
Report to: Environment Committee, 29th October 2019

Report of: Corporate Director - Homes and Communities

Subject: GULL CONTROL UPDATE FOR 2019 AND PROPOSAL FOR 2020 
BREEDING SEASON

1. Recommendation

That the Committee:

1.1 Agrees the elements of the work programme for gull control during the 
2020 breeding season as detailed in Section 3 below; and

1.2 Considers the legal advice on gull culling set out in the confidential 
appendix to this Report and instructs officers on any steps it wishes to take 
in response.

2. Background

2.1 There are many negative aspects to having an urban gull population breeding in 
Worcester, including fouling of buildings, vehicles and people, damage to buildings, 
injury from attacks and fear of gull attacks.   Sleep disruption due to early morning 
calls from gulls is the main source of complaint as reported to the Council.  

2.2 Gull control work in Worcester City is primarily undertaken by Worcestershire 
Regulatory Services (WRS) with support from colleagues in Communications, 
Planning and Environmental Operations Teams.  The city is home to a significant 
population of Lesser Black-Backed Gulls which favour nesting on large flat roofs and 
a smaller population of Herring Gulls which prefer nesting on chimney stacks or roof 
ledges. 

2.3 All wild birds, their young, eggs and nest are protected under the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act 1981.  There are some provisions which allow landowners to engage 
authorised personal to act contrary to the Act (known as a Section 4 defence).   This 
requires the application for a licence for permission to undertake gull control 
activities which would otherwise be illegal acts. The provisions of the Act are specific 
in which actions may be taken, the species that may be targeted and the 
circumstances permitting such action to be taken. 

2.4 It is possible to apply to Natural England for an Individual Licence for gull control 
activities which is specific to the operator, bird species, method used and purpose or 
circumstance.  As part of the application process the applicant demonstrates the 
evidence to support the course of action.  

2.5 Until April 2019, few pest control operatives held Individual Licences. Most used a 
General Licence made available by Natural England which allowed controls to be 
undertaken if the applicant was satisfied they were in compliance with the Act.  One 



of the General Licences specifically covered certain activities to control Herring and 
Lesser black-backed gulls for the protection of public health and safety.  Worcester 
City egg replacement work had been undertaken under the terms of the General 
Licence for many years. 

2.6 In April 2019, all General Licences were withdrawn by Natural England following legal 
advice which indicated these Licences were legally flawed.  This was because the 
onus had been placed on the applicants to satisfy themselves that they were 
complying with the licence, rather than Natural England being assured. Advice was 
given to wait for the re-issue of new amended General Licences.  The withdrawal of 
the Licence meant egg replacement work could not commence as was planned the 
first week in May.  

2.7 An Individual Licence to remove and destroy Herring Gull eggs and another for 
Lesser Black-backed gulls was granted to our contractor Red Kite Pest Control on 
25th May 2019 and egg replacement work commenced.  Unfortunately for many 
nests the Licence came too late as the eggs had already hatched.

2.8 Gull control work undertaken during 2019 

In late 2018 a work programme was drafted between WRS, Worcester City Council 
and Worcester BID to deliver a comprehensive list of actions aimed at minimising the 
negative impact of gulls in the city by reducing gull breeding success and minimising 
the opportunities for feeding.  A summary of the action taken is provided: 

2.9 Dedicated resource to provide advice and support to residents and businesses 

Early in the season before the General Licence withdrawal, gull control work had 
centred on obtaining agreement for properties to be included in the egg replacement 
scheme as well as advising them on measures to prevent gulls nesting in the first 
place. This work was primarily undertaken by an agency staff member in the post of 
Technical Officer for Gull Control, a new part time fixed term post created to provide 
support to local businesses and residents in reducing the impact of gulls in the city.  

Impact of dedicated resource to 
support gull control work

2017 
Breeding 
Season

2018 
Breeding 
Season

2019
Breeding Season
(following post 

creation)
Number of businesses where 
access was possible and nests 

were subject to Egg 
Replacement

43 44 66*

Number of residents during 
2019 breeding season provided 

with advice on gull related 
matters

2 8 23

Number of businesses provided 
with advice on gull related 
matters during the 2019 

breeding season

2 4 20

*The 2019 figure is the number of businesses where arrangements were in place to 
undertake egg replacement rather than it actually being undertaken due to General 
Licence withdrawal.  



2.10 The new post has only been in place for the last breeding season but has enabled far 
more proactive work to be undertaken than has previously been possible.  It is going 
to take some time for these additional efforts to take effect and this year’s activities 
were hampered by the General Licence issue. 

2.11 Egg Replacement programme (post 25th May 2019) 

The withdrawal of the General Licence inhibited the egg replacement work 
programme.  Once the Individual Licence had been granted to Red Kite Pest Control, 
egg replacement commenced but as noted above, a large proportion of the nests 
already had chicks.  It is worth noting that one of the stipulations of the Individual 
Licences is that if one egg in a nest has hatched the remainder of the clutch must 
not be treated.  

2.12 The number of sites where egg replacement was not possible was also lower, due to 
a couple of businesses undertaking nest removal.  This was possible because it was 
commenced prior to the removal of the General Licence followed by daily clearance 
of any rooftop debris following the withdrawal, which meant there were no eggs to 
replace.  Additionally, access was not permitted to Red Kite Pest Control upon arrival 
at some premises causing a delay to egg replacement until eggs had hatched.  
Despite this, the number of actual nests within the traditional area where egg 
replacement has taken place (the treatment zone) was down from 177 last year to 
153 this year.  

2.13 The number of adult breeding pairs within the ‘treatment zone’ in the city centre 
were consistent with previous years, however due to the number of eggs that were 
able to hatch this year, there was a larger than usual population of chicks and 
juvenile birds in the city. 

2.14 Joint working and promotion 

Worcester City Council, WRS and Worcester BID staff have worked closely together 
this year on coordinated campaigns aimed at making the city less attractive to gulls 
as a location to feed and breed.  

2.15 A marketing campaign was undertaken by Worcester BID over the summer including 
flyers, posters and window stickers to all businesses in the centre. This was backed 
up with a digital marketing campaign that was run in the centre during the 
Worcester Food market event. This was in the form of a basic message: ‘don’t feed 
the gulls, don’t encourage them’.  BID member organisations and attendees of the 
Gull Forum were asked to spread this message.  The BID continue to make gull proof 
sacks available to city centre businesses. 

2.16 Bunting was erected over the summer period in the High Street, which is believed to 
have been beneficial in reducing the ability for gulls to swoop and cause fear of 
attack as people walk along.  

2.17 The Worcester City Communications Team wrote and issued a press release on steps 
businesses can take to combat gulls in June https://bit.ly/2lWu58g to support the 
Worcester BID publicity.  The press release included photographs and an interview 
with local businessman, Cllr Joy Squires and Dan Walker (WRS Gull Officer).  The 
content was covered by Worcester News, Worcester Observer and briefly mentioned 
on BBC Midlands Today.  

https://bit.ly/2lWu58g


2.18 Following Cllr Alan Amos’ question to the Council suggesting that a cull was needed 
to control Worcester’s gull population in July, ITV Central approached the Council for 
comment and as a result both Cllr Amos and Cllr Joy Squires were interviewed.  
Subsequent interviews were also recorded for BBC Midlands Today and BBC Hereford 
and Worcester.

2.19 WRS provided updates which were sent to every councillor on a monthly basis 
throughout the breeding season on action being taken to control gull numbers. This 
included a special edition to inform of the changes to the General Licence regime 
following the withdrawal.

2.20 Private Landlord campaign

It was recognised that a large proportion of the properties in the city are owned by 
private landlords who could be encouraged to take appropriate action to minimise 
the breeding opportunities of gulls on their properties.  A letter campaign was 
undertaken providing advice on gull proofing measures in July 2019. 

2.21 Reducing feeding opportunities 

A considerable amount of work was undertaken by the City Council in investigating 
the options available to them in reducing the ability for gulls to feed in the city 
centre.  Members will be aware of a consultation that took place this year on a 
proposed Public Space Protection Order which will include the ability to fine 
individuals who feed pigeons and gulls in the city centre.  The proposal is scheduled 
to be presented to Communities Committee on 30th October 2019 for approval.  This 
will provide Worcester City Enforcement Officers with the ability to tackle individuals 
who continue to feed gulls in public in the centre.  

2.22 This year a number of open topped litter bins were removed from city centre 
locations and replaced with bins with a top to reduce feeding opportunities. There is 
more to be done and any remaining open topped litter bins within the city centre and 
some main routes into the city will be removed ahead of the gull season 2020. . This 
is being co-ordinated alongside the replacement of standard litter bins in the city 
centre with ‘Smart’ enclosed compaction bins which prevent opportunities to access 
food waste and litter. 

2.23 Appropriate food waste disposal has always been a key criteria considered during an 
Environmental Health Officer’s inspection of a food business but there has been a 
renewed focus of ensuring the importance of gull and pest control is highlighted to 
the operator in all contact with food businesses.  

2.24 Gull Forum: 

The 25th February 2019 saw the first meeting of the Gull Forum, which was formed 
to provide a method for local businesses, residents and public organisations to share 
experiences and best practice in gull control.  Whilst the Council, WRS and Worcester 
BID play vital roles in gull control work across the city, it was recognised that some 
landowners and businesses were already involved in gull control work and others 
were willing to become involved and assist with the work programme.  

2.25 A number of positive outcomes have arisenof the meetings:

(i) Clarity that the issue of most concern relating to gulls in Worcester is 
around noise, particularly during the early hours of the morning. 



(ii) Nest removal trial on three commercial roofs;
(iii) Additional properties to be included in egg replacement work;
(iv) Advice provided on gull proofing measures;
(v) Sharing of experience from using hawks regularly on city centre building 

which may be applied elsewhere;
(vi) Identification of copper alloy shingles as a roof material potentially 

unattractive to gulls.  The Tecu ® Gold cladding appears to be unattractive 
to gulls.  The gulls do not nest, perch or fly over the structure.  The actual 
properties of the material which make the roof unattractive are not known 
but it is suspected that either the reflective or heat absorbent nature of the 
material is the key factor. Another city centre roof with a copper material 
similarly has never had gulls nesting on it. 

2.26 Red Roof Trial  

It has not been possible to undertake a conclusive trial with a red roof this season 
with no business willing to pay to paint their roof red.  Discussions with two 
businesses showing initial interest did not persuade them to participate in a trial.   

2.27 Planning Advice

The South Worcestershire Development Plan Preferred Options document has 
included a revised Design Policy (SWDPR 25: Design) that introduces a requirement 
that proposals for new development in areas identified as having a problem with 
gulls consider design measures that reduce the gull population and their impact on 
buildings and the general environment.  The reasoned justification for this policy also 
states that the south Worcestershire Councils will prepare further guidance for those 
wishing to undertake development, extensions and alterations in problem areas.  
Once approved by the three councils, the Preferred Options document will be 
available for public consultation between 4th November and the 16th December 
2019.  It is anticipated that the revised SWDP will be adopted during 2021/22.   

2.28 Culling and lethal controls

During the course of the year, WRS have explored the options available for a cull of 
gulls.  

2.29 It is currently illegal to destroy adult or juvenile Herring Gulls.  The culling of a 
limited number of adult or juvenile birds of Lesser Black-Backed Gulls may be 
granted by applying for an Individual Licence. Natural England have advised W that 
this would only be granted for the purpose of culling a limited number of individual 
birds to support wider gull control measures (such as hawk flying or other 
deterrents) or to eliminate a bird that represents a specific health and safety risk.  
When supporting wider measures such action could not take place whilst chicks are 
in the nest and in the latter scenario only aggressive adult birds and also their 
dependent chicks could be killed.  This action could not be used as a wholesale cull. 

2.30 At least two Scottish local authorities shoot a limited number of gulls under the 
Scottish General Licence scheme which remains in place currently.  The birds killed 
are identified as those that represent a specific health and safety risk.  

2.31 Natural England have clarified that lethal control of any bird is a last resort and 
should only be considered where all reasonable precautions have been undertaken, 
but that the scheme to provide Individual Licences for lethal control of adult birds is 
not to reduce or cull the wider population. 



2.32 Legal advice has been sought from Counsel on the interpretation of the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act 1981 that is being taken by Natural England. That advice is set out 
in the confidential appendix to this report.

2.33 Conclusion

The reduction in number of gull nests within the ‘treatment zone’ of the city centre 
would indicate the egg replacement work over the years has prevented the city 
centre gull population from increasing to the extent that it would have done 
unchecked.  However, the adverse impact of the birds in the city remains.  The 
informal survey of breeding pairs in the city centre and anecdotal evidence support 
this. 

2.34 With the loss of access to traditional key vantage points across the city to undertake 
a reliable city wide population survey it is difficult to measure what the actual city 
population figure is.  With increased requests for advice and assistance from 
residents and businesses outside of the city centre it would suggest gulls are moving 
out from the centre possibly due to the disturbance and disruption to breeding in the 
treatment zone by the Council’s egg replacement programme and where businesses 
are undertaking their own action.

2.35 Whilst nesting gulls are a nuisance in the city centre, their nests are often accessible 
and breeding success is limited by egg replacement. With the migration of some 
birds to nest outside of the treatment zone, difficulties in gaining access to those 
nests which are often on top of tall chimney stacks mean many can not be controlled 
and the birds breed freely. 

2.36 The gull forum has been a success at bringing organisations together to share best 
practice, inform of the work many are doing to control gulls as well as provide an 
appreciation to the wider community that we all have a role to play in this matter. 

2.37 WRS have been collating information on the measures being taken by organisations 
and residents towards controlling gulls, so that weaknesses in the strategy can be 
identified and areas where greater control could be introduced are targeted.  This is 
an ongoing project, but will focus primarily on issues that can be positively impacted.  

2.38 The multitude of measures undertaken this year and previously have had some 
positive impact but they have not significantly reduced the gull pollution or resolved 
the issues of concern.  Advice has been sought from Natural England, the British Pest 
Control Association, an expert in Urban Gull Populations and experiences of those 
undertaking controls elsewhere, but there are no practically feasible measures 
available that completely resolve the issues of noise, attacks and mess caused by 
gulls in an urban environment.

3. Proposed Gull Control Strategy and work programme for 2020 breeding 
season

3.1 There is a desire to deliver a comprehensive gull control strategy that demonstrates 
best practice and exhausts all non-lethal methods of control or demonstrates that 
they are ineffective.  This strategy will provide an evidence base for approaching 
central government on options for potential gull control activity in the future, 
whether that be a reduction in the protection afforded the species of concern or 
research into more effective deterrents.  



3.2 The strategy will be made up of a work programme of activities that either identify 
best practice in gull control that is suitable for the City or deliver those activities that 
are considered best practice. 

3.3 Identifying Best Practice

3.4 Benchmarking

Local authorities have been attempting to tackle the negative impacts of gulls for 
many years.  Some have been more proactive than others, some have scaled up 
their activity in recent years, whereas others have ceased altogether.  WRS have 
informally liaised with many active authorities to learn from their work and inform 
our strategy.  This has not been formally collated or reported to Committee 
previously in any detail.  A formal request will be made to local authorities, to 
gather information on historic and current gull control work, including budget, 
gull population numbers and crucially their assessment of the impact.  This will be 
used to influence the activities undertaken and provide evidence of the impact of 
non-lethal gull deterrents. 

3.5 Population study:

With the loss of access to key vantage points in the city which were traditionally 
used to record gull numbers and the movement of birds into other areas without 
vantage points, it has been difficult accurately record the actual number of birds 
in the city.  It is proposed to undertake a detailed survey of the population in 
2020 so that gull controls can be effectively targeted and help to identify the 
current breeding locations.  This information can be also used to enable 
benchmarking with other local authorities. 

3.6 Behaviour Study: 

Much of the advice given by Natural England and others on gull control focuses 
on eliminating the opportunities for gulls to feed in the city. However, it is known 
that gulls will routinely fly 100km to feed from their nesting location.  It is not 
known what proportion of the city’s gulls primarily feed in the city or the 
proportion that fly elsewhere to feed.  Understanding these factors will help to 
target ongoing control work.  It is proposed to use a single breeding location to 
ring fledglings so that their movements may be monitored and behaviour 
observed.  It is possible this will establish that a significant proportion of the 
regular feeding areas are outside of the city boundaries.  

3.7 Assessment of Hawk flying: 

Professional advice provided on this control method has been contradictory and 
prone to commercial bias.  However, following information obtained at the Gull 
Forum, it was identified that a number of local businesses use hawk flying to 
control gulls around their buildings and have anecdotally reported improvements 
in gull noise and mess complaints.  During the 2020 season it is proposed to 
assess the actual impact the hawk flying has on the nesting gulls, their behaviour 
and the negative impacts of the birds for potential inclusion in future years work 
programme if appropriate. 



3.8 Gull Forum:  

Continue to provide the opportunity for the City Council and partners to engage with 
the local business and the residential community to learn from each other, share 
experiences and work together to minimise the impact the gulls are having in the 
city.  This will be a vital element to allow dissemination of best practice. 

Delivering best practice in gull control 

3.9 Encouragement to engage with gull control measures

The focus of the gull control programme will be to provide advice and assistance to 
local residents and businesses across the city in reducing the impact of gulls.  
Prevention will be the primary method, by encouraging proofing methods to be 
adopted and dissemination of knowledge and experience in application, such as the 
length of spikes, size of netting etc. that is required.

3.10 Where proofing methods are not possible or feasible, advice will be given on the 
options to disrupt nesting where appropriate or discourage perching and damage 
including ensuring all those proposing action to disturb gulls are aware of the 
requirement to be suitably licensed and operate within that licence. 

3.11 Egg Replacement 

Egg replacement is the favoured method of control across the city where access can 
be readily gained to roofs, through internal access points and the nest is in an easily 
accessible location.  Egg replacement is favoured over egg oiling because it is more 
successful and preventing hatching and over nest removal because it reduces gull 
breeding success and aggression.  For all nests identified by or reported to WRS that 
would be suitable for egg replacement an attempt will be made to undertake egg 
replacement.  The Technical Officer (Gull Control) will assist the egg replacement 
contractor to negotiate access and identify nests. 

3.12 Hard to access nests:  

For nests that can not be readily accessed for egg replacement, advice on proofing 
and prevention will be provided.  Where it is appropriate and feasible undertake egg 
replacement on a number of nests in a discrete geographical location using a mobile 
elevated working platform it will be undertaken.  The cost of equipment hire, 
accessibility issues and highway restrictions make this a feasible option for a limited 
number of scenarios.  WRS will evaluate requests for treatment together with known 
locations of nests to target suitable roofs.  It is hoped this will assist in targeting 
birds that have moved out from the city centre to more residential areas on the 
periphery.  It will also establish whether the practical constraints of this methodology 
have any bearing on the impact this method of gull control has. 

3.13 Planning Advice:  

WRS working with Planning Policy colleagues will develop more detailed guidance in 
the form of Supplementary Planning Document for consideration by Planning and/or 
Place and Economic Development Committee to support the proposed Design Policy 
of the SWDP. Such a document would move to ensuring all new developments or 



those requiring alterations to roofs have a design that prevents breeding 
opportunities for gulls and minimises the perches that might be utilised by the birds.  

3.14 It is recognised that the this process will take time to be put in place, so in addition 
to the above, interim guidance is proposed to enable Development Control to have 
discussions with developers, architects and landowners on the implications of design 
in reducing the negative impact of urban gulls. 

3.15 It is envisaged that local firms and architects will develop their knowledge and 
understanding of the issues associated with urban gulls.  The best practice and 
knowledge gained by the other work streams will be used to guide and influence 
design development.

3.16 Enforcement Action:  

Currently there are few actions that the local authority can take to require individuals 
or businesses to control gulls on their property.  Similarly there are only specific 
circumstances where enforcement action may be taken against people leaving food 
waste for gulls to feed on.  As reported previously, legal advice is being sought on 
options for enforcing lack of engagement in gull control activity, similar to that in 
place for rat control (Prevention of Damage by Pests Act 1949) but at a local level.  

3.17 The ability for individuals to report gull nests on private properties will be made 
available through the WRS website and through the general enquiries line which will 
enable the Technical Officer responsible for gull control to attempt contact with the 
property owners to discuss appropriate control measures.

3.18 Additionally, the proposed PSPO if approved by Communities Committee will enable 
persistent offenders to be tackled and reduce the feeding opportunities in the city.  
The opportunity for individuals to report persistent gull feeders in public places will 
be made available. 

3.19 Communication Strategy: 

Each of the measures outlined above will be promoted with an appropriate level of 
communication activity to support the overall strategy of encouraging all residents 
and businesses to assist in making the city a less attractive place for gulls to breed 
and feed.  Examples of positive impacts will be disseminated and good practice 
encouraged or delivered through the existing resource and budget wherever 
possible.  

3.20 Annual Report 

A full report on the findings of the work undertaken in establishing best practice and 
then delivery of that through gull control activity undertaken during the 2020 
breeding season will be brought to Environment Committee in the autumn 2020. 

4. Alternative Options Considered

4.1 Culling:  

The removal of nests and the destruction eggs is permitted under the Individual 
Licence scheme and one was issued to the Council’s contractor this year.  For adult 
and juvenile birds, the lethal control of Lesser Black-backed gulls requires a licence 



to be issued by Natural England and they have advised one would not be issued for a 
widespread cull of gulls.  Natural England state on the Government website that 
there is no possibility of a licence to enable lethal control of Herring Gulls.  Thus 
currently it is illegal to undertake a widespread cull of Lesser Black-backed and 
Herring gulls. 

The Committee is invited to consider the legal advice obtained from Counsel in the 
confidential appendix to this Report.

4.2 Widespread Hawk flying: 

Despite the anecdotal evidence described above, the widespread flying of hawks 
across the city is not recommended for inclusion in the 2020 work plan.  Hawk flying 
is traditionally undertaken with Harris Hawks and these can generally be flown for 20 
minute periods at a time before they get tired and would need to be flown a couple 
of times a week.  For a specific location, where egg replacement or gull proofing to 
prevent breeding can not be undertaken, it might be suitable.  However widespread 
flying of hawks across the city to ensure the peripheral areas around the city centre 
are not adversely impacted would require a significant number of hawks, twice a 
week for four months which could not be accommodated by the current budget.  
Evidence from Gloucester City where hawk flying is used to support egg replacement 
would raise questions about the effectiveness of this approach on its own.  The fact it 
is used to support egg replacement could be evidence that the birds are continuing 
to nest and lay eggs, despite the hawk flying.  

4.3 Bird-scarers: 

Government advice acknowledges that visual and auditory deterrents are ineffective 
for gull control.  The birds quickly learn to ignore them.  The effectiveness of laser 
controls are less understood.  It is known that one local business has invested in this 
measure and steps will be taken to assess the impact this has had. 

4.4 Extensive Nest removal:  

Two roofs this year were successful in preventing birds nesting on their roof during 
2019 by removal of nesting materials on a daily basis. They were both sites with flat 
roofs that usually have egg replacement.  Nest removal is an effective deterrent to 
preventing birds breeding successfully.  However this does encourage displacement 
where the birds find an alternative nesting location, usually in a location that is 
harder to access.  The Council’s approach has traditionally been to undertake egg 
replacement where access is possible which generally encourages continual laying (in 
a nest in an accessible location) where the eggs are replaced to prevent successful 
breeding rather than pushing them to nest elsewhere, often an inaccessible location. 

4.5 Cessation of Council funded Gull Control work:

Many local authorities no longer undertake gull control work such as Birmingham and 
Bristol. There is no statutory duty for local authorities in gull control.  Whilst the 
work the Council has been undertaking has had a beneficial impact it is considered 
appropriate to continue.  Failure to take any action to control gulls would cause 
significant criticism from the public and local businesses. 



5. Implications

5.1 Financial and Budgetary Implications

The preferred option can be completed within the budget currently assigned to gull 
control. 

5.2 Legal and Governance Implications

For all aspects of the preferred option which causes disturbance of gulls and their 
chicks, or disturbance, removal or destruction of their nests or eggs, the person 
undertaking the action must be covered by a valid Individual Licence issued by 
Natural England and act within the conditions of that licence or be operating under 
any General Licence conditions should one be made available for the 2020 breeding 
season by Natural England.  The Council’s contractor for gull control will apply for 
any appropriate licence to undertake the preferred option during 2020 on behalf of 
the City Council.  

5.3 Risk Implications

The preferred option demonstrates the Council’s continued commitment to gull 
control activity, promoting best practice and exploring alternative options where 
evidence suggests potential positive impacts.   The coordinated approach with 
partner organisations and the wider community through the gull forum amongst 
other elements encourages all to be involved and demonstrates that the Council is 
not responsible for resolving the issue and requires everyone to play their part. 

5.4 Corporate/Policy Implications

None. 

5.5 Equality Implications

None. 

5.6 Human Resources Implications

None. 

5.7 Health and Safety Implications

Appropriate risk assessments will be required to be provided by the contractor when 
working at height. 

5.8 Social, Environmental and Economic Implications

The negative impact of gulls could have a detrimental effect on the City’s economic 
activity by impacting on the use of the city centre by tourists and residents due to 
the fear of gull attacks or fouling.  There is a cost to businesses where cleaning of 
assets must be undertaken due to gull faeces and nest debris and possibly loss of 
productivity due to sleep disruption due to early morning gull calls.



Both bird species of concern in the city are protected under the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act 1981 and as described above and certain activities affecting the 
birds, their nests or eggs requires a licence.  The population of Herring Gulls has 
seen a 40% decline in numbers between 1999 and 2014 with the UK holding 40% of 
the European population and more than half of the population being found at less 
than ten sites.  This has caused the species to be on the ‘Red List’ of conservation 
concern.  The Lesser Black-backed gull is ‘Amber Listed’ with a comparable 
population change. 

Ward(s): All Wards
Contact Officer: Mark Cox – Technical Services Manager (WRS)

Tel: 01562 738023
Email: mark.cox@worcsregservices.gov.uk

Background Papers: None. 
 


