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St.Helens Council

Pride in St Helens

A Spotlight Scrutiny Review of Grot Spots in St Helens
Summary

We Wanted to....... find out what legislation is in place regarding grot spots and
what is being/can be done in St Helens to prevent fly-tipping and littering on both
public and private land. The Task Group was interested to know if there are any
Environmental Hot Spots in St Helens and what is being done to target these areas.

Who did it? The Environment and Safer Communities Overview and Scrutiny Panel
appointed a Task and Finish Group to look at the topic. The following people made
up the Task and Finish Group;

Councillors
John Beirne
Teresa Sims
Linda Maloney

Officers from the Council who assisted the Task Group:
Brian Malcolm — Environmental Care Manager
James Morley — Graduate

What we found out and what we recommend...............

What we found out.... What we recommend........
At less than five incidents per working day That the Council target problem areas such as
across the borough fly-tipping is not an issue | the terraced housing in Town Centre and West
in St Helens. Park with a flyer campaign on St Helens pride.

Slogans, such as, “Keep St Helens Pride Alive”,
However the Task Group felt that performance | “Pride in Our Town” and “We Need Your Help”
can always improve. There were concerns should be considered.

over the level of residential waste being
dumped in Town Centre and West Park wards
and that some residents seemed to be
showing very little respect for their
neighbourhood.

Due to the apparent low levels of civic pride That a paper on the costs involved in clearing
amongst particular residents of the borough rubbish be produce and presented to Ward
the Task Group believed more needed to be Committees, in Council publications and other
done to promote civic pride in order to get forums to emphasise the importance of putting
offenders to think about the impact they were | rubbish in the bin and disposing of waste
having on their neighbourhood when properly.

committing fly-tipping and littering offences.

Increasing awareness of the implications of
fly-tipping on Council budgets regarding the
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cost of clearance and disposal may help to
deter residents from dumping their waste.

The majority of waste dumped by residents is
“other household” which consists of furniture
and electrical appliances. It appears that this
is due to not having the ability to dispose of
this correctly. However the Bulky Rubbish
Collection service is free and available to all
residents.

Reminding shop owners about their duty of
care may encourage them to do more about
keeping their frontage tidy and ensuring their
customers don't litter.

The Task Group are pleased with the service
that the Probation Team provide and believe
that it should continue despite the loss of
Area Based Grant funding.

Any dumped waste that is recyclable may go
to landfill which increases costs and is bad
for the environment. However ways in which
recyclables can be separated are being
considered.

Residents are concerned when street
sweepers do not clear areas they are not
responsible for when they are in close
proximity. There may be scope for Highways
and Ground Maintenance to be reviewed to
identify ways that this issue can be resolved
for the public

That the Council do more to promote the Bulky
Rubbish Collection service to residents and
consider changes to the service to increase the
level of use, reducing the number of “other
household” fly-tipping incidents.

That shop owners receive a notice with their
rates bill reminding them of their duty of care
and the importance of keeping their shop front
clean. Also that shop owners be reminded that
A-boards are not permissible.

That consideration be given to funding the
Probation team to continue “free” community
improvements.

That ways of sorting recyclable dumped waste
continue to be considered.

That cleansing of borders between Highways
and Ground Maintenance is considered as part
of a service review to see if there are any
potential efficiencies.
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Introduction and Terms of Reference

At a meeting on the Environment and Safer Communities Overview and Scrutiny
Panel held on 18" January 2011 the issue of grot spots in St Helens was raised. It
was agree by the Panel that a task group be formed to carry out a spotlight review of
grot spots in St Helens and present a report back to the Panel. The Panel wanted the
task group to concentrate on littering and fly-tipping to see whether St Helens was
performing well and highlight what more could be done to improve performance.

The terms of reference are as follows;-
¢ To gain an understanding of how grot spots in St Helens are tackled

e Tofind out if there are any hot spots within St Helens where fly-tipping takes
place

e To clarify what the legislative powers the Council has around tackling littering and
fly-tipping are and whether powers are being used effectively

¢ To gain an understanding of the responsibility the Council has towards private
land and land owned by social landlords

e To consider ways in which the Council can reduce the levels of littering and fly-
tipping within St Helens

Background
Why is tackling Grot Spots Important?

Grot Spot is a name that can be given to any space or area that is considered to be
unsightly. The range of ways in which somewhere can be considered a grot spot
includes; areas containing litter, dog fouling, fly-tipping sites, graffiti and fly-posting
and areas that have become overgrown or derelict/abandoned buildings. Grot Spots
have a negative effect on communities by spoiling neighbourhoods, causing
pollution, putting people’s health at risk and damaging the environment and wildlife.
For this review we will be concentrating on littering and fly-tipping.

National Context

Grot Spots are a common concern for Local Authorities right across the country. Fly-
tipping and littering are considered crimes against the environment and carry
penalties. An individual can be fined up to £50,000 for fly-tipping (this can be an
unlimited amount if prosecuted in a crown court). There is also possible jail time of up
to five years. Penalties also apply to those who allow people to tip on their land, if
your vehicle is used for fly-tipping or if waste you have given to someone else is fly-
tipped.

According to the Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra)’s Official
fly-tipping statistics for England from April 2009 to March 2010 the number of
incidents dealt with by local authorities decreased by 18.7% from 2008-09. 49% of
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all fly-tips cleared by local authorities occurred on the highway and 63% of fly-tips
involved household waste (household black bags and other household waste). The
estimated cost of clearance of illegally dumped waste reported by local authorities in
this period was £45.8million, a reduction of £9.2million compared to 2008-09.

The Environment Agency is an Executive Non-departmental Public Body responsible
to the Secretary of State for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs. Their principal
aims are to protect and improve the environment, and to promote sustainable
development. They play a central role in delivering the environmental priorities of
central government through their functions and roles. The Environment Agency
spends £12million per year on tackling environmental crime. However, only a
proportion of this money goes towards tackling waste crimes. One of their ideas is to
reduce the cost of disposal of waste to reduce the incentive to fly-tip. Another idea
from their website is to signpost at fly-tipping hot spots information regarding proper
disposal of waste, what the consequences of fly-tipping are or how to report fly-

tipping.

The National Fly-tipping Prevention Group (NFTPG) is run by the Environment
Agency. The group share information about fly-tipping, raise awareness, share best
practice, encourage joint working and contribute to developing legislation. Fly-
Capture is a web-based fly-tipping database that helps to tackle fly-tipping. Managed
by the Environment Agency it is used by local authorities to record fly-tipping
incidents so that they, and central government, can identify trends for combating fly-
tippers and measure the success of policies.

Direct.gov has advice on what to do if you find a site or see anyone fly-tipping. Most
local authorities have specific online and paper forms to complete in order to report
fly-tipping. St.Helens Council has an online service to report various issues such as
graffiti, nuisance neighbours, street lighting issues and fly-tipping but nothing specific
to fly-tipping. Some councils offer to collect bulky household rubbish for a small fee
which should encourage people not to fly-tip. St.Helens Council actually offers this
service for free.

Local Context

St.Helens Council is responsible for sweeping streets and removal of litter from
public spaces including;
e Public roads and footpaths
e Parks and open spaces used by the public
e Shopping areas
e Certain rights of way
This does not include;
Private land
Un-adopted alleyways
Schools/Colleges
Railway land

The Council must clean up the land within varying amounts of time depending upon
the usage i.e. high usage areas are cleaned up within a short space of time.
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According to the St Helens Reporter in a February edition, St.Helens Council
received 1,100 calls from residents about fly-tipping last year. Every resident has a
legal responsibility to keep their wheelie bin within their property apart from on
collection day.

Mersey Travel is responsible for cleaning the bus stops in St Helens and if there are
any issues with the condition of bus stops it is Mersey Travel who should be
contacted.

St Helens has 10 Green Flag park awards. Two of the criteria that need to be passed
in order to receive the Green Flag award are; “that the site is healthy, safe and
secure” and “that it is clean and well maintained”.

Ward Committees - Ward Committees allow residents to put their views directly to
councillors and influence what happens in their area. Residents have the chance to
become “Community Advocates” speaking up for their neighbourhood and help the
Council and its partners to deliver services more effectively. The original constitution
allowed each committee approximately £30,000 from the Council’s Environmental
Protection budget to spend on projects to improve their local environment. However
since January 2011 the criteria have been redefined. The criteria were narrowed to
cover engineering projects only. Adjustments to the financial allocation have also
taken place.

Ward Committee Environmental Fund - The Ward Committee Environmental Fund
was aimed at projects that would improve the quality of neighbourhood
environments. The types of things that fell into the original categories were;

¢ Open Spaces
Parks
Play Areas
Sports and Recreation Areas
All Street Based Services (Cleansing, Highway Maintenance (Roads and
Footpaths), Street Lighting, Management of Traffic, Graffiti Removal, Dealing
with environmental Grot Spots)
Some of the items that the public may ask for include provision of:

e Street Name Plates
Facilities to enable disabled drivers to park on the road
Dropped kerbs to give easier access for the disabled
Trees, planting and shrubs
Parking Areas
Managing traffic through the use of yellow lines, speed restrictions and road
humps

In addition, there are some schemes that contribute to other objectives (notably
community safety and youth engagement), which undoubtedly have an
environmental benefit and support 'liveability’. These schemes might, for instance,
include alley gates or youth shelters.
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Findings

The task group met with the Council’s Environmental Care Manager to discuss the
Council’s operations and policies regarding litter and fly-tipping. The group were
provided with the Fly-Capture statistics for St Helens from April 2010 to December
2010 as evidence of fly-tipping in St Helens. The group compared this data to Fly-
tipping Official Statistics for April 2009 to March 2010 to see how St Helens fared
compared to the trends of the nation.

Fly-tipping Data

The tables in Appendix A show a break down of every incident of fly-tipping for each
month by land type, waste type, size, and enforcement action. Appendix B contains
graphs that illustrate the data contained within Appendix A alongside graphs taken
from the Fly-tipping Official Statistics. There is also a table which breaks each
incident down into the ward in which it occurred in Appendix C. This allows us to
identify the parts of the borough which need to be targeted.

Comparing the graphs of the Type of Land upon which fly-tipping occurs (page 16)
shows that St Helens is very different from the national trend in that the vast majority
of waste is found in back alleyways. These back alleyways tend to be those on
terraced housing streets which are predominantly in the Town Centre and West Park
wards. These wards have the largest proportion of terraced properties which explains
why they have the largest share of incidents (Appendix C).

When comparing the type of waste found in incidents of fly-tipping (page 17) the
graphs show that St Helens follows the national trend to some extent, however Other
Household Waste makes up a greater proportion of the total. Waste classed as
“other household” are items such as furniture and electrical goods. This data is linked
to where the waste tends to be found. Residents appear to be leaving household
waste and bulky rubbish in the alleyways behind their property. However the graphs
also show that residential bags are a lower proportion than the national trend.

The typical size of each incident of fly-tipping (page 18) seems to follow the national
trend with the typical size of an incident being a small van load. It is believed to be
the household furniture and electrical goods that residents are dumping in their
alleyways.

Despite the seemingly high levels of residential dumping of waste the situation in St
Helens is considered to be good and that fly-tipping and disposal of waste is under
control. The overall numbers of incidents are very low averaging four to five per
working day. St Helens experiences very few incidents of commercial fly-tipping
especially when compare with many other local authorities. There are no hot spots
where fly-tipping is a constant issue and there are very few incidents of repeat
offence which shows that enforcement actions are effective.

Enforcement

In generally each local authority deals with fly-tipping and littering in its own way.
Here in St Helens investigations and enforcement are carried out by the
Environmental Quality Manager. St.Helens Council has an enforcement policy which
is used as a guide when dealing with each case. The following is an extract from the
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policy which outlines various levels of enforcement and the process through which
action is taken.

Levels of enforcement action
There are a number of methods and levels of enforcement action. Examples of the
main types of action that can be considered are shown below:

* No action;

* Informal advice and assistance;

* Informal warning;

* Formal notice;

e Work in default;

* Injunctive Actions;

* Prosecution.
In assessing what enforcement action is necessary and proportionate, consideration
will be given to:

» The seriousness of compliance failure;

* The business’ past performance and its current practice;

* The risks being controlled;

* Legal, official or professional guidance;

* Local priorities of the Council.
Where the law has been contravened, there is a range of enforcement options
available to seek compliance with the law. Under normal circumstances, a process of
escalation will be used until compliance is reached. Exceptions would be where there
is a serious risk to public safety or the environment, or the offences have been
committed deliberately or negligently or involve deception, or where there is
significant economic detriment.

3.9

3.10

The investigation and enforcement work carried out by the environmental care team
over the past few years has substantially reduced the number of household bin bags
being dumped. As mentioned above, residential bags are a lower proportion of total
waste in St Helens than the National Trend. The work carried out has focussed on
investigating all incidents, using highly visible orange stickers and issuing warning
notices when evidence is found. When no evidence is found letters are sent to all
nearby properties with photos of the incident. There is always more chance of tracing
bin bags as evidence is usually found in the form of letters or address labels. In the
case of other household waste it is much harder to identify the owner or perpetrator
making it difficult to combat. The Enforcement Actions graph (page 19) shows that
the majority of actions taken by St.Helens Council are statutory notices. As there are
very few repeat offences there is very little need for enforcement to go any further
than this.

There are some examples of other efforts to reduce fly-tipping around the borough.
There are “No Tipping and Littering” signs up on street lamps and signposts across
the borough to promote putting litter into proper receptacles. Operation Good Guy is
a partnership project with Council, Community Safety, Probation Service, Fire
Service, and various Registered Social Landlords that actively remove combustible
material on the build up to Bonfire Night to reduce the number of call outs by the Fire
Service. It has been really successful and it's Merseywide.
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Clean-up Cost, Activity and other Issues

Costs - Clearance and disposal costs are set nationally which is a disadvantage for
St Helens. This is mainly because the disposal costs are included. Since the vast
majority of the fly-tipping in St Helens is residential waste, if it wasn’t dumped it would
be put in the bins which the Council pays the disposal costs for anyway. This means
that fly-tipped waste is not only costing the Council money to dispose of but is also
not utilising the service already being paid for. It is different for commercial dumping
as this costs extra for disposal either way but, as already highlighted, commercial fly-
tipping doesn’t occur very often in our borough. Below is a table showing an example
of the costs of clearance and disposal of fly-tipping.

Number of incidents by size and estimated clearance & disposal cost:

Incidents at (£) each Total (£)
single black bag: 5 7.00 35.00
other single item: 5 29.00 145.00
car boot load or less: 7 29.00 203.00
small van load: 14 56.00 784.00
transit van load: 9 115.00 1035.00
estimated total cost (£) 2202.00

As the graph for Totals per Month (page 20) shows December saw fewer incidents
than any other month which means that clearance and disposal was more costly
every other month. Cost per year for Street Cleansing is £1.9million. Street Cleansing
are part of Environmental Care Services and are responsible for cleaning the roads
and the Grounds maintenance team are responsible for cleaning open space land.
Where these two areas meet is a point of concern for residents as they do not
understand the difference and why the sweepers don’t clear the whole area on the
borders of their responsibility.

Restorative Justice - St.Helens Council have had over 11,000 hours of offender
work in the first 3 quarters. Duties include a mixture of graffiti removal, painting of
utility/cable boxes but more and more their duties have been cleaning up areas of
derelict land. Probation were also part of Operation Good Guy contributing to the
removal of over 200 tonnes of combustible material in the build up to November 5th
and then clearing up old bonfires in the week after. The Council has feedback forms
that are posted to nearby properties where work is done. Of those returned so far,
satisfaction rate has been 90%.

Recycling - When dumped waste is recyclable it is not always possible to recycle it.
Some dumped waste will be recycled if it goes into the Council’'s Hardshaw Brook
depot. For example metal, rubble and green waste would be deposited in one of the
bays and sent on for recycling but it isn’t a large contribution to the total tonnage
recycled by the borough. The Environmental Protection Department have agreed
with the Disposal Authority that recyclable material contained within fly-tipped waste
can go to the local HWRCs as recycling for a trial period. As well as increasing
recycling this will reduce fuel costs due to lower distance travelled. The HWRC'’s are
all in St Helens instead of transporting waste in a 10 mile round trip to Gillmoss or
Huyton Waste Transfer Sites. The Environmental Protection Department are also
considering other methods to increase recycling of fly-tipped waste.

10
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Private Land and Property - The Council has no responsibility to clean and remove
rubbish from private land but can and do investigate where rubbish has come from
and what the land owner is planning to do about removing it and preventing further
build up. There is some environmental legislation regarding land that is heavily
littered as opposed to being a fly-tipping site, however, the general principle is that
the land has to be causing the litter. In most cases it is only attracting litter from other
sources which would not the fault of the land owner.

The Council also has powers over Private Land Owners regarding long term
problems with unmanaged land and poorly maintained buildings and sites. This
mostly includes sites within public vantage points and the Council, as the Local
Planning Authority, has the discretionary power to require land owners to clean up
‘land adversely affecting the amenity of the neighbourhood” under the Town and
County Planning Act 1990. This does not relate to fly-tipping and littering however it
does add to maintaining the cleanliness and aesthetics of the Borough.

Although the Council is not responsible for clearing private land it is a lot simpler to
clear the land than trying to force the land owner to take measures to clean it up
them selves. This would however only include private land that is not enclosed and is
land that the general public could walk on as if it were a public right of way. By using
Restorative Justice and the Probation Team it is relatively easy and cheap to clear
the land on behalf of private land owners for the benefit of the public.

With the current financial climate for local authorities the funding for the Probation
Team was Area Based Grant which the Council no longer receives. The scheme is
continuing at the moment but additional funding is being sought. One way of funding
the project would be to charge private land owners for clearing their land. If the
scheme doesn’t continue then clean-ups would cease and the Council would need to
return to enforcement. This may actually result in higher costs for the Council due to
the cost of officer time and the length of time it would take persuade land owners to
clean up their own land.

Social Landlords — Social Landlords like Helena Partnerships are responsible for
their own clean ups and maintenance of land. The Council can issue their residents
with warnings as members of the borough. Helena don’t have any enforcement
powers under Environmental Protection Laws however they have powers under their
Tenancy Agreements to punish tenants for breaking rules on upkeep of property.

Shop Owners — Shop frontage that is not public highway is the responsibility of shop
owners to clean up. Enforcement of this would be carried out by Environmental
Health. However unless the litter could cause a health hazard it is unlikely that the
powers would be relevant. Also there is no evidence to suggest that litter levels are
worse in authorities that don’t have strong enforcement than in those that do.

Railways — Litter, Fly-tipping and other grot on land owned by the Railways is a
national issue and not just one in St Helens. The Railways spend very little time on
clearing their land because often it would mean closing down lines and cancelling
trains for safety reasons. There is nothing that local authorities can do as they are not
permitted onto this land and are not held responsible for it. However as the Incidents
by Land Type graphs show (page 16) railways are only a very small proportion of the
total.

11
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Conclusions

Overall St Helens has low levels of fly-tipping which are under control and continuing
to fall. The graphs within this report show that St Helens doesn’t experience
commercial fly-tipping and tipping on public land in the same way that other local
authorities do. Highways and Council land are used by large numbers of people so
fly-tipping in these areas causes a lot more issues for the wider public than tipping in
back alleyways. The Task Group are pleased that enforcement is effective in keeping
the number of repeat offences low and reducing the total number of offences in the
borough. It may appear that the Town Centre has a problem with fly-tipping based on
the graphs but the graphs are skewed by the exceptionally low levels in the other
wards. There are less than five fly-tipping incidents per working day across the
borough.

The Task Group felt that performance can always improve. There were concerns
over the level of residential waste being dumped in Town Centre and West Park
wards and that some residents seemed to be showing very little respect for their
neighbourhood. Though the general public are not affected by this, the residents
sharing these alleyways are. The task group believe the levels of residential dumping
could be down to poor levels of civic pride and that dumping waste doesn’t bother
offenders because they don’t care about their town looking the best it can. The same
would apply to those shop keepers and private land owners that have little regard for
how their property contributes to the environment of St Helens.

The Task Group believe more needs to be done to promote civic pride in the borough
in order to get offenders to think about the impact they are having on their
neighbourhood when committing fly-tipping and littering offences.

Increasing awareness of the implications of fly-tipping on Council budgets regarding
the cost of clearance and disposal may help to deter residents from dumping their
waste and littering. A “Keep St Helens Tidy” marketing campaign would increase
awareness of the effects of fly-tipping and promote positive attitudes towards
neighbourhoods and keeping the environment tidy. Educating students about the
importance of civic pride will get them to think about the effects of littering and
encourage them to influence their parents on disposing of waste correctly. Reminding
shop owners about their duty of care may encourage them to do more about keeping
their frontage tidy and ensuring their customers don't litter.

The majority of waste dumped by residents is “other household” which consists of
furniture and electrical appliances. It appears that this is due to not having the ability
to dispose of this correctly. Despite over 30,000 appointments a year some residents
may still be unaware of the Bulky Rubbish Collection service and more could be done
to promote the service and encourage residents to use it. Consideration should also
be given to making the service more flexible to encourage residents to use it.

The Task Group are pleased with the service that the Probation Team provide and
feel that it should continue despite the loss of Area Based Grant funding. By charging
private land owners for tidying or clearing waste from their land the Council may be
able to fully or at least partially fund the good work the Probation Team does.

Recycling is important to the Council and increasing the levels of recycling has been
the subject of a recent Scrutiny review. Any dumped waste that is recyclable may go

12
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to landfill which increases costs and is bad for the environment. The task group are
pleased that where possible recyclable waste is separated from fly-tipped waste and
that options are being considered to improve this process.

The task group understands that residents are concerned when street sweepers do
not clear areas they are not responsible for when they are in close proximity. There
may be scope for Highways and Ground Maintenance to be reviewed to identify ways
that this issue can be resolved for the public. Informing the public of the correct
procedures or finding efficiencies between the two services may be necessary.

Recommendations

That a paper on the costs involved in clearing rubbish be produce and presented at
Ward Committees, in Council publications and other forums to emphasise the
importance of putting rubbish in the bin and disposing of waste properly.

That the Council target problem areas such as the terraced housing in Town Centre
and West Park with a flyer campaign on St Helens pride. Slogans, such as, “Keep St
Helens Pride Alive”, “Pride in Our Town” and “We Need Your Help” should be
considered.

That the Welcome to St Helens signs on the borders of the borough be used to
convey a “Please Keep St Helens Tidy” slogan to visitors and residents entering the
borough. Other signs should also be considered to increase awareness.

That the Council do more to promote the Bulky Rubbish Collection service to
residents and consider changes to the service to increase the level of use, reducing
the number of “other household” fly-tipping incidents.

That shop owners receive a notice with their rates bill reminding them of their duty of
care and the importance of keeping their shop front clean. Also that shop owners be
reminded that A-boards are not permissible.

That Private Landlords in Town Centre and West Park wards be informed about
procedures for disposing of waste when houses transition between tenants and
ensure landlords understand their responsibility to ensure tenants dispose of waste
correctly.

That consideration be given to funding the Probation team to continue “free”
community improvements.

That ways of sorting recyclable dumped waste continue to be considered.
That cleansing of borders between Highways and Ground Maintenance is considered
as part of a service review to see if there are any potential efficiencies. Also that

consideration be given to consulting with Social Landlords over maintenance of land
to establish weather efficiencies can be made by working together.

13
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St.Helens Council

Appendix A

The following data is taken from the Fly-Capture database. Each table documents a
characteristic of each incident of fly-tipping dealt with by St.Helens Council.

Apr- May- Jun- Jul- Aug- Sep- Oct- Nov- Dec-
Land Type T 10 10 10 10 A0 10 10 10 Total
Highway 9 5 11 12 6 8 7 11 7 76
Council Land 14 2 6 3 4 2 4 2 1 38
Footpath/Bridleway 0 4 1 1 0 1 2 1 0 10
Back Alley = 54 42 75 46 55 44 29 40 30 415
Private/residential 4 6 2 4 6 6 4 3 0 35
Other 0 1 0 0 2 0 1 0 1 5
Commercial/industrial 5 0 0 1 2 2 1 0 1 12
Agricultural 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
Watercourse 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Railway 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 3
Chemical 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total = 86 61 95 67 75 64 50 57 40
Apr- May- Jun- Jul- Aug- Sep- Oct- Nov- Dec-
Waste Type 10 10 10 10 10 40 10 10 10 Total
Other household = 46 36 66 45 47 39 31 38 24 372
Bags residential =~ 18 13 9 7 13 8 9 8 11 96
Building rubble 8 5 10 4 3 8 2 3 0 43
Other 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 4
White Goods 4 1 1 2 3 3 2 1 0 17
Green 2 3 5 5 6 1 1 2 2 27
Other commercial 4 0 1 3 2 1 0 3 1 15
Bags commercial 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2
Electrical 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
Tyres 0 1 1 0 1 2 1 2 0 8
Car parts 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Animal 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Clinical 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Asbestos 1 2 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 7
Total | 86 62 95 68 75 64 50 57 38
. Apr- May- Jun- Jul- Aug- Sep- Oct- Nov- Dec-
Size 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 Total
single black bag: 5 2 5 5 2 3 4 3 5 34
single item: 5 3 4 5 3 5 4 5 38
car boot load or less: | 27 17 22 10 26 17 14 15 7 155
small van load: = 33 27 43 32 28 27 17 22 14 243
transit van load: 11 12 20 12 12 8 7 9 9 100
tipper lorry load: 5 1 1 2 3 5 2 4 0 23
significant multiple
loads: 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
Total = 86 62 95 66 75 64 49 57 40
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St.Helens Council

Apr- May- Jun-  Jul- Aug- Sep- Oct- Nov- Dec-

Action 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 Total
investigation: = 152 114 166 131 75 64 49 57 40 848
warning letter: = 86 87 235 0 0 0 0 0 0 408

duty of care
inspection: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
statutory notice: 7 224 195 194 217 409 362 1 63 1672
fixed penalty notice: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
stop and search: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
prosecution 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
formal caution: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
injunction: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
vehicle seizure 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 245 425 596 325 292 473 411 58 103
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St.Helens Council

Appendix B

The following graphs illustrate the data contained in the tables of Appendix A. Each
St Helens graph is displayed alongside the corresponding graph from the Fly-tipping

Official Statistics for England April 2009 to March 2010 to illustrate the comparison
between St Helens and the National Trend.

Comparing type of land waste was found on
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Comparing type of waste dumped
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Comparing size of incidents

St Helens
Total Incidents by Size (Apr 10-Dec 10)
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Comparing number and type of enforcement actions taken

St Helens
Enforcement Actions Taken (Apr 10-Dec 10)
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Appendix C

Appendix C contains table and graphs illustrating the breakdown of incidents per
ward and the apparent decease in incidents per month from April 2010 to December
2010. The graph on page 21 illustrates the average number of incidents per month in
each ward. It shows that while Town Centre is the most it is still less than two
incidents every three days at 17.22 incidents per month.

Apr- May- Jun-  Jul- Aug- Sep- Oct- Nov- Dec-
Ward 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 Total Average

Town Centre = 21 15 28 19 13 20 13 15 11 155 17.22
West Park =~ 14 10 18 11 11 8 8 10 7 97 10.78
Windle 9 6 6 5 4 6 6 9 3 54 6.00
Parr 7 2 10 4 8 6 5 4 3 49 5.44
Thatto Heath 4 5 9 1 8 1 2 2 4 36 4.00
Sutton 4 5 7 5 1 5 1 2 2 32 3.56
Bold 5 2 0 4 2 5 3 5 3 29 3.22
Haydock 5 2 3 6 1 4 2 0 3 26 2.89
Earlestown 7 3 1 3 5 1 2 2 0 24 2.67
Newton 3 2 5 2 4 0 2 0 2 20 2.22
Blackbrook 2 3 3 1 4 1 1 1 0 16 1.78
Eccleston 1 2 1 1 1 2 2 3 0 13 1.44
Billinge 2 3 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 11 1.22
Rainhill 1 0 1 2 3 2 0 2 0 11 1.22
Moss Bank 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 8 0.89
Rainford 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 5 0.56
Total 86 62 95 66 67 64 49 57 40
Incidents per Month by Ward
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Average Number of Incidents per Month by Ward
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