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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
E.1.0

Introduction

The National Litter Strategy consultation takes forward the Scottish Government’s commitment to show leadership on
tackling litter - helping to create the cleaner, safer communities we all need. A consultation on the strategy was
published on 4th July 2013 and put forward a package of complementary measures designed to challenge individuals
who litter and flytip, support those who already dispose of their waste responsibly and encourage more recycling. It
closed on 27th September 2013.
This report aims to provide a summary of the responses to the consultation. The consultation contained both closed
and open questions.



Closed questions required respondents to pick from a defined list of responses (typically Agree/Partially
Agree/Disagree or Yes/No).
Open questions invited respondents to provide reasons for their chosen closed question response, or to submit
information for the Scottish Government to be taken into account when finalising its policy. Where appropriate
we have sought to code open responses into appropriate categories to aid analysis. In these cases, the charts
throughout this report show all available coding options even if no response fell into a specific category for a
given case.

Responses to both types of question have been taken into account in the course of the analysis.

E.2.0

Dashboard Summary

A total of 102 responses to the consultation were received. The types of respondents are shown in Table E1.
Table E1 - Respondents

Respondent Type

Commercial Trade Body

Number

4

Community Council

23

Government Body

4

Local authority or LA Rep Body

23

NGO

23

Other Private Company (waste related)

1

Private company (not waste related)

4

Private Individual

16

Waste/Environmental Trade Body

1

Other

3
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Not all respondents gave answers to every question. The responses received to the closed questions contained in the
consultation are summarised in the following Figures. The majority of questions that sought feedback on policy
proposals invited the answers ‘Agree’, ‘Disagree’ or ‘Partially Agree’. The answers to these questions are shown in
Figure E1.
Figure E1 – Responses to Closed Questions with Agree/Disagree Answers

The majority of answers provided to each question that concerned whether the respondent agreed with the Scottish
Government’s policy proposals were positive. The only exception to this was the response to Question 13, regarding the
level at which fixed penalties should be set, where many respondents called for higher penalties than the Scottish
Government proposed.
A number of questions invited the answers ‘Yes’, ‘No’ or ‘Partially’. Many of these asked the respondent whether they
wished to make comments regarding a particular document, or to raise additional comments or suggestions. In such
questions, a “No” need not therefore represent disagreement with the proposals consulted upon, while a “Yes” cannot
be taken to signal agreement. The responses to these questions are set out in Figure E2.
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Figure E2 – Responses to Closed Questions with Yes/No Answers

The large number of ‘No’ responses to Questions 17, 18 and 19 indicated that many respondents did not have
comments to make on the impact assessments that accompanied the strategy.
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Figure E3 – Responses to Open Questions

A full list of questions is provided at A1 List of Consultation Questions.
The pattern of responses to open questions naturally tended to echo the positive responses to the closed questions.
However, many respondents offered more nuanced comments alongside their responses, with many who agreed or
partially agreed with proposals offering suggestions regarding how the policies put forward could be improved.

E.3.0

Key Findings

A majority of respondents were supportive of the Scottish Government’s proposed strategic approach to litter, which
they saw as a necessary response to an important problem, although a few felt it was unfortunate that litter and
flytipping were being separated from wider street scene issues, including dog fouling and graffiti. A number of
respondents called for litter control measures additional to or stronger than those consulted upon. There was
widespread support for the extension of powers to take enforcement action on littering to additional public bodies,
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provided their officers received suitable training, and for higher fines to be imposed on people who littered or flytipped.
Numerous respondents called for higher fines than those consulted upon, particularly for flytipping, although others felt
that increasing the perceived likelihood of enforcement action being taken was more important than the level of the
fine, and a few were concerned that high fines might be inappropriate during difficult economic times. While many saw
advantages to financially incentivising prompt payment of fines, this was accompanied by concern that the reduced fine
should still be sufficiently significant to act as a deterrent.
There was also widespread support for the removal of barriers to enforcement, including for the idea that those tasked
with litter enforcement should be able to compel people to provide their names and addresses. Litter dropped from
vehicles was considered a particular problem and the highest priority for additional enforcement powers. Many
respondents supported holding the registered keeper of a vehicle responsible for any litter offence involving their
vehicle, or requiring them to identify the driver or passenger responsible. There was also significant interest in how
measures could be taken to address littering by under-16s, with several calling for a review of the guidance currently
given by the Children’s Reporter on acting in cases involving children.
However, there was also a cross-section of responses that emphasised the need for individuals to be encouraged to
take responsibility, the importance of public education, the need to engage a wide cross-section of community groups
and even suggestions that over-zealous enforcement might be counter-productive.
There was substantial support for amendments to the Code of Practice on Litter and Refuse (Scotland) 2006 to reflect
the strategy, and several suggestions regarding additional improvements that could be made.
Many respondents highlighted the important contribution that business in Scotland has to make to tackling litter. There
was considerable support for a national recognition scheme, although some respondents felt there were already many
similar awards and schemes in place. Particular concerns were raised regarding plastic trays and cutlery from fast food
outlets and cigarette litter from pubs and clubs, with numerous suggestions being made regarding how litter arising
from such sources might be tackled. There was support for measures to reduce packaging and increase its
recyclability, but some scepticism about how far Scotland alone could move in this direction, and regarding its
effectiveness in addressing litter.
Other high priority areas for action identified by respondents included bringing working with Police Scotland to explore
the merits of bringing litter under the anti-social behaviour Fixed Penalties regime and improving the waste carrier
licensing system and duty of care compliance for businesses. Many respondents felt that training in relation to litter
could be improved, again with a clear focus on the need for staff with responsibility for enforcement to be properly
equipped to carry out their role.
Fewer than half of respondents offered suggestions regarding improvements that could be made to waste and recycling
collections to reduce their contribution to litter. Those who responded typically suggested improvements to the design
of containers or vehicles to help address windblown material, better training and suitable equipment to help operatives
deal with spillages, and better guidance to householders on how to set out their waste in the right way.
Few respondents had comments on the impact assessments that accompanied the strategy. There were a number of
fairly minor suggestions for additions and technical improvements to the Strategic Environmental Assessment. In
response to the Business and Regulatory Impact Assessment, there were a small number of comments emphasising the
need to ensure that cost impacts on businesses needed to be proportionate. The most common response to the
Equalities Impact Assessment was to highlight the need for the litter prevention message to be made available in
accessible formats, including for visually impaired people and for people who read languages other than English.
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Introduction and Background

The National Litter Strategy consultation takes forward Scotland’s commitment to tackle litter - helping to create the
cleaner, safer communities we all need.
There are multiple consequences of litter and flytipping, contributing to crime, ill health, accidents and lower property
values. The wellbeing of individuals can be deeply affected by these issues. Furthermore, as a society, we pay to deal
with these effects - more than £25 million a year, with at least a further £50 million spent on direct clean-up costs,
education and enforcement.1
The National Litter Strategy consultation was published on 4th July 2013 and put forward a package of complementary
measures designed to challenge individuals who litter and flytip, support those who already dispose of their waste
responsibly and encourage more recycling. The approach it explained set out to encourage personal responsibility and
to provide businesses and other organisations with new and enhanced tools to help influence people to dispose of their
waste properly. The consultation closed on 27th September 2013.
The consultation contained both closed and open questions.



Closed questions required respondents to pick from a defined list of responses (typically Agree/Partially
Agree/Disagree or Yes/No).
Open questions invited respondents to provide reasons for their chosen closed question response, or to submit
information for the Scottish Government to be taken into account when finalising its policy.

This document aims to provide a summary of the responses to the consultation. In analysing the responses, we have
taken account of both types of answer provided by respondents. We have done so in the following manner:





In each section we first report on the quantitative findings: the number of closed question responses received
and their distribution across the available answers (e.g. “agree”, “partially agree”, and “disagree”).
We then report on the distribution of open question responses in terms of their qualitative character. Each
open question response has been assessed in terms of whether it was primarily:
o straightforwardly supportive;
o supportive with reasons;
o mixed (supportive and negative);
o negative with reasons;
o straightforwardly negative;
o supporting a stronger position than the policy; or
o suggesting improvements to the policy.
In a small number of cases, comments were received that were illegible, or made no substantive point in
relation to the policy. These few comments have not been included within the qualitative analysis.2
Finally, we report the findings of our analysis of the full responses to each open question, highlighting the
commonly occurring themes and relevant suggestions made by respondents. This ensures that valuable
suggestions made by individual respondents can be captured alongside the generalised view expressed by the
respondents as a whole.

Zero Waste Scotland (2013), Scotland’s Litter Problem. The scale and cost of Scotland’s litter and flytipping, July 2013
While every effort has been made to take account of comments received, some have been characterised as “made no
substantive point”. Most of the comments characterised in this way are simply words to the effect of “we have nothing to say
in response to this question”. However, responses that were illegible, unintelligible or otherwise lacking in substantive
content that we could analyse have also been included in this category, and excluded from analysis.
1
2
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Analysis of Respondents

A total of 102 responses to the consultation were received. The types of respondents are shown in Table 1.
Table 1 - Respondents

Respondent Type

Number

Commercial Trade Body
Community Council

4
23

Public Bodies (excluding local authorities)
Local Authority or Local Authority
Representative Body

4
23

NGO

24

Private Company (waste related)

1

Private Company (not waste related)

4

Private Individual

16

Waste/Environmental Trade Body

1

Other

2

In our analysis of the responses, we have explored whether respondent types have different views on the consultation
questions. However, the number of respondents of each type other than:





community council;
local authority or local authority representative body;
NGO; and
private individual,

is too small to allow meaningful analysis of their responses as a group. In understanding differences between groups,
therefore, we have focused on the above four groups – where there are sufficient responses from that group to allow
meaningful comment - and any significant differences between their outlook and the views reported by other
respondents.
The great majority of respondents were from Scottish organisations and individuals, as shown in Figure 1. However,
9% of responses were from UK-wide organisations, and 3% from international organisations and companies. Three
respondents did not provide sufficient information to identify their geographical location.
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Figure 1 - Respondent Location

N=99
Of the 102 responses, three were in significant part duplicates of other responses received. Four NGOs and two private
individuals submitted these responses. . No ‘duplicated’ response was submitted more than twice. However, we found
that in each case the organisations submitting a duplicated response had adapted their comments to some degree.
Each is therefore treated as a separate response for the purposes of this analysis.
A total of 82 responses (80%) were submitted using the respondent information form (RIF) specified by the Scottish
Government. The remaining 20 (20%) were submitted as free text, and varied in the extent to which they responded
directly to the consultation questions. In order to ensure that respondents’ views were taken into account wherever
possible, the following approach was taken to non-RIF responses. If a respondent that did not use the RIF nevertheless
provided explicit responses to specific closed questions (those questions where the response could only be selected
from a pre-defined list) their responses were recorded against the relevant closed questions. Where a free text
response did not provide an explicit response to a closed question, we did not seek to infer an answer from the text
provided and no response to the closed question was recorded. However, the qualitative comments submitted by all
respondents have been taken into account, with non-RIF comments that were not clear regarding which question they
were intended to address being assigned to the most relevant consultation question.

4
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3 Analysis of Policy Question Responses
Questions 1-16 of the consultation explore the specific policies set out by the Scottish Government in the National Litter
Strategy. The views of respondents to the consultation regarding each of these questions are analysed in this section.

3.1 Question 1 – Strategic Approach
Do you agree that the strategic approach proposed (Action 1) should form the basis of the National Litter
Strategy’s overall vision, mission, values and objectives?

3.1.1 Quantitative Analysis
Question 1 (closed question) was answered by 86 respondents (84%). The pattern of responses is shown in Figure 2.
Figure 2 – Distribution of Responses to Question 1 (Closed Question)

N=86
A majority of respondents (55%) indicated that they agreed with the Scottish Government’s proposed strategic
approach. Only 3% indicated that they disagreed with the approach. Differences between the response patterns of the
main respondent types are shown in Figure 3.
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Figure 3 – Question 1: Differences in Responses Between Organisation Types

Agreement with the strategy was strongest amongst the 22 local authorities (77%) and 16 community councils (82%)
that responded. However, only 27% of the 22 NGO respondents indicated that they agreed with the policy, while 73%
said they partially agreed. The responses from private individuals closely followed the pattern for all respondents.

3.1.2 Qualitative Analysis
78 respondents (76%) commented on the question. The character of the responses is summarised in Figure 4. Overall,
44% of respondents provided supportive comments or advocated a stronger position than that consulted upon. Only
4% provided negative comments. The majority of respondents provided either suggestions for improvement (27%) or
mixed comments (25%).
Figure 4 - Characterisation of Responses to Question 1 (Open Question)

N = 78
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Vision
Many respondents were content with the draft vision and objectives. However, one was adamant that the vision was
not ambitious or explicit enough, and that the aim should be to achieve a litter free environment, a goal they felt the
strategy should clearly state was achievable. Another felt that although the three strategy directions were good, the
vision, mission and values were vague, and not sufficiently meaningful.
Acknowledgement of all stakeholders’ contributions
There was particular concern amongst respondents, especially amongst public and third sector respondents, that the
possible contribution of all relevant stakeholders should be acknowledged through the strategy. Respondents
mentioned a wide variety of stakeholders that they felt should feature more explicitly or to a greater extent, including:








specific departments within local authorities, such as education, or street cleansing;
the third sector;
local communities, and in particular:
o members of the public with no specialist knowledge of litter policy;
o people from deprived communities; and
o people with disabilities;
vending machine operators;
private landlords (to address communal areas); and
housing developers (for infrastructure for dealing with waste).

A related issue was that language should be plain and consistent (e.g. referring consistently to ‘litter’ instead of
switching to mention of ‘waste’) so as not to confuse, and to be as accessible as possible.
Scope
Several respondents from a number of different respondent types including NGOs, local authorities and private
individuals felt that the focus on litter unduly narrowed the scope of the consultation, and that all of the many aspects
of street cleansing should be included so as to give priority to the general state of streets. To this end, it was felt that
Street Cleansing provision as a whole should be accorded a central place, and in strategic terms, a Local Environmental
Quality (LEQ) strategy would be most effective, as it dealt with a wider range of issues. Furthermore, it was pointed
out that the general quality of the built environment was also important when it came to reducing litter.
A number of respondents felt there was a particular need to emphasise the importance of tackling chewing gum,
although we would observe that this is already included in the definition of litter under the Environmental Protection
Act (1990). Several also mentioned dog waste, which was outside the scope of the consultation document, as they took
the view that it is a type of litter that the public feel strongly about. It was pointed out that getting the scope right was
key to the ‘responsiveness’ element of the strategy values – i.e. the strategy should be responsive to stakeholder’s
needs.
Flytipping, on the other hand, was thought by a number of respondents to be a quite different issue from that of
littering; ten made this point explicitly, including five NGOs and four local authorities. These respondents felt strongly
that flytipping was an important issue, but that the motivations leading to it were so different from those relating to
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litter that including both in a single litter strategy risked widening the scope too much and confusing or diluting its
potential impact. It was suggested that separate, tailored strategies for the two issues would be more effective.
Effectiveness of national strategy versus local action
Contrasting views were given regarding the effectiveness of national strategy versus local action. On one hand, it was
felt that effective litter control could only be implemented locally. Additionally, it was suggested that flexibility be built
in to any guidelines to allow for the fact that ‘best value’ was different for different communities (e.g. urban vs. rural).
On the other hand, it was stated that a national approach would be more cohesive and achieve a better response than
32 similar, yet inevitably different, approaches.
Mechanisms for achieving change
Many comments highlighted particular mechanisms, or ways of achieving objectives, favoured by the respondent.
These comments encompassed a wide range of different tactics.

1. Role of the individual
A few comments were made supporting focus on the role of the individual, stating that this could be made more
prominent. Private sector respondents in particular seemed to welcome an onus on the role of the individual. It was felt
that the vision statement perhaps gave the impression that it was more important that infrastructure be provided than
that behaviour be changed. While some comments supported better ‘binfrastructure’, others contended that more bins
would not necessarily reduce litter, and that behaviour change was the priority.

2. Role of enforcement
Some comments reflected a belief that negative reinforcement, such as that provided by enforcement, would either be
counterproductive, by encouraging rebellious behaviour, or simply not be as effective as positive reinforcement, such as
rewards schemes for material/item types. One suggested incentive was that council tax might be lowered in response
to reductions in litter and flytipping. On the other hand, a significant number of respondents felt that highlighting the
illegality of littering was important to influence social norms regarding littering.

3. Engagement versus command
Many respondents emphasised either the need to engage with those who litter, or the need to issue clear, strongly
enforced commands. Some respondents explicitly discussed the values of these different approaches. One respondent
said that ‘Engagement’ should be added to the strategic directions (Information, Infrastructure and Enforcement),
which were felt to be ‘telling people rather than engaging them’. This can be contrasted with a respondent who
commented that the only effective message regarding litter was clear and simple: ‘Don’t litter’.

4. Delivery bodies
One respondent highlighted that the third sector already delivers partnership working initiatives regarding staff training
and customer engagement, and that perhaps Zero Waste Scotland should build on this by commissioning “suitably
experienced Third Sector organisations” to deliver any new work in this area. A few respondents mentioned Keep
Scotland Beautiful (KSB) in particular, with one saying that “it would be beneficial for the role of KSB to be established
clearly within the strategy and strategic approach”. Similar views were expressed regarding the potential role of the
third sector in delivering practical advice to the community sector and voluntary organisations. One respondent felt that
Zero Waste Scotland featured too heavily in the strategy, and that the role of other important stakeholders was
underplayed.

8
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Language
One respondent stated that they felt it was best that the word ‘dispose’ was not used so prominently in the document
as it was not in line with the shift in thinking from ‘waste’ to ‘resources’, and did not adequately convey the value of the
materials.

3.2 Question 2 – Information Focus
Do you agree that improved communications (Action 2), education resources (Action 3) and business
engagement (Actions 4 and 5) should be the National Litter Strategy’s information focus for preventing
litter?

3.2.1 Quantitative Analysis
Question 2 (closed question) was answered by 88 respondents (86%). The pattern of responses is shown in Figure 5.
Figure 5 - Distribution of Responses to Question 2 (Closed Question)

N=88
A majority of respondents (59%) indicated that they agreed with the focus of the strategy. The remaining 41% partially
agreed. Differences between the response patterns of the main respondent types are shown in Figure 6.
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Figure 6 – Question 2: Differences in Responses Between Organisation Types

Agreement with the focus of the strategy was very strong amongst local authorities (86%) and community councils
(81%). However, only 23% of NGO respondents indicated that they agreed with the policy, while 77% said they
partially agreed.

3.2.2 Qualitative Analysis
79 respondents (77%) commented on the question; however, one comment made no substantive point. The character
of the responses is summarised in Figure 7. Overall, 37% of these respondents provided supportive comments while
8% advocated a stronger position than that consulted upon. 15% provided negative comments. The most frequently
occurring comment type was mixed comments (40%).
Figure 7 - Characterisation of Responses to Question 2 (Open Question)

N=78
The majority of responses expressed support for a national approach for the Information strand. A consistent
nationwide approach was deemed important by many. A long term horizon was also singled out as being key, as well
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as a strong ‘brand’ for the campaign and its appearance in high profile media channels. It was pointed out that
adequate funding was necessary to sustain this approach. Support for a national approach was in most cases caveated,
especially by the public and third sectors, by the desire that a toolkit should nevertheless be adaptable to local
circumstances. Several respondents thought that approval for the content of communications messages should be
sought at local level before a national campaign was launched.
Communications
A recurring comment was that as wide a range of stakeholders as possible should be involved in delivering the
Information strand; the consultation did not explicitly mention voluntary, charity and community groups amongst the
local organisations who could participate or deliver local communication, and several specific organisations that might
play a role were mentioned by respondents. A few respondents stated a preference for avoiding what they
characterised as an authoritarian, top-down approach to communications.
One of the most common themes in the responses was the need to share and build upon experience and good practice
as regards communication techniques, such as being as inclusive as possible. A few examples were provided, but there
were also comments to the effect that there was not enough information on what lessons had been learned regarding
communication and what best practice might be. The question of whether instruction or engagement was the most
effective approach (see Section 3.1.2, page 7) recurred in this context.
Education Resources
There was widespread support for the educational aspects of the strategy. The issues that stood out included the
important role of parents in teaching children and young people not to litter and the need to engage them. Children of
secondary school age were seen as a particular problem and it was thought that effective strategies needed to be
found specifically for them. A number of current schemes received positive mention, and respondents generally
advocated capitalizing on what existed rather than developing standalone materials on grounds of consistency and
cost-effectiveness.
Business Engagement
Many comments voiced approval of the involvement of businesses under Actions 4 and 5, and specific
recommendations were made as to the actions that business might take regarding litter. The most common was that
businesses should provide permanent ashtrays outside doorways for staff and clients. A frequently expressed doubt
concerned the effectiveness of on-line training and voluntary schemes if there was no obligation, or follow-up, involved.
Respondents also questioned the appeal of such initiatives for SMEs, who would be less interested in public relations
than large, high-profile companies.
Respondents identified a particular issue regarding a lack of co-ordination between businesses in taking responsibility
for litter. Issues included the containment of business waste and litter surrounding business premises. Some
respondents felt businesses did not take responsibility for litter resulting from their waste, and that it was too difficult
to establish the exact source of litter that clearly originated from businesses. It was suggested that businesses be
induced to work together through Actions 4 and 5 to take more collective responsibility for litter.
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Lastly, evaluation and monitoring was thought to be important to ensure that each of the actions covered in this
question really change behaviour in the longer term.

3.3 Question 3 – National Recognition Scheme
If you are responding on behalf of a group/organisation: as a business or organisation (including litter
duty bodies) would you find it valuable to have a national recognition scheme which supports you in
encouraging positive behaviour (Action 5)?

3.3.1 Quantitative Analysis
Question 3 (closed question) was answered by 65 respondents (64%). The pattern of responses is shown in Figure 8.
Figure 8 - Distribution of Responses to Question 3 (Closed Question)

N=65
A majority of respondents (55%) indicated that they supported a national recognition scheme. Only 3% disagreed,
while the remaining 43% partially agreed. Differences between the response patterns of the main respondent types are
shown in Figure 9.
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Figure 9 - Question 3: Differences in Responses Between Organisation Types

Of 21 responses from local authorities, only 10 (48%) gave unqualified support to the idea of a national recognition
scheme – rather less positive than the overall response rate. By contrast, 73% of the 15 responses from community
councils fully supported the policy.

3.3.2 Qualitative Analysis
68 respondents (67%) commented on the question; however, two comments made no substantive point. The character
of the responses is summarised in Figure 10. Overall, 45% of these respondents provided supportive comments while
22% advocated a stronger position than that consulted upon. 3% provided negative comments. Mixed comments and
suggestions for improvement were each provided by 15% respondents.

Analysis of Responses to ‘Towards a litter-free Scotland’ 13

Figure 10 - Characterisation of Responses to Question 3 (Open Question)

N=66
Most of the comments welcomed a national recognition scheme – it was seen as something that would make
businesses more likely to commit to improvements if they were recognized for their efforts. It was also thought that the
scheme would have value because of it being a nationally consistent approach. However, whilst a couple of responses
were concerned that it would have to be sufficiently well-funded to persist over time and deliver sustained change, a
few, who doubted that this was the most successful approach, did not want this to be the priority in terms of
budgeting.
There were several local schemes that were considered successful and it was suggested that these might either provide
useful models for a nationwide scheme, or that any new scheme should build on one of the many existing local
recognition awards. It was also suggested that litter reduction could be included as an element of well-established
retailer awards, of which some examples were provided, so as to maximise the number of businesses involved.
Incorporating the award into another, for example, environmental award was also thought likely to make sure that
‘green’ credentials were based upon a range of environmental criteria, and not just one. Questions were raised as to
how a litter component might practicably be integrated into the existing Green Tourism Awards and Considerate
Constructors Scheme. It was suggested that more specific accreditation standards would have to be developed, and
that to be effective, these would need to be stringent enough to require real behaviour change. In addition, some
business sectors had specific challenges that might need to be taken into account, either through different award
schemes or sector-specific requirements within a single scheme. Examples offered included:



the construction industry, in connection with waste management and flytipping; and
bars and bookmakers in connection with smoking related litter.

Some respondents were keen to emphasise that any new scheme needed to be effective. One respondent felt that
there were too many schemes already, whilst others were concerned that there needed to be clarity about the
behaviour change that any new scheme was intended to bring about. A national recognition scheme for businesses was
thought by a small number of respondents not to be the most effective way to deliver change amongst individuals,
which was where they felt it was most needed.
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3.4 Question 4 – Role of Businesses and Litter Control Bodies
Do you agree that businesses and other organisations have a key role to play in the design of products
and packaging to reduce litter and that those with litter control responsibilities should be encouraged to
recycle more (Actions 6 and 7)?

3.4.1 Quantitative Analysis
Question 4 (closed question) was answered by 86 respondents (84%). The pattern of responses is shown in Figure 11.
Figure 11 - Distribution of Responses to Question 4 (Closed Question)

N=86
A majority of respondents (58%) indicated that they agreed with the propositions advanced in the question. Only 14%
disagreed, while the remaining 41% partially agreed. Differences between the response patterns of the main
respondent types are shown in Figure 12.
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Figure 12 - Question 4: Differences in Responses Between Organisation Types

Of 21 responses from NGOs, only 7 (33%) said they agreed with the proposition. A majority of the other large
responder groups supported the proposition, although the rate of “agree” responses was highest amongst community
councils.

3.4.2 Qualitative Analysis
85 respondents (83%) commented on the question. The character of the responses is summarised in Figure 13Figure
10. Overall, 41% of these respondents provided supportive comments while 1% advocated a stronger position than
that consulted upon. 1% provided negative comments. The most frequent type of response was suggestions for
improvement (37%), while 20% provided mixed comments.
Figure 13 - Characterisation of Responses to Question 4 (Open Question)

N=85
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There was a clear divide between respondents over this issue. A significant number of respondents felt that designing
out waste from packaging was an important issue, and that there was an onus on business to reduce packaging,
increase use of biodegradable materials and promote recycling. Suggestions included an increased use of direct print to
cans, bottles and cartons to avoid unnecessary paper or plastic wrappers on packaging. However, there were concerns
voiced that the costs of change should not be passed on to consumers. There were calls for financial penalties and
disincentives for businesses that did not comply.
Other respondents, from all respondent groups, were concerned that the issues of packaging and recyclability were not
directly related to litter, and a focus on them might dilute the focus of the strategy. These respondents felt that the
onus was on individuals to take responsibility for managing their waste, and that the impact of product design was
limited when what was needed was a change in attitudes. Some of these respondents thought that there might be
limited scope for Scotland to determine the packaging that could be used in products imported to the country. Others
sought to emphasise the inclusion of anti-litter messages on commonly littered items as the most effective measure.
Two respondents mentioned deposit refund schemes, one suggesting such a measure might be needed to ‘back up’
any measures undertaken to improve product design and reduce packaging.
A range of views were expressed about the need for bins and the extent to which “recycle on the go” bins were
effective. One respondent suggested that retailers should be encouraged to allow customers to leave unwanted
packaging in store for recycling, and suggested that supermarkets could expand on the current carrier bag recycling
bins.
Many respondents, including some otherwise sceptical about the impact of product design on littering, felt there was a
particular issue regarding fast food. Suggestions to address this issue included:




requiring businesses to have an identifier printed on their packaging so that those creating a problem could be
identified;
requiring fast food outlets to collect their waste in store, or meet some of the cost of litter bins being emptied;
and
reducing the use of polystyrene fast food trays: one respondent pointed to the example of McDonalds as an
organisation that had introduced biodegradable packaging.

Several respondents highlighted that a great deal of litter was composed of recyclable materials, such as cans and
glass, and suggested that more could be done to ensure that litter that was collected was recycled.

3.5 Question 5 – Details of Good Practice
Are you able to provide details of good practice in reducing accidental litter arising from waste and
recycling collections (Action 8)?

3.5.1 Quantitative Analysis
Question 5 (closed question) was answered by 74 respondents (73%). The pattern of responses is shown in Figure 14.
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Figure 14 - Distribution of Responses to Question 5 (Closed Question)

N=74
Almost half of those who responded indicated that they were able to provide details of good practice. Local authorities
were the most likely respondents to answer “Yes” to the question, with 17 of the 22 local authority respondents (77%)
stating that they were able to provide such details.

3.5.2 Qualitative Analysis
56 respondents (55%) commented on the question, although four of these responses made no substantive point. The
character of the responses is summarised in Figure 15Figure 10. As that the question requested examples of good
practice, 98% of responses offered suggestions for improvement.
Figure 15 - Characterisation of Responses to Question 5 (Open Question)

N=52
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Many of the respondents used the opportunity to suggest examples of minor operational changes that could lead to
improved performance. However, one thought that it was sufficient to look at “any well-run municipal cleansing
service” to see how collections should be carried out. There was considerable consistency in the examples suggested,
with several respondents mentioning the following measures:








providing additional training or revised instructions for operatives, and issuing them with appropriate
equipment to clean up spillages;
adding nets or wind shields on the top and sides of collection vehicles to avoid material being blown away.
Improving domestic waste containers including offering heavy-duty sacks where these are needed and no bin
option is practicable;
providing solid lids for recycling kerbside sort boxes, or moving to co-mingled collections;
improving guidance for householders, backed up by measures to address and reduce side waste, and powers
to issue FPNs for persistent incorrect use of the system;
programming street cleansing activity to follow on from waste collection rounds, and having them on call to
respond to serious spills; and
designing public litter and recycling bins appropriately to avoid problems in windy areas.

Certain ideas were each mentioned by only one respondent:






avoiding bins being left out longer than necessary through clear communication, regular collection times and
enforcement where waste is presented at the wrong time;
additional collections at peak periods, such as around Christmas;
covered areas for domestic bins to avoid waste being blown away;
avoiding operational practices within litter bin emptying rounds where one operative empties litter bins and
another picks up the sacks, as there is a risk of sacks being missed and then torn open; and
encouraging visitors to parks to take waste home rather than use litter bins.

It was also suggested that Scotland might look to Nordic countries for examples of good practice, or review the
measures adopted by Brisbane City Council, Australia.

3.6 Question 6 – Revision of Code of Practice to Reflect Strategy
Do you agree the Code of Practice on Litter and Refuse (Scotland) 2006 should be revised (Action 9) to
reflect the National Litter Strategy?

3.6.1 Quantitative Analysis
Question 6 (closed question) was answered by 72 respondents (71%). The pattern of responses is shown in Figure 16.
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Figure 16 - Distribution of Responses to Question 6 (Closed Question)

N=72
A majority of respondents (74%) indicated that they agreed that the Code of Practice on Litter and Refuse (COPLAR)
should be revised. Only 4% disagreed, while the remaining 22% partially agreed. Differences between the response
patterns of the main respondent types are shown in Figure 17.
Figure 17 - Question 6: Differences in Responses Between Organisation Types

All of the 15 responses from community councils agreed that the COPLAR should be revised, while two thirds of the 15
NGO respondents only partially agreed. 82% of the 22 local authority respondents agreed with the proposal.

3.6.2 Qualitative Analysis
62 respondents (61%) commented on the question, although two of these responses made no substantive point. The
character of the responses is summarised in Figure 18Figure 10. 53% provided supportive comments, while 5%
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provided negative comments. 2% supported a position stronger than the policy. The remaining 40% provided mixed
comments (25%) or suggestions for improvement (15%).
Figure 18 - Characterisation of Responses to Question 6 (Open Question)

N=60
On the whole, support was given to Action 9 either on the basis that, as a general principle, the National Litter Strategy
and COPLAR needed to be consistent or because COPLAR had not been updated for a considerable period of time.
However it was not clear, to some, exactly what aspects of the Code would need to change in order for the documents
to be aligned, and more information was requested here. A working group or some kind of standalone consultation on
this matter was suggested.
After this, the most common response was that the priority should be the proper adoption and enforcement of the
current Code, which would include raising awareness of its requirements. Several respondents felt that duty bodies
were not carrying out their duties adequately according to the Code, that the monitoring undertaken was not fit for the
purpose of holding duty bodies accountable, and that in effect, duty bodies were not being held sufficiently to account.

3.7 Question 6a – Other Improvements to the Code of Practice
Are there aspects of the Code of Practice on Litter and Refuse (either those mentioned at Action 9 or
additional areas) that you believe should be improved. If so how?

3.7.1 Quantitative Analysis
Question 6a (closed question) was answered by 58 respondents (57%). The pattern of responses is shown in Figure
19.
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Figure 19 - Distribution of Responses to Question 6a (Closed Question)

N=58
79% of respondents thought that the COPLAR could be improved. Local authorities were the most likely respondents to
answer “Yes” to the question, with 19 of the 22 local authority respondents (86%) stating that the Code of Practice
could be improved.

3.7.2 Qualitative Analysis
52 respondents (51%) commented on the question, although seven of these responses made no substantive point. The
character of the responses is summarised in Figure 20Figure 10. 56% provided supportive comments, while 8%
provided negative comments. The remaining 36% offered suggestions for improvement.
Figure 20 - Characterisation of Responses to Question 6a (Open Question)

N=45
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At present, the COPLAR defines how different areas of land are assigned to zones based on levels of footfall, with
busier areas subject to more stringent response times for cleansing. Several respondents felt that this had resulted in
prioritisation of street cleansing, and neglect of zones with lower footfall and less stringent requirements. Attention was
drawn to the fact that in some places zoning had not been revised for over a decade even though patterns of footfall
had changed. It was suggested that zoning could be defined in public consultation. Within COPLAR, the system for
scoring cleanliness could be revisited to make it more user-friendly and intuitive. However, respondents felt that the
cost implications for councils of changing zoning and standards, and therefore street cleansing provision, should be
taken into account.
In addition, it was suggested by several respondents that the general strategy of zoning and cleanliness standards
presented in COPLAR was designed to take the approach “if it’s not dirty don’t clean it”; one respondent felt that local
authorities needed to be reminded of their general duty to keep streets clean so far as practicable, which extended
even to areas in lower priority zones.. It was felt that COPLAR’s focus on litter led to other street cleaning tasks being
neglected, and a build-up of detritus, chewing gum, weeds and dirt. Broadening the Code to include these items within
the definition of litter was suggested as a possible solution.
It was also widely felt that COPLAR could make the roles and responsibilities of duty bodies and organisations
delivering litter control services clearer, and the revision might be used as an opportunity to clarify areas where, at
present, there is a lack of coordination between them. A conflict between Road Operating Companies and local
authorities was highlighted as an example: although the duty body for trunk roads was ‘the Scottish Ministers’, their
responsibilities did not extend to litter clearance, which fell to local authorities. In practice, responsibilities were felt to
be insufficiently coordinated across the organisations tasked with delivering them; authorities needed to wait for road
closures to take place before they could pick litter safely. Further, it was felt that in areas that fell within the remit of
several local authorities such as national parks, a clearer and more explicit definition of duties might standardise the
approach.
Several respondents requested that Part II of the Code be updated with examples of best practice.

3.8 Question 7 – Monitoring Progress
Do you agree that robust measures are needed to monitor National Litter Strategy progress and to
measure success (Action 10) including requiring additional litter duty bodies to demonstrate how they
are meeting their responsibilities (Action 9)?

3.8.1 Quantitative Analysis
Question 7 (closed question) was answered by 75 respondents (74%). The pattern of responses is shown in Figure 21.
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Figure 21 - Distribution of Responses to Question 7 (Closed Question)

N=75
69% of respondents agreed with the need for robust monitoring. Local authorities were the most likely respondents to
answer “Agree” to the question, with 19 of the 22 local authority respondents (86%) stating that the monitoring and
compliance elements of the Code of Practice could be improved. A majority of respondents from each of the main
respondent types agreed with the proposition.

3.8.2 Qualitative Analysis
63 respondents (52%) commented on the question, although one of these responses made no substantive point. The
character of the responses is summarised in Figure 22Figure 10. 53% provided supportive comments, while 2%
provided negative comments. The remaining 45% offered either mixed responses (21%) or suggestions for
improvement (24%).
Figure 22 - Characterisation of Responses to Question 7 (Open Question)

N=62
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There was widespread support for the idea of monitoring, which was seen as important to ensure that resources were
used effectively. However, it was seen as important that value should be obtained from monitoring information, by
ensuring that it was used actively to adjust the way that measures are implemented. There was concern that any
additional costs of monitoring should be funded, and that stakeholders should be involved in setting the metrics. Many
respondents emphasised the need for monitoring to be robust and outcome focused, but also simple rather than
onerous and time-consuming. One respondent felt that monitoring results should not be turned into a league table.
Metrics that were suggested included incidences of flytipping and the nature of material flytipped. In line with some
respondents’ feeling that the strategy should address wider issues of street cleanliness, additional metrics suggested
included: number of chewing gum ‘hotspots’; the prevalence of offensive and non-offensive graffiti; and the prevalence
of dog fouling.
The most commonly mentioned existing monitoring tool was the Local Environmental Audit and Management System
(LEAMS), which combines self-assessment with monitoring from Keep Scotland Beautiful (KSB). A small number of
respondents thought there were inconsistencies in the current system, but the majority thought it was the most robust
and proportionate system available. LEAMS was compared favourably with the systems in place for monitoring littering
on the road and rail networks. Some respondents felt it should be expanded upon through additional measures such as
attitudinal behavioural trackers, and that several current sources of information should be pooled to produce a Quality
Streets index. One respondent suggested that an independent monitoring body be established, but two stated that this
would not be a good idea.
Other systems mentioned included the SOLACE Benchmarking Project Environmental Services indicators, the Clean
Communities Assessment Tool, Flycapture and the FlyMapper project. One respondent suggested that the survey work
on the composition and number of littered items in England that INCPEN has commissioned from Keep Britain Tidy
should be extended to Scotland. Opinions regarding public perception surveys were very mixed, with respondents split
over whether they were valuable or lacked dependability.
There was support for extension of monitoring to other duty bodies, and even to third sector organisations that collect
waste, or to businesses producing substantial amounts of waste. This was tempered by concern that work would be
required to ensure that these organisations were assisted to monitor accurately.
One respondent stated that duty bodies should also have to report on their review of Litter Zoning at least every five
years.

3.9 Question 8 – Local Initiatives
Do you agree that the National Litter Strategy should support communities in developing local initiatives
to prevent litter (Action 11)?

3.9.1 Quantitative Analysis
Question 8 (closed question) was answered by 82 respondents (80%). The pattern of responses is shown in Figure 23.
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Figure 23 - Distribution of Responses to Question 8 (Closed Question)

N=82
91% of respondents agreed that communities should be supported in developing local initiatives to prevent litter. A
majority of respondents from each of the main respondent types agreed with the proposition, including 100% of local
authorities.

3.9.2 Qualitative Analysis
77 respondents (76%) commented on the question. The character of the responses is summarised in Figure 24Figure
10. 76% provided supportive comments. There were no negative comments. The remaining 24% offered either mixed
responses (3%) or suggestions for improvement (21%).
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Figure 24 - Characterisation of Responses to Question 8 (Open Question)

N=77
The majority of responses favoured support being given to community initiatives, with a number of specific initiatives
being mentioned. Community activity was felt to be effective due to its ability to engage and educate local people and
reduce the incidence of litter as well as cleaning up afterwards. Community initiatives were able to tackle litter on
private land as well as in public areas. Such measures were also thought to have wider social benefits. Some called for
greater prominence to be given to community initiatives within the strategy.
Two respondents felt that the Principles of Inclusive Communication should be applied when selecting projects to give
all sectors of the community the opportunity to participate, and another highlighted the need for simple application
processes with sufficiently long lead-times. One specifically drew attention to the need to engage minority communities
and people with disabilities, not just geographical communities.
Community clean-ups were viewed as effective by some respondents, and funding for litter-picks was advocated.
However, other respondents felt that preventative measures such as adoption of particular areas by community groups
were more effective. One respondent was concerned that community groups should not be charged for the disposal of
flytipped waste. Changes to the Flytipping Small Grants Scheme were lamented by two respondents, who felt this had
excluded useful projects from being funded.
There was concern that expanded community activities should not be used to justify reductions in core activity by duty
bodies. Many respondents mentioned the Clean Up Scotland campaign; there was some concern that any new efforts
should not duplicate its work, but should instead be integrated with it. Some respondents called for improved
coordination in order to ensure that community efforts complemented one another, and those of other agents.
However, another respondent felt that locally tailored schemes and messages were more effective than national
schemes.
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3.10 Question 9 – Focusing Zero Waste Scotland Funding
Do you agree that future Zero Waste Scotland funding should focus on activity which supports the
strategy’s objectives, including requiring publication of approaches to litter delivery (Action 12)?

3.10.1 Quantitative Analysis
Question 9 (closed question) was answered by 78 respondents (76%). The pattern of responses is shown in Figure 25.
Figure 25 - Distribution of Responses to Question 9 (Closed Question)

N=78
58% of respondents agreed that Zero Waste Scotland funding should focus on activity which supports the strategy’s
objectives. 37% partially agreed, while 5% disagreed. Differences between the response patterns of the main
respondent types are shown in Figure 26.
Figure 26 - Question 9: Differences in Responses Between Organisation Types
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Over 80% of the 16 community council respondents agreed with the proposed prioritisation of Zero Waste Scotland’s
resources, while a majority of the 19 NGOs that responded only partially agreed.

3.10.2 Qualitative Analysis
67 respondents (66%) commented on the question, although one of these responses made no substantive point. The
character of the responses is summarised in Figure 27. 46% provided supportive comments, while 6% provided
negative comments. The remaining 48% offered either mixed responses (27%) or suggestions for improvement (21%).
Figure 27- Characterisation of Responses to Question 9 (Open Question)

N=66
Many respondents agreed that Zero Waste Scotland was the organisation best placed to coordinate funding, that
funding should reflect the strategy’s objectives, and the need for publication of approaches to litter delivery. However,
several respondents emphasised the need for local input to shape funding priorities and decisions, with a small number
stating that local authorities were the organisations best placed to administer funding to ensure that the resulting
projects were coordinated properly with their own efforts. There was also concern that focusing on the strategy’s
objectives should not be to the exclusion of flexibility to fund other useful schemes (e.g. in relation to graffiti cleaning).
Some respondents were concerned that Zero Waste Scotland should not be unduly focused on litter, as it had a wide
range of other important issues related to waste and resources that it needed to address.
Several respondents questioned the need for a complex funding application processes and stated that any subsequent
monitoring and reporting should be proportionate to scale of the funding awarded. Community groups delivering small
scale projects could not be expected to complete challenging forms, or to produce detailed information. A frequent
comment was that funding should be available for long-term projects, not just short-term interventions. Projects
needed to be sustainable after the initial period of funding. Some respondents felt that project funding should be
available not just to community groups but also other organisations that might have constructive projects to put
forward. Examples included local authorities and trade bodies.
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Some specific project possibilities were mentioned. One suggestion was that funding should be used to establish street
cleansing courses to bring basic knowledge into circulation amongst duty bodies. Another respondent suggested a bulk
buy scheme for bins to encourage making more infrastructure available.
Many respondents felt that communicating about projects was important, and some used the question as an
opportunity to discuss how messages about littering could best be communicated. One respondent thought that brands
and messages around litter prevention needed to be positive, clear and simple, and should ideally be adaptable to
other cleansing and fouling issues.
A small number of respondents found the language used in this section of the consultation difficult, and sought to
emphasise the need for straight forward language to be used in connection with any Zero Waste Scotland funding
application processes in order to make sure that they were as inclusive as possible for small community groups.

3.11 Question 10 – Flytipping Interventions
Do you agree that the strategy should recognise the specific interventions that will be required for
tackling flytipping (Action 13)?

3.11.1 Quantitative Analysis
Question 10 (closed question) was answered by 79 respondents (77%). The pattern of responses is shown in Figure
28.
Figure 28 - Distribution of Responses to Question 10 (Closed Question)

N=79
70% of respondents agreed that the strategy should recognise the specific interventions that will be required for
tackling flytipping. 19% partially agreed, while 11% disagreed. Differences between the response patterns of the main
respondent types are shown in Figure 29.
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Figure 29 – Question 10: Differences in Responses Between Organisation Types

91% of the 22 local authority respondents agreed with the proposal, while 41% of the 17 NGOs that responded only
partially agreed. The responses of the 17 community councils that answered the question closely reflected the overall
pattern of responses.

3.11.2 Qualitative Analysis
65 respondents (64%) commented on the question. The character of the responses is summarised in Figure 30Figure
22Figure 10. 46% provided supportive comments, while 14% provided negative comments. One respondent advocated
a position stronger than the policy consulted upon. The remaining 39% offered either mixed responses (11%) or
suggestions for improvement (28%).
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Figure 30 - Characterisation of Responses to Question 10 (Open Question)

N=65
There was a widespread view amongst respondents that flytipping was an important issue to address and that work
was needed to recognise the specific interventions required. Most respondents agreed that flytipping and littering were
in many ways different, not least because of the premeditated, economically motivated character of flytipping. The
majority of responses were largely in favour of addressing flytipping alongside littering, but a significant minority
thought that it was more appropriate for the issues to be kept separate, and even to be the subject of a separate
consultation.
Many respondents took the opportunity to suggest measures to reduce flytipping, with the need for effective
enforcement action being mentioned frequently. Other suggestions included:







making legitimate disposal easier, for example by allowing commercial vehicles to use council waste sites for a
fee;
GPS on commercial vehicles as a way to identify those involved in flytipping;
removing any charges for additional waste being collected from households;
national advertising regarding where and how to dispose of items legitimately;
greater scope to make use of CCTV and surveillance evidence; and
supporting landowners and managers to make common flytipping sites less attractive to flytippers.

However, some respondents felt that, since flytipping had grown despite already being a focus of enforcement
attention for some time, optimism regarding the likely effectiveness of renewed efforts might be misplaced.

3.12 Question 11 – National Parks Authorities
Do you agree National Parks Authorities should have the power to issue Fixed Penalties (Action 14)?

3.12.1 Quantitative Analysis
Question 11 (closed question) was answered by 75 respondents (74%). The pattern of responses is shown in Figure
31.
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Figure 31 - Distribution of Responses to Question 11 (Closed Question)

N=75
93% of respondents agreed that the power to issue fixed penalties should be extended to National Parks Authorities.
Only 7% disagreed. There were no significant differences between the response patterns of the main respondent
types.

3.12.2 Qualitative Analysis
67 respondents (66%) commented on the question, although one of these responses made no substantive point. The
character of the responses is summarised in Figure 32Figure 22Figure 10. 73% provided supportive comments, while
9% provided negative comments. One respondent advocated a position stronger than the policy consulted upon. The
remaining 17% offered either mixed responses (11%) or suggestions for improvement (6%).
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Figure 32 - Characterisation of Responses to Question 11 (Open Question)

N=66
The role of enforcement
The proposal was generally welcomed by respondents as a measure that would lead to more, and better, enforcement.
It was thought that extending powers to National Park Authorities would increase the likelihood of offenders being
caught, and therefore improve the deterrent effect of enforcement. One respondent was explicit that their support for
this measure was contingent upon it being adequate to form an effective deterrent. Concern was also expressed that,
in practice, few additional Fixed Penalty Notices (FPNs) would be issued, given the large area of the territory
concerned. In this context, one respondent stated that on principle, they felt that education was a better instrument
than enforcement, although this point was made by other respondents in response to different questions. One
response felt that a high profile summons in the Sheriff’s Court would be a better deterrent than anonymous FPNs.
Appropriate people
Many comments supported the proposal on the basis that National Park Authority staff were in the best position to
carry out enforcement in National Parks. Several other comments suggested that powers should be extended to many
other duty bodies and organisations too, so that the same tools were available to tackle littering wherever it might
occur. This point is addressed more fully in section 3.13.
A National Park Authority responded supportively, highlighting the need for additional powers to tackle litter issues.
One respondent felt that it would be good for park rangers who were given enforcement powers to be made special
constables. However, other comments regarding previous trials said that staff were not eager to take on this role.
There was some discussion as to who was responsible for litter, and who should be responsible for it, especially
regarding whether responsibilities should be extended beyond duty bodies. The NPAs are not duty bodies under current
legislation, whilst local authorities are. Another respondent commented that local authorities do not have the resources
to provide effective enforcement within National Parks.
Some respondents were concerned about the possibility of additional burdens on the NPAs and local authorities arising
from Action 14, which was presented as a particular concern about giving FPN powers to NPA staff. The respondent
thought that local authorities might have to do the administrative work resulting from an FPN, and this was seen as
undesirable.
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Appropriate support
Several comments, including those of the NPA respondent, addressed the need for training and support if the proposed
policy was to work. Concerns regarding training and support were voiced mainly by the public sector. One respondent
felt that it was important that FPNs should be issued consistently across authorities, and to achieve this, NPA staff
should be given the same training as local authority staff, perhaps undertaking joint patrols as part of their training.
Cost effectiveness
One respondent said that, even if more offenders were caught, payment rates needed to be improved for the approach
to be cost effective. Another was concerned that it was an expensive tactic, requiring administrative staff in addition to
those involved in catching offenders. It was pointed out that enforcement requires staff to always work in pairs and
that this would have to be financially supported.
Other
One response stated that penalties should be heavier in National Parks than in other areas because they are of special
environmental importance. Another respondent suggested that the NPAs should keep any money generated from FPNs.
A further point made was the need to make clear to all park users the circumstances under which FPNs would be
issued.

3.13 Question 11a – Extending FPN Powers to Additional Public Bodies
Are there other public bodies you believe the power to issue Fixed Penalties should be extended to, and
why (Action 14)?

3.13.1 Quantitative Analysis
Question 11a (closed question) was answered by 66 respondents (65%). The pattern of responses is shown in Figure
33.
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Figure 33 - Distribution of Responses to Question 11a (Closed Question)

N=66
76% of respondents indicated that there were other bodies to which the power to issue fixed penalties should be
extended, while 24% said there were not. The majority of responses from all of the main respondent types were in
favour of a wider extension of FPN powers, with support strongest amongst local authorities and weakest amongst
community councils.

3.13.2 Qualitative Analysis
61 respondents (60%) commented on the question, although three of these responses made no substantive point. The
character of the responses is summarised in Figure 34Figure 22Figure 10. The question invited comments on how to
extend the policy being consulted upon; 55% therefore made suggestions to strengthen the proposed policy. 7%
provided supportive comments and 14% negative comments.
Figure 34 - Characterisation of Responses to Question 11a (Open Question)

N=58
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Respondents mentioned a wide range of public bodies to whose staff they thought the power to issue FPNs should be
extended. The broadest suggestion was “all public bodies who have to manage land”. A frequent response was that all
duty bodies should have these powers, which would include Network Rail, Transport Scotland, Scottish Canals, the
Forestry Commission and educational establishments. More specific frequent suggestions included:








Road Operating Companies and Traffic Scotland (on behalf of Transport Scotland);
British Transport Police;
traffic wardens;
all local council officials;
SEPA;
the NHS (smoking related litter especially); and
regional park staff.

Another popular suggestion was Police Scotland, who already have these powers. Less frequent suggestions included:













members of community councils;
MOD police;
staff at sports arenas and outdoor events;
street sweepers;
Police Community Support Officers (PCSOs);
highway patrol officers;
marine bodies;
the Scottish fire and rescue service (as they often deal with flytipping);
the National Trust;
Scottish Power;
port/harbour authorities; and
dedicated private contractors.

Several responses objected to any further extension of FPN powers. One reason given was that enforcement is
adequately provided for within the present framework. There were also concerns regarding the proliferation of
individuals with enforcement powers due to the extended training and experience needed for proficiency in skills, such
as gathering evidence and dealing with offenders. One respondent stated that extending these powers would make it
harder to hold any organisation accountable for not delivering. There was also concern that if there were staff whose
primary occupation was issuing FPNs, this might lead to a ‘skewed’ approach to issuing fines.
Mention was also made of the difference between conferring the ‘power’ to issue FPNs, and the duty to do it. There
was concern that the powers already in place were not utilised as much or as uniformly as they should be; and that
authorised staff needed to be engaged and motivated by an appreciation of the vital role of enforcement in addressing
litter to bring about more frequent, consistent application of the powers already held.
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3.14 Question 12 – Prompt Payment Discount
Do you believe it would be valuable to have the option to offer a discount to encourage prompt payment
of Fixed Penalties for littering (Action 14)?

3.14.1 Quantitative Analysis
Question 12 (closed question) was answered by 71 respondents (70%). The pattern of responses is shown in Figure
35.
Figure 35 - Distribution of Responses to Question 12 (Closed Question)

N=71
Views were evenly split on this question: 51% of respondents indicated that they believed prompt payment discounts
should be offered, while the remaining 49% were against. Differences between the response patterns of the main
respondent types are shown in Figure 36.
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Figure 36 - Question 12: Differences in Responses Between Organisation Types

Local authorities were substantially more likely to favour a prompt payment discount (67%) than were NGOs (35%).
Other respondent types reflected the even split of opinions on this question.

3.14.2 Qualitative Analysis
73 respondents (72%) commented on the question, although four of these responses made no substantive point. The
character of the responses is summarised in Figure 37Figure 22Figure 10. Only 31% of comments were positive, while
37% took an overall negative view. 25% provided suggestions for improvement.
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Figure 37 - Characterisation of Responses to Question 12 (Open Question)

N=69
While many respondents recognised the value of financially motivating prompt payments, many were concerned that
this should not be allowed to undermine the value of penalties. FPNs were, in the view of several respondents, already
a “discount” compared with the penalty that a court would apply if a case were brought to trial. Some respondents
called for a different emphasis, with additional charges being levied for late payment, while others were concerned that
offering a discount gave FPNs the appearance of being primarily about generating income rather than punishing or
deterring crime. Numerous respondents provided comments proposing specific fine levels or discounts that should be
applied, most suggesting increased fine levels. Several were concerned that the scale of fixed penalties does not cover
the costs of enforcement. The relatively short 14 day period in which FPNs must be paid was mentioned by a small
number of respondents, and one suggested that this should be extended to 28 days.
Some respondents suggested additional powers and penalties. One sought the power to obtain an alleged offender’s
name, address and date of birth and for it to be an offence not to provide it. Others thought that it would be useful if
offenders could be compelled to spend time picking up litter in lieu of a fine.

3.15 Question 13 – Increased Fixed Penalties
Do you agree that the level of Fixed Penalties should be increased to £80 for litter and £200 for flytipping
(Action 15)?

3.15.1 Quantitative Analysis
Question 13 (closed question) was answered by 79 respondents (77%). The pattern of responses is shown in Figure
38. Note that due to rounding, the percentages do not sum to 100%.
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Figure 38 - Distribution of Responses to Question 13 (Closed Question)

N=79
Respondents’ views were split across the three options; while the largest number of respondents agreed with the
increased levels of FPNs proposed, the majority either partially agreed (37%) or disagreed (22%). Differences between
the response patterns of the main respondent types are shown in Figure 39.
Figure 39 - Question 13: Differences in Responses Between Organisation Types
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The 22 local authorities that responded were the most likely to partially agree with proposed levels for FPNs, while half
of the 16 community councils that responded were in agreement with the policy. Seven of the 19 NGOs that responded
disagreed with the proposed fine levels.

3.15.2 Qualitative Analysis
80 respondents (79%) commented on the question, although one of these responses made no substantive point. The
character of the responses is summarised in Figure 40Figure 22Figure 10. There was strong support for fines higher
than those consulted upon, with 37% indicating this preference. 25% of comments supported the proposal, while 15%
were negative. 23% provided mixed comments or suggestions for improvement.
Figure 40 - Characterisation of Responses to Question 13 (Open Question)

N=79
While numerous respondents agreed with the proposed fine levels, particularly the £80 fine for littering, many favoured
an increase in fines above those consulted upon, and there were numerous suggestions regarding the level at which
penalties should be set. Several respondents commented that inflation had eroded the value of fines since they were
first introduced. A common theme was that the fine level for flytipping should outweigh the economic incentives. Some
suggested that the cost of disposing of the waste should be added to the fine for flytipping; others felt that fine levels
should be somewhat flexible to reflect the degree of seriousness of a particular offence. However, a smaller number of
respondents expressed concern that it was inappropriate to raise fine levels, either because of the current economic
climate, the impact on poorer citizens, or due to concerns that it would reduce the proportion of fines that are paid.
A recurring theme, mentioned both by those who favoured increased fine levels and those who opposed them, was the
need for higher detection rates and better collection rates. For many, the probability of being caught seemed to be a
more important factor in deterring crime than the level at which penalties were set. There was also a common view
that, unless fines were consistently collected, increasing their level would be ineffectual.
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3.16 Question 14 – Training and Guidance
Do you agree that the effectiveness of enforcement can be improved by reviewing training and guidance
(Action 16)?

3.16.1 Quantitative Analysis
Question 14 (closed question) was answered by 68 respondents (67%). The pattern of responses is shown in Figure
41.
Figure 41 - Distribution of Responses to Question 14 (Closed Question)

N=68
A large majority of respondents agreed with the call for additional training and guidance on enforcement, whether in
full (66%) or in part (31%). Only 3% disagreed. Differences between the response patterns of the main respondent
types are shown in Figure 42.
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Figure 42 - Question 14: Differences in Responses Between Organisation Types

The 15 NGO respondents were considerably less likely to indicate full agreement with the proposal than were others.

3.16.2 Qualitative Analysis
58 respondents (57%) commented on the question, although two of these responses made no substantive point. The
character of the responses is summarised in Figure 43Figure 10. 46% of comments supported the proposal, while only
2% were negative. 27% of respondents provided mixed comments and 25% suggestions for improvement.
Figure 43 - Characterisation of Responses to Question 14 (Open Question)

N=56
The majority of respondents were supportive of improving training and guidance, with many emphasising the need for
consistent and effective enforcement by officers who were confident in their understanding of the law and correct
procedure. Some talked of the need for a “national standard”, and highlighted that good training would be particularly
important if enforcement powers were extended to additional bodies. Some respondents called for a regular
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programme of reviews to ensure guidance remained up to date, while another suggested that enforcement officers be
given a ‘passport’ that had to be refreshed/renewed periodically through training and assessment.
Specific areas in which guidance might be improved were mentioned. One respondent said that staff should be trained
to a level where they are sufficiently competent to follow the whole process through from the issue of the FPN to any
court appearance, but felt that doing this would be expensive. There were calls for examples of good practice: one
specific area of concern mentioned by several respondents was best practice around addressing littering by under-16s,
where it was felt that the guidance currently given by the Children’s Reporter was ripe for review. Another suggestion
was that guidance should reflect returns from the Crown Office and Procurator Fiscal Service (COPFS) which detail the
reported cases where further action was taken, as this would help to ensure that enforcement activity was effective.
One respondent suggested that training on the waste duty of care should be added to any training package so as to
encourage enforcement of breaches discovered in the course of addressing littering and flytipping offences. There was
also a suggestion that training should be delivered to enforcement officers’ managers so that they would be more likely
to endorse officers devoting time to litter enforcement work.
Although there was considerable support for training and guidance, there were also those who thought that it was not
a high priority. One respondent said that there was no evidence provided in the strategy that training would “reduce
the incidence of litter by any meaningful amounts”. Many respondents felt that what was most needed was more
officers, more and better targeted enforcement activity, or better collection of fines. Several mentioned the COPFS,
reporting their impression that there was not sufficient priority given to litter offences.
Some suggested that more powers be extended to enforcement officers, including powers to require name and
address, or to issue and collect ‘on the spot’ fines. One thought that there should be a requirement that the registered
keeper of a vehicle involved in an offence must provide the details of the driver at the time of an offence to enable
further enforcement. The key thing, several respondents thought, was to achieve changes in public attitudes, which
would come from a greater fear of being caught and punished.
Several respondents mentioned the training provided to local authorities by KSB. For some, this was already sufficient,
and one respondent expressed the view that experienced, motivated officers did not require any new training. One
respondent suggested that Zero Waste Scotland could improve training simply by funding KSB membership for all local
authorities. However, another respondent suggested that training should only be delivered by a ‘competent authority’.
KSB themselves were keen to feed their experience into any review of guidance and training. One respondent made the
point that any review or streamlining of the fixed penalty processes should be completed before new training was
developed.
One respondent stated that there was no need for standard paperwork for enforcement organisations to be developed,
as was suggested under Action 16 in the consultation. Their understanding was that such documents were already
available in the legislation, the Code of Practice, and the COPFS SRAWEB system.
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3.17 Question 14a – Training and Guidance Issues
What other training and guidance issues, if any, do you believe the review should address? Please
provide details.

3.17.1 Quantitative Analysis
No closed question was asked as part of Question 14a, so no quantitative analysis is provided.

3.17.2 Qualitative Analysis
43 respondents (42%) commented on the question, although six of these responses made no substantive point. The
character of the responses is summarised in Figure 44. Due to the nature of the question, the vast majority of
comments provided suggestions for improvement by offering thoughts on training and guidance issues that should be
addressed.
Figure 44 - Characterisation of Responses to Question 14a (Open Question)

N=37
Amongst the suggestions for improvement made, the most common were that training be developed:






for officers regarding how to deal with littering by under-16s;
for officers regarding how to deal with littering by drunk or aggressive people;
for officers regarding how to overcome offenders’ unwillingness to provide accurate contact details, with one
respondent suggesting that information could be obtained from offenders’ mobile phones;
for council lawyers, procurators fiscal and sheriffs to ensure that cases are carried through to a conclusion; and
for all those involved in the FPN system, how to ensure that FPNs were actually paid

It was also suggested that any changes to the guidance issued to officers should be used as an opportunity to
communicate with the public about littering to get across the message that littering would be punished. There were
numerous other suggestions from small numbers of respondents:



Some felt that the key issue was to get the legislation right, and that training was a secondary issue.
Others made suggestions about how training could be improved. Some advocated formal accreditation with
regular refresher courses. Another suggestion was that membership organisations like CIWM could be used to
host training courses and possibly to run an accreditation scheme.
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One respondent thought that training should include sessions with the police for SEPA and council officers to
ensure consistency of approach.
There were comments about the characteristics and practices that enforcement officers needed to employ – it
was thought important that they should be polite but authoritative. There was a recognition that under current
legislation they needed to work in pairs to meet the evidential requirement of corroboration, but one
respondent felt that a review of the requirement for corroboration should be considered.
One respondent thought that while those who inadvertently littered might be given the opportunity to avoid
prosecution by picking up the littered article when requested by an officer, any deliberate act of littering should
be prosecuted.
Two respondents suggested that training should be expanded to help other organisations and council services
take account of litter. One suggested that Planning Authorities should be considered, so that an awareness of
litter issues could inform licence applications; another felt that it should inform the design of the physical
environment, packaging and infrastructure so as to help prevent problem behaviour occurring.

3.18 Question 15 – Future Improvements
Do you agree there is a case for future improvements in the enforcement system to make it more
effective in preventing littering and flytipping (Action 17)?

3.18.1 Quantitative Analysis
Question 15 (closed question) was answered by 76 respondents (75%). The pattern of responses is shown in Figure
45.
Figure 45 - Distribution of Responses to Question 15 (Closed Question)

N=76
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A large majority of respondents agreed that there was a case for future improvements to the enforcement system,
whether in full (85%) or in part (12%). Only 3% disagreed. While this majority view was reflected in all of the main
respondent types, only 65% of the 17 NGO respondents said they agreed.

3.18.2 Qualitative Analysis
67 respondents (66%) commented on the question, although four of these responses made no substantive point. The
character of the responses is summarised in Figure 46Figure 22Figure 10. 61% of comments supported the proposal,
while only 3% were negative. 6% of respondents provided mixed comments and 30% suggestions for improvement.
Figure 46 - Characterisation of Responses to Question 15 (Open Question)

N=63
The comments provided by respondents were generally in favour of future improvements to enforcement, and several
explicitly supported the measures proposed in the consultation document. However, many took the opportunity to
suggest improvements that might be considered – in most cases, ones that have already been described elsewhere in
this report. However, there were a few respondents who wished to emphasise that enforcement was only one strand of
activity that needed to be considered alongside others.
Specific suggestions to improve enforcement included:









measures to address littering and flytipping offences involving vehicles, including the use of CCTV at hotspots
to identify the vehicles involved, and (amongst the most often quoted measures) the power to either issue a
FPN or penalty points to the registered keeper of a vehicle involved in an offence, or to compel the keeper to
reveal the name of the driver;
giving additional powers to enforcement officers, for example to detain offenders, or to compel them to provide
their name and address details; alternatively, some suggested closer working with police who already have
such powers;
more enforcement outside office hours;
a revised approach to dealing with littering by under-16s;
dealing with unpaid FPNs more effectively;
additional resources for local authority enforcement, or alternatively greater enforcement activity by police, or
the use of private enforcement companies, whose work could be paid for out of the fines collected;
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simplification of the procedures for Litter Abatement Notices and Litter Control Areas to aid litter prevention;
and
introducing alternatives to fines for litter offences. Possibilities included compulsory litter picking, or the option
to issue a formal written warning instead of a FPN where the offender had cleared up their litter. Another
suggestion was the use of “tidy up” orders issued on the spot, which would result in a fine unless waste was
cleared within a prescribed period. The respondent thought this might apply to camp sites in particular.

One respondent highlighted the work of the Environmental Crime Task Force (ECTF), chaired by SEPA, and the
potential for this to work in partnership with local authorities and others to tackle the issue of flytipping. Alongside
enforcement, several respondents called for more publicity regarding litter and enforcement measures. One suggested
a high profile, celebrity-led publicity campaign linking litter prevention to pride in Scotland.
Several respondents suggested that in future the scope of the issues and enforcement under consideration in the
context of litter enforcement should be widened. Possible areas for consideration included:







addressing dog fouling alongside litter;
tackling fly posting as well as flyering;
more enforcement of street drinking bans, which were thought likely to reduce some kinds of litter;
enforcing a requirement for skips to be covered;
the use of Duty of Care powers to focus on retailers whose premises were associated with littering, together
with FPNs for waste producers that fail to recycle; and
the introduction of a compulsory deposit refund scheme for certain kinds of packaging.

3.19 Question 15a – Prioritisation of Enforcement Areas
What priority do you attach to improving prevention through enforcement in the examples summarised
below and referenced in Action 17?
Rather than being asked whether they agreed or disagreed with certain proposals, under this question respondents
were asked to indicate the level of priority that they would give to enforcement in the five areas shown in Table 2.
Table 2 - Suggested Areas for Enforcement

Example Short
Code
ASB
Vehicles
Carriers
Control Notices
Printed Material

Example Description

Work with Police Scotland to explore the merits of having litter included
under the anti-social behaviour Fixed Penalties regime
Overcome barriers to enforcement in cases of littering from vehicles
Improvements to the waste carrier licensing system and duty of care
compliance for businesses
Extend the list of categories to which a Street Litter Control Notice
applies
Explore whether there might be an effective mechanism for litter
practitioners to intervene when printed materials create litter problems
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Respondents were invited to give each of the above a priority score as shown in Table 3:
Table 3 – Priority Scores

Score

Priority

1

High

2

Medium

3

Low

4

None

3.19.1 Quantitative Analysis
The average score given to each of the suggested target areas for enforcement is set out in Table 4.
Table 4 - Average Scores and Ranking

Example Short Code

Average Score

Priority Rank

N=

ASB

1.51

2

67

Vehicles

1.22

1

69

Carriers

1.52

3

69

Control Notices

1.84

4

63

Printed Material

2.25

5

65

Addressing littering from vehicles was given the highest average priority by respondents; addressing issues in relation
to printed materials ranked lowest on the prioritisation.

3.19.2 Qualitative Analysis
In this section we analyse the comments provided by respondents in connection with the five target areas.
ASB
55 respondents (54%) commented on the question, although one of these responses made no substantive point. The
character of the responses is summarised in Figure 47Figure 22Figure 10. 75% of comments supported the proposal,
while 21% were negative.
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Figure 47 - Characterisation of Responses to Question 15a - ASB (Open Question)

N=53
Many respondents gave short, generally positive comments, which seemed to reflect a feeling that ASB fixed penalties
would help to reinforce the seriousness of littering offences and might act as an additional deterrent. One typical
response was “This should generally increase litter enforcement which we fully support”. Some respondents felt that
use of the ASB system would be a way to engage the police in addressing persistent littering issues.
However, there were also a significant minority of comments that question the need for and utility of ASB penalties in
the context of littering. Mention was made of the risk of creating a ‘two-tier’ system, or of discrimination in how
penalties were applied. Several thought that the fixed penalty scheme was sufficient, provided that it was used. One
respondent said “This is not appropriate unless someone is deliberately littering on a very regular basis i.e. doing it to
annoy others”.
Vehicles
54 respondents (53%) commented on the question. The character of the responses is summarised in Figure 48Figure
22Figure 10. 81% of comments supported the proposal, while 6% were negative.
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Figure 48 - Characterisation of Responses to Question 15a - Vehicles (Open Question)

N=54
Many respondents believed that waste thrown from vehicles was a major factor contributing to roadside litter and
supported the idea of making enforcement in such cases easier. A frequently occurring comment was that the
registered keeper of a vehicle should be held responsible for any litter offence involving their vehicle, or made to
identify the driver or passenger responsible. Some thought that the main issue was the difficulty of collecting adequate
evidence to allow enforcement, and suggestions to address this included allowing CCTV evidence or video or pictures
taken by individuals to be used as evidence more easily. However, a small number thought that the barriers to
enforcement were too difficult or too expensive to be overcome.
Carriers
53 respondents (52%) commented on the question, although one of these responses made no substantive point. The
character of the responses is summarised in Figure 49. 76% of comments supported the proposal, while 10% were
negative.
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Figure 49 - Characterisation of Responses to Question 15a - Carriers (Open Question)

N=52
The majority of respondents thought that addressing waste carrier licensing and duty of care systems would be an
effective way to reduce flytipping. Suggestions included measures to make legitimate operators easier to identify, and
suspicious operators easier to report. However, a number of respondents indicated that they did not perceive waste
carriers to be a significant issue in their experience, and others felt that the most significant problem was a lack of clear
enforcement responsibilities and resources. A small number highlighted the issue of litter being blown from waste
carriers’ vehicles while they were in transit, and thought this needed to be addressed.
Control Notices
42 respondents (41%) commented on the question, although three of these responses made no substantive point. The
character of the responses is summarised in Figure 50. 64% of comments supported the proposal, while 18% were
negative.
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Figure 50 - Characterisation of Responses to Question 15a - Control Notices (Open Question)

N=39
Many of the comments made by respondents simply welcomed the prospect of local authorities being given additional
powers to tackle problems. The issue of cigarette litter around pubs and clubs was seen as one particular issue that
powers might be used to address. However, several respondents felt that the existing legislation was adequate and
that this was a low priority action, which was unlikely to be effective in delivering change. A small number of
respondents favoured a more general requirement on businesses to clear any litter from the vicinity of their premises.
Printed Material
41 respondents (40%) commented on the question, although three of these responses made no substantive point. The
character of the responses is summarised in Figure 51. 39% of comments supported the proposal, while 35% were
negative. The remaining comments were mixed (8%) or made suggestions for improvement (18%).
Figure 51 - Characterisation of Responses to Question 15a - Printed Material (Open Question)

N=38
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A substantial number of respondents felt that this was an issue worth tackling. One suggestion was that the
responsibility for any litter should be placed on the business that had commissioned the printed material. However,
others felt that it was a low priority and that few litter incidents related to printed materials arose in their area. Some
argued that the individuals who dropped flyers were more at fault than those who printed and distributed them.

3.20 Question 15b – Additional Enforcement Areas
What additional areas, if any, could make the enforcement system more effective in preventing litter and
flytipping?

3.20.1 Quantitative Analysis
No closed question was asked as part of Question 15b, so no quantitative analysis is provided.

3.20.2 Qualitative Analysis
All 45 respondents that gave a substantive comment on this question offered suggestions for improvement.
A small number of respondents mentioned further types of littering issues that might be targeted for enforcement:









Skips: introducing a requirement for skips to be covered to prevent waste from blowing out.
Designing-in waste prevention: introducing a requirement that new developments should be designed so as to
reduce the risk of accumulations of waste and to discourage littering.
Events: introducing new enforcement powers for controlling litter at public events such as music festivals,
racecourses and football matches.
Private land: revising the litter and flytipping enforcement legislation to allow control or enforcement action to
be taken to bring about the removal of litter or flytipping from all land when land owners do not take action
themselves.
Duty of Care: giving local authorities powers to issue FPNs on waste producers that fail in their requirement to
recycle under the Duty of Care.
Dog fouling: powers to penalise dog walkers found not to be carrying bags to collect their dogs’ faeces.
Smoking litter: powers to penalise people smoking outdoors who do not have a pouch to collect cigarette butts.

Others interpreted the question to be inviting consideration of geographical areas where enforcement might take place.
The principal suggestion was for places where takeaways are often consumed to be patrolled at the relevant times.
One respondent suggested that an important requirement was a better system of collecting flytipping data, which
should include the location, size, material type and other relevant incident information to inform cross sectoral
intervention.
Other respondents made suggestions regarding how enforcement could be made more effective. The measures
described were ones also mentioned in response to Question 15 (see Section 3.18.2).
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3.21 Question 16 – Further Comments
Do you have any further comments on or ideas for the National Litter Strategy?

3.21.1 Quantitative Analysis
Question 16 (closed question) was answered by 76 respondents (75%). The pattern of responses is shown in Figure
52.
Figure 52 - Distribution of Responses to Question 17 (Closed Question)

N=76
A majority of respondents (72%) indicated that they wished to make additional comments, while 28% stated that they
did not. All of the major respondent types followed this pattern of responses.

3.21.2 Qualitative Analysis
68 respondents (67%) commented on the question, although five of these responses made no substantive point. The
character of the responses is summarised in Figure 53. Due to the nature of the question asked, 92% of the responses
were suggestions for improvement of the policy.
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Figure 53 - Characterisation of Comments on Question 16

N=63
In keeping with the general character of this question, many different issues were raised in response.
General comments about the strategy and its implementation
The strategy was welcomed by some who did not feel that the Government was currently doing enough to address the
issue of litter. There was a perception that the litter problem in Scotland was particularly bad, and that areas such as
the countryside should not be neglected. That said, concern was voiced as to whether the strategy would be effective,
given the difficult nature of the problem. In addition, it was stated that the strategy could not be delivered without
adequate funding. Certain key areas, such as education, were identified as requiring specific additional funding.
Many responses said that measures under the strategy must be consistent and long term, rather than relying on short
term initiatives and pilot projects; they welcomed the national nature of the strategy. However a non-governmental
organisation emphasised that the strategy should be implemented flexibly so that it could be adapted to local needs.
It was suggested that an implementation plan should be developed, indicating who would undertake specific tasks
under the strategy and when.
It was suggested that any monitoring system should be based upon existing systems so as not to place additional
burdens upon local authorities, and should use litter count information rather than personal surveys on littering. As
regards flytipping, there was a need for the standardisation of reporting and clarifications on questions such as whether
side waste is counted as flytipping; the preference seemed to be that side waste should be counted separately. Street
cleansing was felt to be important and neglected in the strategy.
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Stakeholders
Many comments advocated a wide-ranging multi stakeholder approach, which would require many different tactics to
be deployed. Many stakeholders and tactics were listed, but no single component stood out as the most widely
supported. Wider community issues such as sense of place, community pride and ownership were also emphasised.
Respondents indicated that care was needed to make sure that engagement was effective. Some respondents
suggested stakeholders that they could help to engage – for example, the Scottish Fire Rescue Service mentioned that
it runs a forum for business engagement and frequently works with schools. Partnership working with the private
sector was highlighted by a private sector organisation. More focus on the third sector, community groups, and
conservation groups was desired and it was further pointed out that partnership working with local authorities was very
important to this process.
Changes to the Flytipping Small Grants Scheme, formerly run by Zero Waste Scotland, were regretted by some. These
were felt to hamper relevant third sector projects that did not fit neatly within the Strategic Directions. This view was
common amongst third sector organisations, but also expressed by organisations that work with the third sector.
Integrated approaches
Several comments highlighted how joined up approaches were important for delivering a successful litter strategy. One
example was the need for grass cutting and litter picking to be coordinated; where grass was cut first, this led to
greater difficulty in clearing up litter afterwards. Another example was road closure and litter picking. Coordination of
these activities in roadside settings was perceived as particularly poor, which was thought to lead to the neglect of
roadside litter. Transferring litter picking responsibility on trunk routes to road Operating Companies was suggested as
a means to address this, since they also have powers to close roads for maintenance.
Various issues regarding reporting were raised, including a perceived need for a reporting system for overflowing bins
to enable the public to inform the council about them in a timely manner. It was suggested that the public could be
incentivised to report flytipping, since a more rapid response would reduce the opportunity for ‘litter to beget litter’.
Some respondents commented that there was too little mention of marine litter in the strategy, given the large
proportion of this material that comes from land based sources. To improve this integration, these respondents felt that
explicit mention of the roles of rivers and sewage as source of marine litter were needed, and specific public campaigns
against behaviours such as the disposal of plastic items down toilets were suggested.
Tactics
Many different tactics for addressing the litter problem were mentioned, with contrasting viewpoints being expressed.
More respondents were in favour of the plastic bag levy than against it, although one respondent felt it would be
ineffective. Deposit refund schemes were thought to be a measure with great potential by some, both in the context of
beverage containers and more widely. One respondent commented that such a scheme could reduce the littering of
“substantial visible and dangerous wastes such as glass and PET bottles”. A recurring comment was the need to reduce
the quantity and impact of packaging by improving its design and the materials used.
Respondents were split over the relative importance of education and enforcement, and there were many
recommendations regarding each. It was felt by some that education needed to be shown to result in behaviour
change; there were also calls for it to be focussed on certain litter types, such as cigarette butts.
In the context of enforcement, good liaison with the prosecution services was mentioned as important. It was
suggested that FPNs could be made a civil rather than a criminal matter to increase the likelihood of payment, and that
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they could be issued if Street Litter Control Notices or Litter Abatement Orders were not obeyed. Other possibilities
mentioned included prosecuting events and venues caught flyering.
The need for adequate ‘bin infrastructure’ was mentioned by many respondents. While not considered a magic bullet,
many respondents felt that more, better located and more vandalism-resistant bins would be very helpful. The absence
of bins from stations, airports and sports venues due to security concerns was thought to hinder development of good
habits. Different bins appropriate to waste types such as dog waste and smoking litter were also thought important.
Sharing best practice was considered important: Singapore and Australia were mentioned as relevant international
comparisons, while examples were also drawn from Scottish local authorities. One suggestion was that best practice
should be gathered in a focused way, for example looking at the application of a particular tactic, like enforcement.

4

Application of Responses to Actions

In this section we seek to draw out the implications of the responses to the consultation questions for the actions
proposed by the Scottish Government in the National Litter Strategy. The design of the consultation means that there
are questions that relate to more than one action, and some actions to which more than one question is relevant. The
relationship between consultation questions and the proposed actions is set out in Table 5.
Table 5 – Mapping Consultation Questions and Strategy Actions

Question

Action

Action Description

1

1

The Scottish Government will develop a strategic vision, mission, values and
objectives to guide the National Litter Strategy development.

2
3
2
4

3

5
6

4

7

5

8

6

9

Communicate positive behaviours throughout Scotland
To raise awareness of litter-related issues through education resources for
3-18 year olds.
Explore the potential to update or develop online training materials to help
businesses, and other organisations, to reduce litter associated with their
activity.
Pilot a recognition scheme which provides support to businesses and other
employers to ensure that their staff set a good example and are aware of
the consequences of littering. It should enable employers to take the credit
for participating.
Look at how product design can help reduce litter.
Help people when they are out and about to recycle more, through Zero
Waste Scotland support for local authorities and others with litter control
responsibilities.
Work to reduce accidental littering/wind-blown material from household
and commercial waste bins, recycling containers waiting to be collected and
waste collection vehicles.
Review guidance to help organisations with clean-up responsibilities to do so
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Question

Action

Action Description

6a

9

effectively and efficiently.

9
7

10

Develop a robust monitoring system, working with stakeholders, to measure
the impact and progress of the final strategy.

8

11

Support community action.

9

12

Focus future funding on projects that support the strategic directions and
consistency of delivery.

10

13

Produce further evidence to inform our future approach to flytipping.

11

14

11a

14

12

14

13

15

Increase the Fixed Penalties for litter to £80 and for flytipping to £200.

14
14a

16

Review training for litter enforcement officers.

17

We will also work with organisations that have enforcement powers to
identify whether future changes to the enforcement system would support
them in requiring individuals and businesses to take responsibility for the
disposal of their waste.

15
15a
15b

We propose to identify suitable legislative opportunities to strengthen the
Fixed Penalty system in Scotland.

In this section of the report, brief comments are given that relate the consultation question responses to the actions
contained in the strategy.

4.1 Action 1 (Vision, mission, values and objectives)
This action is in large part delivered through the draft strategy consulted upon. Respondents were overwhelmingly in
favour of the development of the strategy, and most were supportive of the specific proposals contained within it. Full
details are provided in Section 3.1.2.

4.2 Action 2 (Improved communications)
No respondents indicated that they disagreed with Question 2, part of which related to Action 2, although 41% only
partially agreed. In the free text responses there was widespread support for improved communication regarding litter
issues, but some respondents felt that the action should be more inclusive of a wide a range of stakeholders, such as
voluntary, charity and community groups, that could contribute to delivering local communication. While some
respondents called for consistent messages, others warned against an authoritarian, top-down approach to
communications. One of the most common themes in the responses was the need to share and build upon experience
and good practice as regards communication techniques. Full details are provided in Section 3.2.2.

4.3 Action 3 (Education resources)
No respondents indicated that they disagreed with Question 2 which related to Action 3. Many respondents recognised
that there were specific issues relating to littering by under-16s.
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4.4 Action 4 (Online training)
While many respondents recognised the importance of changing the practices of businesses – particularly fast food
restaurants and pubs and clubs - to reduce the litter associated with their activity, few respondents made specific
reference to the idea of online training. Full details are provided in Section 3.2.2.

4.5 Action 5 (Recognition scheme)
The concept of a recognition scheme was welcomed by a majority of respondents, although some had reservations
about whether it might be more effective to incorporate a litter-related scheme within a wider, or pre-existing, award or
accreditation scheme. Full details are provided in Sections 3.2.2 and 3.3.2.

4.6 Action 6 (Product design)
While there was significant support for improving product design as a measure that would increase recycling, some
respondents felt that this would be difficult for Scotland to achieve alone, and that this might not necessarily have a
substantial bearing on the incidence of litter. Full details are provided in Section 3.4.2.

4.7 Action 7 (Increase recycling facilities)
While there was significant support for enabling more recycling “on the go” as a measure that would increase recycling,
some respondents felt that this issue did not necessarily have a substantial bearing on the incidence of litter. Full
details are provided in Section 3.4.2.

4.8 Action 8 (Reduce accidental litter)
Almost half of those who responded to Question 5, which related directly to Action 8, indicated that they were able to
provide details of good practice in reducing accidental litter arising from waste and recycling collections. Very few
respondents indicated any degree of disagreement with this action. There was considerable consistency in the
examples suggested, which focused on changes to operational practices around waste collection and the use of
improved bins. A summary of the suggestions is included in Section 3.5.2.

4.9 Action 9 (Review guidance)
A majority of respondents (74%) indicated that they agreed that guidance to organisations with clean-up
responsibilities should be improved through a revision of the Code of Practice on Litter and Refuse (COPLAR). Only 4%
disagreed, while the remaining 22% partially agreed. Several respondents suggested that COPLAR had not been
reviewed for some time, and emphasised the need for the code to be consistent with the new strategy. Full details are
provided in Section 3.6.2, 3.7.2 and 3.8.2

4.10 Action 10 (Monitoring)
69% of respondents agreed that there should be a robust monitoring system developed with stakeholders to assess the
impact and progress of the strategy, although many were keen to emphasise that indicators used should not be
onerous for those organisations tasked with preparing them. Full details are provided in Section 3.8.2
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4.11 Action 11 (Community action)
91% of respondents agreed that communities should be supported in developing local initiatives to prevent litter. Many
respondents felt that local action, engaging communities in tackling litter, would be the most effective approach to
preventing and reducing littering behaviour. Full details are provided in Section 3.9.2

4.12 Action 12 (Future funding)
58% of respondents agreed that Zero Waste Scotland funding should focus on activity which supports the strategy’s
objectives. Some emphasised the need for any application process for funding to be proportionate to the value of
projects and to be simple enough to be accessible to community groups. Full details are provided in Section 3.10.2

4.13 Action 13 (Flytipping)
A significant majority of respondents welcomed the focus on flytipping. However, some respondents highlighted the
existing sources of data, together with others already in development, and thought that it was important to draw on
the best of this information to inform any future approach. Full details are provided in Section 3.11.2

4.14 Action 14 (Strengthen the Fixed Penalty Notice system)
There was substantial agreement with the questions relating to the proposal to identify suitable legislative opportunities
to strengthen the Fixed Penalty system in Scotland. There was considerable appetite amongst the majority of
respondents for more organisations to be given powers to take enforcement action on litter, which reflected a
widespread view that there was insufficient enforcement at present. In response to Question 11, 93% of respondents
agreed that the power to issue fixed penalties should be extended to National Parks Authorities (NPAs) (see Section
3.12.1), subject to proper training being given to staff (see Section 3.12.2).
In response to Question 11a, 76% of respondents indicated that there were other bodies to which the power to issue
fixed penalties should be extended (see Section 3.13.1), and a wide range of such organisations were suggested (see
Section 3.13.2).
In response to Question 12, views were evenly split on the question of prompt payment discounts: 51% of respondents
indicated that they believed discounts should be offered, while the remaining 49% were against (see Section 3.14.1).
Many respondents felt that the principle of incentivising prompt payment was sound, but there was widespread concern
that the discounted fines were too low (see 3.14.2), a view also reflected in responses that relate to Action 15.

4.15 Action 15 (Increase litter and flytipping fixed penalties)
Respondents views were split across the three possible responses to Question 13; while the largest number of
respondents agreed with the increased levels of FPNs proposed, the majority either partially agreed (37%) or disagreed
(22%) (see 3.15.1).
This pattern of responses for the most part reflected concern that the Fixed Penalty levels proposed were too low,
particularly in relation to flytipping offences. However, some respondents argued that the core issues were the need for
more frequent enforcement and more effective collection of fines, and some were concerned that large fines might be
inappropriate in a difficult economic climate, or might result in additional collection difficulties. Full details are provided
in Section 3.15.2.
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4.16 Action 16 (Enforcement training)
A large majority of respondents agreed with the call for additional training and guidance on enforcement, whether in
full (66%) or in part (31%). This was felt to be particularly important if enforcement powers were extended to
additional organisations. The training available from Keep Scotland Beautiful was mentioned by a number of
respondents as an example of good practice. Full details are provided in Sections 3.16.2 and 3.17.2

4.17 Action 17 (Identify future legislation)
Five possible future changes to the enforcement system were put forward in the strategy.

4.17.1 ASB Fixed Penalties
Respondents gave exploration of the use of the Antisocial Behaviour Fixed Penalty system with the Police the second
highest priority amongst the possible future changes to the enforcement system that were suggested in the strategy
(see Section 3.19.1).
While the majority of the comments made short, generally positive comments a significant minority of comments
questioned the need for and utility of ASB fixed penalties in the context of littering. Mention was made of the risk of
creating a ‘two-tier’ system, or of discrimination in how penalties were applied. Several thought that the existing fixed
penalty scheme was sufficient, provided that it was used.

4.17.2 Vehicles
Respondents thought that tackling littering from vehicles was the highest priority amongst the possible future changes
to the enforcement system that were suggested in the strategy (see Section 3.19.1).
Many respondents believed that waste thrown from vehicles was a major factor contributing to roadside litter and
supported the idea of making enforcement in such cases easier. A frequently occurring comment was that the
registered keeper of a vehicle should be held responsible for any litter offence involving their vehicle, or made to
identify the driver or passenger responsible.

4.17.3 Carriers
Respondents thought that reviewing waste carrier licensing and duty of care systems was the third highest priority
amongst the possible future changes to the enforcement system that were suggested in the strategy (see Section
3.19.1).
Suggested methods included measures to make legitimate operators easier to identify, and suspicious operators easier
to report.

4.17.4 Control Notices
Respondents thought that extending the list of categories to which a Street Litter Control Notice applies was the fourth
highest priority amongst the possible future changes to the enforcement system that were suggested in the strategy
(see Section 3.19.1).
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Many of the comments made by respondents simply welcomed the prospect of local authorities being given additional
powers to tackle problems. The issue of cigarette litter around pubs and clubs was seen as one particular issue that
powers might be used to address. However, several respondents felt that the existing legislation was adequate and
that this was a low priority action, which was unlikely to be effective in delivering change.

4.17.5 Printed Materials
Respondents thought that measures to address problems related to printed materials were the lowest priority amongst
the possible future changes to the enforcement system that were suggested in the strategy (see Section 3.19.1).
A substantial number of respondents felt that this was an issue worth tackling. One suggestion was that the
responsibility for any litter should be placed on the business that had commissioned the printed material. However,
others felt that it was a low priority and that few litter incidents related to printed materials arose in their area.
Full details are provided in Sections 3.18.2, 3.19.2 and 3.20.2

5

Analysis of Responses on SEA, BRIA and Equalities

5.1 Question 17 – Feedback on Strategic Environmental Assessment
Do you have feedback on the findings of the assessment?

5.1.1 Quantitative Analysis
Question 17 (closed question) was answered by 76 respondents (75%). The pattern of responses is shown in Figure
54.
Figure 54 - Distribution of Responses to Question 17 (Closed Question)

N=76
A majority of respondents (86%) indicated that they did not wish to make additional comments.
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5.1.2 Qualitative Analysis
14 respondents (14%) commented on the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA), although three of the comments
made no substantive point. The character of the responses is summarised in Figure 55. 46% of the contentful
responses provided supportive comments. 9% provided negative comments. The majority of respondents provided
either suggestions for improvement (27%) or mixed comments (18%). The responses were drawn from a variety of
organisation types, although no private individuals commented on the document.

Figure 55 - Characterisation of Responses to Question 17 (Closed Question)

N=11
Four respondents indicated support for “option 2” within the SEA, which is understood to mean the use of a low-cost,
networked approach to address marine litter. One respondent called for a focus on Strategic Direction 3 Marine Litter
Strategy, which emphasises treating waste as a resource.
A number of respondents suggested amendments or improvements to the SEA. One suggested that the diagram on
page 4 showing the legislative context should be amended to include reference to the Water Framework Directive.
Another suggested a number of detailed amendments to the SEA to reflect the impact of litter on the waste water
treatment system, where it can lead to blockages, damage to equipment and pollution events, including the release of
sewage related debris.
One respondent found the language of the SEA to be too technical and jargon-heavy. Another disputed the claim that
the recycling value of littered and flytipped goods are being lost to Scotland, arguing that where these materials are
ultimately collected by the relevant Council, the value is delayed rather than lost. One respondent highlighted that
legislation was being put forward as the primary means of addressing litter, rather than changing social attitudes and
values, technological innovations or financial incentives.
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5.2 Question 18 – Business and Regulatory Impact Assessments
Are there particular issues you want to highlight with regard to the partial BRIA and the potential
impacts on the third sector, business and the economy?

5.2.1 Quantitative Analysis
Question 18 (closed question) was answered by 74 respondents (73%). The pattern of responses is shown in Figure
56.

Figure 56 - Distribution of Responses to Question 18 (Closed Question)

N=74
A majority of respondents (77%) indicated that they did not wish to make additional comments.

5.2.2 Qualitative Analysis
16 respondents (16%) commented on the Business and Regulatory Impact Assessments (BRIA), although two of the
comments made no substantive point. The character of the responses is summarised in Figure 57. Of these, 72% were
suggestions for improvement, while 21% were mixed comments. The remaining 7% were supportive comments.
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Figure 57 - Characterisation of Responses to Question 18 (Open Question)

N=14
The small number of comments received typically highlighted elements of the BRIA that respondents felt were either
missing or undervalued. However, as a general point in response to the impact assessment, two respondents raised
general concerns about the potential impact of waste disposal and enforcement costs on businesses, and emphasised
the need for litter and flytipping policies to be proportionate. One respondent suggested that to mitigate the costs of
compliance, there should be an incentive scheme for businesses that successfully reduced the waste and litter their
activities produced. Another suggested that there was a need for additional support for third sector organisations.
One respondent noted that there was a possible question mark against the value for money obtained from litter
enforcement duties, which they stated had cost £4.5m in 2010/11 while raising £290,000 in fines. However, another
respondent expressed the view that litter was a significant cost to the Scottish economy, on the grounds that it tended
to deter tourism and inward investment.
The main omissions from the BRIA in the view of respondents were:




Undervaluing of the costs (whether to local authorities or road Operating Companies) of rectifying current litter
problems before any savings from litter prevention might be realised;
The impact of litter and flytipping in terms of damage to the water and waste water network; and
Assessment of the potential impact of a deposit refund scheme
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5.3 Question 19 – Equalities Impact Assessment
Are there any equalities issues that you wish to highlight so that these can be factored into the Equalities
Impact Assessment for the National Litter Strategy?

5.3.1 Quantitative Analysis
Question 19 (closed question) was answered by 76 respondents (75%). The pattern of responses is shown in Figure
58.
Figure 58 - Distribution of Responses to Question 19 (Closed Question)

N=76
A majority of respondents (74%) indicated that they did not wish to make additional comments.

5.3.2 Qualitative Analysis
25 respondents (25%) commented on equalities issues, although four of the comments made no substantive point. The
character of the responses is summarised in Figure 59. Of these, 67% were suggestions for improvement, while 28%
were supportive. The remaining 5% were negative comments.
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Figure 59 - Characterisation of Responses to Question 19 (Open Question)

N=21
A majority of respondents (67%) indicated that they did not wish to make additional comments. Some respondents
emphasised the need for enforcement to be carried out equally on offenders from all backgrounds. The comments also
identified a range of equalities issues:








Several respondents mentioned the need for information about littering to be made available in accessible
formats for people with literacy issues, non-English speakers, deaf sign language users and people with visual
impairments;
Several respondents mentioned the difficulties relating to littering carried out by under-16s;
One respondent felt that enforcement was not appropriate where offences were committed by people with
mental disabilities;
One respondent highlighted unequal street cleaning practices resulting from zoning policies, which they
considered resulted in the neglect of deprived tenement areas; others felt that rural areas presented a
particular challenge for dealing with litter; and
There were calls for additional information to allow proper assessment of this issue, including a more formal
assessment of the equalities implications of the final strategy.

Appendices
A1 List of Consultation Questions
Qn

Question Text
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1

Do you agree that the strategic approach proposed (Action 1) should form the basis of the National Litter
Strategy’s overall vision, mission, values and objectives?

2

Do you agree that improved communications (Action 2), education resources (Action 3) and business
engagement (Actions 4 and 5) should be the National Litter Strategy’s information focus for preventing litter?

3

If you are responding on behalf of a group/organisation: as a business or organisation (including litter duty
bodies) would you find it valuable to have a national recognition scheme which supports you in encouraging
positive behaviour (Action 5)?

4

Do you agree that businesses and other organisations have a key role to play in the design of products and
packaging to reduce litter and that those with litter control responsibilities should be encouraged to recycle
more (Actions 6 and 7)?

5

Are you able to provide details of good practice in reducing accidental litter arising from waste and recycling
collections (Action 8)?

6

Do you agree the Code of Practice on Litter and Refuse (Scotland) 2006 should be revised (Action 9) to reflect
the National Litter Strategy?

6a

Are there aspects of the Code of Practice on Litter and Refuse (either those mentioned at Action 9 or additional
areas) that you believe should be improved. If so how?

7

Do you agree that robust measures are needed to monitor National Litter Strategy progress and to measure
success (Action 10) including requiring additional litter duty bodies to demonstrate how they are meeting their
responsibilities (Action 9)?

8

Do you agree that the National Litter Strategy should support communities in developing local initiatives to
prevent litter (Action 11)?

9

Do you agree that future Zero Waste Scotland funding should focus on activity which supports the strategy’s
objectives, including requiring publication of approaches to litter delivery (Action 12)?

10

Do you agree that that the strategy should recognise the specific interventions that will be required for tackling
flytipping (Action 13)?

11

Do you agree National Parks Authorities should have the power to issue Fixed Penalties (Action 14)?

11a

Are there other public bodies you believe the power to issue Fixed Penalties should be extended to, and why
(Action 14)?

12

Do you believe it would be valuable to have the option to offer a discount to encourage prompt payment of
Fixed Penalties for littering (Action 14)?

13

Do you agree that the level of Fixed Penalties should be increased to £80 for litter and £200 for flytipping
(Action 15)?

14

Do you agree that the effectiveness of enforcement can be improved by reviewing training and guidance
(Action 16)?
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14a

What other training and guidance issues, if any, do you believe the review should address? Please provide
details.

15

Do you agree there is a case for future improvements in the enforcement system to make it more effective in
preventing littering and flytipping (Action 17)?

15a

What priority do you attach to improving prevention through enforcement in the examples summarised below
and referenced in Action 17?

ASBO

Include litter under the anti-social behaviour Fixed Penalties regime

Vehicles

Overcome barriers to enforcement in cases of littering from vehicles

Carriers

Improvements to the waste carrier licensing system and duty of care compliance for
businesses

Control Notices

Extend the list of categories to which a Street Litter Control Notices applies

Printed Material

Explore whether there might be an effective mechanism for litter practitioners to
intervene when printed materials create litter problems

15b

What additional areas, if any, could make the enforcement system more effective in preventing litter and
flytipping?

16

Do you have any further comments on or ideas for the National Litter Strategy?

17

Do you have feedback on the findings of the assessment?

18

Are there particular issues you want to highlight with regard to the partial BRIA and the potential impacts on
the third sector, business and the economy?

19

Are there any equalities issues that you wish to highlight so that these can be factored into the Equalities
Impact Assessment for the National Litter Strategy?

