AGENDA SUPPLEMENT - CITY CENTRE
PSPO SUPPLEMENTARY REPORT FOR
CITY EXECUTIVE BOARD - THURSDAY
15 OCTOBER 2015
7.

City Centre Public Spaces Protection Order (PSPO) (Pages 3 - 12)

The Head of Law and Governance has submitted a supplementary report which
presents representations from Liberty on the proposed PSPO and provides a
response to them.
Recommendation(s): That the City Executive Board have regard to the matters set out in this
Report in considering whether to approve the City Centre PSPO proposed by the Report of
the Executive Director, Community Services at Agenda Item 7 and agree to revise the
proposed Order, to replace the word ‘make’ in the first bullet point of Prohibition 1(b) with
‘complete’.
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To:

City Executive Board

Date:

15 October, 2015

Report of:

Head of Law and Governance

Title of Report:

City Centre Public Spaces Protection Order (PSPO)
(Supplementary Report)

Summary and Recommendations
Purpose of report:To present representations from Liberty on the
proposed PSPO and provide a response to them.
Key decision:No
Executive lead member: Cllr Dee Sinclair
Policy Framework: Corporate Plan priorities – strong active
communities; Cleaner, Greener Oxford
Recommendation(s): That the Board have regard to the matters set out
in this Report in considering whether to approve the City Centre PSPO
proposed by the Report of the Executive Director, Community Services
at Agenda Item 7 and agree to revise the proposed Order, to replace the
word ‘make’ in the first bullet point of Prohibition 1(b) with ‘complete’.

Appendices
Appendix 1: Letter dated 9 October 2015 from Liberty.
Appendix 2: Letter dated 14 October 2015 from Peter Sloman
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Background
1.

A City Centre PSPO was originally proposed to CEB in June 2015.
Consideration was deferred following the receipt of representations by
Liberty on the day of the meeting.

2.

Since June, in discussion with Members, the terms of the proposed
PSPO have changed significantly. The proposed Order now focuses
entirely on behaviour which is anti-social. The report presented at
Agenda Item 7 (‘the Report’) has consequently been re-drafted and is
not the same report which was on the agenda for the June CEB meeting.

3.

Following publication of the Report, I provided a copy to Liberty and
sought their views on it. I discussed the Report with their Solicitor on
6 October and invited her to put any residual concerns in writing in order
that I could present them to the Board. Those concerns are set out in a
letter dated 9 October which is attached at Appendix 1.

Response to Liberty letter
4.

The letter raises concerns in respect of the proposed provisions for
begging, public toilets and busking. Liberty’s concerns are threefold.

5.

Firstly, they submit that there is insufficient evidence of detrimental
effect. This is denied. The Report sets out the detrimental effect of
aggressive begging, remaining in a public toilet without reasonable
excuse and nuisance street entertainment and this evidence does not
solely consist of consultation responses.

6.

Liberty make several submissions in respect of the proper use and
interpretation of consultation responses. All of those points may be
easily dealt with as the entirety of the consultation responses are set out
for the Board at Appendix 3 to the Report and the Board should have
regard to all of that material. The Board is not obliged to follow the
majority opinion (whether for or against a particular prohibition) but must
give conscientious consideration to the entirety of the responses.

7.

Liberty submit that the detrimental effects in relation to remaining in a
public toilet without reasonable excuse do not relate to the proposed
prohibition. This is denied. All of the detrimental effects cited, e.g. drug
misuse, would be capable of being enforced against by the terms of the
proposed Order. They are, therefore, relevant.

8.

The second concern relates to the issue of proportionality in relation to
begging. Liberty submit that, because the Report does not say why the
Vagrancy Act 1824 is inadequate to address begging, the Board cannot
be satisfied that the PSPO is the least intrusive means of addressing the
problem. This is denied. The Vagrancy Act criminalises begging per se,
whilst the draft PSPO proposes a restriction merely in respect of
aggressive begging. They are directed at different offences. In any
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event, ‘criminalising’ aggressive begging (by breach of the proposed
PSPO) is no more intrusive an interference of Convention rights than the
existing criminal offence of begging per se.
9.

The third concern relates to the breadth of the terms of the PSPO. The
Board will note that the terms of the proposed Order have narrowed
considerably compared to the June Report and that a further
amendment to the terms of the prohibition on aggressive begging is
proposed so that the word ‘reasonably’ is inserted to introduce an
element of objectivity to the prohibition.

10. It is not accepted that the concepts of ‘reasonable excuse’ and
‘nuisance’ are imprecise or vague. They do not require further
elucidation or definition. Whether or not they are made out will be a
question of fact in each case. That is true of any enforcement activity
however. Every prohibition or offence which exists in our society requires
the application of the facts to the terms of the prohibition or offence.
Enforcement will only be carried out by a small number of trained
Officers applying an existing enforcement code which promotes the
resolution of complaints at the lowest possible level.
11. It has been suggested that the Council will not issue fixed penalty
notices (FPN’s) for aggressive begging. Such a stance is inconsistent
with the adoption of the PSPO. If the Board are not content to
countenance the issue of FPN’s for aggressive begging then that
prohibition should not be adopted as proposed. The Chief Executive has
written to all Councillors to clarify that point and his letter is attached as
Appendix 2.
12. Finally, there is an error on the face of the draft Order. In the first bullet
point of Prohibition 1(b) there is an exception for pedlars to ‘make’ a
transaction. This should be to ‘complete’ a transaction. The Board are
recommended to agree this correction if they adopt the proposed Order.

Name and contact details of author:Name Jeremy Thomas
Job title – Head of Law & Governance
Service Area / Department - Law & Governance
Tel: 01865 252224 e-mail: jthomas2@oxford.gov.uk

List of background papers: None
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Peter Sloman

Chief Executive’s Office
Town Hall
Oxford
OX1 1BX

Chief Executive
Direct Line: 01865 252354
Email: psloman@oxford.gov.uk
14 October 2015
Website:Date
www.oxford.gov.uk

Switchboard: 01865 249811

Our ref:

To Darren Reilly, p&c
14 October 2015

Dear Councillor
I am writing to you following a lot of questions being asked about the Public Spaces
Protection Order report going to the City Executive Board on Thursday.
We have had a letter from Liberty challenging the legality of the Order. Jeremy
Thomas, as the Council’s Monitoring Officer and lead legal advisor, informed me
that the proposed Order may lawfully be adopted. If it is approved by the City
Executive Board any interested party can challenge its legality by way of an appeal
before it comes into force.
Jeremy is presenting a supplementary report to the Board to answer the issues
raised by Liberty. It will be important that the Board makes a decision on the Order
based on the information in the reports before it.
I understand that a Council posting on Change.org last week stated the Council
would not impose a Fixed Penalty Notice for aggressively begging. That is not
correct. The aim of the release was to correctly say our approaches would be to:
• Deter anti-social behaviour;
• Seek to change individual behaviours to avoid action;
• Connect people with help and support.
However, it is important to be clear that the proposed Order would enable the
Council, if none of this has worked to either:
• Report the offense to the police;
• Issue a fixed penalty notice;
• Prosecute in the Magistrates Court.
In Court we would normally ask for an Order directing the individual to engage with
support services to help deal with the underlying problem, but that Court does
charge a court fee and could decide to issue a fine.
I do not want the Board to agree the Order but misunderstand the financial penalties
which could follow from an aggressive begging offence. Our desire would be
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prevention, positive help and encouragement of behaviour change but fines,
penalties and court charges could end up being applied.
In terms of how the policy would be enforced our anti-social behaviour policy states:
• Enforcement action must be proportionate and fair;
• We will seek to resolve cases at the lowest level of intervention;
• We will only take enforcement action when behaviour is serious or persistent
or where people’s health and safety is threatened.
I am sorry if our statement to Change.org was misleading. There is a correct
statement to the public on our website and the matter is covered in the
supplementary report.
With best wishes

Peter Sloman
Chief Executive
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