
 

CABINET 

 

Report subject Revised policy and practice for unauthorised 
encampments 

Meeting date 9 October 2019  

Status Public Report  

Executive summary To advise Cabinet of the variance in policy and practice for 
unauthorised encampments in Bournemouth, Christchurch 
and Poole, and recommend a way forward to develop a 
revised policy.   

Recommendations 
It is RECOMMENDED that: 

Cabinet establish a cross-party member working group, 
as outlined in para 27, to consider the alignment of 
polices and procedures across the Council area and 
report back to Cabinet.   

Reason for 
recommendations 

The complexity of disparate and often contrasting  
policy options would best be considered by a specific  
member working group that could develop a consolidated  
policy with future options, for further consideration by  
Cabinet.   
 

Portfolio Holder(s): Councillor Dr Felicity Rice (Portfolio Holder for Environment 
and Climate Change) 
 

Corporate Director Kate Ryan (Corporate Director of Environment and  
Community) 
 

Contributors  Larry Austin, Service Director, Environment 

 Peter Haikin, Regulatory Services Manager 

 Andy MacDonald, Head of Parks (Greenspace) 

Operations 

Wards None specific 
 

Classification For Recommendation 
 

Title:  

Background 

1. Separate and distinct policies evolved across Bournemouth, Poole, and 
Dorset for addressing unauthorised encampments on local authority land. The 



 

policies differ considerably in terms of site management, target-hardening and 
legal process, albeit a single risk-assessment approach now operates across 
BCP (Appendix A).  

2. A joint protocol between Dorset Police and Dorset local authorities provides 
for a coordinated approach. The vast majority of encampments within the 
conurbation are managed the local authorities, although police have powers in 
some circumstances to remove an unauthorised encampment, in particular 
where a transit site is provided by the local authority.     

3. Policy and practice in Bournemouth and Poole has evolved since 2012 in 
response to some very high profile and challenging encampments together 
with a gradual increase in their regularity and size. (Appendix B).  

4. The main differences in policy and practice within each locality are outlined in 
paragraphs 5. to 22.  

Legal process 

5. Poole: the criminal route through the Magistrates Courts is used (S. 77-79 
Criminal Justice and Public Order Act 1994).  Officers conduct the initial 
review and welfare assessments, serve Directions, attend court hearings, 
serve Court Orders, and accompany bailiffs for any forced evictions.   

6. Bournemouth: the civil route through the County Court is used (Part 55 of Civil 
Procedures Rules). Officers conduct a needs assessment, issue proceedings 
followed by a hearing for a Possession Order, and where necessary obtain an 
eviction warrant through County Court Bailiffs / High Court Writ.    

7. Christchurch: similar to Poole, albeit there has been no need for legal action 
in the last few years. Dorset Council has a transit site at Piddle Hinton, by 
which Christchurch Council previously would have derived some benefit.  

Site management 

8. Poole: portable toilets and skips are often provided, in order to reduce 
environmental damage and clean up costs.  In recent years there has been a 
shift from working to holidaying, and hence there is less need to provide skips. 

9. Bournemouth: security personnel are provided at many unauthorised 
encampments to help prevent additions to any encampments and provide 
reassurance to the local community. Toilet facilities are occasionally provided.  

10. Christchurch: there is no policy to provide portable toilets, skips or on-site 
security which, in any case, would rarely be necessary.  

Target-hardening of open spaces 

11. Poole: the main tourist destinations are protected, but there is no on-going 
programme for the protection of other open spaces. Experience suggests that 
target-hardening prompts displacement to other locations, and also results in 
more damage and costs when breached.  

12. Bournemouth: policy since 2002 (following the large unauthorised 
encampment in Kings Park in 2001) has been to erect physical defences on 
all identified vulnerable open spaces.  



 

13. Christchurch:  Many public open spaces have been target-hardened, albeit 
there has been no comprehensive target-hardening programme.    

Target-hardening of car parks 

14. Poole: carried out by exception, with just a few car-parks having height / width 
barriers. The rational is that barriers deny the established and legitimate use 
of these facilities by users with wide or high-sided vehicles and roof carriers.   

15. Bournemouth: many car parks have height barriers to prevent access by high-
sided vehicles.  The policy has previously prompted complaints from users of 
high sided vehicles such as motorhomes that the car parks deny access.  

16. Christchurch:  many of the car parks have height barriers, but there is has 
been no comprehensive programme to provide these to all car parks.    

Tolerance 

17. Poole: incursions on open spaces used for recreational, tourist of sporting 
purposes are not tolerated, but otherwise there is a degree of toleration if the 
campers do not cause anti-social behaviour or deny legitimate use of the land.   

18. Bournemouth: generally less tolerance of unauthorised encampments, but 
there are exceptions where an encampment is unobtrusive, small in size, and 
there is no evidence of anti-social behaviour.  

19. Christchurch: there is a degree of toleration where there is no anti-social 
behaviour or denial of legitimate use by residents and visitors. 

Communications  

20. Poole: an initial email with links to a website which is updated regularly is sent 
to ward members, police and various council officers, following confirmation of 
a new unauthorised encampment.   

21. Bournemouth:  ‘Traveller Alert’ / ‘Update’ emails are sent to managers, 
officers, ward members, police, ands a web page also provides information on 
current unauthorised encampments.   

22. Christchurch: there is no formal system of email or web-page updates, albeit 
officers liaise with ward members and colleagues on current encampments.  

Policy development   

23. Pre-emptive Injunctions:  previously considered in 2016 following discussions 
with Brandon Lewis (the then Minister of State for the Department of 
Communities & Local Government) and Tobias Ellwood MP, the matter was 
again revisited in March 2019. A QC has advised that pre-emptive injunctions 
could be obtained through the High Court in London and would last for 3 
years, enabling accelerated evictions from BCP land. A recent High Court 
appeal however has thrown some doubt on the legitimacy of such injunctions.  

24. MHCLG consultation: Bournemouth and Poole councils submitted responses 
to the 2018 the consultation paper ‘Powers for dealing with unauthorised 
development and encampments’. A summary of the consultation responses 
was published in February 2019 (see background papers), with proposals 
including a more robust approach with increased police support, criminalising 



 

certain types of unauthorised encampment, and the sharing transit sites. 
There is no timescale published for likely legislative changes.  

25. There are challenges to development of a single BCP policy in view of the 
existing, divergent policies around target-hardening, site management, levels 
of tolerance, and legal process. Emerging policies around pre-emptive 
injunctions, exploration of the benefits of a transit site / temporary stopping 
place, and likely legislative changes need to be considered.    

26. The complexity and profile of this policy area demands a more detailed 
examination of potential options and future direction. This could best be 
served by the establishment of a cross-party member working group.  

27. The cross-party member working group would examine current policy and 
practice as outlined in paras 5 – 22, together with future policy options 
outlined in paras 23 – 25, in order to recommend to Cabinet a consolidated 
BCP policy together with any associated financial implications.  The group 
would be chaired by the Cabinet Portfolio Holder for Environment and Climate 
Change, and supported by officers from Environment, Communities, and Law 
& Governance. The Group would comprise up to 11 councillors, nominated 
from the relevant political groups to reflect the political balance of the council, 
plus the Cabinet Portfolio-holder.    

Summary of financial implications  

28. There are no financial implications resulting from the recommendations.  The 
outcome and recommendations from the member review could nevertheless 
have financial implications that would be detailed in a future report to Cabinet.   

Summary of legal implications  

29.  There are no legal implications arising from the recommendation.   

Summary of human resources implications  

30.  There are no human resource implications arising from the recommendation.   

Summary of environmental impact  

31. There are no environmental impacts arising from the recommendation.  

Summary of public health implications  

32. There are no public health implications arising from the recommendation.   

Summary of equality implications  

33. Gypsies and Travellers, who it is believed comprise the vast majority or 
unauthorised encampments in BCP, are afforded specific protections as a 
result of case law, the Human Rights Act 1998, and the Equality Act 2010. 
Their right to continue with a nomadic lifestyle is specifically protected, and 
the Council has a duty to consider how its policies or decisions will affect 
people who are protected under the Equality Act.  

34. Each unauthorised encampment requires a Welfare Needs Assessment 
(WNA) to ascertain any issues relating to health, education, and wellbeing. 
Government guidance acknowledges that many within the travelling 



 

community experience difficulty in accessing such services, and the WNA 
identifies issues and signposts Gypsies and Travellers to relevant services.   

35. This report specifically addresses issues around unauthorised encampments, 
but does not cover wider but related Gypsy and Traveller policy matters such 
as permanent housing provision, public health impacts, or modern slavery.  

36. The new consolidated policy on unauthorised encampments will require a full 
Equality Impact Assessment.  

Summary of risk assessment  

37. There is no risk relating to recommendation. However, the alternative to these 
recommendations would be for Overview and Scrutiny Board to analyse and 
consider a complex set of possible permutations of existing policies and future 
policy options, which would be demanding of time and resource.  

Background papers  

38. ‘Government response to the consultation on powers for dealing with 
unauthorised development and encampments, February 2019’: 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/
attachment_data/file/776942/Unauthorised_development_and_encampments
_response.pdf 

Appendices  

Appendix A Dynamic risk assessment for Unauthorised Encampments 
 
Appendix B Unauthorised Encampments, 2016-2018 incl. 
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