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“There are some people out there who are earning as much as they would
from running drugs. It’s not just fly-tipping, it’s organised crime.”1

1. Introduction
The illegal dumping of waste, more commonly known as fly-tipping, adversely
affects quality of life in both urban and rural areas. At the very least in can be an
unsightly nuisance, but more seriously it can cause pollution and be harmful to
human health. As European and UK waste strategies move toward sustainable
waste management that aims to decrease the amount of waste going to landfill
and tighten regulations on hazardous waste, the increasing cost and effort
associated with legitimate disposal means that fly-tipping is likely to become an
even greater problem in the future (Defra, 2004a).
Research studies on fly-tipping have been few and far between and those that
have been conducted have been based more on opinion, experience and
anecdotes than on empirical evidence. Moreover, the majority of this literature
focuses on small-scale domestic tipping. This normally involves the illegal tipping
of builders rubble, bulky items such as furniture and other waste that is not
routinely collected by local collection services. However, a different problem is
that of large-scale tipping of construction and demolition waste. In these
incidences, several trucks can dump hundreds of tonnes of clay, bricks, concrete,
etc. in one visit. This can be very expensive and time-consuming to clear and can
have a severe effect on the environment. What is more, the Environment Agency
has some evidence that suggests some tippers are making large sums of money
out of their activities (Defra, 2004a). It is this form of fly-tipping and how it can be
tackled, that is a primary concern for the Environment Agency and on which this
review focuses.

2. Construction and Demolition Waste (CDW)
The construction industry has been found to be a major generator of waste
contributing 26% of the waste produced in the Netherlands (Lanting, 1993) and
29% of the solid-waste stream in the US (Rogoff & Williams, 1994). 20-30% of all
waste deposited in Australian landfills is reported to have generated from the
construction industry (Craven et al., 1994). In the UK, this figure is as high as
50% (Ferguson et al., 1995).
Construction and demolitions wastes (CDW) include waste arising from the
construction and demolition of buildings and foundations as well as excavation
1

Quote from an anonymous London Waste Regulation Authority inspector. As cited in Thompson
(1998)
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waste such as material dug from the ground during levelling of a site. The
principle wastes in this stream are soil, ballast, concrete, asphalt, bricks, tiles,
plaster, masonry, wood, metal, paper, glass and plastic (Strategy Unit, 2002).
The quantities of CDW arising each year are estimated to be 93.9 million tonnes
for England and Wales (Symonds Group, 2002). This total is greater than both
the municipal and commercial waste streams combined. In 2000, 35% of this
waste was recycled, 13% was re-used on licensed landfill sites, 28% was spread
on sites registered as exempt from waste management licensing and 24% was
landfilled. Although these figures do not directly address fly-tipping, it suggests
that nearly a third of CDW is being spread on sites exempt from waste
management licensing. This includes waste, some of which will be fly-tipped,
spread on sites such as farms and golf courses which are mostly unmonitored by
the Environment agency (ENDS, 2001).

3. Fly-tipping: The problem
The Environment Agency estimates that there are approximately 50,000
incidents of fly tipping each year, totalling about 60,000 tonnes of waste. Exact
figures are not available since it is estimated that less than 10% of fly-tipping
incidents are reported to the Agency (National Audit Office, 2002) and there is
currently no standard system used by local authorities for reporting and
monitoring these events2. However, some local evidence suggests the levels of
fly-tipping have increased in recent years (Defra, 2004a). For example, the
Environment Agency recorded a 19% increase in levels in England and Wales
between 2001 and 2002 and a 70% increase in the Thames region alone, where
fly-tipping is dominated by CDW. The London Borough of Lewisham counted
13,600 incidents in 2002; a 50% increase on the previous year, which was also
50% up on the year before. Indeed, local authorities in general perceiving flytipping to be a significant or major problem rose from 49% to 74% between 1998
and 2002 (ENCAMS, 2003).
What are the costs?
The financial costs of clearing up fly-tipped waste are estimated to be between
£100 and £150 million a year (National Audit Office, 2002). Costs which are
mostly shouldered by local authorities and private landowners.
There are also secondary costs associated with fly-tipping that are rarely
included in estimates of ‘clean up’ expenses (ENCAMS, 2003). These include:
lost revenue of legitimate waste management businesses (Defra, 2004a), legal
costs associated with prosecuting fly-tippers (ENCAMS, 2003), decreasing
property values in areas subject to repeated fly-tipping (EPA, 1998) and so on.
2

A national database to record fly-tipping incidents has now been set up, but data are not yet
available.
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In addition to financial costs, there are of course environmental and health costs
associated with fly-tipping. This can be direct, for example wildlife becoming
trapped or injured by the waste, or indirect, for example health problems arising
from exposure to pollution caused by the waste (Defra, 2004c). It is impossible to
measure these hidden costs of fly-tipping but it can be assumed that they are not
insignificant.
Who fly-tips and why?
LIFT (1984) suggest there are four distinct groups of fly-tippers, each with slightly
different reasons for doing so:
• Travellers
• Domestic fly-tippers, avoiding personal inconvenience
• Commercial fly-tippers, avoiding waste disposal charges
• Organised criminal fly-tippers, where financial reward is crucial
Travellers are considered to be a significant source of illegal dumping. Because
of their transient nature, travellers do not often receive normal waste collection
services that other householders do, and may not be aware of, or may not have
the means to reach waste disposal facilities in their area. Waste is also
associated with traditional traveller trades such as garden work, tarmac and other
building works, and scrap dealing (Niner, 2003).
Domestic dumping, which is the most widespread form of fly-tipping, is either
normal household waste discarded at the wrong time or place, or waste which is
not picked up as part of normal waste collection services such as garden refuse
or bulky items like unwanted furniture. Householders may feel forced into
dumping this waste due to a lack of storage space, ignorance of collection
arrangements and/or civic amenity sites, or may simply wish to avoid any
personal inconvenience (London Assembly Environment Committee, 2004).
Some local authorities charge for special collection services, such as for bulky
items. This also provides an incentive to dispose of such items illegally.
Small-scale commercial dumping is normally caused by tradesmen or
businesses wishing to avoid paying for waste collection and disposal services.
For household rubbish, landfill tax, the charge applied to all waste disposed of at
landfill sites, is included in the council tax bill. However, for business waste a
contract must be obtained with a registered waste carrier or else the waste must
be taken directly to a tip licensed to take commercial waste. These tips normally
charge a ‘gate fee’, typically between £12 and £38 per tonne (Defra, 2004c).
One of the problems for construction and demolition waste is that there are
relatively few sites licensed to receive such waste. Moreover, landfill sites tend
to be situated on the urban fringe, which can mean waste produced from city
centre developments must travel many miles, often through heavy traffic, if it is to
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be disposed of legitimately. The money and time involved in simply transporting
waste to a legitimate site, even before landfill charges are taken into account,
encourages fly tipping at more readily accessible places (Defra, 2004a).
Large-scale commercial dumping is motivated purely by money rather than
ignorance of collection types or restrictions, and covers all illegal dumping by
companies or individuals who have been paid to dispose of this waste (London
Assembly Environment Committee, 2004). Large-scale dumping ranges from the
‘man with a van’ operator through to highly organised gangs who arrange the
dumping of tonnes of waste in one ‘hit’. It is estimated that people involved in
organised illegal waste disposal can profit by up to £1million per year (Defra,
2004b). Those involved are also highly organised, dangerous individuals often
with extensive criminal histories. As one local authority officer put it: “drug barons
are moving out of drugs and into fly tipping. There is more money in it, and less
risk” (quote cited from London Assembly Environment Committee, 2004)
Where does it happen?
A report by the Department of the Environment (Coggins & Cooper, 1991)
suggests that fly tipping will occur in areas which are accessible and attractive to
fly-tipping. By attractive the report suggests areas which are secluded, which
have other accumulated waste, waste-lands, construction sites and industrial
areas. Accessibility depends on the type and scale of the offence. For small tips,
sites within walking distance of the source are considered most attractive, e.g.
private skips, secluded pathways and ‘over-the-fence’ sites(especially where
property backs on to rivers, canals, railways and roads). For larger-scale
offences, where vehicular access is required, no-through roads, lay-bys, country
lanes, field entrances and car parks were more susceptible. It has been
suggested that small-scale fly-tippers travel smaller distances from where they
live or work to dump their waste compared to organised large-scale tippers
(London Assembly Environment Committee, 2004).
Because of the differences in accessibility and attractiveness, the type of flytipping that is particularly problematic within any given area will depend on the
various features of that area. Problems with small-scale trade waste will surface
in areas with a large number of high street shops and a high density of
commercial activities. Likewise, high density residential areas, particularly where
there are a large number of multiple-occupancy dwellings and conversions will
tend to have problems with domestic dumping. On the other hand, large-scale
construction and demolition tipping tends to occur in areas where there are
significant construction and redevelopment projects, in low density housing areas
and transport facilities sites such as station car parks (London Assembly
Environment Committee, 2004).

4. Future fly-tipping concerns
6
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European and UK legislation is being tightened to encourage more sustainable
management of the growing levels of waste. There is concern, however, that
levels of fly-tipping will increase as a result. These policies include:
•

Landfill Directive – This will introduce the requirement for all hazardous waste
to be treated before landfill. Coupled with a rise in landfill tax, this will
significantly increase the costs of disposal.

•

WEEE Directive – The Waste Electronics and Electrical Equipment (WEEE)
Directive which will introduce measures to achieve a high level of separate
collection of WEEE. This will be achieved through several means, such as
obligating retailers of WEEE to take back old WEEE when supplying new
equipment; and making businesses that use electrical or electronic
equipment responsible for the costs of disposal and recycling of WEEE (if not
purchasing replacement products at the same time).

The shift towards disposal charges that cover all environmental costs, and not
merely the cost of burying or incinerating the waste, is likely to increase the
overall cost of waste disposal. London is also running out of suitable sites for
landfill. This means that the distance waste will have to travel will increase with a
resultant increase in cost and inconvenience. Such increases in costs alongside
other factors such as continued economic growth and major redevelopment of
brownfield sites carry with them the risk of more illegal disposal and consequently
greater profitability for those involved in such activities (London Assembly
Environment Committee, 2004).

5. Current Legislation
Fly-tipping is a criminal offence and legislation already exists to empower the
Environment Agency and Local Authorities to deal with the problem. Some of this
legislation, and the problems with it, are described below3.
The Environmental Protection Act (EPA) 19904 Section 33
Section 33 makes it an offence to:
• Deposit controlled waste, or knowingly cause or permit controlled waste to be
deposited without a waste management licence;
3

Local authorities also have several other powers to deal with illegally dumped waste under
legislation such as the Prevention of Damage by Pests Act 1949, the Refuse Disposal (Amenity)
Act 1978, Highways Act 1980, Public Health Act 1961, and the Town and Country Planning Act
1990.
4
Section 33 has since been amended by paragraph 9 (3), (4), (5) and (6) of Schedule 4 to the
Waste Management Licensing Regulations 1994 to ensure that any reference to the deposit of
waste shall also refer to recovery and disposal as defined by the Waste Framework Directive
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•
•

Treat, keep or dispose of controlled waste, or knowingly cause or permit
controlled waste to be treated, kept or disposed of except under or in
accordance with a waste management licence; or
Treat, keep or dispose of controlled waste in a manner likely to cause
pollution of the environment or harm to human health.

The penalties for anyone convicted of an offence under section 33 can be a
maximum of £20,000 or six months imprisonment if convicted in a Magistrates’
Court, or an unlimited fine and up to two years imprisonment if convicted in a
Crown Court. Further, imprisonment can be for up to five years if the offence
involves hazardous waste.
The Environmental Protection Act (EPA) 1990 Section 34 (Duty of Care)
Although not directly related to fly-tipping, section 34 of the EPA 1990 imposes a
duty of care on businesses to ensure that waste is dealt with in a proper manner
across all links of the waste disposal chain. Only holders of a Waste
Management Licence can recover, transport, deposit or dispose of waste. Waste
producers must ensure that the waste is stored securely and that it is passed to
an authorised person. With a few exceptions, Section 34 states that anyone who
transports waste in the course of their business must be registered with the
Environment Agency, and a waste transfer note must be secured whenever
waste is transferred. Finally, waste can only be deposited at officially authorised
sites.
The Environmental Protection Act (EPA) 1990 Section 59
Section 59 of the 1990 Act provides powers for the Environment Agency and
waste collection authorities to serve notice on the occupier of any land where flytipping takes place. The notice requires the occupier to remove the waste from
the land within a specified period. The occupier has the right to appeal and the
court is required to quash the notice if it is satisfied that the appellant neither
deposited nor knowingly caused nor knowingly permitted the deposit of the
waste. Section 59 gives the Agency and waste collection authorities the
additional power to remove the fly-tipped waste and to recover the costs of doing
so from the occupier of the land. The occupier, however, has recourse to the
above defence if he was not responsible. Costs could also be recovered from
those responsible for depositing the waste if they can be traced.
Problems with current legislation
Maximum sentences are rarely applied. The Environment Agency, which mainly
deals with more serious crimes, recorded average fines of £3,000 in 2001/02
(National Audit Office, 2002). Additionally, there is anecdotal evidence that
Magistrates’ often only impose fines of a few hundred pounds and even this is
often unrecoverable due to the offender’s financial circumstances. Defra (2004a)
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suggests that the difficulty in obtaining a successful outcome (which would cover
the costs involved in mounting the case) explains why only a quarter of local
authorities pursue prosecutions (Encams, 2003). A recent ERM (2003) survey
supports these figures reporting that 72.9% of local authorities have not
prosecuted any fly tipping case between 1998 and 2003. Of those that did
prosecute, only 42% were satisfied with the outcome. A lack of sufficient
evidence to secure a prosecution was quoted as one of the main reasons for not
pursuing prosecutions.
In a study conducted by the Department of the Environment (1995), it was found
that two-thirds of waste managers in commercial firms had not heard of the Duty
of Care legislation despite the threat of unlimited fines and the possibility of
endangering the environment through ignorance. Moreover, only 10% of the
managers that had heard of the legislation understood their obligations under it.
This means that only 3% of all commercial firms had heard of, and understood,
the Duty of Care legislation. Similar figures were found in a survey of small to
medium enterprises (SMEs) more generally (NetRegs, 2002). This survey found
that 54% of business had heard of Duty of Care regulatoins but only 17% could
name three of its requirements.
Section 59 provides some powers for clearing the waste but since there is no
incentive on the owners of the land, only the occupiers, problems are
encountered in cases where land is unoccupied and therefore provide no
recourse to recovering the costs of clearance. This has led to large unofficial
dumps developing in derelict sites (Defra, 2004c)
The vehicles fly-tippers use are often deliberately not accurately recorded in the
DVLA database. This prevents identification. Since section 33 of the waste
legislation (EPA 1990) posits that the person who controls the vehicle is
responsible for the waste, accurate DVLA information is therefore crucial. It is
hoped that this unregistered vehicle problem will improve following the
introduction of the continuous registration system in Jan 2004, which requires
documentary evidence to verify names and addresses when registering new and
second hand vehicles and which makes the owner fiscally responsible for their
vehicle until it has been scrapped, sold, stolen or exported, with evidence
documenting as such.
Carriers of controlled waste are required to register with the agency under the
Control of Pollution Act (Amendment)1989. Despite this, a joint operation by the
Environment Agency and Essex police (2001; as cited in ENDS, 2003) found that
40 out of 110 vehicles checked were not registered. Similar figures were found
across the country.

6. Current policy initiatives
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Fly-tipping is currently the focus of considerable policy development and activity.
One of the aims of the Government strategy currently out for consultation is to
clarify the existing confusion between the roles local authorities and the
Environment Agency have in dealing with the problem. Local authorities will be
the front line for dealing with small-scale local fly-tipping issues. The Environment
Agency will be left to focus on large-scale fly-tipping of non-hazardous wastes,
fly-tipping of certain hazardous wastes and the involvement of organised crime in
fly-tipping and illegal waste management.
The Government’s strategy has five strands (Defra, 2004a):
(1) Improve prevention, detection and enforcement of fly-tipping
The Government is encouraging partnerships between the Environment Agency,
local authorities, the police and other organisations such as HM Custom and
Excise to allow more effective use of resources. A National Fly-Tipping
Abatement Force is also being considered to provide guidance and assistance to
local authorities.
(2) Making existing legislation more usable and effective
The Government has recommended that Section 33 of the Environmental
Protection Act be amended with higher fines of up to £50,000 being issued to
repeat offenders. A similar increase in fines has been suggested in Scotland (The
Scotsman, Jan 27, 2004). The Government hopes that increasing the maximum
penalties alongside educating Magistrate Courts about the seriousness of
environmental crime may help to improve the effectiveness of current legislation.
The Government has proposed to amend section 59 so that it applies to
landowners as well as occupiers. This would apply in cases where the owner
deposited or knowingly caused or permitted the deposit of the waste. This will
allow the Environment Agency and waste collection authorities to finally deal with
long standing problem areas where there is no occupier (Defra, 2004c)
(3) Extending the range of powers available to the Environment Agency and
to local authorities
The Anti-Social Behaviour Act (2003), which came into force in March 2004,
gives Local Authorities the same powers as the Environment Agency:
• to stop, search and seize vehicles suspected of being used for fly-tipping
(although a police constable must be present to stop a vehicle on the road).
• to investigate incidents, which should help achieve more successful
prosecutions
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The Government has issued a consultation document to canvass the idea of
allowing the enforcing bodies to make use of fixed penalty notices (of around
£300) as a more flexible way of issuing penalties that should also help to ensure
that more businesses are punished for breaches of the legislation (Defra, 2004a).
It is intended that the issuing of a fixed penalty notice will not substitute
prosecutions, but will add an extra option to the enforcers toolkit. Fines would be
issued to businesses producing waste who fail to produce a valid waste transfer
note and to waste carriers who fail to produce valid registration details.
In the forthcoming Hazardous Waste Regulations, the Environment Agency will
be given the power to issue fixed penalty notices for failure to have a special
waste consignment note. Through a system of producer registration, the Agency
will be able to carry out more focussed inspections of producers of waste and
advise on disposal and treatment options and better address illegal disposal
issues at the source.
(4) Improving the data and knowledge-base
A national database, known as ‘Flycapture’, has recently been developed to
collect statistics on fly-tipping incidents. The Environment Agency and all local
authorities are required to make monthly data returns to Defra so that national
statistics can be compiled. It is intended that this will help inform local and
national decisions and target resources more effectively.
(5) Ensuring waste producers take responsibility for their waste
The Government plans to raise national and local awareness of fly-tipping issues,
including its consequences for human/environmental health, and the increased
likelihood of being caught, prosecuted and fined following the introduction of the
new measures. The Government also intends to raise awareness within the
business community regarding their duty of care responsibilities. This publicity
aims to encourage all waste producers to take more responsibility for their waste
(Defra, 2004a).
The Government is also considering an approach under which local authorities
would demand site waste management plans from those planning large-scale
developments. These will ensure legal disposal routes are in place before work
begins and allow councils to check their implementation (Defra, 2004a).

7. Alternative strategies to control fly-tipping
Economic Incentives
The JDI report on fly-tipping suggests what might be possible by taking a more
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‘problem-oriented’ approach to the problem. This involves designing reduction
strategies based on situational crime prevention principles that alter the current
mix of opportunities and incentives to make it harder, riskier and less rewarding
to fly-tip. Simply put, these aim to alter the cost-benefit ratio sufficiently to deter
fly-tipping.
Within the field of pollution control, there is a considerable economics literature
that takes a similar approach and from which lessons might be learned for
dealing with the very specific problem of fly-tipping. Economically speaking, an
event (fly-tipping for example) will occur when the benefits (savings incurred) of
the event outweigh its costs (the fine multiplied by the likelihood of being made to
pay it). Legislation that imposes fines and increases detection efficiency is
intended to increase the costs of the activity so that they are perceived to
outweigh the benefits. This is the deterrence hypothesis that underpins much of
the criminal justice system (Cooter & Ulen, 1996).
Increasing the costs by punishing non-compliance is one approach to getting the
cost-benefit ratio right. Another is to increase the benefits of behaving honestly.
There are several ways in which this mix of levers and incentives has been used
in pollution control.
Tax
In the case of measurable pollution such as factory emissions, a charge, known
as a Pigovian tax, can be applied to each unit of pollution the factory emits that is
equal to the social cost of the pollution (see Kolstad, 2000). This has the effect of
persuading the factory to lower its emissions to an optimal level in order to
maximise cost-effectiveness. Such charges are already applied by the
Environment Agency on discharges of potential polluting substances to water and
for regulation of processes under the IPPC Directive. However, since fly-tipping is
not a measurable output, because the tipped waste cannot currently be traced
back to the producer, other means are necessary to ‘internalise’ the costs of
illegal disposal.
Sigman (1995) identified four policies that have been advanced in order to
encourage recycling over simple disposal. Three of these can be applied to the
problem of encouraging disposal over tipping: (i) taxes on the use of virgin
materials; (ii) subsidies to recycled material production, and; (iii) deposit/refund
programs
Taxing the use of virgin materials
By raising the cost of virgin materials, recycled materials become the cheaper
and more attractive option. This approach can easily be adapted to fly-tipping, by
levying a ‘disposal’ tax on virgin materials at source which would replace the
land-fill tax currently levied at the end of the materials life. There is then little
incentive for waste producers or carriers to avoid using landfill sites as the tax
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has already been paid, thereby dramatically reducing the financial rewards for flytipping.
It has been suggested that a levy like this could be applied to producers of
particularly problematic goods, for example tyres, which would ultimately cover
the cost of disposing these goods (Thompson, 1998).
Subsidies
In the context of recycling, Government subsidies help to make recycled
materials more financially attractive to the consumer. Unlike taxing virgin material
production, the costs of subsidies are not recouped from the consumers of the
materials. However, it is hoped that the costs of the subsidies will be made up
through reduced waste disposal costs as recycling is encouraged. In terms of flytipping, this approach might involve the Government subsidising disposal costs or
authorised waste collection services so as to encourage legitimate waste
disposal and reduce the profitability of fly-tipping.
Brazilian experience has show that the cost of operating a publicly owned, freeof-charge transfer-station network can be lower than the cost of collecting and
removing illegally dumped CDW (cited from John et al. 2003). In America, a 10%
increase in the salvage value of oil reduced the number of dumping incidents of
used oil by 6% (Sigman, 1998).
Deposit/refund programmes
One of the problems with subsidies highlighted by Sigman (1995) is that, since
disposal of the waste is inexpensive it fails to discourage waste production.
European Directives on waste management are pushing for a reduction in waste
levels. A third option, therefore, is to both levy a charge for waste production and
subsidise legitimate waste disposal. This is known as a deposit/refund system.
One application of this would be to require construction firms to provide a bond
as part of their planning permission with the bond returned on production of
records documenting good practice at each stage of the waste management
cycle.
In terms of recycling household waste in the U.S., Fullerton and Kinnaman (1995)
suggest that a deposit-refund system is the optimal fee structure for encouraging
recycling.
What works
The Waste Strategy for England and Wales (DEFRA, 2000), published in
response to the European Union Framework Directive on Waste (75/442/EEC, as
amended by 91/692/EEC), is primarily concerned with encouraging Local
Authorities to manage waste in a sustainable way. It does not include guidance
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on what measures Local Authorities might take to achieve this. This has left local
authorities to develop their own strategies on an ad hoc basis. There are no
evaluated examples of ‘what works’. However, a survey carried out by ENCAMS
(formerly the Campaign for Tidy Britain) (2003) looked at what strategies local
authorities were using to combat fly-tipping and how successful they perceived
these strategies to have been.
The single most popular form of action, taken by 68% of local authorities, was a
programme of education. This was closely followed by enforcement of current
legislation (65%) and community skip schemes (58%). However, the method
seen as the most successful was restricting access to hotspot areas. This was
considered by 78% of those authorities implementing the method as being
successful, although only 55% of authorities had actually taken this form of
action.
Free bulky waste collection, additional civic amenity sites and community skip
schemes were also considered to have been successful by 76%, 72% and 70%
of the local authorities respectively. Enforcement of current legislation and
education schemes were considered successful by 62% and 59% respectively,
while reduced costs for commercial waste and CCTV were considered by 50%
and 47% respectively to have been successful.
The fact that CCTV was considered the least successful form of action is
interesting since it tends to be one of the most expensive. A package can cost
anywhere between a few thousand to hundreds of thousands of pounds with the
staff resources needed to set out the cameras, change the tapes, batteries and
hard drives and monitor the footage incurring additional charges (MEL Research,
2003).
Multi-agency responses
With different individuals dumping different wastes for different reasons, it is very
unlikely that a simple solution can be found for the fly-tipping problem. The
strategies highlighted above, while many may work to some degree, are not
mutually exclusive. A multi-agency approach incorporating several strategies is
far more likely to be effective. For example, this might involve a combination of
publicity campaigns, increased surveillance, tighter security on vulnerable sites
and rapid removal of waste when it does occur to prevent attracting further
tipping. Such an approach will no-doubt require the co-ordination of several
agencies i.e. the police, the local authority, the Environment Agency as well as
local businesses etc.
The Environment Protection Agency (EPA) in America suggests that successful
prevention of illegal dumping programmes are founded on an integrated
approach with co-operation amongst authorities, communities and industry (EPA,
1998). The integrated approach was to clear sites before a threat to public health
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and safety develops; keep sites clear by using signs, lighting, barriers and
landscaping, educate the community through schools and cleanup days; and be
dedicated to enforcement and prosecution. In Lewisham, holistic working in
partnership with other organisations was considered to have been integral to a
drop in fly-tipping incidents in hot spot areas (London Assembly Environment
Committee, 2004).

8. Summary and Conclusions
ENCAMS defines fly-tipping as: ‘the illegal deposit of any waste onto land, i.e.
waste that is dumped or tipped onto a site which does not have a license to
accept waste.’ (ENCAMS, 2003). However, simple though the definition is, the
problem is more complex. Many types of individuals may fly-tip different wastes
and for different reasons. Whereas small scale tipping may be driven through
ignorance or convenience, large-scale fly-tipping can be a very profitable
enterprise.
Pressure from the European Union to reduce the amount of waste produced has
led to directives which levy charges on landfill services in order to encourage
waste minimisation, reuse and recycling. While there are good reasons for doing
this, such as lowering emissions of greenhouse gases and slowing the growth of
unsightly and land-intensive landfill sites, such charges on their own carry the risk
of increasing the benefits of fly-tipping and could lead to an increase in its
incidence, which already costs between £100- and £150 million a year to clear.
Current legislation is failing to deter fly-tippers and legal requirements make
successful prosecutions hard to achieve. What is more, when a prosecution is
secured, sentences are rarely sufficient to deter further offending or cover the
costs of mounting the case. The Government is introducing a number of
initiatives aimed at:
•
•
•
•
•

ensuring better prevention, detection and enforcement of fly-tipping;
making existing legislation more usable and effective;
extending the range of powers available to help the Environment Agency and
local authorities better deal with the problem;
Improving data and knowledge base to better target resources; and
Ensuring waste producer take more responsibility for their waste.

An approach on which there is a considerable literature in pollution control is to
alter the economic and regulatory environment to re-configure the cost-benefit
ratio in a way that removes the incentives and rewards for behaving in a criminal
and socially irresponsible way.
The literature on the effectiveness of fly-tipping strategies and tactics is, however,
disappointingly bare. There is both a dearth of data on the problem as well as a
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lack of any evidence about the strategies that work. On the basis of other
experience in crime control, however, it is likely that multi-agency working will be
needed in order to achieve the optimal output. This will involve a co-ordinated
approach across several co-operating agencies.
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Annex
London Assembly Environment Committee (May 2004): Action which should be
taken to ‘protecting the city environment’:
•
•
•
•

•

Make desired behaviour easy: provide alternative way s of meeting the
need/desire for the motivation (e.g. clear, convenient waste disposal
arrangements, legal poster sites)
Make behaviour that creates problems less acceptable: increase pride in area
and in doing the ‘right thing’, seek to change behaviour through education
campaigns and work with the community
Make behaviour that creates problems more difficult: through design
measures and community attitudes
Make behaviour that creates problems more liable to appropriate punishment
and effective enforcement: fines etc well-known and consistently applied;
punishment of those that offend should aim to contribute towards cost of
dealing with crime and to act as preventative measure
Allow straightforward reporting of problems and rapid clear-up

The Fly-tipping Stakeholders’ Forum (which comprises ten organisations such as
The National Farmers Union, The National Trust, The Environment Agency and
The Local Government Association), suggest these actions could be taken to
reduce the chance of becoming a victim of fly-tipping:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Lighting the site
Installing video cameras
Fencing the site
Gating open path or road entries
Closing up lay-bys or sites where vehicles can just pull off the road
Clearing vegetation to increase visibility at sites where waste is tipped

Renewal.net guidelines for tackling fly-tipping:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Identify problem areas and hot spots
Monitor vulnerable sites
Establish a prosecution strategy
Involve local media
Provide people with incentives not to fly-tip, giving them the opportunity to
deal with their waste properly
Develop preventative measures such as higher fences along boundaries
Relate cleaning schedules to the needs of customers
Work with the police and other stakeholders through the Crime and
Community Safety Partnership
Use education to prevent future anti-social behaviour and to reach existing
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•
•

customers through their children
Consider the issues within the broader context of anti-social behaviour
Make use of regional and national campaign resources.
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