councillor Michael O’Brien was also a much-valued 
member of the Working Group but very sadly passed away in September 
2020.  

1.3 At the first meeting of the Working Group Councillor John Sayers was 
appointed Lead Member. Details of Working Group meetings are set out 
below:

Date Activity
26.11.18 Scoping Document considered

Information on enforcement activity undertaken by the Council 
considered

25.02.19 Scoping Document approved
Presentations, site visit and additional information identified 

18.03.19 Presentations on legal enforcement powers available to the Council and 
planning enforcement received

04.09.19 Briefing notes on promotional campaign to combat litter problems 
associated fast-food outlets; costs to clear fly-tipped waste; and the NSL 
civil enforcement contract

28.01.21 Review of the Scoping Document; update on actions requested at 
previous meeting

15.04.21 Interviewed witnesses from NSL to obtain their views of and hear of their 
experiences undertaking enforcement action in the borough

01.07.21 Considered options for consideration to address the scale and visibility 
of enforcement resources and the need to focus on environmental 
issues such as littering and fly-tipping; and best practice in other local 
authorities as to how they operated their civil enforcement contracts 
including alternative approaches whereby the contractor was only paid 
based on performance and outcome

08.21 Consideration of initial findings, draft report and recommendations 
approved via email

2.0TERMS OF REFERENCE AND OBJECTIVES

2.1 The Terms of Reference and Objectives of the Working Group were approved 
as part of the scoping exercise at the second meeting and are set out below. 

2.2 Terms of Reference and Objectives

The Overview and Scrutiny Committee (Regeneration and Skills) has agreed 
to establish a Working Group to review the topic of the Effectiveness of the 
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Council’s Enforcement Activity. The range of enforcement activity undertaken 
by the Council is very wide and the enforcement or regulatory activity itself 
generally falls within the scrutiny remit of the Overview and Scrutiny 
Committee (Regulatory, Compliance and Corporate Services). The Working 
Group will therefore particularly focus on the potential and actual impact of the 
Council’s enforcement activity on regeneration and skills within the borough. 
This is likely to lead to the Working Group focusing on those areas of 
enforcement activity though to have most potential or actual impact.

In the context of the Council’s activities, the purpose of enforcement activity is 
generally to secure compliance with specific requirements and standards 
considered necessary or desirable by society. These requirements and 
standards may impact on everyone (e.g. air quality, consumer protection, 
planning and building controls etc.) or specific groups (e.g. employers, 
employees, parents of school children etc.). 

Enforcement is only one of the tools available for securing compliance, and in 
determining effectiveness of enforcement activity the Working Group may 
need to consider how well other tools are or could be applied, including: 
Education (promoting and encouraging compliance through an understanding 
of the benefits and consequences of compliance/non-compliance, e.g. road 
safety campaigns); and Engineering (designing the environment or processes 
to make compliance the default option and/or make non-compliance more 
difficult, e.g. highway speed bumps). 

It will be necessary for the Working Group to explore:

 The range of enforcement activity the Council is responsible for;
 The purposes of the enforcement activity;
 The nature of any potential and actual impact (positive or negative), from 

the enforcement activity, on regeneration and skills;
 How effectively the impact is or can be managed, to either minimise and/or 

mitigate any negative impact or maximise positive impact on regeneration 
and skills.

To review the topic of the Effectiveness of the Council’s Enforcement Activity, 
considering:

 Current Sefton enforcement policies and practise
 Areas of good practise within the Council
 Good practise within other local authorities or similar organisations
 Areas for improvement within the Council’s policies and practise
 Recommendations for improving the Council’s policies and practise

Review of Scoping Document

At its meeting held on 28 January 2021 the Working Group agreed to narrow 
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the focus of the Scoping Document to concentrate on littering, fly-tipping and 
dumping in rear entries. A copy of the revised Scoping Document can be 
viewed here

3.0    METHODS OF ENQUIRY

3.1 Dependent upon the refined scope of the review, to include:
 Analysis of current Sefton practice
 Desktop research into practise elsewhere
 Witness interviews with officers, stakeholders, experts and other 

organisations
 Possible site visits / conference calls with experts and other organisations

4.0 WORKING GROUP MEETING – 26 NOVEMBER 2018

4.1 The Working Group considered the formulation of its Scoping Document at 
the meeting.

4.2 Members took cognisance of the table of information provided elsewhere on 
the agenda regarding enforcement activity undertaken by the Council and 
commented on the following issues: 

 Why was there no mention of SeftonArc in the table of enforcement 
activity? A response was given that SeftonArc was not an 
enforcement service but responded to situations

 Did SeftonArc undertake security services? A response was given 
that SeftonArc could provide CCTV and alarm systems to provide 
safety and security, offering bespoke services covering design, 
installation, maintenance, monitoring and response. An example was 
given regarding the response to fire alarms being triggered. The fire 
service did not routinely attend buildings where a fire alarm had been 
activated unless a second check had been made to verify the alert 
was not a false alarm. SeftonArc undertook this task via the use of 
CCTV or by a visit to the premises. SeftonArc also reported street 
light outages and some highway issues to the appropriate colleagues 
within the Council

 Did SeftonArc receive enforcement or security budgetary provision 
from the Council? No

 Information was sought on economies of scale and the broadening of 
services provided by SeftonArc. A response was given that next year 
all electrical inspection and testing would be brought back in-house

 Information on SeftonArc could be obtained by using the link 
http://www.seftonarc.com/  

 Parking on pavements and double yellow lines was a big problem but 
the Police did not have the resources to enforce the matter and the 
Council had limited powers to enforce

http://smbc-modgov-03/admin/mgCatAdmin.aspx?rid=104&selected=13881&expand=13881
http://modgov.sefton.gov.uk/moderngov/ecSDDisplay.aspx?NAME=Enforcement%20Activity%20Undertaken%20by%20the%20Council&ID=2559&RPID=22378740
http://www.seftonarc.com/
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 How many planning enforcement officers were in the Council? A 
response was given that there were three enforcement officers and 
that they had a close working relationship with other colleagues in the 
authority

 Concern was expressed about the areas that generated lots of 
complaints, for example, parking, dog fouling, fly-tipping and anti-
social behaviour; and that often, enforcement activity was not visible 
and this was then a secondary cause of complaint. A response was 
given that the purpose of enforcement needed to be understood in 
order that its effectiveness could be measured. Each enforcement 
area would have a different purpose and often operated under 
separate rules. It was acknowledged that the level of enforcement did 
have an impact on our communities. A comment was made that some 
service areas were not responsible for the enforcement undertaken 
affecting those services. For example, the cleansing service was 
responsible for spotting and clearing fly-tipping but enforcement of fly-
tipping offences was pursued by colleagues in environmental 
protection. There had been an increase in the number of incidents of 
fly-tipping yet the levels of prosecutions had not increased 
correspondingly. A suggestion was made that support could be 
provided by other colleagues, such as Cleansing Supervisors, to 
improve enforcement in this area. Furthermore, cuts due to austerity 
measures had impacted on the Council’s ability to enforce. It was 
therefore important to “educate” as a means to prevent the need for 
enforcement

 Could the income generated by fines be used to increase the funding 
for enforcement activity? A response was given that some income 
was re-invested into enforcement budgets whist the remainder was 
used for the Council’s general budget. This matter had to be handled 
sensitively from a communications angle to promote a positive 
message; as some news agencies would be happy to put a negative 
spin on the matter to criticise the Council. 

 It would be productive to look at enforcement in relation to how it was 
resourced and how the “three E’s” (Educate, Enforce, Engineer) could 
be used 

 Issues relating to neighbourhoods/environmental/anti-social 
behaviour/public realm/CCTV appeared to be the areas for the 
Working Group to investigate

 It would be helpful for the Working Group to receive a presentation 
from the Chief Legal and Democratic Officer on the legal enforcement 
powers available to the Council 

 It would be helpful if the Scoping Document could include the 
identification of best enforcement practice from other local authorities

4.3 Accordingly, the Head of Locality Services and the Head of Highways and 
Public Protection were requested to prepare a Scoping Document, taking into 
account the comments referred to above, for consideration by the next 
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meeting of the Working Group

5.0 WORKING GROUP MEETING – 25 FEBRUARY 2019

5.1 The Working Group considered its Scoping Document prepared by the Head 
of Highways and Public Protection. 

5.2 Members of the Working Group commented on and discussed the following 
issues:

 The nature of any potential and actual impact (positive or negative), 
from the enforcement activity, on regeneration and skills; and in 
particular, the balance between getting the right level of enforcement 
without being over burdensome on businesses 

 An enforcement campaign instigated by Wirral MBC to tackle litter 
problems at a local shopping centre

 A procedure to be adopted to ensure that culprits pay for the removal 
of their fly-tipping

 How unclean, litter strewn environments and anti-social behaviour 
discourage investment in areas where such problems arise and lead 
to a spiral of decline

 The importance of having well trained, professional civil enforcement 
officers to ensure that the public have faith in them undertaking their 
duties

 The number of fines issued for parking breaches in comparison to 
littering offences

 The perception that civil enforcement officers choose “easy targets” 
regarding littering offenders 

 Income received from fines should be ring-fenced to undertake 
additional enforcement activity

 Do civil enforcement officers have to meet performance indicators
 Regarding fly-tipping could more investment be made with the 

Council’s contractor to target offenders and the utilisation of 
performance indicators to measure the success of the enhanced 
scheme

 The potential to use “private cost policing”
 The use of technology such as CCTV at known hotspots to obtain 

evidence and prosecutions against fly-tippers or for other offences
 New legislation allowing the use of dash cam footage to obtain littering 

prosecutions; and the potential installation of dash cams on all Council 
vehicles

 Engagement with landlords in areas with high transient tenant 
numbers to reduce incidences of fly-tipping

 The extremely high percentage of litter that is fast-food related and the 
potential to engage with fast-food outlets to start a promotional 
campaign to combat their associated litter problems 

 Litter problems caused by licensed drivers at hackney carriage ranks 

http://modgov.sefton.gov.uk/moderngov/ecSDDisplay.aspx?NAME=SD2597&ID=2597&RPID=22378767
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and private hire parking areas
 The recent establishment by the Head of Highways and Public 

Protection of an officer Working Group to review enforcement activity 
associated with housing, highways and cleansing issues

 The use of “invest to save” to enhance the Council’s enforcement 
activity    

 The use of statistics to quantify the performance of enforcement 
activity by comparing one year’s figures with another  

5.3 The Working Group approved its Effectiveness of the Council’s Enforcement 
Activity Scoping Document.

6.0 WORKING GROUP MEETING – 18 MARCH 2019

6.1 Legal Enforcement Powers available to the Council – Presentation

6.2 The Working Group received a presentation from Fiona Townsend, Legal 
and Democratic Services on the legal enforcement powers available to the 
Council.

Ms. Townsend referred to: 

 The legislation giving local authorities power to prosecute criminal 
offences investigated by their own departments

 Which enforcement powers are available to local authority officers 
when investigating potential breaches and dependent on which 
legislation may have been breached

 Criminal prosecutions
 Enforcement notices/criminal prosecutions/financial penalties
 Financial penalties or magistrates court prosecution/enforcement 

notices
 Anti- Social Behaviour Crime and Policing Act 2014
 Government guidance for frontline professionals

6.3 Members of the Working Group asked questions/commented on the 
following issues:

 Enforcement associated with anti-social behaviour in housing 
properties

 The use of bailiffs for debt recovery
 The process used for the eviction of travellers
 The number of prosecutions for littering offences
 The importance of publicising prosecutions to not only act as a 

deterrent but to publicise that the Council was taking action as there 
was a perception in some quarters that the Council did little in this 
regard

 Cross-departmental liaison between officers to identify recurring 

http://modgov.sefton.gov.uk/moderngov/ecSDDisplay.aspx?NAME=SD2597&ID=2597&RPID=22378767
http://modgov.sefton.gov.uk/moderngov/ecSDDisplay.aspx?NAME=SD2652&ID=2652&RPID=22378789
http://modgov.sefton.gov.uk/moderngov/ecSDDisplay.aspx?NAME=SD2652&ID=2652&RPID=22378789


Overview and Scrutiny
9

issues and to agree mechanisms to ensure swifter prosecutions
 The possibility, including contact with Government, to increase the 

penalties for bye-law offences
 Did the income from fines go to the Council
 The use of barristers to undertake prosecution work
 Cross local authority cooperation regarding prosecutions

6.4 Planning Enforcement - Presentation

6.5 The Working Group received a presentation from Derek McKenzie, Chief 
Planning Officer on the draft revised Planning Enforcement Protocol. The 
Protocol explained the purpose and function of planning enforcement and set 
out the priorities and performance standards that Planning Officers would be 
working to. 

Mr. McKenzie referred to:

 The purpose of planning enforcement - Key Principles
 Issues to consider when investigating alleged breaches
 How the Council defines “Harm”
 The Council’s four-point priority schedule
 Key and other performance targets
 Powers available to the Council
 How cases are deemed to be resolved after investigation
 Cases resolved (01.11.18 – 31.01.19) and that 220 complaints had 

been closed in this period
 Reporting a potential breach
 Conclusions which included the need to be clear on the critical tests of 

Enforcement and to understand the effects of unauthorised 
development and the need to keep things in perspective

6.6 Members of the Working Group asked questions/commented on the 
following issues:

 The powers available to the Council to speed up development once 
planning permission had been granted or to keep the application sites 
in a suitable condition

 The prior approval process
 The use of technology to administer complaints from residents 
 Regarding the resolved cases in the three-month period referred to in 

the presentation, the numbers of such cases that were vexatious or 
that there was simply no merit in the complaint

 The suggestion by Mr. McKenzie that a flow chart be produced to set 
out the steps taken in the enforcement process across services was 
commended by Members

http://modgov.sefton.gov.uk/moderngov/ecSDDisplay.aspx?NAME=SD2598&ID=2598&RPID=22378797
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7.0 WORKING GROUP MEETING – 4 SEPTEMBER 2019

7.1 Promotional Campaign with Fast-Food Outlets 

7.2 The Working Group considered the joint briefing note of the Head of 
Highways and Public Protection and the Head of Locality Services on the 
potential to engage with fast-food outlets to start a promotional campaign to 
combat litter problems associated with their activities.

The briefing note indicated that there were approximately 250 takeaways 
across the Borough covering a wide range of premises types - e.g. burger 
outlets, chip shops, pizza outlets, kebab shops, Chinese and Indian 
Takeaways, coffee shops, sandwich shops and bakeries; that such business 
were required to ensure that they made adequate provision for waste storage 
and prevented the loss of control of waste and had appropriate 
arrangements in place to control waste transfer and disposal from their 
premises; and that the Council undertook educational and enforcement 
activity with businesses to secure compliance with the above requirements. 

The briefing note also provided details of the enforcement powers available 
to the Council if businesses were found to be in contravention of the above 
requirements such as the service of a notice requiring improvement [21 
days]; or service a Fixed Penalty Notice (FPN) [S47 - £75; S34 - £300] with 
subsequent prosecution in the magistrate’s court for any non-payment. The 
Council also had powers to issue a Community Protection Notice (CPN) to 
an individual or body if it could be evidenced that their conduct "was having a 
detrimental effect of a persistent or continuing nature on the quality of life of 
those in the locality and the conduct is unreasonable".

The briefing note also provided information on litter infrastructure and 
services and that Sefton Council provided more litter bins than most similar 
sized Council’s, with 1300 bins compared to approximately 800 that would be 
expected in a borough of Sefton’s size. Consequently, the Council’s 
collection costs were also high, 3rd highest in the North West according to 
figures published by APSE.

Regarding promotional campaigns the Council had in the past undertaken 
dedicated high profile anti-littering campaigns, using additional funding that 
had from time-to-time been available; and that the Council currently 
promoted anti-littering and positive behavioural messages through Social 
Media channels as part of the Council’s Corporate Message Schedule, often 
linked to occasions when littering had the potential to increase (e.g. holiday 
periods, events etc.). This was a cost-efficient promotional channel but it was 
difficult to gauge impact.  

The briefing note concluded that there was scope and benefit to be gained 
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from engaging with fast food outlets in relation to promotional campaigns but 
there were several questions to consider, including:

 What resources could be identified and do Members wish to allocate 
to support such campaigns?

 What priority do Members attach to litter, compared with other issues 
e.g. dog fouling, fly tipping?

 What should be engagement focus be - national brands, local 
businesses, specific types of outlet/litter?

7.3 Members of the Working Group asked questions/commented on the 
following issues:

 The number of litter-picking groups across Sefton on the public 
highway, on un-adopted roads and in parks and greenspaces under 
the control of Green Sefton

 Is there a breakdown of the localities where the 1900 fixed penalty 
notices for littering were issued?  

 The costs of the parking enforcement operation and the associated 
income generated from parking fixed penalty notices

 Sefton residents may be unaware that civil enforcement officers also 
issue fixed penalty notices for other offences than parking 
contraventions 

 The potential to expand the civil enforcement contract so long as it 
“breaks even” 

 Litter problems caused by hackney/private hire drivers at ranks
 In respect of promotional campaigns it was indicated that some 

residents’ association members would be willing to distribute leaflets 
highlighting the problems associated with littering, particularly 
dumping of rubbish in rear entries. Could leaflets be produced for 
distribution by residents’ groups?

 The potential to use Ward budgets and Section 106 monies for 
promotional campaigns to combat litter and fly-tipping problems

 Publicising the fact that 1900 fixed penalty notices for littering offences 
had been issued in 2018 could help with the educational approach to 
combat the problem; and that “naming and shaming” was also a 
useful tool. However, it was acknowledged that the press often 
portrayed press releases on this subject in a negative manner

 Positive information that could be publicised was that fact that Sefton 
provided more litter bins than most similar sized Council’s, with 1300 
bins compared to approximately 800 that would be expected in a 
borough of Sefton’s size        

Working Group Members were keen to pursue issues associated with this 
matter and requested:

(1) the Head of Highways and Public Protection be requested to provide 
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information on the localities where the 1900 fixed penalty notices for 
littering were issued; and

(2) the Head of Communities be requested to liaise with the Head of 
Locality Services on the production of promotional leaflets for 
distribution by residents’ groups to combat the problems of littering 
and fly-tipping.

7.4 Costs to Clear Fly-Tipped Waste

7.5 The Working Group received an update from the Cleansing Services 
Manager on the costs to clear fly-tipped waste.   

Mr. Berwick indicated that in the last financial year the cost of fly tipping 
across the borough was some £800k. This cost could be split between the 
north and the south of the borough, with a cost of £150k in the north and 
£650k in the south. These costs included the four rear entry teams, 
collection, transport and disposal costs, with the disposal cost currently being 
£136 per tonne. The rear entry teams effectively spent their working week 
removing and disposing of fly tipped material from rear entries. They also 
provided additional support when dealing with larger scale fly tipping 
incidents.

In the north of the borough, the fly tipping was predominantly 'lighter' material 
such as rubbish bags, household waste, beds, sofas, carpets, etc. whilst in 
the south of the borough, there was more 'heavy' material such as skip 
contents, builders’ rubble, tyres, and hazardous material such as asbestos. 
Asbestos was the most expensive item to remove and fly tipping incidents 
usually cost at least £1,000 due to the specialist nature of the removal and 
disposal. The next most expensive items for removal were tyres, which cost 
between £8 and £15 per tyre dependent upon size and location.

The average fly tip incident in the south of the borough cost £400 for 
collection and transport to Gillmoss tip (including labour and disposal costs); 
whilst in the north of the borough, the average cost per incident was £300 as 
it tended to be 'lighter' material as detailed above.

Mr. Berwick also referred to the Government’s Resources and Waste 
Strategy, published in 2018 which set out how it would preserve the nation’s 
stock of material resources by minimising waste, promoting resource 
efficiency and moving towards a circular economy. A consultation was 
undertaken on the Strategy and the Government’s initial response  had now 
been published.  

7.5 Members of the Working Group asked questions/commented on the 
following issues:

 Investigations to apprehend people regularly fly-tipping tyres across 

https://modgov.sefton.gov.uk/ecSDDisplay.aspx?NAME=Our%20Waste%20Our%20Resources%20A%20Strategy%20for%20England&ID=2682&RPID=24003943
https://modgov.sefton.gov.uk/ecSDDisplay.aspx?NAME=Our%20Waste%20Our%20Resources%20A%20Strategy%20for%20England&ID=2682&RPID=24003943
https://modgov.sefton.gov.uk/ecSDDisplay.aspx?NAME=SD2683&ID=2683&RPID=24003945
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the borough
 The use of CCTV to combat incidences of fly-tipping. It was 

acknowledged that difficulties could arise in this respect due to 
restrictions contained in the Regulation of Investigatory Powers (RIPA) 
Act 2000

 The level of fines for fly-tipping offences was considered too low to act 
as a serious deterrent  

 As a radical solution to combat fly-tipping could an exercise be 
undertaken to assess and weigh the costs of allowing the free 
disposal of commercial builders’ waste at recycling centres and the 
removal of the £10.00 charge for bulky item collections against the 
costs of the collection of fly-tipped waste

 The trial use of Euro bins in streets in Litherland Ward
 People should dispose of their rubbish responsibly – fly-tipping should 

be depicted as seriously socially unacceptable behaviour 

7.6 Following deliberation on this matter the Working Group asked that the Head 
of Locality Services:
 
(1) write to the Secretary of State for Environment, Food and Rural 

Affairs to seek an increase in the level of fines for fly-tipping 
offences; and

(2) undertake an exercise to assess and weigh the costs of allowing 
the free disposal of commercial builders’ waste at recycling centres 
and the removal of the £10.00 charge for bulky item collections 
against the costs of the collection of fly-tipped waste.

7.7 NSL Civil Enforcement Contract

7.8 The Working Group considered the briefing note of the Head of Highways 
and Public Protection that updated on the NSL civil enforcement contract; 
including the potential to expand the contract together with the use of 
performance indicators and the use of the “three E’s” Education, Engineering 
and Enforcement. 

The briefing note indicated that the current contract came into force on 1st 
April 2018, with a budget reduction from £1,100,000 to £850,000; that the 
new contract placed greater emphasis on an Ambassadorial approach, 
requiring that "…the prospective contractor will need to adopt a philosophy of 
urban stewardship by taking a joined-up approach to the provision of parking 
enforcement duties, environmental enforcement and ambassadorship; that 
the contract scope included parking and environmental enforcement 
(including dog control); and that the Council’s role included: 

 Contract Monitoring
 Supervision of the management of correspondence relating to notices; 

https://modgov.sefton.gov.uk/ecSDDisplay.aspx?NAME=SD2684&ID=2684&RPID=24003939
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 Dealing with telephone calls from members of the public; 
 Provision of internet facilities for payment and information; 
 Special consideration relating to parking and environmental notices 

which get to one of the following stages: representation (PCN & FPN); 
adjudication (PCN); county court & Debt Collection (PCN); and 
magistrates court (FPN)

 Day to Day Direction of services overall – this is a Labour Supply 
Contract. 

The briefing note also indicated that the payment mechanism within the 
Contract included performance payment for the final 10% of the monthly 
invoice that was only made if the key performance indicators were met; 
provided details on the potential to expand the contract; and that the 
enforcement undertaken was complementary to engineering and education 
activities, including:

 Engineering – Parking - Traffic Regulation Orders and time and cost 
restrictions enforcement; environmental – PSPO restricted areas etc.

 Education – the Ambassadorial Approach providing education and 
broader promotion of the Borough

Dave Marrin, Manager – Highways Management referred to a recent request 
for elected Members to accompany NSL staff for an hour to get a better 
understanding of what duties the staff performed; and Mr. Marrin indicated 
that such an offer could be extended to all Ward Councillors subject to 
confirmation with the Cabinet Member.

7.9 Members of the Working Group asked questions/commented on the 
following issues:

 The establishment of a policy regarding the placing of A-Boards on 
the highway the views of the Royal National Institute of Blind People 
(RNIB) and the Guide Dogs for the Blind charity being sought

 The ambassadorial approach of providing education and the broader 
promotion of the borough as part of the “three E’s – Education, 
Engineering and Enforcement” was praised as a useful way to 
disseminate information

7.10 The Working Group asked that the Head of Highways and Public Protection 
extend an invitation to Members to accompany NSL staff for an hour to get a 
better understanding of what duties the staff performed.

8.0 WORKING GROUP MEETING – 28 JANUARY 2021

8.1 Review of Scoping Document

8.2 The Working Group considered a briefing note that sought a potential review 

https://modgov.sefton.gov.uk/ecSDDisplay.aspx?NAME=SD2772&ID=2772&RPID=28102021
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of the Working Group’s Scoping Document. Bearing in mind that it had been 
some time since the Working Group approved its Scoping Document and 
since the Working Group last met, it was considered to be an opportune 
moment for Members to review the Scope to ensure it was still valid; or to 
perhaps consider whether the Scoping document needed to be narrowed to 
focus on more specific activities.  

8.3 The consensus of Members was that the scope of the Working Group should 
be narrowed and that the focus should concentrate on cleansing aspects of 
littering and fly-tipping/rear entry problems. To support this focus Members 
detailed their experiences and the views of their constituents as detailed 
below:

8.4  It was accepted that the issue of littering and fly-tipping/rear entry 
dumping was a problem in Sefton and particularly in the south of the 
borough, despite the great efforts of Cleansing Services staff. This 
could be evidenced by a recent meeting held with Derby Ward 
Councillors, Peter Dowd MP and local residents to discuss littering 
and rubbish dumping in the area. Reference was also made to littering 
in Maghull parks even though there was ample provision of litter bins. 
There was clearly an attitudinal problem with some people in this 
regard   

 Littering and fly-tipping produced an unappealing environmental 
situation and could have a negative impact on residents’ quality of life, 
created a poor perception of the borough to visitors and tourists and 
could hinder economic investment and regeneration

 Enforcement statistics relating to littering offences were referred to 
and a query was raised about the discrepancies of fixed penalty 
notices (FPN) issued in differing parts of the borough, for example 
Dukes Ward (938) to Linacre Ward (275). It was explained that the 
number of FPN’s issued will be influenced by several factors. These 
include the number offences, but also the number and nature of the 
patrols, footfall, and differing characteristics of areas. Patrols police a 
number of offences, including littering, dog fouling and parking 
offences, and the time spent on patrols is divided across areas where 
these offences are anticipated. In some patrol areas officers may be 
more likely to observe more than one type of offence than in others 
(e.g. when patrolling for parking in high footfall areas, officers may be 
more likely to also see littering) and this will influence numbers issued.

 Examples of positive community activity were detailed whereby local 
residents removed fly-tipped rubbish from their areas and cleared 
weeds from rear entries. This improved amenity spaces and created 
community pride in the area               

 Cleansing teams and enforcement staff needed to be more visible in 
local communities; and efforts should be made to generate 
partnership working between the Council and residents 

 Comment was made that robust enforcement of small disorders such 
as littering offences could lead to improvements in other, bigger areas; 
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and a trial operation a number of years ago was referred to in the 
Knowsley/Peel area involving the police and other agencies. 
Reference was also made to a visit by elected Members to Wirral to 
look at the operation of the borough’s civil enforcement contract. It 
was found that the contractor concentrated enforcement efforts on low 
level offences and the message spread that the Council was serious 
about taking action where necessary    

 Difficulties however were acknowledged in relation to the Council’s 
enforcement activity. For example, only two enforcement officers were 
employed by the Council to deal with cleansing issues; and evidence 
had to be obtained of offences to secure a conviction beyond 
reasonable doubt. Regarding enforcement officer numbers it was 
suggested that it may be beneficial to increase levels or to look at 
alternative external provision. For example, procuring the services of 
PCSO’s to undertake enforcement activity in a short, sharp campaign. 
An investigation of cost benefit analysis or opportunity costs could 
show that increased expenditure in one area could be set against 
reduced expenditure in others

 It would be helpful to receive the views of NSL staff and hear of their 
experiences undertaking enforcement action in the borough  

 Information was sought on the terms of the Council’s NSL civil 
enforcement contract and whether parking enforcement staff could 
enforce littering and fly-tipping offences. It was explained that littering 
offences could be enforced but not fly-tipping

 Problems were referred to whereby residents placed their refuse 
sacks out for collection immediately after refuse collectors had 
collected from the street; resulting in sacks being left in the street for a 
week and split open by animals. It would be helpful if NSL staff could 
speak to perpetrators to advise them of the detrimental impact of their 
actions. It was explained that a further roll out of wheeled bins and 
communal bins would be shortly introduced and that it was hoped that 
this would alleviate issues with black sacks being put out at the wrong 
times. However, an elected Member indicated that there was a 
reluctance in large areas of his ward to the introduction of such new 
bins; and that it was essential that adequate consultation was 
undertaken to ensure residents’ wishes were reflected in any roll out. 
It was explained that any problems could be reviewed on an area by 
area basis

 CCTV could be used as an important enforcement tool, particularly if 
targeted at known hot spots. A suggestion was made that devolved 
Ward Budgets could be used to purchase additional CCTV equipment 
for such use                  

8.5 Conclusions

 The view was that the Council reacted to complaints, resolved the 
issues as promptly as possible but that littering and dumping of 
rubbish recommenced as quickly as it was resolved. Local residents 
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appreciated the work being undertaken by Council staff but were left 
frustrated that the cycle continued  

 This cycle had to stop and it was considered that robust enforcement 
was the way to do this. It would be helpful to refine and customise the 
Council’s enforcement services to ascertain how improvements could 
be implemented including potentially, the procurement of additional 
services from external providers, such as PCSO’s to undertake 
enforcement activity, even if only in short, sharp, hit campaigns. The 
NSL contract could be looked at to explore if additional activities could 
be undertaken       

 Publicising prosecutions for cleansing offences was one way to make 
the public aware that the problems were being taken seriously by the 
Council 

8.6 The Working Group agreed that: 

(1) the scope of the Working Group be narrowed and that the focus 
should concentrate on cleansing aspects of littering and fly-
tipping/rear entry problems; 

(2) the Head of Highways and Public Protection be requested to 
investigate whether the Council’s enforcement services could be 
refined and customised to ascertain how improvements could be 
implemented including potentially, the procurement of additional 
services from external providers, such as PCSO’s to undertake 
enforcement activity, even if only in short, sharp, hit campaigns;  
     

(3) the Head of Highways and Public Protection be requested to review 
the NSL contract to explore if additional activities could be 
undertaken by operatives; and

(4) the Head of Highways and Public Protection be requested to invite a 
representative(s) of NSL to a meeting of the Working Group to 
obtain their views of and hear of their experiences undertaking 
enforcement action in the borough.  
 

8.7 Updates on Actions Requested at Previous Meeting

8.8 A briefing note provided updates on actions requested at the previous 
meeting in relation to:

 information on the localities where the 1900 fixed penalty notices for 
littering were issued

 the production of promotional leaflets for distribution by residents’ 
groups to combat the problems of littering and fly-tipping

 the request to write to the Secretary of State for Environment, Food 
and Rural Affairs to seek an increase in the level of fines for fly-

https://modgov.sefton.gov.uk/ecSDDisplay.aspx?NAME=SD2773&ID=2773&RPID=28102289
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tipping offences
 an exercise to assess and weigh the costs of allowing the free 

disposal of commercial builders’ waste at recycling centres and the 
removal of the £10.00 charge for bulky item collections against the 
costs of the collection of fly-tipped waste

8.9 Members of the Working Group asked questions/commented on the 
Community Skip scheme and indicated that it made a big difference to 
reducing fly-tipping incidences. However, some residents refused to engage 
in the scheme and continued to fly-tip, even after community engagement 
had been undertaken and promotional literature distributed. Enforcement 
action was the only option left.  

9.0 WORKING GROUP MEETING – 15 APRIL 2021

9.1 Further to a previous decision the Working Group interviewed the following 
witnesses from NSL to obtain their views of and hear of their experiences 
undertaking enforcement action in the borough:

Simon Hummer, NSL Client Account Manager, Sefton
Lee Cropper, NSL Sefton Civil Enforcement Officer (CEO)

9.2 Simon Hummer explained that NSL commenced parking enforcement work 
for Sefton in 2012; that in 2014 the contract was expanded to cover both 
parking and environmental enforcement issues with such duties performed 
by separate teams; and that in 2018 NSL were again awarded the civil 
enforcement contract for both parking and environmental (litter and dog 
fouling/control) enforcement issues with CEO’s merged into one team to 
undertake enforcement activity on all aspects of the contract. The 
enforcement activity was currently undertaken by 14 NSL CEO’s daily across 
the borough and operated from office bases in both Bootle and Southport. A 
major difference between parking and environmental enforcement activity 
was that Penalty Charge Notices (PCN) could be attached to vehicles and 
information obtained from DVLA whereas with environmental offences 
information had to be obtained from the offender. Recent demands for 
increased enforcement activity related to measures to control parking 
contraventions by schools; and for both parking and environmental 
enforcement activity in coastal areas of the borough during the Covid-19 
pandemic. It was considered that CEO’s performed their duties successfully 
in sometimes challenging circumstances.   

9.3 Lee Cropper indicated that the dual enforcement role of CEO’s was working 
well but that a balance had to be struck between parking and environmental 
issues and operational activity in different parts of the borough; that problems 
could be experienced by offenders being uncooperative when challenged; 
that police response times to requests for assistance were generally good; 
and that in this respect, a protocol had been agreed with the police. An issue 
off concern related to dog control in that initially, inadequate signage was 
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sited in parks. The amount of signage was increased to aid enforcement 
measures but however, such signage was regularly removed by persons 
unknown. 

It was noted that CEO’s would only call the police if offenders refused to give 
their details otherwise CEO’s would issue FPN's without police involvement; 
and that dog control signage issues would be addressed as part of the re- 
introduction of the Public Space Protection Order if approved by Council on 
at its meeting to be held on 22 April 2021.              

9.4 Members of the Working Group asked questions/commented on the 
following issues:

 Did CEO’s enforce against untaxed vehicles or those with no MOT? – 
this was difficult to do because vehicles no longer had tax discs to 
check and the operating systems used did not link to the DVLA 
database. However, enquiries would be made into the status of 
vehicles that appeared to have been abandoned

 Did CEO’s report fly-tipping? – Yes, if significant instances were 
observed details would be passed on to the Council for action

 Did the combining of the parking and environmental enforcement 
services have a knock-on effect of the targeting of litter offences being 
led parking enforcement? – Yes, to a degree because there was a 
limited resource. Obviously parking enforcement occurred where there 
were vehicles but litter offences occurred in the same areas also and 
therefore there was the opportunity to target both offences at the 
same time

 Litter was a problem particularly in the south of the borough so could 
targeted enforcement activity be undertaken in “grot spot” areas? The 
mere presence of CEO’s in an area would act as a deterrent to 
offenders – Targeted activity could be undertaken but the nature of 
the problem would have to be investigated first, for example, was the 
problem due to littering from vehicles or pedestrians

 Could the targeted activity also cover rear entries? – yes but there 
would be an opportunity cost in that there would be a service 
reduction elsewhere. It was noted however that the CEO would have 
to see the offender deposit the item in the rear entry in order for action 
to be taken

 Information was sought on the protocol between Merseyside Police 
and NSL – A meeting had been held between Superintendent Graeme 
Robson, Merseyside Police, Steve Smith, Environmental Health and 
Trading Standards Manager and Simon Hummer, NSL Client Account 
Manager, Sefton. At the meeting problems being experienced by 
CEO’s were explained and an understanding was reached of what 
police responses would be in respect of requests for assistance. It 
was acknowledged that the police were hard pressed and had to 
prioritise their resources, but particular difficulties were encountered 
with police call-centre staff to understand the problems experienced 
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by CEO’s
 Superintendent Robson provided weekly updates to elected Members 

on police activity in their wards and a good working relationship had 
been established. Maybe the Council, NSL and the police could work 
together to promote the use of the protocol. Furthermore, the Council 
had received tremendous support from Superintendent Robson and 
his colleagues during the Covid-19 pandemic – Any help that could be 
given to maintain positive and productive relationships with police 
colleagues would be much appreciated

 What was NSL’s role in raising awareness of offences committed and 
FPN’s issued? – It was the role of NSL to enforce the regulations. 
More proactive work in publicising offences etc. was the responsibility 
of the Council. A Member commented that to be more effective an 
enforcement awareness strategy could be introduced            

 A Member referred to Enforcement statistics that were considered at a 
previous meeting of the Working Group relating to littering offences; 
and a query was raised about the discrepancies of FPN’s issued in 
differing parts of the borough, for example Dukes Ward (938) to 
Linacre Ward (275) -  It was explained that more CEO’s were 
deployed in Southport due to the higher density of parking restrictions; 
and as such CEO’s had the opportunity to also enforce littering 
offences more often. It was also noted that in areas of higher footfall, 
for example in Lord Street and the pedestrianised area of Chapel 
Street in Southport, there was an increased chance of littering 
offences being observed and enforced.   

9.5 Simon Hummer concluded that he would be more than happy to take part in 
any discussions about the enhancement and expansion of NSL’s service 
provision with Sefton. 

9.6 Conclusions

 that the provision of enhanced services could be explored with NSL or 
another provider; and that investigations could take place to seek best 
practice in other local authorities as to how they operated their civil 
enforcement contracts. This could include alternative approaches 
whereby the contractor was only paid based on performance and 
outcome. It was also acknowledged that as part of this process certain 
factors had to be taken into account such as resource constraints and 
the statutory duty to undertake highway enforcement to ensure that 
traffic moved efficiently and safely

 that the income generated by NSL from Penalty Charge Notices 
matched the expenditure on the service. However, it should be noted 
that the enforcement activity also ensured compliance with parking 
charges which generated a further £3.5m per annum for the Council. It 
was also noted that there were intangible benefits of the service in 
that people’s well-being improved in a cleaner and safer environment 

 The link between parking and litter enforcement was noted and that to 
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some degree litter enforcement was predicated by parking 
enforcement

 The biggest litter problems were experienced in the south of the 
borough and action was required to address this problem

 It was noted that since the merger of the parking and environmental 
enforcement teams there were more CEO’s enforcing littering 
offences but that in some areas it was considered that littering 
problems had worsened despite the increased resources

 Fly-tipping was a continuous problem in certain areas but it was 
acknowledged that it was difficult to identify culprits  

 Targeted and high-profile campaigns in areas deemed to have the 
worse litter problems could be introduced to alert residents that the 
Council was taking issues seriously in their communities  

 The implementation of an effective enforcement awareness strategy 
or communications campaign, possibly in conjunction with groups 
such as Keep Britain Tidy, could help to reduce littering offences

9.7 The Working Group requested the Head of Highways and Public Protection 
to:

(1) liaise with Superintendent Graeme Robson, Merseyside 
Police to further promote the protocol established 
between the police, the Council and NSL; 
  

(2) identify options for consideration of Members to address 
the scale and visibility of enforcement resources and the 
need to focus on environmental issues such as littering 
and fly-tipping; and 
 

(3) investigate best practice in other local authorities as to 
how they operated their civil enforcement contracts 
including alternative approaches whereby the contractor 
was only paid based on performance and outcome.

10.0 WORKING GROUP MEETING – 1 JULY 2021

10.1 Further to Minute No. 33 (2) of the meeting held on 15 April 2021 the 
Working Group met to receive updates on the following matters:

1. the identification of options for consideration of Members to address 
the scale and visibility of enforcement resources and the need to 
focus on environmental issues such as littering and fly-tipping.

2. the investigation of best practice in other local authorities as to how 
they operated their civil enforcement contracts including alternative 
approaches whereby the contractor was only paid based on 
performance and outcome.
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Peter Moore, Head of Highways and Public Protection presented a report on 
the above matters and highlighted the following:

10.2 Background and Current Resources

Litter

In 2014 a twelve-month pilot took place to explore the use of additional 
littering and dog fouling enforcement capability. This contract was 
undertaken by NSL limited with operational deployment commencing in June 
2014. A pair of Officers patrolled daily to varied deployment plans over this 
period seeking to identify and issue Fixed penalty Notices (FPN’s) to 
offenders and provide a visible presence to act as a deterrent.

The pilot was awarded on a cost neutral basis with a percentage of both the 
income received by the Council from FPN’s issued and court costs being 
paid to the Contractor; but NSL Limited found the payment model to be 
challenging in terms of achieving a ‘break even’ position. NSL Limited 
indicated that they would not wish to carry on beyond the end of the pilot 
scheme under that model.

In 2017 a trial took place whereby several existing ‘civil’ enforcement officers 
undertook a dual role of enforcement, issuing both Penalty Charge Notices 
for parking offences and FPN’s for environmental offences. This proved a 
success and at the subsequent re-procurement of the Parking and 
Environmental Enforcement contract this innovative model was adopted to 
ensure that all ’civil’ enforcement officers undertook this dual role and 
thereby increased the daily number of officers patrolling for litter and dog 
fouling offences from two in 2014 to on average of thirteen per day. It was 
also at this time Sefton’s Public Spaces Protection Order – Dog Control was 
introduced, and the scope of enforcement was widened further to include 
other dog control offences and not just dog fouling.

It was noted that the combined impact of reducing hours in the Contract, as 
part of agreed budget savings, and changing the distribution of hours to 
include more environmental enforcement did result in a loss of parking and 
PCN income. This was partly offset by increased FPN income but was 
something the Council would need to consider if any further reductions or 
redistribution of activity were to be considered.

10.3 Fly-Tipping

Over the years there had been many positive initiatives designed to tackle 
the ongoing issue of fly tipping. During the period 2005–2012 these were 
predominantly funded externally, such as with Neighbourhood Renewal and 
Working Neighbourhoods funding. Due to the funding criteria, their focus was 
on the most deprived Wards in the South of the Borough and Dukes and 

https://modgov.sefton.gov.uk/ecSDDisplay.aspx?NAME=SD2855&ID=2855&RPID=30439582


Overview and Scrutiny
23

Cambridge Wards in Southport. 

The level of resources varied over this period but over time included seven 
Waste Enforcement Officers, a Vacant Property Officer, two Environmental 
Hit Squads and a Community Engagement Team. In 2012, when the funding 
and these projects ceased, the teams consisted of a Community 
Engagement Team Leader, Campaigns Co-ordinator, 3 Community 
Engagement Officers, 6 Waste Enforcement Officers and a Pest 
Management Team (Pest Control Officer & Hit Squad). 

In 2017, in response to further cuts in government funding, the Council 
agreed a substantial budget saving in the Environmental Protection Service 
and this team was further reduced from four to two officers; and covered the 
whole of the borough dealing with fly-tipping complaints, duty of care issues 
with businesses and enforcement of overhanging trees obstructing the 
highway.

On a positive note and recognising Members’ concerns regarding the level of 
resource to deal with fly tipping issues, the service had very recently been 
able to re-designate a vacant post to provide an additional Environmental 
Enforcement Officer.

10.4 Deployment of Parking, Litter and Dog Control Enforcement Resources

NSL Enforcement Officers Deployment Principles and Priorities

Officers acted as a visual deterrent and undertook a dual enforcement role 
which included identifying both parking offences (yellow line restrictions, 
schools, bus stops, residents parking areas, Pay and Display and limited 
waiting restrictions, etc); and environmental offences (litter, dog fouling and 
dog control).

Routine foot patrols were focused to locations likely to have maximum impact 
with the resources available; and this would include areas of high footfall 
where a combination of offences may be observed, for example litter and 
parking within Bootle and Southport Town Centres.

An intelligence led approach was used to determine deployment priorities 
and several factors influenced decision-making on this matter. Through this 
the Council and NSL agree an annual Enforcement Service Deployment 
Plan. 

10.5 Current Deployment

In a typical year Officers were deployed from two bases, Bootle and 
Southport in a mixture of on-foot beats and mobile response. Shift patterns 
varied to reflect the day of the week, Bank Holidays, special events and 
seasons; and NSL had an Enforcement Service
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Deployment Plan. This plan was subject to ongoing review and allowed for a 
reactive response to specific issues.

Litter patrols focussed on areas of high footfall, to have maximum impact, 
and often coincided with locations where parking enforcement was 
necessary.

10.6 Prioritisation and Deployment of Fly-Tipping Enforcement Resources

The scale and nature of the materials deposited varied significantly from 
large amounts of putrescible matter to small scale inert materials. Increased 
awareness of personal data security and deliberate acts to avoid detection 
meant that evidence of the offender was not always available. Prioritisation 
of the service’s response to complaints had therefore to be based upon the 
nature and scale of the incident and the likelihood of identifying the 
offenders.

10.7 Options to Address the Scale and Visibility of Enforcement Resources

Several options for consideration were presented to increase the scale and 
visibility of enforcement resources. The options chosen were likely to depend 
on the focus for attention (e.g. Litter or Fly-Tipping), the nature of impact 
required and available budget; as there was currently no identified additional 
budgetary provision for increasing the scale of enforcement resources.

The detailed options for consideration, together with their advantages and 
disadvantages related to:

 Increasing the in-house resource for Environmental Enforcement;
 Increasing the Parking and Environmental Enforcement contract 

currently operated by NSL;
 Additional short-term enforcement interventions, either through the 

existing contractor, another contractor, or directly employed by the 
Council

 Exploring alternative enforcement models (e.g. zero-cost/self-
financing) 

 Enhanced education and engagement campaigns
 Further engineering measures

   
10.8 Members of the Working Group asked questions/commented on the 

following issues. The comments of officers in response to various questions 
and comments were included where appropriate:  

 A one-size fits all approach should not be adopted
 That problems in certain areas were increasing and as an example, 

the Member indicated that she had very recently received a number of 
letters written by pupils of Sefton Moss Primary School complaining 
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about the amount of litter and dog-fouling in the vicinity of their school 
 Littering enforcement was not very effective because it was predicated 

on where parking enforcement took place. Therefore, areas outside of 
town centres/coastal areas (which were the subject of major parking 
enforcement) did not receive much litter enforcement
Officer response – evidence showed that enforcement activity was 
working and it was agreed that areas with heavier footfall were subject 
to more activity than others. Unfortunately, limited resources dictated 
that enforcement officers could not provide the same level of service 
across the whole borough  

 The number of enforcement personnel was inadequate. As part of the 
2021/22 budget £500k had been identified to tackle street scene 
problems and it was suggested that part of this funding could be used 
to increase enforcement of littering, fly-tipping and dumping in rear 
entries. The Council needed to demonstrate that it was doing 
something to tackle such problems
Officer response - It was agreed that additional resources would help 
alleviate problems being experienced but education was also required 
to change people’s anti-social actions  

 It was noted that since 2012 positive initiatives designed to tackle the 
ongoing issue of fly tipping had ceased and that there had been a 
reduction in enforcement officer numbers as a result of budget 
savings that had to be implemented due to Government austerity 
measures. The reduced enforcement activity, coupled with reductions 
in the Cleansing Service, increased the littering/fly-tipping problems 
experienced by residents

 An increase in enforcement activity may lead to a reduction in the 
demands on the Cleansing Service. This should be investigated at 
Cabinet Member/Executive Officer level  

 The introduction of a zero-cost/self-financing enforcement model was 
not considered a feasible option as anecdotal evidence suggested 
that “easy targets” were identified which often proved controversial. 
Professional and reasonable enforcement activity should always be 
adopted

 The perception of parking enforcement was that it was fair and 
equitable and this standard should be replicated with littering and fly-
tipping enforcement

 Education campaigns were welcome and it was noted that 
enforcement activity was also a successful education tool. 
Consideration should be given to the effectiveness of on-line 
campaigns as it was suggested that hard to reach groups, who were 
the most likely to suffer from the impacts of fly-tipping and littering, 
were least likely to engage in such on-line campaigns

 Should consideration be given to amalgamating littering, fly-tipping 
and rear entry dumping enforcement activity within the Cleansing 
Service? This would enable one service to manage both the calls and 
the responses. 
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Officer response – This method of operation has been tried 
previously. Unfortunately, the enforcement role became a distraction 
to the Cleansing Service’s core function. Cleansing staff would need 
to prepare statements and attend court. This placed a strain on their 
time. Under the current system the Cleansing Service had access to 
fully trained enforcement staff who could undertake the investigatory 
work  

 In the Linacre and Derby wards there was an increase in dumping of 
rubbish in rear entries. Could the Council engage with private and 
registered social landlords to force them to take responsibility for the 
actions of their tenants? Landlords should have a responsibility to 
their tenants who acted responsibly and who did not dump rubbish
Officer response – The Council’s Housing Standards team 
administered the Selective Licensing scheme for all privately rented 
properties within parts of Bootle. Investigations could take place to 
see whether sanctions could be imposed on private landlords for the 
actions of their tenants. Regarding registered social landlords (RSL), a 
campaign was currently in operation in the Peel/Knowsley Road area 
(Poets Streets). The main RSL in this area undertook twice weekly 
inspections to identify fly-tipping incidents which were referred on to 
the Council for action. However, this could be simply a short-term 
campaign and ultimately the problem was passed on the Council to 
resolve the fly-tipping incidents

 How co-operative were the major RSL’s such as One Vision Housing 
to target fly-tipping and rear entry dumping by their tenants?
Officer response – The main focus of RSL’s was to maintain their 
properties and ensure suitable standards for their tenants. There was 
no real evidence of RSL’s taking enforcement action against tenants 
for fly-tipping or rear entry dumping as they appear to perceive this as 
the responsibility of the local authority

 A radical approach was required to tackle the littering, fly-tipping and 
rear entry dumping problems; investing to save may help with this; 
increased enforcement may reduce the burden on the Cleansing 
Service; therefore the cost of clearing rear entry dumping would need 
to be identified as an evidence base; and there was a correlation 
between the reduction in enforcement officers from 2012 to date and 
increased littering, fly-tipping and rear entry dumping as evidenced by 
Ward Councillors 
Officer response – Currently there were only two rear entry crews. 
Therefore, the frequency of service provision took longer than 
previously. Any radical approach would have to take cognisance of 
the Council’s Framework for Change Programme to deliver affordable 
services which achieved the best possible outcomes for Sefton’s 
communities. Account would also have to be taken of waste 
management strategies and how positive behavioural change could 
be promoted     

 The problems experienced crossed numerous Cabinet Member 
portfolios – Communities and Housing, Locality Services, 
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Regeneration and Skills and Regulatory, Compliance and Corporate 
Services 

 It was suggested that the introduction of the £10 charge for collection 
of bulky waste items led to an increase in fly-tipping, particularly in 
rear entries; and that it may be more cost effective to provide a free 
service and in doing so, reduce the demand on the rear entry crews to 
deal with fly-tipped waste.
Officer response – this has been discussed previously with the 
Cabinet Member – Locality Services and it was concluded that there 
was a lack of certainty that the introduction of a free service would 
have any real benefit. A major problem was that people were not 
prepared to wait up to 15 working days for collection and the 
introduction of a free service could make waiting times longer; or 
require additional service crews which had resource implications. 
Furthermore, following the introduction of the £10 collection charge 
there had not been any significant impact in service requests.       

10.9 The Working Group agreed that the following recommendations be approved 
for inclusion in its Final Report:

(1) a very significant increase in uniformed enforcement officers be 
established to tackle the problems of littering, fly-tipping and rear 
entry dumping;
 

(2) a high-profile publicity campaign be introduced to highlight the 
increased enforcement activity to be undertaken; and 
  

(3) as part of the evidence base to support the additional enforcement 
regime investigations take place to detail the invest to save benefits 
associated with the reduced demand on Cleansing Services as 
enforcement activity is increased.   

11.0 APPROVAL OF FINAL REPORT – AUGUST 2021

The Final Report was circulated to, and approved by, Working Group 
Members via email. 

12.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

12.1 The hard work and dedication of NSL Civil Enforcement Officers was 
acknowledged. However, evidence had shown, via complaints to local 
Councillors and experience of elected Members working in their wards, that 
incidences of littering, fly-tipping and rear entry dumping were on the 
increase. 

It was also noted that the enforcement of littering offences was not very 
effective across the borough because it was predicated on where parking 
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enforcement took place; and therefore, that areas with heavier footfall were 
subject to more activity than others. Unfortunately, limited resources dictated 
that enforcement officers could not provide the same level of service across 
the whole borough.   
It was therefore concluded that the number of enforcement personnel was 
inadequate; and it was noted that as part of the 2021/22 budget £500k had 
been identified to tackle street scene problems. 

In order for the Council to demonstrate that it was doing something to tackle 
such problems, using the budget referred to above, it was recommended 
that: 

a very significant increase in uniformed enforcement officers be 
established to tackle the problems of littering, fly-tipping and rear entry 
dumping;

12.2 The principle of education was acknowledged as a tool to change people’s 
anti-social actions; It was recommended that: 

a high-profile publicity campaign be introduced to highlight the 
increased enforcement activity to be undertaken; 

12.3 as part of the evidence base to support the additional enforcement 
regime investigations take place to detail the invest to save benefits 
associated with the reduced demand on Cleansing Services as 
enforcement activity is increased; and  
 

12.4 It was noted that in various wards in the south of the borough there was an 
increase in dumping of rubbish in rear entries and it was considered that 
private and registered social landlords should have some responsibility for 
the anti-social actions of their tenants; and the Working Group was pleased 
to hear of a campaign in operation in the Peel/Knowsley Road area (Poets 
Streets) whereby the main RSL in this area undertook twice weekly 
inspections to identify fly-tipping incidents which were referred on to the 
Council for action.

In order to strengthen work in this area it was recommended that:

(a) Investigations take place to see whether sanctions could be 
imposed on private landlords, via the Selective Licensing 
Scheme, for the anti-social actions of their tenants in littering 
and dumping rubbish in rear entries; and 

(b) All registered social landlords operating in Sefton be 
contacted and urged to consider taking action against those 
tenants who act irresponsibly and fly-tip or dump rubbish in 
rear entries 
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13.0 DOCUMENTATION CONSIDERED BY THE WORKING GROUP

13.1 Scoping Document approved at the meeting held on 25 February 2019
13.2 the legal enforcement powers available to the Council presentation received 

by the Working Group on 18 March 2019
13.3 Planning Enforcement Protocol presentation received by the Working Group 

on 18 March 2019
13.4 Government’s Resources and Waste Strategy referred to at the meeting held 

on 4 September 2019
13.5 Government’s initial response to the consultation undertaken on the 

Resources and Waste Strategy referred to at the meeting held on 4 
September 2019

13.6 briefing note of the Head of Highways and Public Protection that updated on 
the NSL civil enforcement contract considered at the meeting held on 4 
September 2019

13.7 briefing note seeking potential review of the Working Group’s Scoping 
Document considered at the meeting held on 28 January 2021

13.8 briefing note providing updates on actions requested at the previous meeting 
considered at the meeting held on 28 January 2021

13.9 Enforcement statistics relating to littering offences considered at the meeting 
held on 28 January 2021

13.10 an exercise to assess and weigh the costs of allowing the free disposal of 
commercial builders’ waste at recycling centres and the removal of the 
£10.00 charge for bulky item collections against the costs of the collection of 
fly-tipped waste considered at the meeting held on 28 January 2021

13.11 Example of promotional leaflets for distribution by residents’ groups to 
combat the problems of littering and fly-tipping considered at the meeting 
held on 28 January 2021

13.12 Revised Scoping Document agreed by the Working Group at the meeting 
held on 28 January 2021 

13.13 report considered by the Working Group on 1 July 2021 updating on matters 
relating to Enforcement of Littering and Fly-tipping
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Former Councillor Michael O’Brien

For further Information please contact:

Paul Fraser

Senior Democratic Services Officer

Telephone: 0151 934 2068

E-Mail: paul.fraser@sefton.gov.uk
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