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1. Foreword
Chester is one of the best-preserved medieval walled cities in the United Kingdom. Its Roman
heritage and many assets, including the Cathedral, the walls, the Race Course, the zoo and the
river, help make it a unique city. That said the city faces a number of long standing and quite
complex challenges around anti-social behaviour and a number of issues have been raised by
the community and businesses that need to be addressed. Cheshire West and Chester Council
wants to ensure the city remains a great place to live, work and visit. To help us achieve this we
want measures in place to deter antisocial behaviour while, at the same time, ensuring that
appropriate support is available to protect some of the most vulnerable people in our society.
Public Space Protection Orders can be used to regulate activities in particular public places that
can have a detrimental effect on the local community. They can help by giving local councils
and local police additional powers to tackle anti-social behaviour in specific locations. Cheshire
West and Chester Council is considering introducing a Public Space Protection Order (PSPO)
for the shaded area of Chester city centre shown on the map on the front cover, to help address
a range of issues that have been raised.
We wanted to hear the views of as many people as possible about the proposed PSPO and
we’d like to thank everyone who took part in the wide-ranging consultation conducted from 23
July 2015 to 15 October 2015. The information we have gathered through this consultation is
invaluable in helping us understand the views of everyone involved, which will help to inform
future decisions. It is anticipated that the Council’s Cabinet will consider a report about whether
to implement a PSPO in Chester in the next few months. This report includes the results of the
survey component of the consultation.
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2. Background
What is a Public Space Protection Order?
A Public Space Protection Order (PSPO) is legislation that allows a Council to address a
particular nuisance or problem in a particular area that is detrimental to the local community’s
qualify of life. The order works by imposing conditions on the use of that area which apply to
everyone. They are designed to ensure the law-abiding majority can use and enjoy public
spaces, safe from anti-social behaviour.
The consultation asked for views about seven issues that have been identified by the Council
and the partners that we work with as a result of complaints and issues raised by members of
the public, businesses and key stakeholders. Some of these related to quite long standing
issues and can be quite complex in nature.
The seven issues under consideration for control by a PSPO in the shaded area of Chester
shown on the map on the front cover are:








Alcohol consumption
Use of legal highs
Public urination/defecation
Rough sleeping
Begging
Feeding birds
Busking / street entertainment.

Consultation methodology
A multi-faceted approach was taken to the consultation, which was widely publicised. The
consultation took place from 23 July 2015 to 15 October 2015 and included:








A paper questionnaire that was available from a number of public buildings (supported by
background documents) and which was distributed to key stakeholders – 235 were
completed (excluding the street interviews)
An online format of the questionnaire that was available on the Council’s website, which was
completed by 1,381 respondents
143 face to face street interviews, using the paper questionnaire, in the shaded area of
Chester on the map
A number of discussions and focus groups with a variety of interested parties
Two drop-in sessions, which were open to all, in Chester Town Hall between 12-4pm on 17
August 2015 and 11 September 2015
Other opportunities to comment via a dedicated email address, by post or on the telephone.

This report presents the results from the 1,759 completed survey responses which will then be
combined with results from other aspects of the consultation to inform a decision by the
Council’s Cabinet about which issues, if any, should be part of the proposed public space
protection order.
Please note that percentages have been rounded and so may not add up to 100%. If a result is
described as being significant, it means that the result is statistically significant.
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3. Summary and key messages
The Proposed Public Space Protection Order (PSPO) in Chester consultation took place from
23 July 2015 to 15 October 2015. It was a multi-faceted consultation and included a survey.
1,759 completed questionnaires were received: 1,381 of these were online and 378 were paper
copies which included 143 from the face to face street interviews. This is a summary of the key
messages and survey results.

3.1 Key messages about the proposed PSPO area of Chester
 Although many people felt safe in the area, about a fifth of respondents felt unsafe after dark
 The most common reasons for feeling unsafe were all related to anti-social behaviour and
intimidation from drunks, drug takers, beggars, pick-pockets, rough sleepers and gangs of
youths. The problems were exacerbated on race days and some felt so unsafe they avoided
the area
 Many felt that the situation deterred visitors to Chester and they wanted its image restored
 Respondents were asked how much of a problem seven specific issues were and whether
they supported a PSPO to control them. Respondents who lived in the proposed PSPO
area and those who visited or worked there almost daily were significantly more likely to say
each of the issues affected them in a negative way and were more likely to support a PSPO;
deterring inconsiderate buskers was the only issue where less than half of these
respondents supported a PSPO (see section 3.6 and 3.7 for more detail)
 Shown below are the results for all respondents about introducing a PSPO for each issue; it
does not list the % who said ‘don’t know’.
 There was clear support for a PSPO for:
 Deterring public urination and defecation: 75% supported, 18% did not
 Introduction of a controlled alcohol zone: 66% supported, 25% did not
 Deterring the use of intoxicating substances (legal highs) 61% supported, 26% did not
 There were mixed views about a PSPO for:
 Deterring begging: 46% supported, 42% did not,
 Restricting the feeding of birds: 43% supported, 40% did not
 There was clear opposition to a PSPO for:
 Deterring rough sleeping: 31% supported, 58% did not
 Deterring inconsiderate buskers / street entertainers: 23% supported a PSPO, 77%
supported a Code of Practice
 Those supporting a PSPO felt the issues were a problem and that current legislation wasn’t
working. Generally, even those supporting a PSPO wanted it to be enforced effectively but
sensitively, emphasising that vulnerable people needed help and support
 Those who didn’t support a PSPO tended to feel that current legislation was sufficient but
not enforced properly or that it was a ‘hammer to crack a nut’ approach. They also did not
want to see vulnerable people victimised and felt a PSPO might just move the problem
elsewhere rather than solve it
 Generally buskers and street entertainers were seen to enhance the ambience of the city
and were a tourist attraction. However there is obviously an issue with excessive volume of
noise for some people working in the area who have to listen to it continuously. Many
thought that a collaborative approach to design the Code of Practice was the best way
forward because it would be ‘owned’ by all parties and therefore more likely to be effective.
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3.2 About the respondent







Almost two-thirds (63%) were local residents including a fifth (22%) who lived in the
proposed PSPO area
About an eighth (13%) worked in the proposed PSPO area
Almost half (45%) of respondents either lived in the proposed PSPO area or visited it every
day and a further quarter (23%) visited it at least once a week
There were roughly equal numbers of men and women across a wide range of age-groups
A fifth (21%) said they had a disability
The majority (94%) described themselves as White British.

3.3 Perception of safety in the proposed PSPO area






Most (88%) respondents who visited the area during the day felt safe, including over half
(60%) who felt very safe
Although almost two-thirds (65%) of respondents who visited the area after dark felt safe,
the percentage who felt very safe had reduced to 25%. Women and older people were less
likely to feel safe after dark
Those who lived in the proposed PSPO area or visited daily were more likely to feel unsafe
at any time of day compared with respondents who visited less often
The most common reasons for feeling unsafe were all related to anti-social behaviour and
intimidation from drunks, drug takers, beggars, pick-pockets, rough sleepers and gangs of
youths. The problems were exacerbated on race days or after dark and some felt so unsafe
they avoided the area at those times.

3.4 Support for a PSPO for each of the seven issues


Respondents were asked how much of a problem seven specific issues were and whether
they supported a PSPO to control them. Respondents who lived in the proposed PSPO
area and those who visited or worked there almost daily were significantly more likely to say
each of the issues affected them in a negative way and were more likely to support a PSPO.

Introduction of a controlled alcohol zone
 41% said they were negatively affected by the anti-social behaviour of drunks which they
had found intimidating and frightening
 Many blamed Chester Races, especially the suited County Stand race-goers and people
leaving licensed premises late at night
 66% supported a PSPO but commented that it needed effective and sensitive enforcement
and that vulnerable people such as the homeless should be helped and supported. They
also wanted to ensure that it would not prevent people who were not behaving anti-socially
from enjoying themselves
 25% did not support it as they thought existing laws were sufficient and that it would
criminalise vulnerable people who needed help and support. They also felt that the main
problem was from people drinking at licensed premises including Chester Races.
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Deterring the use of intoxicating substances (legal highs)
 23% said they were negatively affected by the anti-social behaviour of people taking ‘legal
highs’ which they had found intimidating and frightening. Many commented that they had
witnessed erratic behaviour but weren’t certain what had caused it
 61% supported a PSPO but commented that it needed effective and sensitive enforcement
and that vulnerable people should be helped and supported. They were also concerned
about the health risks to users
 26% did not support it as many asked why people should be prevented from using
something that is legal and some thought that existing laws were sufficient.
Deterring public urination and defecation
 38% said they were negatively affected by the smell and mess and some who lived or
worked in the area had to clean it up, along with vomit, on regular basis
 75% supported a PSPO saying it was completely unacceptable behaviour, although they
also called for more public toilets to be available 24 hours a day. Chester race-goers,
drunks and the homeless were seen as the main culprits, but they wanted vulnerable people
to be helped and supported
 18% did not support it as they felt the cause was the lack of provision of public toilets and
lack of provision of accommodation for the homeless. Some also thought that existing laws
were sufficient.
Deterring rough sleeping
 21% said they were negatively affected, mainly because they felt sorry for the predicament
rough sleepers had found themselves in and wanted there to be more help available. They
thought that the problem was increasing and a few questioned whether the homeless shelter
at Richmond Court was in the right location, as it wasn’t in the city centre. Although they
were sympathetic some still said they felt intimidated by them and disliked the mess they left
 31% supported a PSPO as they felt the current situation deterred people from visiting
Chester and that some rough sleepers were not taking up the services offered to them.
However they acknowledged that they were vulnerable people and wanted the enforcement
of a PSPO to be a last resort
 58% did not support it as they felt rough sleepers were vulnerable people, some with
complex issues, who needed support and compassion. Many felt the current provision for
the homeless was inadequate and that existing laws were sufficient if enforced properly.
Deterring begging
 32% said they were negatively affected, many of whom had experienced aggressive
begging and had been intimidated by it. Some said that the situation distressed them and felt
that more help should be made available for those who were genuinely in need. Many were
angered by chuggers (aggressive charity collectors)
 46% supported a PSPO as they felt intimidated by aggressive begging and thought that
support was available to them. However many acknowledged that some were vulnerable
people and wanted the enforcement of a PSPO to be a last resort for them. Many were
angered by chuggers and wanted effective measures to deal with them
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42% did not support it as they felt begging was not a big problem, and that generally, those
who did beg were vulnerable and desperate people, often homeless, who needed support
and compassion. Some wanted the Council to help with the socio-economic problems that
caused people to beg. Some felt existing laws were sufficient but many wanted effective
enforcement of aggressive begging and chuggers.

Restricting the feeding of birds
 20% said they were affected, mainly by their disgust at the bird excrement and concerns
about it being a hazard to health and damaging property. Large flocks of pigeons were a
common sight across the city. They were also frightened by noisy and aggressive birds that
prevent people from eating outdoors
 43% supported a PSPO as they were concerned at the mess, health risks and damage to
property by bird excrement. Pigeons were the main problem although seagulls and squirrels
were also mentioned. However most did not want it to stop people feeding the ducks
 40% did not support it as they felt that feeding birds was not a problem, but a simple
pleasure for young and old alike. They felt that nature should be encouraged and were
worried that children will be criminalised for feeding the ducks and birds. Some supported
the notion of having designated areas to feed birds and others supported a cull of pigeons.
Some thought that there were already existing measures in place.
Deterring inconsiderate buskers / street entertainers
 14% said they were negatively affected by street entertainers excluding buskers and some
particular examples were given. There were a number of comments about aggressive
behaviour and the poor quality of some of the entertainment, particularly relating to human
statues and sand sculptures that were just turned out of a mould and caused obstructions
 11% were negatively affected by buskers providing musical entertainment mainly because of
the excessive noise levels often attributed to amplification but also by repetitive and poor
quality performances
 About half were positively affected by buskers and street entertainers because they added to
the ambience of the city and gave it a carnival atmosphere
 23% supported a PSPO as they wanted effective controls to address the negative impact of
the volume of noise and the poor quality or aggressive nature of some of the performers.
Some agreed that buskers contributed to the ambience of Chester for visitors but
acknowledged that they could have a serious negative impact on those who were subjected
to a continuous stream of loud music for most of the day
 77% supported a Code of Practice as they thought that a collaborative approach to design
a Code of Practice was the best way forward because it would be ‘owned’ by all parties and
therefore more likely to be effective. These had worked well in places such as York. They
felt a PSPO was too heavy-handed which would stifle creativity and could criminalise
buskers. Some acknowledged that there were issues of excessive volume of noise which
needed controlling and that buskers need to be considerate of businesses in the area. It
was suggested that a Code of Practice could be trialled for a few months and if it was not
effective, then a PSPO could be introduced.
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Designated sites for street entertainment
 58% supported the idea of having designated sites for street entertainment, provided that
they were regularly reviewed, although there were mixed views about the suitability of the
sites suggested
 Two locations specifically mentioned by a number of respondents as being a problem were
The Cross and outside the Cathedral.
Other issues
 A-boards and ‘human’ boards advertising businesses which cause obstruction
 Dirty pavements due to dog fouling and litter, especially the bin bags from businesses left
out overnight for collection the next morning.
3.5 Key problem areas


Respondents spoke of a number of locations where they had witnessed various aspects of
anti-social behaviour including:
The Cross, The Rows, Boughton, Bridge Street, Brook Street, the canal, the Cathedral, City
Road and station, Dee Lane, Eastgate Street, Egerton Street, Foregate Street, Goss Street,
Grosvenor Park, the Groves, Haygarth Heights, Hoole, King Street, Leadworks Park, the
market car park, Northgate Street, The Quarter, Queens Street, the river, Russell Street,
numerous shop doorways, subways and other dark badly lit places, the student area, and
many places near the Race Course on race days.



Areas of concentration of bird excrement were the city centre, the Cathedral, Kaleyards
(including the dovecote), St Anne’s Street car park and around Tesco.

3.6 Comparing the negative effect of issues, over the previous 12 months, on
respondents who live in the proposed PSPO area with that of all respondents
55

People being drunk or rowdy in public spaces

41
53

People urinating / defecating in public

38
45

People begging

32

People using legal highs and behaving erratically in
public

38
23
30

Rough sleeping

21
36

Consequence of feeding birds in public spaces*

20
19

Street entertainers excluding buskers

14
16

Buskers providing musical entertainment

11

0

20

% negatively affected of those who live in PSPO area
(base for %: 289 to 320)

40

80

100

% negatively affected of all respondents
(base for %: 1378 to 1507)

* The question about feeding birds was asked slightly differently to the others
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60



The chart above shows that respondents who lived in the proposed PSPO area were
significantly more likely to say they had been negatively affected by all the issues over the
previous 12 months compared with the results for all respondents.

3.7 Comparing the support for a PSPO for a variety of issues by respondents who live in
the proposed PSPO area with that of all respondents

85

Deterring public urination / defecation

75
79

Introduction of a controlled alcohol zone

66

Deterring the use of intoxicating substances (legal
highs)

73
61
63

Deterring begging

46
61

Deterring the feeding of birds

43
55

Deterring rough sleeping

31
31

Deterring inconsiderate buskers

23

0
% of those who live in PSPO area supporting PSPO
(base for %: 287 to 328)



20

40
60
80
100
% of all respondents supporting PSPO
(base for %: 1371 to 1576)

The chart above shows that respondents who lived in the proposed PSPO area were
significantly more likely to support a PSPO compared with the results for all respondents.
Apart from deterring inconsiderate buskers, well over half the respondents who live in the
PSPO area supported a PSPO for each of the issues.
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4. Profile of the respondents
The responses to a number of questions in the survey gave a general profile of the respondents
to the survey. 1,759 questionnaires were completed but not everyone answered all questions.
Type of respondent

Type of respondent
Local resident living in proposed PSPO area
Local resident living outside proposed PSPO area
Person working in proposed PSPO area
Local business owner/manager
Busker in proposed PSPO area
Visitor (tourist, shopper, business) to PSPO area
Local borough, town or parish councillor
Representative of local community group
Other

Percentage of
No. of respondents respondents in each
in each group
group
386
22%
723
41%
233
13%
76
4%
35
2%
546
31%
23
1%
25
1%
131
8%

Base for %: 1752
*Please note the percentages do not equal 100% as respondents could choose more than one option.







The biggest category (41%) of respondent was local residents who lived outside the
proposed PSPO area, a fifth (22%) were local residents living inside the proposed PSPO
area and an eighth (13%) worked in the proposed PSPO area
About a third (31%) were visitors to the proposed PSPO area, such as shoppers, tourists
and those on business
There were 23 responses from local borough, town or parish councillors and 25 responses
on behalf of local community groups
About half of the ‘other’ category described themselves as ‘concerned citizens’, a fifth as
‘busking advocates’ and a seventh as ‘former Cestrians’. A few had links with the homeless
or were homeless themselves.

Postcode of respondent
1,289 respondents gave their full postcode. Of these:
 22% lived within the proposed PSPO area
 41% lived within Cheshire West and Chester borough but outside the proposed PSPO area
 37% lived outside the borough including 28% who lived over 20 miles from the city centre.
This tended to support the information given in the table above.
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Frequency of visit to the proposed PSPO area
Percentage of
No. of respondents respondents in each
in each group
group
352
20%
441
25%
400
23%
208
12%
138
8%
60
3%
95
6%
49
3%

Frequency of visit
Live in proposed PSPO area
Almost every day
At least once a week
About once a month
Within the last six months
Within the last year
Longer ago
Never visited the proposed PSPO area
Base for %: 1743




It is not clear why fewer respondents to this question said they lived in the proposed PSPO
area compared with their answer to the previous question. For those who did answer
differently, they tended to choose ‘almost every day’ or ‘at least once a week’ to the
frequency of visit question, rather than ‘live in proposed PSPO area’
Almost half (45%) of respondents either lived in the proposed PSPO area or visited it every
day and a further quarter (23%) visited it at least once a week.

Gender and age
Gender

No. of respondents in each group

Male
Female

735
719

Percentage of respondents in
each group
51%
49%

Base for %: 1,454
 About half the respondents to this question were male and the other half female
 9 respondents said that it was not the gender they were born into.
Age
group
Under
16
16-24
25-34
35-44
45-64
65-74
75+

No. of respondents in each group

2
76
208
231
596
257
90

Percentage of respondents in
each group
0%
5%
14%
16%
41%
18%
6%

Base for %: 1,460



There was a wide range of age groups among the respondents
31% of respondents aged 65 or more lived in the proposed PSPO area.
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Health condition
 303 (21%) of the 1,425 respondents who answered this question, said that their day to day
activities were limited because of a health problem or disability, including problems related to
old age
 27% of those with a health problem or disability lived in the proposed PSPO area.
The types of health problem or disability are shown in the table below:
Type of disability

No. of respondents in
each group
142
103
53
41
23
8

Percentage of respondents
with a health condition
47%
34%
17%
14%
8%
3%

A long-standing illness
Physical impairment or disability
A mental health problem or illness
Hearing impairment
Visual impairment
A learning disability or difficulty
Base for %: 303. Note: Percentages do not equal 100% as respondents could choose more than one option


Of those who did have a health condition, almost half (47%) said they had a long-standing
illness and about a third (34%) had a physical impairment or disability.

Religion, ethnicity and sexual orientation
No. of respondents in
Religion
each group
Christian
642
Buddhist
15
Muslim
6
Hindu
4
Jewish
2
Other
16
None
505
Prefer not to say
136
Base for %: 1,326


Almost half (48%) the respondents who answered this question said they were Christian
while 38% said they had no religion.

Ethnicity
White British
White Irish
Any other white background
Asian or Asian British
Mixed
Black or Black British
Travelling Community
Other
Base for %: 1,375


Percentage of respondents
in each group
48%
1%
1%
0%
0%
1%
38%
10%

No. of respondents in each
group
1293
22
28
14
11
3
1
3

Percentage of respondents
in each group
94%
2%
2%
1%
1%
0%
0%
0%

The vast majority of respondents to this question said they were White British (94%).
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Sexual Orientation
Heterosexual/straight
Gay/lesbian
Bisexual
Other
Prefer not to say

No. of respondents in each
group
1124
35
20
5
134

Percentage of respondents
in each group
85%
3%
2%
0%
10%

Base for %: 1,318


The majority of respondents to this question said they were Heterosexual (85%).
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Main Findings
The analysis presents key findings by question for overall responses, and where relevant any
important findings by age, gender, geographical area, and disability status. Where significant
differences are reported between respondents, these are statistically significant. Robust
statistical sub-analysis based on ethnicity, religion and sexual orientation is not possible.
Please note that due to rounding, percentages do not always add up to 100%.

5. Perception of safety in the proposed Public Space Protection Order
(PSPO) area of Chester
Respondents were asked how safe or unsafe they felt, during the day and after dark, in the area
of Chester where it is proposed to introduce a PSPO. The chart below shows the views of
respondents who visited the area during the day or after dark.
Figure 5.1: Perception of safety in the proposed PSPO area of Chester

Perception of safety in the proposed PSPO area of Chester
How safe or unsafe do
you feel during the day?
(base for %: 1704)

60

How safe or unsafe do
you feel after dark?
(base for %: 1550)

25

0%
Very safe

28

Fairly safe

40

20%

40%

Neither safe nor unsafe

16

60%
Fairly unsafe

6

13

80%
Very unsafe

3 12

5 2

100%
Don't Know

During the day
 Most (88%) respondents who visited the area during the day felt safe, including over half
(60%) who felt very safe


9% of respondents who lived in the proposed PSPO area and 6% of those that visited
almost every day, said they felt unsafe during the day which was significantly more than
those who visited less frequently (1%)



Views of respondents about feeling safe during the day did not differ by gender, age or
health condition.

Reasons given for feeling unsafe during the day:
 The most common reasons were all related to anti-social behaviour and intimidation from
drunks, drug takers, beggars, pick-pockets and rough sleepers
 Some felt unsafe on race days as they were intimidated by the crowds of people who were
often drunk and unruly
 Some mentioned specific areas of Chester where they felt particularly unsafe, including the
subways, The Cross, canal, The Rows and the city walls.
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After dark
 Although almost two-thirds (65%) of respondents who visited the area after dark felt safe,
the percentage who felt very safe had reduced to 25%
 Almost a fifth (18%) of respondents felt unsafe after dark compared to a twentieth (5%) who
felt unsafe during the day
 Views of some groups of respondents about feeling safe after dark differed:
o Men (28%) were significantly more likely to say they felt very safe compared to women
(20%)
o Respondents aged 65 or more were significantly less likely to be out in the area after
dark, and those who were out in the area, were significantly less likely to say they felt
safe than younger respondents
o 29% of respondents who lived in the proposed PSPO area and 23% of those who
visited or worked there almost daily said they felt unsafe after dark, which was
significantly more than respondents who visited less frequently. One in ten of
respondents living in the area felt very unsafe.
Reasons for feeling unsafe after dark:
 The most common reasons were all related to anti-social behaviour and intimidation,
especially from drunks. They also felt threatened by drug takers, beggars, the homeless,
and gangs of youths
 Intimidation by the crowds of people on race days who were often drunk and unruly
 Lack of police presence
 Some mentioned specific areas of Chester where they felt particularly unsafe, including the
canal, The Cross, The Rows and Brook Street and areas that were badly lit
 Some said they felt so unsafe that they do not come into Chester after dark.

6. Perception of extent of problems with a variety of issues in the proposed
Public Space Protection Order (PSPO) area of Chester
Respondents were shown a list of issues and asked how much of a problem, if at all, they
thought they were to people living in, working in or visiting the proposed PSPO area of Chester.
Figure 6.1 shows the list of issues and how much of a problem respondents considered them to
be. It excludes respondents who answered ‘don’t know’. (Please note that the results for
similar questions about feeding the birds are shown later in the report on page 31, as they were
asked separately)
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Figure 6.1: Perception of extent of problems with a variety of issues in the proposed
PSPO area of Chester

Respondents' perception of extent of problem of each issue
People urinating / defecating in public
(base for %: 1455)

20

29

People being drunk or rowdy in public spaces
(base for %: 1572)

19

34

People using legal highs and behaving
erratically in public (base for %: 1367)

17

People begging (base for %: 1571)

16

11

Rough sleeping (base for %: 1523)

5

6

Street entertainers excluding buskers
(base for %: 1614)

4

9

0%
Very big problem










Fairly big problem

8

41

22

18

37

25

36

34

20

69

23

20%

15

39

24

19

Buskers providing musical entertainment
(base for %: 1617)

35

64

40%

Not a big problem

60%

80%

100%

Not a problem at all

People urinating or defecating in public and people being drunk and rowdy were perceived
as the biggest problems with about half the respondents saying they were a fairly or very big
problem
About four in ten respondents thought that people using legal highs and people begging
were a fairly or very big problem
About three in ten respondents thought that people sleeping rough were a fairly or very big
problem
About one in ten thought that buskers and other street entertainers were a fairly or very big
problem
Respondents who lived in the proposed PSPO area and those who visited or worked there
almost daily were significantly more likely to say each of the issues were a big problem, than
respondents who visited less frequently
Views of respondents did not differ by gender, age or health condition.
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Respondents were asked if there were any other problems and the answers included:







Many comments about chuggers (aggressive charity collectors) and Chester Races
Noisy music and poor quality entertainment
Illegal drug takers
Specific individuals
A-boards and ‘human’ boards advertising businesses which cause obstruction
Dirty pavements due to dog fouling and litter, especially the bin bags from businesses left
out overnight for collection the next morning.

7. Effects of a variety of issues in the proposed Public Space Protection
Order (PSPO) area of Chester in the previous 12 months
Respondents were asked whether they had been affected positively or negatively, by any of the
issues listed in Figure 6.1, in the proposed PSPO area of Chester in the previous 12 months.
Figure 7.1 below shows the list of issues and what effect they had on the respondents. It
excludes respondents who answered ‘not applicable ’.
Figure 7.1: Effect on respondents of a variety of issues in the proposed PSPO area of
Chester in the previous 12 months

Effect of issue on respondents
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People being drunk and rowdy and people urinating or defecating in public had the most
negative effect on respondents, with about four in ten saying it affected them negatively
About three in ten respondents said that people begging had affected them in a negative
way
Just over a fifth of respondents said that people using legal highs and people sleeping rough
had affected them in a negative way
Busking and other street entertainment were the two issues where more respondents said
they were positively affected compared to those negatively affected:
o Buskers providing musical entertainment: 58% affected positively, 11% affected
negatively
o Other street entertainers: 43% affected positively, 14% affected negatively
For five of the seven issues, the biggest proportion of respondents said they were not
affected
Respondents who lived in the proposed PSPO area and those who visited or worked there
almost daily were significantly more likely to say each of the issues affected them in a
negative way, than respondents who visited less frequently. A chart comparing results of
respondents living in the PSPO area with results of all respondents is shown in section 3.6
There was little difference in the views of respondents by gender, age or health condition,
except that those aged 25-44 were more likely than other age groups to say they were
affected negatively by people being drunk and rowdy in public spaces.

Ways in which respondents had been negatively affected
By people being drunk and rowdy:
 Many blamed Chester Races for much of this and most said they avoided Chester on race
days if they could. Some stressed it was the suited race-goers in the County Stand who
were the worst offenders
 Others said that most weekend evenings they encountered bad behaviour from people being
drunk and rowdy
 Many respondents had witnessed or been subjected to noisy aggressive behaviour,
including physical and verbal abuse, which they had found intimidating and frightening
 Examples of drunken behaviour during the day were also given which left them feeling
uncomfortable and put them off coming into Chester. They also felt embarrassed that
children, the elderly and tourists witnessed such unsavoury behaviour
 Respondents spoke of a number of locations where they had witnessed such behaviour,
including The Cross, The Rows, Bridge Street, Grosvenor Park, Northgate Street, King
Street, City Road, Russell Street, Queens Street, Dee Lane and the canal.
By people urinating / defecating in public:
 Many had witnessed it happening and many who work in the area have to clean it up,
together with vomit, on a regular basis
 Many mentioned the dreadful stench which they thought deterred people from using certain
areas of Chester, and concern was expressed at the damage it may be doing to the historic
buildings
 Many commented that it was worse on race days even though portable toilets are provided
 Some said that there needed to be more public toilets available at all times of day

19



Respondents spoke of a number of locations where they had witnessed such behaviour.
Most frequently mentioned was The Rows, but others included: the market car park,
subways and other dark badly lit places, Goss Street, Bridge Street, Northgate Street, the
student area, Egerton Street, Leadworks Lane, the canal area, Haygarth Heights, Grosvenor
Park and many places near the Race Course on race days.

By people begging:
 Many had experienced aggressive begging and had felt intimidated by it
 They felt it deterred people from visiting Chester
 Some weren’t sure how they should help and questioned whether some of the beggars were
genuinely homeless or in need. Many were annoyed by chuggers
 Some said that the situation distressed them and felt that more help should be made
available
 Respondents spoke of a number of locations where beggars congregated, including
Eastgate Street, Foregate Street, by the Cathedral, City Road and station, subways, Brook
Street, Boughton and market car park.
By people using legal highs:
 Some had witnessed or been subjected to erratic or aggressive behaviour, including
physical and verbal abuse, which they had found intimidating and frightening; although a few
said they were not sure what had caused the erratic behaviour. Some thought that
homeless people were the main users
 Examples of erratic behaviour were given which left them feeling uncomfortable and put
them off coming into Chester. They also felt embarrassed that children, the elderly and
tourists witnessed such unpleasant behaviour
 Some were concerned about the health impacts of taking legal highs on the individuals
concerned and felt that they needed help
 Respondents spoke of a number of locations where they had witnessed such behaviour,
including The Cross, The Rows, by the Cathedral, Brook Street, by the river in Handbridge,
Grosvenor Park, Haygarth Heights, Leadworks Park and canal area and City Road.
By people sleeping rough:
 The most common response was that people felt sorry for the predicament rough sleepers
had found themselves in and wanted there to be more help available. They thought that the
problem was increasing and a few questioned whether the homeless shelter at Richmond
Court was in the right location, as it wasn’t in the city centre
 Others who had seen rough sleepers and the mess they left after them, felt it deterred
people from visiting Chester
 Many, including those who expressed sympathy for their situation, found rough sleepers
intimidating
 A few thought that some of the rough sleepers had refused the help that was available
 Respondents spoke of a number of locations where they had seen rough sleepers, including
The Cross, The Rows, by the Cathedral and Town Hall, subways, numerous shop doorways,
the Groves, City Road and the market car park.
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By street entertainers, excluding buskers:
 Main comments were about the obstruction they caused and that they were a nuisance and
deterred people from visiting some shops or businesses. ‘Sand sculptures’ seemed to
cause the most obstruction
 There were a number of comments about the poor quality of the entertainment, particularly
relating to human statues and sand sculptures that were just turned out of a mould
 Many comments about the aggressive behaviour of an individual which they found
intimidating.
By buskers who provided musical entertainment:
 The vast majority of comments related to the noise level of the music which was mainly
attributed to over amplification and that people who worked in the area got no relief from it.
Some felt it deterred customers from using their premises
 A few commented about the repetitive nature of some of the acts and about the poor quality
of some buskers who were essentially beggars
 Although there was recognition that some buskers were good and enhanced the ambience
of Chester, there was concern about the level of noise that many made
 Two locations specifically mentioned as being a problem were The Cross and outside the
Cathedral.
By other issues:
 A number of other issues were mentioned that had negatively affected people in the
previous 12 months:
o Many comments about chuggers (aggressive charity collectors) and Chester Races
o Specific street entertainers
o Dirty pavements due to dog fouling and litter, especially the bin bags from businesses
left out overnight for collection the next morning
o A-boards and ‘human’ boards advertising businesses which cause obstruction
o Lack of police presence.
Ways in which respondents had been positively affected
By buskers who provided musical entertainment:
 Almost all who commented said that they created a wonderful ambience which made visiting
Chester a more enjoyable and vibrant experience
 They said that most buskers were very good although there were some poor quality ones
that detracted from them
 Some commented about the excessive volume of some performers and they appreciated
that this could be annoying for people who worked in the area and who had to listen to it
continuously
 A few mentioned the need for controls over volume of noise and quality of performance.
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By street entertainers, excluding buskers:
 Almost all who commented said that they created a wonderful enjoyable atmosphere and
really added to the experience of visiting Chester
 Some said that a few poor quality performers detracted from the rest and a few mentioned a
specific individual as being aggressive
 A few said that they needed to comply with Health and Safety, including not causing an
obstruction.
By people being drunk and rowdy:
 A few said it was because people who were ‘just a bit merry’ lightened the atmosphere and it
cheered them up to see people enjoying themselves
 Some of the other comments talked about the negative effects which suggested that the
respondents had inadvertently ticked the wrong box.
By people urinating / defecating in public:
 All those who commented talked about the negative effects which suggested that the
respondents had inadvertently ticked the wrong box.
By people begging:
 Some said it reminded them how lucky they were in their own life and it gave them an
opportunity to help someone less fortunate than themselves
 Some who had taken the time to stop and talk to them said they had found the people
begging to be polite and grateful for the help given.
By people using legal highs:
 A small number said it was pleasing to see people enjoying themselves.
By people sleeping rough:
 Most said it reminded them how lucky they were in their own life and it gave them an
opportunity to help someone less fortunate than themselves
 Some commented on how it could happen to anyone and that, in general, they were nice
people who had fallen on hard times
 Most wanted them to be able to get more help with their situation.
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Seven measures under consideration for a Public Space Protection Order
Respondents were reminded that Cheshire West and Chester Council is considering a proposal
to introduce a Public Space Protection Order (PSPO) for the shaded area of Chester shown on
the front cover of this report. This would allow the Council to introduce a range of measures to
address antisocial behaviour issues and help improve public spaces in the area. Respondents
were then told about seven measures under consideration for a PSPO and asked for their views.
Results for each of measures are detailed below and a summary of them, comparing them with
the results of respondents who live in the proposed PSPO area, are shown in section 3.7.

8. Introduction of a controlled alcohol zone
Respondents were told that this Public Space Protection Order proposes to bring in a controlled
alcohol zone for the shaded area of Chester shown on the map. This measure will mean it is not
an offence to drink alcohol in a public space, however, it will be an offence to fail to comply with
a request by an authorised officer to cease drinking or surrender alcohol.
Respondents were then asked if they supported the use of a PSPO, as described above, to
control people drinking alcohol in public spaces in the shaded area of Chester shown on the
map. (This would include parks, streets and other public places but not public houses or
licensed beer gardens or pavement cafes). The results are shown in the chart below.

Figure 8.1: Support for the use of a PSPO to control people drinking alcohol

Do you support the use of a PSPO to control people drinking
alcohol?
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Two-thirds (66%) of respondents supported the use of a PSPO to control people drinking
alcohol in public spaces, a quarter (25%) did not
Female respondents and those aged 65 or more were more likely to favour a PSPO
Those living in the proposed PSPO area and those who visited it almost daily or weekly
were more likely to favour a PSPO, with almost 8 in 10 (79%) of those living in the area
supporting a PSPO.
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Views of those supporting the PSPO:
 Many said the anti-social behaviour resulting from people being drunk was a serious
problem which they found intimidating and they wanted effective powers to deal with it
 They were concerned about how much the actions of a minority spoilt it for the majority and
that it deterred people from visiting Chester
 Some thought that powers already existed but that they were not being enforced properly
 Many commented about the need for effective enforcement which was also sensitive to the
needs of vulnerable people who needed help. They also stressed that they did not want it to
spoil the enjoyment of people drinking socially in public spaces, if they were not causing any
disruption
 Some commented that they thought the main problems were caused by race-goers and
people coming out of pubs and clubs, so weren’t sure how effective it would be
 Although they acknowledged that Chester Races and other events bring revenue to the city,
they wanted powers in place to deal with any anti-social behaviour that they caused. They
were keen that a PSPO was targeted at everyone who was causing a disturbance but
stressed that the homeless needed help
 Some asked for the licensing policies to be reviewed as they felt that these aggravated the
situation
 Some were concerned that it might move the problem to the outskirts of the city.
Views of those not supporting the PSPO:
 The most common view was that laws already existed to deal with the issue and so a PSPO
was not needed
 Others felt that it wasn’t a big problem and that a PSPO was a disproportionate and
inappropriate response
 Some were concerned that it would target and criminalise the homeless and vulnerable
people who needed help and support
 Some said that it wouldn’t work as it is those drinking at the Races or in pubs and clubs who
cause most of the problem
 Some felt that it might increase tension between the vulnerable people and the enforcement
officers
 Some commented that if a PSPO was brought in, it would need to be enforced in a sensitive
way and that it should not prevent people who were not behaving anti-socially from enjoying
themselves.
Views of those answering ‘don’t know’:
 Main comments were that they weren’t sure it would work and they were concerned about
how it would be enforced, saying that they did not want it to victimise the homeless or spoil
the enjoyment of the law-abiding majority.
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9. Deterring the use of intoxicating substances (legal highs)
Respondents were told that the Council is proposing to bring in measures that will stop people
using psychoactive substances, commonly known as ‘legal highs’, and also to make it an
offence to possess items used to administer such substances. It does not include tobacco or
prescription medication.
Respondents were then asked if they supported the use of a PSPO to deter people taking legal
highs in public spaces in the shaded area of Chester shown on the map. The results are shown
in the chart below.
Figure 9.1: Support for the use of a PSPO to deter the use of legal highs

Do you support the use of a PSPO to deter the use of
intoxicating substances (legal highs)?
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Six in ten (61%) respondents supported the use of a PSPO to deter the use of legal highs, a
quarter (26%) did not
Female respondents and those aged 65 or more were more likely to favour a PSPO
Those living in the proposed PSPO area and those who visited it almost daily were more
likely to favour a PSPO, with almost three-quarters (73%) of those living in the area
supporting a PSPO.

Views of those supporting the PSPO:
 Most of the comments were about the impact of the anti-social behaviour that resulted from
taking ‘legal highs’ and that it needed stopping. It made people feel unsafe, was detrimental
to the image of Chester and they didn’t want the young, elderly and tourists exposed to it
 There were also concerns about how dangerous they were to users and that users needed
help
 The PSPO was seen as a more effective way of dealing with the issue although some said it
needed enforcing in a sensitive manner, as some of the users were likely to be vulnerable
 A few were concerned that that it might move the problem to the outskirts of Chester
 Many commented that although they witnessed erratic and anti-social behaviour, they didn’t
know what had caused it and many said they weren’t sure what ‘legal highs’ were
 A few specific sites were mentioned where they thought substance abuse was rife: the canal
side, Cathedral gardens, The Cross and The Quarter.
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Views of those not supporting the PSPO:
 A few comments that as they were legal why should people be prevented from taking them
 A few comments that they did not think it was a problem or that existing laws were sufficient.

10. Deterring public urination and defecation
Respondents were told that this measure is to make it an offence to urinate or defecate in public
(obviously excluding public toilets). There is currently a byelaw in place but it is not possible to
issue a fixed penalty notice under a byelaw, meaning that an offender must be prosecuted. This
measure is to replace the byelaw with the Public Space Protection Order so that ‘on the spot’
fixed penalty notices can be issued.
Respondents were then asked if they supported the use of a PSPO to deter people urinating
and defecating in public spaces in the shaded area of Chester shown on the map. The results
are shown in the chart below.

Figure 10.1: Support for the use of a PSPO to deter urinating / defecating in public

Do you support the use of a PSPO to deter urination /
defecation in public?
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Three-quarters (75%) of respondents supported the use of a PSPO to deter urination /
defecation in public, just under a fifth (18%) did not
Female respondents were more likely to favour a PSPO
Those living in the proposed PSPO area and those who visited it almost daily or weekly
were more likely to favour a PSPO, with 85% of those living in the area supporting a PSPO.

Views of those supporting the PSPO:
 Most said they were disgusted by this completely unacceptable behaviour and that it was a
health hazard
 They commented about the unpleasant smell and some respondents had to regularly clean
up the mess that had been created
 They felt it was detrimental to the image of Chester and deterred people from visiting some
businesses, especially those on The Rows
 Many said there needed to be more public toilets available that were open 24 hours a day
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A variety of culprits were cited including visitors to Chester Races, drunks and the homeless
Many said it needed to be stopped and felt a PSPO would be effective, although a few
questioned how it differed from current laws that are in place
A few commented that a PSPO should be sensitively enforced.

Views of those not supporting the PSPO:
 Most said that they favoured other solutions, such as the provision of more public toilets that
were open 24 hours a day and well signposted
 Some said that improving the provision for the homeless might also help
 Many felt that the current laws were sufficient if enforced properly and that a PSPO was too
heavy handed and they were concerned about how it would be enforced.
Views of those answering ‘don’t know’:
 Their main concerns related to how a PSPO would apply to homeless people who they felt
needed help and support and not victimisation
 They also suggested providing more public toilets which were open 24 hours a day.

11. Deterring rough sleeping
Respondents were told that the Council is currently reviewing services for people who regularly
sleep rough in Chester. This will include a separate consultation to ensure that these services
are of a suitable quality to meet the needs of these individuals. Chester experiences a small
number of people who sleep rough, some of whom do not wish to engage with the support
services currently offered by the Council. A Public Space Protection Order could be used to
make it an offence to 'sleep rough' in the city centre, to be enforced only as a measure of last
resort.
Respondents were then asked if they supported the use of a PSPO to deter sleeping rough in
the shaded area of Chester shown on the map. The results are shown in the chart below.

Figure 11.1: Support for the use of a PSPO to deter rough sleeping

Do you support the use of a PSPO to deter rough sleeping?
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Three in ten (31%) respondents supported the use of a PSPO to deter rough sleeping, about
six in ten (58%) did not
Respondents aged 65 or more were more likely to favour a PSPO
Those living in the proposed PSPO area and those who visited it almost every day were
more likely to favour a PSPO, with over half (55%) of those living in the area supporting a
PSPO.

Views of those supporting the PSPO:
 Many acknowledged that rough sleepers are vulnerable people who needed help and
support and the offer of accommodation but said that some do not take up the services that
are available
 Some were concerned about the negative image of Chester that they create and said they
deter visitors which impacts on businesses
 Although they supported a PSPO, many said it should be used as a last resort and that it
should only be enforced if there was adequate provision of accommodation which people
had refused to take up
 A few said they were concerned that it would just move the problem to the suburbs of
Chester.
Views of those not supporting the PSPO:
 Many said that rough sleepers were vulnerable people, some with complex issues, who
needed support and compassion
 Many questioned whether the current services provided for the homeless are adequate and
whether these need improvement, citing the desire to have an independent review of
services
 Some wanted the Council to investigate and help with the problems that caused rough
sleeping and homelessness, such as high rents and lack of jobs
 They thought a PSPO was a draconian measure that would criminalise rough sleepers and
may move them to the outskirts of the city, which isn’t solving the problem
 Some felt that the rough sleepers should not have to engage with services, with some
saying that they may have had negative experiences (e.g. in hostels) which deters them
from accessing further support
 Many felt that the current laws were sufficient if enforced properly and that a PSPO was too
heavy handed and they were concerned about how it would be enforced
 If a PSPO was brought in they thought it should be used as a last resort and only with those
who were behaving in an abusive manner. Some also questioned how realistic it was to fine
a homeless person
 Some felt that this measure was concerned with Chester’s public image, in making sure
tourists didn’t see the homeless on the streets.
Views of those answering ‘don’t know’:
 Some questioned whether there was sufficient and adequate provision for the homeless
 Some felt that moving people on just moved the problem elsewhere and did not solve it
 Some wanted further information on how the PSPO would be enforced, with some saying
that they did not want rough sleepers to be fined.
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12. Deterring begging
Respondents were told that the Council is considering bringing in measures that will deter
begging. This measure is that no-one will be able to make verbal, non-verbal or written requests
for goods, money or donations, unless they are authorised at an appropriate location e.g.
authorised charity collections. There would be no charge for this.
Respondents were then asked if they supported the use of a PSPO to deter begging in the
shaded area of Chester shown on the map. The results are shown in the chart below.

Figure 12.1: Support for the use of a PSPO to deter begging

Do you support the use of a PSPO to deter begging?
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There was little difference in the percentage of respondents who supported (46%) a PSPO
to deter begging compared with those who did not (42%)
Those living in the proposed PSPO area and those who visited it almost daily or weekly
were more likely to favour a PSPO, with almost two-thirds (63%) of those living in the area
supporting a PSPO.

Views of those supporting the PSPO:
 Many felt that begging was a problem and that beggars could be aggressive and intimidating
and so deter visitors
 Some believed that begging simply fuels bad habits such as drug use. Some said it was
better to buy food and drink for them or support beggars through giving money to an official
charity, rather than give them money directly
 A few thought that some beggars weren’t genuine and that they took advantage of people’s
generosity
 Many respondents mentioned chuggers and their aggressive tactics as being unacceptable
and wanted more controls over them
 Some questioned whether there were laws already in place to manage begging
 Some felt that beggars were vulnerable people who needed support but others felt that
begging was not necessary as this support was already available.

29

Views of those not supporting the PSPO:
 Many felt that begging was not a problem and that, generally, those who did beg were
vulnerable and desperate people, often homeless, who needed support and compassion
 Some wanted the Council to help with the socio-economic problems that caused people to
beg
 A number of respondents did want effective measures in place to deter and deal with
aggressive begging and chuggers
 Others felt that the police had enough powers and a PSPO was not the best or most
appropriate way of dealing with begging. Some also questioned how realistic it was to
expect a beggar to pay a fine
 Some felt that this measure was concerned with Chester’s public image, in making sure
tourists didn’t see beggars on the street.
Views of those answering ‘don’t know’:
 Some respondents did not want to support a PSPO until they had more information on how it
will be enforced, and the wording of the legislation, etc.
 Some were unsure about what the best approach was to helping the beggars and so were
undecided about a PSPO
 Many felt that the genuine beggars needed help and support, not victimisation, but that
those who adopted aggressive tactics, including chuggers, needed dealing with.

13. Restricting the feeding of birds
Respondents were told that there is evidence that birds in the city are causing a public nuisance
and their faeces are damaging building infrastructures. Feeding birds encourages them to return
to the area, contributing to the problem. Under this measure, people will not be allowed to feed
birds in the area of Chester shown on the map, including dropping or distributing bird feed
unless authorised.
Respondents were then asked if they supported the use of a PSPO to restrict the feeding of
birds in the shaded area of Chester shown on the map. The results are shown in the chart
below.
Figure 13.1: Support for the use of a PSPO to deter feeding birds in public spaces

Do you support the use of a PSPO to restrict the feeding of
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There was little difference in the percentage of respondents who supported (43%) a PSPO
to restrict the feeding of birds in public spaces, compared with those who did not (40%)
Respondents aged 65 or more and those with a disability were more likely to favour a PSPO
Those living in the proposed PSPO area were more likely to favour a PSPO, with six in ten
(61%) supporting a PSPO.

Views of those supporting the PSPO:
 Many said there was a problem and described birds as aggressive and a nuisance and there
was a sense of disgust towards them, especially pigeons. There were some calls to cull
them including using natural methods like falconry
 Many were concerned about the damage to buildings due to roosting and defecation which
they also cited as a health hazard
 Many felt that feeding birds was unnecessary (although some still wanted to be able to feed
the ducks) and that feeding them encouraged vermin
 Some mentioned that people were feeding the birds the wrong food, negatively affecting
their health
 Some respondents wanted the public to be educated to not feed the birds
 Squirrels in Grosvenor park were also mentioned by some respondents as being aggressive
and asked if these could also be covered by the PSPO
 Seagulls were also described by some as a problem as they attacked people for their food
 Some respondents referenced places in Chester where birds were a problem in terms of
defecation and overcrowding, especially around the dovecote in the Kaleyard.
Views of those not supporting the PSPO:
 Many felt that feeding birds was not a problem, but a simple pleasure for young and old alike.
They felt that nature should be encouraged and were worried that children will be
criminalised for feeding the ducks and birds
 Many felt that the proposal was unnecessary and questioned how it would be enforced
 Some thought that there were already existing measures in place that governed feeding the
birds
 Some recommended educating the public about not feeding the birds rather than a ban or
enforcement. Signs could also be erected to ask people not to feed them, and people
politely asked not to feed in the first instance
 A few suggested using a cull to control or reduce problem populations and one respondent
suggested the Council could manage the pigeon population through using contraceptive
feed, which is currently being trialled elsewhere
 Some supported the notion of having designated areas to feed birds.
Views of those answering ‘don’t know’:
 Some had no opinion on the matter while others suggested educating people
 Some felt that feeding was appropriate in the park but not on the street or city centre and
some suggested having designated feeding areas
 Some made a distinction between allowing feeding of wild birds and preventing feeding of
birds which were pests, such as gulls and pigeons; they didn’t want duck feeding banned.
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Perception of extent of problem of feeding birds in public spaces in the proposed PSPO
area of Chester
Respondents were then asked how much of a problem, if at all, they thought feeding birds in
public spaces is to people living in, working in or visiting the proposed PSPO area of Chester.
The chart below shows the results excluding respondents who answered ‘don’t know’.
Figure 13.2: Perception of extent of problem of feeding birds in public spaces
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Just over a third of respondents (36%) who expressed an opinion thought that feeding birds
in public was a fairly or very big problem
Respondents with a disability (18%) were more likely to say it was a very big problem
Those saying it was a very big or fairly big problem increased with age
Those living in the proposed PSPO area were more likely to say it was a problem, with a
quarter (25%) saying it was a very big problem and a further 29% saying it was a fairly big
problem.

Experience of the consequences of feeding birds in public spaces in the proposed PSPO
area of Chester, in the previous 12 months
They were then asked if they had been affected by the consequences of feeding birds in public
spaces, in any way over the previous 12 months, in the proposed PSPO area. The chart below
shows the results excluding respondents who answered ‘don’t know’.
Figure 13.3: Percentage of respondents affected by the consequences of feeding birds in
public spaces in the previous 12 months
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Of the respondents who expressed an opinion, 20% said they had been affected in the
previous 12 months and 80% said they had not
Respondents with a health problem or disability and those aged 65 or more were more likely
to say they had been affected
Those living in the proposed PSPO area (36%) were more likely say they were affected by it
The birds that caused the most nuisance were pigeons and then seagulls
The main effects were:
o The sense of disgust at the bird excrement and concerns about it being a hazard to
health and damaging property. Large flocks of pigeons were a common sight across
the city
o Noisy and aggressive birds that can prevent people from eating outside and that
frighten children
o Areas of concentration, particularly the city centre, around Tesco, Kaleyards (including
the dovecote), the Cathedral and the car park on St Anne’s Street.

14. Deterring inconsiderate buskers / street entertainers
Respondents were told that the Council is considering improving its measures to encourage
considerate street entertainment in Chester which would continue to include restricting
excessive amplification. Two options for this were explained:
1. The Council could work with professional bodies such as the Musicians Union and Equity,
alongside members of the street entertainment community, local businesses and
residents, to produce a new comprehensive Code of Practice
2. As well as drawing up a Code of Practice as described above, the Council could also use
a Public Space Protection Order (PSPO) to require buskers and street entertainers to
have permission to perform in Chester (there would be no charge for this) and to comply
with the new Code of Practice.
Respondents were asked which of these two options they supported and the chart below shows
the results, excluding respondents who answered ‘don’t know’.
Figure 14.1: Preferred option to deter inconsiderate buskers in public spaces in the
proposed PSPO area
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Over three-quarters (77%) of respondents who expressed an opinion, wanted the Council to
work on a new Code of Practice with members of the street entertainment community, local
businesses and residents
Almost a quarter (23%) of respondents who expressed an opinion, supported a Public
Space Protection Order to regulate street entertainment
Respondents who lived in the proposed PSPO area (31%) or visited it almost every day
(34%) were more likely to support a PSPO.

Views of those supporting the Code of Practice:
 Many thought that a collaborative approach to design the Code of Practice was the best way
forward because it would be ‘owned’ by all parties and therefore more likely to be effective
 Some mentioned Codes of Practice in York and other places that worked well
 Some said that if it was shown to be ineffective after a few months, then a PSPO could be
considered
 Many thought a PSPO was too heavy handed and would stifle creativity and deter young
people from busking who might be unable to meet the cost of any permits/licences. They
did not want buskers to be criminalised
 A few said that PSPOs had not been successful in other areas of the country
 Many said that busking was part of Chester’s charm as well as a part of the tourist offer and
was generally of a high standard
 Some thought that buskers were not a problem and should not be regulated or controlled in
any way and they feared that new powers of control would be misused
 Others acknowledged that there were issues of excessive volume of noise which needed
controlling and that buskers need to be considerate of businesses in the area
 Some mentioned that the quality of some performers was poor, which detracts from the
professional buskers, and a few felt it was better for the public to self-police this (through
the amount they donate) rather than more regulations
 A few commented that busking is a way of earning a living.
Views of those supporting the PSPO:
 Many said problems caused by buskers needed managing effectively and that a PSPO is
more likely to achieve this as the current Code of Conduct clearly isn’t working
 Some respondents thought there were too many buskers and many commented on the
negative impact of the incessant volume of noise and the poor quality of some of the
performances
 There was a clear desire for regulation although some said the PSPO needed to differentiate
between the professional buskers and the beggars who pretended to busk
 Some agreed that buskers contributed to the ambience of Chester for visitors but
acknowledged that they could have a serious negative impact on those who were subjected
to continuous stream of loud music for most of the day.
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Other views:
 Comments that the existing regulations were adequate and don’t support either option
 Comments that regulation creates more bureaucracy and is a waste of money
 Some were reluctant to choose an option as they wanted to know the details and criteria of a
Code of Practice or PSPO.

Designated sites for street entertainment
Respondents were told that the Code of Practice could include designated sites for street
entertainment which are intended to fulfil criteria such as: ensuring a good spread of sites
throughout the city, minimising obstruction of the highway and minimising any potential impact
on businesses and residents.
Respondents were asked if they supported the idea of having designated sites for street
entertainment that would be regularly reviewed. The chart below shows the results, excluding
respondents who answered ‘don’t know’.

Figure 14.2: Support for the idea of having designated sites for street entertainment
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Over half (58%) of the respondents supported the idea of having designated sites for street
entertainment
Respondents who lived in the proposed PSPO area (73%) were more likely to support the
idea
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Figure 14.3: Map showing possible designated sites for street entertainers

Respondents were shown the map of possible designated sites for street entertainment and
asked for their comments.
Views of those supporting the idea:
 Many said it seemed a sensible and reasonable idea that had a good spread of locations
across the area and that had worked well elsewhere, but it needed effective control and
regular review
 Some acknowledged that street entertainers attracted visitors to the city but there were
comments about the need to consider the noise impact on businesses and residents and to
maintain pedestrian access
 Some thought there were too many sites while others thought there were too few.
Views of those who do not support the idea:
 Many disagreed with the idea because it was too restrictive and bureaucratic and prevented
spontaneity
 There were comments that some sites were not ideal and that buskers should be able to
self-govern and be allowed to busk anywhere as long as they weren’t a nuisance.
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Views about specific sites
The table below gives a flavour of views about specific sites but they are based on a very small
number of comments.
Site
1: In front of Town Hall (on furthest point
on pavement)

2: St Werburgh Street (Cathedral side
between the trees)

3: Corner of Northgate Street and The
Cross
4: Watergate Street between Waikiki and
Army Careers Chester
5: Junction of Bridge Street and Whitefriars

6: Frodsham Street (on the corner of
Poundland)

7: Pedestrianised area at junction of
Eastgate/Foregate/Frodsham/St.John
Street
8: Within curtilage of former Marks and
Spencer premises

9: Foregate Street (at far left-hand side of
Primark, near taxi rank)
10: Foregate Street / The Bars

11: The Groves (specific location not yet
identified)

Other suggestions

Comment
Some support for this site but comments that
buskers need to co-ordinate with Cathedral to
ensure they don’t disrupt services and quiet
contemplation
This had a number of negative comments,
some relating to the disruption it would cause
to the Cathedral and some said it would cause
an obstruction here
The Cross had a number of negative
comments, some relating to the disruption it
causes to St Peters Church
Some felt there was not enough space here
and it would cause an obstruction
A few felt that this was too residential and so
would cause a nuisance and others that it was
too out of the way.
A few felt that pavements on Frodsham Street
were too narrow and the road was busy with
buses and cars. One said that a better spot
would be by William Hill and P4 insurance
A few said that this area was too busy with
traders and shoppers and that street
entertainers would cause an obstruction
A few thought this site was too small and
buskers would cause an obstruction. Others
asked what would happen when the site is
redeveloped
A few said this area was often busy and quite
narrow and thought they would cause an
obstruction
A few said this area was often busy and had
quite narrow pavements which had outdoor
tables and chairs, so they thought it would
cause an obstruction
Mixed views about the Groves. Some wanted
more use made of the bandstand and said
there was room in the Groves for more sites.
Others wanted peace and quiet in the Groves
and were also concerned about impact on local
residents
Use the amphitheatre and outside the new
theatre complex
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15. General comments
Respondents were asked if they had any further comments about the PSPO:



A lot made comments but they mainly just emphasised the views that they had already
expressed
Some were very pleased that more action was being considered to address the issues,
which they thought would enhance the image of Chester, while others felt that the negative
media coverage about the consultation had damaged the image of Chester.

16. Next steps
The results from this report will be combined with the findings from other aspects of the
consultation. These will inform recommendations that will be presented in a separate report to
the Council’s Cabinet in the next few months.
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If you would like further information about this report,
please contact the Research, Intelligence and Consultation Team
Judy Parry, Principal Research Analyst, telephone: 01244 972446
Owen Luke, Research Officer, telephone: 01244 977567
Email: research@cheshirewestandchester.gov.uk
Research, Intelligence & Consultation Team, HQ, 58 Nicholas Street, Chester CH1 2NP

