
Report to: Communities Committee, 30th October 2019

Report of: Corporate Director, Homes & Communities

Subject: DRAFT CITY CENTRE PUBLIC SPACES PROTECTION ORDER (PSPO)

1. Recommendation

1.1 That Committee note the results (Appendix 1) of the public consultation 
exercise that sought views on what prohibitions should be considered for 
inclusion within a draft City Centre PSPO;

1.2 That Committee approve the undertaking of a 4 week public consultation 
exercise in respect of a draft City Centre PSPO (Appendix 2); and

1.3 That Committee provides delegated authority to the Corporate Director 
(Homes & Communities) in consultation with the Chair & Vice Chair of 
Communities Committee to consider the outcome of the consultation 
referred to in 1.2 above and to finalise and implement the City Centre PSPO.

2. Background

2.1 On 4th February 2019 Communities Committee approved a REPORT that sought 
approval to undertake an eight week public consultation on the implementation of a 
Public Spaces Protection Order (PSPO) for the City Centre and in particular  the 
inclusion of the following types of behaviour as potential anti-social behaviour –

 Urinating & Defecating
 The Feeding of Birds
 Aggressive Begging
 Sitting or Standing for the Purposes of Begging
 Psychoactive Substances & Illegal Highs
 Cycling & Skateboarding

2.2 Committee were also asked to note that the results of the consultation exercise be 
reviewed and reported back to Communities Committee with recommendations for 
consideration.

2.3 This report presents the results of that consultation survey (Appendix 1) and 
recommends to Committee the undertaking of a further 4 week public consultation 
on the proposal to implement a draft PSPO (Appendix 2) in order to meet the 
requirements of Section 72 of the Anti-social Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 
2014. It is proposed that the draft City Centre PSPO impose restrictions on the 
following behaviours – 

 The Feeding of Gulls & Pigeons
 Aggressive Begging
 Dangerous Cycling & Skateboarding
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2.4 The public consultation ran from 18th March 2019 - 24th April 2019 with almost 1000 
responses received. It was pleasing to note that almost 90% of respondents lived or 
worked in Worcester, and over 60% visited the City Centre daily or several times per 
week. This indicates that the vast majority of those responding have a real stake in 
Worcester. 

2.5 Analysis of the responses has been undertaken by officers and discussed with 
partner agencies to assist the council in developing a draft PSPO that focusses on 
issues that are not only perceived as having a negative impact but where local 
intelligence and knowledge confirms this to be the case, where existing mechanisms 
for dealing with such negative behaviour are out date or of limited use and where it 
is believed that tackling those negative behaviours will have a positive impact on all 
those who spend time in the City Centre.

2.6 The following section of the report sets out the consideration in arriving at the 
decision on whether to include the behaviour within the draft PSPO or not. In 
considering what to include within a PSPO, guidance as laid down in The Local 
Government Association PSPO Guidance for Local Authorities refers to 3 tests, 
designed to ensure that any decision by a local authority to adopt a PSPO (and the 
terms of that PSPO) is a proportionate means of achieving a legitimate aim. The 
tests essentially ask if the activity subject to the order –

1) Has a detrimental effect on the quality of life of those in the locality (or it is likely 
that activities will take place and have such an effect);

2) Is (or is likely to be) persistent or continuing in nature, and 
3) Is (or is likely to be) unreasonable.

Urinating & Defecating

2.7 927 people responded to this set of questions with 32% of respondents indicating 
that urinating & defecating was a very big or fairly big problem compared to over 
53% indicating it was not a very big problem or not a problem at all. Over 72% of 
respondents indicated that they agreed (50% strongly agreeing) it should be 
included within a PSPO and there was a very similar indication of support for this 
type of anti-social behaviour being dealt with by fixed penalty notice and 
prosecution.

2.8 Individuals urinating & defecating in a public open space that is accessible by others
is an extremely anti-social and offensive behaviour and this is illustrated with the 
level of support shown for its inclusion within a draft PSPO and it being dealt with by 
formal action.

2.9 What is inconclusive however is whether or not such issues exist to such a degree 
that they warrant inclusion within a PSPO. In the February 2019 Communities 
Committee report 39 recorded incidents of urinating & defecating had been reported 
(July 2017 – July 2018), which is significantly less than other low level ASB markers. 
Furthermore although there are no direct powers in place that prohibit urinating & 
defecating in public the Police do have powers available (Outraging Public Decency & 
Indecent Exposure) that could be used in such cases. As such it is not proposed to 
include urinating & defecating within the draft PSPO.

Conclusion: Not to include within draft PSPO



Feeding Birds

2.10 907 people responded to this set of questions with 43% of respondents indicating 
that the feeding of birds was a very big or fairly big problem compared to 50% 
indicating it was not a very big problem or not a problem at all. Over 44% of 
respondents strongly agreed or agreed with it’s inclusion within a PSPO, compared to 
37% who disagreed or strongly disagreed with its inclusion. The use of formal action 
(FPN/prosecution) to tackle such an issue had an almost identical number of 
respondents strongly agreeing or agreeing (41% / 40%) as those strongly 
disagreeing and disagreeing (42% / 39%).

2.11 In addition to the 43% of people who cited this as a very big or fairly big issue and 
the 44% who strongly agree or agreed with its inclusion within a PSPO there is also 
the local intelligence picture which indicates that gull activity within the City Centre 
has increased this year alongside the fact that gull behaviour is becoming more 
aggressive particularly during certain times of season.

2.12 Managing the gull population in Worcester is an important piece of work and the 
results from the survey, alongside that of local knowledge would suggest having a 
sanction available that dissuades individuals acting in a manner that would 
undermine the council’s efforts in dealing with this issue.

2.13 It is clear however that such an intervention should be focussed on reducing the 
impact of those birds that can cause most nuisances, these being gulls & pigeons 
and the wording within the draft PSPO reflects this. What this element of the 
proposed PSPO does not seek to do is discourage activities such as feeding swans at 
the riverside for which many families enjoy.

Conclusion: To include with draft PSPO

Aggressive Begging

2.14 884 people responded to this set of questions with 46% of respondents indicating 
that aggressive begging was a very big or fairly big problem compared to 51% 
indicating it was not a very big problem or not a problem at all. 62% of respondents 
strongly agreed or agreed with its inclusion within a PSPO, compared to 25% who 
disagreed or strongly disagreed. 47% of respondents indicated they agreed or 
strongly agreed with the use of FPN to discourage aggressive begging compared to 
37% who disagreed or strongly disagreed. 55% of respondents indicated they 
agreed or strongly agreed with the use of prosecution to discourage aggressive 
begging compared to 33% who disagreed or strongly disagreed. 

2.15 The challenge of supporting rough sleepers and securing improvements in their 
situations remains high priority for the council and many of the partners it works 
with. Whilst it is clear that the majority of rough sleepers in the city pose no issue in 
respect of anti-social behaviour it is the case that some do conduct themselves in a 
manner that can cause concern or fear. This can take two forms, the first being 
openly aggressive behaviour such as the use of abusive or threatening language 
when seeking monies or where such a request is declined. The second form could be 
considered passive aggressive behaviour with some rough sleepers regularly 
positioning themselves in close proximity to a cash machine or shop doorway that 
inadvertently can cause a person to feel vulnerable and or pressured.



2.16 From discussions with those agencies who have a real stake in tackling rough 
sleeping in Worcester City there is unanimous agreement for the introduction of a 
formal mechanism to deter such persistent behaviour that is underpinned by a multi-
agency approach of engage – support - enforce where repeat issues of aggressive 
begging arise. Partners are committed that subject to approval of this report, 
reports, complaints or witnessed incidents of aggressive begging will be managed 
appropriately and in phased manner and only when the engage & support element of 
intervention has been exhausted will consideration be given to the use of 
enforcement with a view to any action being accompanied by a requirement for 
positive conditions i.e. direct accessing of support services.

2.17 Existing forums are in place to deal both operationally and strategically with such 
cases including the fortnightly multi-agency ‘Local Intelligence Group’ and The 
Worcester Cares Steering Group. 

2.18 Officers consider it appropriate therefore to propose the inclusion of aggressive 
begging within a draft PSPO given the local challenges faced by several agencies in 
dealing with this type of behaviour, the level of support within consultation for its 
inclusion within a PSPO and where necessary the use of enforcement powers to 
tackle it. As outlined above the Council in conjunction with its partner agencies are 
also committed to managing aggressive begging in a phased approach with real 
focus on ‘engage’ and ‘support’ so that resource is invested in encouraging an 
individual to modify their behaviour and benefit the support on offer.

Conclusion: To include with draft PSPO

Sitting or Standing for the Purposes of Begging

2.19 862 people responded to this set of questions with 53% of respondents indicating 
that sitting or standing for the purposes of begging was a very big or fairly big 
problem compared to 43% indicating it was not a very big problem or not a problem 
at all. 42% of respondents strongly agreed or agreed with its inclusion within a 
PSPO, compared to 43% who disagreed or strongly disagreed. 36% of respondents 
indicated they agreed or strongly agreed with the use of FPN to discourage this 
manner of begging compared to 48% who disagreed or strongly disagreed. 40% of 
respondents indicated they agreed or strongly agreed with the use of prosecution to 
discourage this manner of begging compared to 46% who disagreed or strongly 
disagreed.

2.20 It is noted that although a significant majority of respondents identified sitting or 
standing for the purposes of begging to be a very big or fairly big problem there was 
a small minority of respondents who supported its inclusion within a draft PSPO and 
a very clear minority of respondents who would want to see it managed by way of 
enforcement action.

2.21 It is considered that these results are reflective of what over the last 12 months in 
particular has been an increase in rough sleeping numbers particularly in high 
footfall areas of the city centre but also a recognition that the majority of these 
individuals are not aggressively begging.



2.22 There is a growing level of support options for rough sleepers who wish to engage 
and improve their situations and it would seem contradictory to be potentially taking 
enforcement action against those whose behaviours are not negative and who cause 
little or no impact at a time when agencies are seeking to engage and support them 
by winning their trust. Given the above therefore it is not proposed to include sitting 
or standing for the purposes of begging within a draft PSPO.

Conclusion: Not to include within draft PSPO

Psychoactive Substances & Illegal Highs

2.23 855 people responded to this set of questions with 55% of respondents indicating 
that psychoactive substances & illegal highs was a very big or fairly big problem 
compared to 37% indicating it was not a very big problem or not a problem at all. 
66% of respondents strongly agreed or agreed with its inclusion within a PSPO, 
compared to 21% who disagreed or strongly disagreed. 61% of respondents 
indicated they agreed or strongly agreed with the use of FPN to tackle this issue 
compared to 26% who disagreed or strongly disagreed. 64% of respondents 
indicated they agreed or strongly agreed with the use of prosecution to tackle this 
issue compared to 24% who disagreed or strongly disagreed.

2.24 Whilst consultation responses in isolation would support the inclusion of psychoactive 
substances & illegal highs being included within a draft PSPO, further conversations 
with partner agencies have brought to light a number of practical difficulties in 
enforcing such legislation, particularly around proving an offence. 

2.25 At present only police colleagues would be trained proficiently to deal with an 
individual under the influence of psychoactive substances & illegal highs thus 
reducing the pool of resource to deal with such offences. Timing of offences 
(evenings/early hours) also makes it likely that only police colleagues would 
regularly be working at such times again restricting how effective enforcement may 
prove. It is also the case that the priority for any individual who it is believed is 
under the influence of psychoactive substances or illegal highs is to assess the risk 
this poses to their health, safety and wellbeing and in particular whether medical 
attention is required.

2.26 There are also opportunities to work with other agencies such as Worcestershire 
County Council (Public Health) and commissioned providers to develop other 
intervention strategies. This would also allow better understanding of the extent of 
these issues and whether there are any cohorts of particular concern. 

2.27 Therefore with practical concerns around the specialist nature of enforcement 
(particularly proving an offence), existing powers available to the police to tackle a 
range of drug related offences and opportunities to work alongside partner agencies 
to look at other interventions, it is not proposed that psychoactive substances & 
illegal highs are included within the draft PSPO.

Conclusion: Not to include within draft PSPO



Cycling & Skateboarding

2.28 851 people responded to this set of questions with 32% of respondents indicating 
that cycling or skateboarding was a very big or fairly big problem compared to 65% 
indicating it was not a very big problem or not a problem at all. 39% of respondents 
strongly agreed or agreed with its inclusion within a PSPO, compared to 45% who 
disagreed or strongly disagreed. 39% of respondents indicated they agreed or 
strongly agreed with the use of FPN to tackle cycling & skateboarding compared to 
46% who disagreed or strongly disagreed. 39% of respondents indicated they 
agreed or strongly agreed with the use of prosecution to tackle cycling & 
skateboarding compared to 47% who disagreed or strongly disagreed.

2.29 Consultation responses in isolation would support cycling & skateboarding not being 
included within a draft PSPO. These headline results are however tempered by the 
narrative responses that respondents were offered the opportunity to provide. The 
general theme of comments was disagreement with the inclusion of cycling & 
skateboarding per say, but rather a preferred approach to be taken that would deal 
with negative behaviour associated with cycling & skateboarding. Such an approach 
would enable the council to continue to champion alternative forms of travel 
(cycling) and participation in physical activity (skateboarding).

2.30 Presently there are several individual street level ‘Prohibition of Driving Orders’ in 
place (Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984) that provide certain exemptions, one of 
which being – pedal cycles are prohibited between 10.30 am and 4.30 pm (the so-
called "core period" when pedestrian numbers are highest) but permitted at other 
times. The streets covered include – 

Church 
Street

Copenhagen 
Street

Friar 
Street

High 
Street

Mealcheapen 
Street 

The 
Shambles

Angel Place Bank 
Street

Broad 
Street

Pump Street

2.31 In respect of pedal cycles, these orders (made by Worcestershire County Council) 
are not actively enforced and therefore it is considered important as a council and as 
a leader of place to have more direct influence over discouraging and where 
necessary enforcing against such negative behaviours that have the potential to 
cause injury or distress.

2.32 Inclusion of Dangerous Cycling or Skateboarding within the draft PSPO seeks to 
ensure that people can walk and enjoy the City Centre safely. It does not seek to 
prohibit those who ride or skate responsibly and who respect the nature of a City 
Centre particularly those pedestrianised areas. It will also enable the council to 
proactively tackle such issues which it cannot within existing legislative framework 
put in place by Worcestershire County Council via Traffic Regulation Orders.

Conclusion: To include with draft PSPO



Proposed PSPO Zone

2.33 The proposed PSPO Zone included within the draft PSPO was the subject of the initial 
consultation survey and was formulated following mapping of anti-social behaviour 
incidents and reports. The zone covers those areas where such activity is taking 
place or is likely to take place.

2.34 Having the same geographical zone for each of the 3 elements of the proposed PSPO 
is likely to also benefit in terms of consistency of messaging, consistency in applying 
the provisions of the PSPO.

2.35 Furthermore having one zone that covers a considerable part of the inner city centre 
and a small number of other key city centre fringe locations will discourage 
displacement of such behaviours into other areas where such behaviour would still 
have a significant impact or where there are existing concerns.

3. Preferred Option 

3.1 As outlined within the recommendations the preferred option is to undertake a 4 
week public consultation on the proposal to implement the draft City Centre PSPO.

3.2 The preferred option is supported by the results obtained via the consultation 
process but also informed by local knowledge and the input of local partner agencies. 

3.3 The 4 week public consultation period takes into account that a 12 week consultation 
has already been undertaken seeking views on what should be included within a 
PSPO, but still enables the Council to meet the requirements around consultation set 
out within Section 72 of the Anti-social Behaviour, Crime & Policing Act 2014.

4. Alternative Options Considered

4.1 The consultation feedback did not support the inclusion of every item which was 
consulted on.

4.2 As outlined in para 2.27 particular consideration was given to the inclusion of 
Psychoactive Drugs & Illegal Highs as consultation feedback suggested this an issue 
that residents would support the use of a PSPO to tackle. From discussion with 
partner agencies however there were a number of practical difficulties in enforcing 
such issues and a preference to try and work alongside colleagues in Public Health 
and Drug & Alcohol Support Services to develop alternative intervention strategies.

5. Implications

5.1 Financial and Budgetary Implications

Subject approval of this report and a subsequent decision taken to implement the 
draft PSPO via delegated powers there would be a requirement to undertake an 
awareness raising exercise in respect of the new powers and supporting this would 
be a need to ensure signage in the proposed area is reflective of the powers in place. 
Experience of rolling out signage and communications would suggest that the cost of 
this would in the region of £3000 and which in the first instance would be sought 
from within existing budget availability.



5.2 Legal and Governance Implications

The powers and process for the consultation and implementation of a PSPO are set 
out in the Antisocial Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 2014 and associated PSPO 
Guidance. As with any new approach to regulation, the Council must ensure that the 
terms of a PSPO are a proportionate means of achieving a legitimate aim. The 
approach which has been adopted of a two-stage consultation process and regular 
referral back to Members n developing these proposals is intended to help inform the 
terms of a PSPO which is proportionate.

5.3 Risk Implications

PSPOs and in particular those that contain measures to tackle issues perceived to be
associated with rough sleeping can draw negative media attention. Subject to
approval, a communications campaign will be developed around the consultation that
makes clear the Council’s rationale for wanting to adopt such a PSPO and what
its approach would be to enforcement

5.4 Corporate/Policy Implications

The introduction of a PSPO is intended to provide a regulatory framework which help 
the Council address, in a proportionate way, a number of specific problematic 
behaviours in the City. It is therefore compatible with a number of City Plan 
objectives including:

Stronger & Connected Communities – people feeling safe and able to enjoy the 
city fully, and working with partners to reduce crime and anti-social behaviour in all 
communities and the city centre

A Heritage City for the 21st Century – being welcoming and attractive to all

Sustaining and Improving our Assets – our city being a beautiful place to be in, 
whether as resident or visitor

5.5 Equality Implications
Analysis of the initial consultation feedback did not reveal that the proposals would 
or are likely to impact negatively on any particular group of protected characteristic. 
At this stage therefore no equality implications have been identified although will 
once again consider this as part of the shorter 4 week consultation subject to 
approval.

5.6 Human Resources Implications
There are no human resource implications associated with this report.

5.7 Health and Safety Implications
There are no health & safety implications associated with this report.

5.8 Social, Environmental and Economic Implications
The main aim of a PSPO is to discourage negative behaviours and the City Centre 
PSPO (which is the subject of this report) if introduced will enable the City Council 
and partner agencies to improve an already vibrant and successful City centre 



ensuring that people feel safe and have confidence to spend time in and invest in 
Worcester.

Ward(s): Cathedral
Contact Officer: Lloyd Griffiths – Corporate Director (Homes & 

Communities)
Tel: 01905 722371
E-mail: Lloyd.griffiths@worcester.gov.uk 

Background Papers: None

mailto:Lloyd.griffiths@worcester.gov.uk


Appendix 1 – Consultation Results





URINATING AND DEFECATING

How big a problem do you think urinating and defecating is in Worcester city centre?

A very big 
problem

A fairly big 
problem

Not a very big 
problem

Not a problem 
at all

Don’t know Total 

8.52% 23.62% 40.56% 12.84% 14.46%

79 people 219 people 376 people 119 people 134 people 927 people 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with urinating and defecating being included in the PSPO?

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree 
or disagree

Disagree Strongly 
disagree

Total

50.27% 21.90% 13.38% 7.44% 7.01%

466 people 203 people 124 people 69 people 65 people 927 people

To what extent do you agree or disagree with those not complying being issued with a Fixed Penalty 
Notice?

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree 
or disagree

Disagree Strongly 
disagree

Total

43.47% 22.65% 12.30% 12.08% 9.49%

403 people 210 people 114 people 112 people 88 people 927 people 

Do you support those who are persistent offenders being prosecuted?

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree 
or disagree

Disagree Strongly 
disagree

Total

47.90% 25.35% 10.68% 8.41% 7.66%

444 people 235 people 99 people 78 people 71 people 927 people 







FEEDING BIRDS

How big a problem do you think feeding birds is in Worcester city centre?

A very big 
problem

A fairly big 
problem

Not a very big 
problem

Not a problem 
at all

Don’t know Total 

19.20% 24.20% 32.96% 17.76% 5.88%

173 people 218 people 297 people 160 people 53 people 901 people 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with feeding birds being included in the PSPO?

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree 
or disagree

Disagree Strongly 
disagree

Total

25.53% 18.20% 19.31% 22.53% 14.43%

230 people 164 people 174 people 203 people 130 people 901 people

To what extent do you agree or disagree with those not complying being issued with a Fixed Penalty 
Notice?

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree 
or disagree

Disagree Strongly 
disagree

Total

25.53% 17.98% 17.87% 23.53% 17.09%

212 people 162 people 161 people 212 people 154 people 901 people 

Do you support those who are persistent offenders being prosecuted?

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree 
or disagree

Disagree Strongly 
disagree

Total

24.20% 18.20% 18.31% 20.75% 18.53%

218 people 164 people 165 people 187 people 167 people 901 people 







AGGRESSIVE BEGGING

How big a problem do you think aggressive begging is in Worcester city centre?

A very big 
problem

A fairly big 
problem

Not a very big 
problem

Not a problem 
at all

Don’t know Total 

19.91% 25.79% 35.07% 15.50% 3.73%

176 people 228 people 310 people 137 people 33 people 884 people 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with aggressive begging being included in the PSPO?

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree 
or disagree

Disagree Strongly 
disagree

Total

33.37% 29.19% 12.10% 11.20% 14.14%

295 people 258 people 107 people 99 people 125 people 884 people

To what extent do you agree or disagree with those not complying being issued with a Fixed Penalty 
Notice?

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree 
or disagree

Disagree Strongly 
disagree

Total

28.73% 18.89% 15.50% 17.53% 19.34%

254 people 167 people 137 people 155 people 171 people 884 people 

Do you support those who are persistent offenders being prosecuted?

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree 
or disagree

Disagree Strongly 
disagree

Total

30.66% 24.55% 12.10% 15.61% 17.08%

271 people 217 people 107 people 138 people 151 people 884 people 







SITTING OR STANDING FOR THE PURPOSES OF BEGGING 

How big a problem do you think sitting or standing for the purposes of begging is in Worcester city 
centre?

A very big 
problem

A fairly big 
problem

Not a very big 
problem

Not a problem 
at all

Don’t know Total 

26.45% 26.91% 24.25% 18.91% 3.48%

228 people 232 people 209 people 163 people 30 people 862 people 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with sitting or standing for the purposes of begging being 
included in the PSPO?

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree 
or disagree

Disagree Strongly 
disagree

Total

25.41% 16.47% 14.73% 19.61% 23.78%

219 people 142 people 127 people 169 people 205 people 862 people

To what extent do you agree or disagree with those not complying being issued with a Fixed Penalty 
Notice?

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree 
or disagree

Disagree Strongly 
disagree

Total

23.32% 13.11% 15.20% 19.61% 28.77%

201 people 113 people 131 people 169 people 248 people 862 people 

Do you support those who are persistent offenders being prosecuted?

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree 
or disagree

Disagree Strongly 
disagree

Total

24.25% 15.31% 14.62% 17.52% 28.31%

209 people 132 people 126 people 151 people 244 people 862 people 







BEING UNDER THE INFLUENCE OF DRUGS OR ILLEGAL HIGHS 

How big a problem do you think people being under the influence of drugs or illegal highs is in 
Worcester city centre?

A very big 
problem

A fairly big 
problem

Not a very big 
problem

Not a problem 
at all

Don’t know Total 

25.03% 29.59% 28.19% 8.54% 8.65%

214 people 253 people 241 people 73 people 74 people 855 people 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with people being under the influence of drugs or illegal 
highs being included in the PSPO?

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree 
or disagree

Disagree Strongly 
disagree

Total

44.56% 21.52% 13.22% 9.71% 10.99%

381 people 184 people 113 people 83 people 94 people 855 people

To what extent do you agree or disagree with those not complying being issued with a Fixed Penalty 
Notice?

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree 
or disagree

Disagree Strongly 
disagree

Total

41.29% 20.00% 12.51% 12.16% 14.04%

353 people 171 people 107 people 104 people 120 people 855 people 

Do you support those who are persistent offenders being prosecuted?

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree 
or disagree

Disagree Strongly 
disagree

Total

43.16% 20.94% 11.70% 10.18% 14.04%

369 people 179 people 100 people 87 people 120 people 855 people 





SKATEBOARDING AND CYCLING 



How big a problem do you think skateboarding and cycling is in Worcester city centre?

A very big 
problem

A fairly big 
problem

Not a very big 
problem

Not a problem 
at all

Don’t know Total 

12.69% 19.04% 33.96% 31.02% 3.29%

108 people 162 people 289 people 264 people 28 people 851 people 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with skateboarding and cycling being included in the PSPO?

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree 
or disagree

Disagree Strongly 
disagree

Total

19.39% 19.86% 15.63% 19.39% 25.73%

165 people 169 people 133 people 165 people 219 people 851 people

To what extent do you agree or disagree with those not complying being issued with a Fixed Penalty 
Notice?

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree 
or disagree

Disagree Strongly 
disagree

Total

20.92% 18.57% 14.34% 19.39% 26.79%

178 people 158 people 122 people 165 people 228 people 851 people 

Do you support those who are persistent offenders being prosecuted?

Strongly agree Agree Neither agree 
or disagree

Disagree Strongly 
disagree

Total

20.56% 18.80% 13.63% 18.10% 28.91%

175 people 160 people 116 people 154 people 246 people 851 people 









Appendix 2 – Draft Worcester City Centre Public Spaces Protection Order

WORCESTER CITY COUNCIL PUBLIC SPACES PROTECTION ORDER 

(No.1 of 2019)

Worcester City Council (“the Council”) in exercise of its powers under Section 59 of the 

Anti-Social Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 2014 (“the Act”) being satisfied that the 

conditions set out in section 59 of the Act have been satisfied and that it is in all the 

circumstances expedient to make this Order for the purposes of reducing anti-social 

behaviour in the Restricted Area that has a detrimental effect on the quality of life in the 

locality. Furthermore the Council is satisfied that the effect of the activities is, or is likely to 

be, of a persistent or continuing nature, and is, or is likely to be such as to make the 

activity unreasonable and the effect justifies the restrictions imposed. The Council hereby 

makes the following Order:-

a) This Order may be cited as the Worcester City Council Public Spaces Protection Order 

(No.1 of 2019) (“the Order”).

b) This Order takes effect on the XXXXXX 2019 and continues to have effect for a 

period of three years thereafter unless extended by further orders under the 

Council’s statutory powers. 

c) This order applies to the land within the City Centre, as shown coloured green on the 

attached plan, to which the public or any section of the public has access, on 

payment or otherwise, as or right or by virtue of express or implied permission (“the 

Restricted Area”).

BY THIS ORDER the following prohibitions apply at all times within the Restricted 

Area and requires specified things to be done at all times by persons carrying on 

specified activities in the Restricted Area:- 



Prohibition on feeding pigeons and gull 

1. No person at any time shall provide or deposit food for the sole purpose of 

consumption by gulls or pigeons within the Restricted Area

Prohibition on aggressive begging

2. Persons are prohibited from Aggressive Begging or intimidating begging with the 

Restricted Area. 

For the purposes of this Order “Aggressive Begging” means: 

i) Approaching people in order to beg for money

ii) Using verbal or non-verbal requests for money, donations, goods or 

other materials, help or assistance 

iii) Loitering or approaching people in close proximity to a cash 

machine or pay station either singly or in a group of two or more or 

entrance to a shop restaurant or café or any such places as 

members of the people expect privacy and/or feel vulnerable with 

their money bank cards wallets or purses on display

iv) Intimidating or threatening language or gestures 

v) Any form of begging that is likely to cause nuisance annoyance fear 

or distress to any other person or that is designed or likely to cause 

a member of the general public to offer money to a person not 

known to them

This prohibition shall not apply to any authorised collections made on 

behalf of registered charities or other approved organisations with the 

express prior written consent of the Authority. 



Prohibition on dangerous skateboarding and cycling 

3. A person must not cycle or skateboard in the Restricted Area in a manner that 

causes or could cause a nuisance or danger to other people or puts other people at 

risk of harm

Interpretation

4. For the purpose of this order:

a. “An Authorised Officer” means an employee, partnership agency or 

contractor of Worcester City Council who is authorised by Worcester City 

Council for the purposes of giving directions under the Order or a Police 

Constable or Police Community Support Officer.

 Offences 

5. Failure without reasonable excuse to comply with the prohibitions or requirements 

imposed by this Order is an offence under Section 67 of the Act. A person guilty of 

an offence under Section 67 of the Act is liable on summary conviction to a fine not 

exceeding level 3 on the standard scale or a fixed penalty notice of a maximum of 

£100.00.

Right to Appeal this Order

6. If any interested person desires to question the validity of this Order on the ground 

that the Council had no power to make it or that any requirement of the Act has not 

been complied with in relation to this Order, he or she may apply to the High Court 

within six weeks from the date on which this Order is made. 



Dated:  

The Common Seal of Worcester City Council 

Was hereunto affixed in the presence of:- 

Sian Stroud

Deputy Director Governance




