
 

NYCC – 14 November 2011- CP O & S Committee 
Proposed Changes to No Cold Calling Zone Protocols & Enforcement/1 

 
NORTH YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL 

 
CORPORATE AND PARTNERSHIPS OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE 

 
14 NOVEMBER 2011 

 
PROPOSED CHANGES TO NO COLD CALLING ZONE PROTOCOLS  

AND ENFORCEMENT 
 

Report of the Corporate Director – Business and Environmental  
Services 

 
1.0 PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
1.1 The No Cold Calling Zone (NCCZ) initiative was commenced in November 

2005 as a pilot project to test ways of protecting vulnerable residents from 
doorstep crime. The initiative has proved to be both effective and popular with 
residents, with the result that there are now 400 NCCZs in the County. 
Although the initiative has been running for six years, the criteria for the 
creation of zones, which has evolved with time, has yet to receive official 
approval by elected members as a policy of the County Council. 

 
1.2 The existing NCCZ initiative relies on ‘people power’ and the zones have no 

legal status, which has been seen as a weakness. A change in the law in 
2008, with the introduction of the Consumer Protection from Unfair Trading 
Regulations, now provides an opportunity to refine the initiative by minor 
alterations to signage, thereby providing legal sanctions against those cold 
callers who ignore the request of residents. 

 
1.3 To seek the input of the Committee and invite it to endorse the proposals. 
 
 
 
2.0 BACKGROUND 
 
2.1 No Cold Calling Zones are primarily designed to tackle crime arising from 

doorstep callers, bogus workmen, high pressure sales people, bogus officials 
and distraction burglary. 

 
2.2 Whilst this type of criminal behaviour can impact anybody in any place, older 

people or those with learning difficulties are particularly vulnerable, especially 
those living alone. The typical victim is an 81 year old female living alone. 

 
2.3 The number of doorstep crime incidents reported to the N’Yorks trading 

standards service has grown significantly over the last ten years. Last year 
there were 282 complaints and 93 people are known to have fallen victim to 
these crimes. 

 

ITEM 4
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2.4 Surveys have shown that the reporting rate for doorstep crime victims is only 
14% and that figure was confirmed during the recent investigation and 
prosecution of the Price family of travellers when victims were traced via 
cheque payments into the family’s bank accounts. Despite being cheated out 
of thousands of pounds only 14% had reported the matter to the authorities.  

 
2.5 No Cold Calling Zones give communities the confidence to say ‘No’ to 

uninvited salespeople. They deter cold callers as residents have been made 
aware of their legal rights, neighbours feel empowered to speak on behalf of 
each other to turn callers away, residents are more likely to take details of 
vehicles or ID used by cold callers for later identification and residents have a 
contact number for trading standards if in difficulties. The zone boundaries are 
marked with street signage and residents are given stickers to display at their 
front doors to give cold callers a clear indication that they are not welcome. 

 
2.6 Follow up maintenance visits to existing zones take place every three years 

and include a survey of residents. In every case, over 90% of residents report 
a drop in the number of cold callers, over 90% feel more able to deal with calls 
if they do occur and residents report that they feel safer in their own homes as 
a result.  

 
2.7 As other local authorities followed North Yorkshire’s lead, the popularity of 

NCCZs spread across the country and concerns were raised by the Direct 
Selling Association that they could be a threat to their members’ legitimate 
trade. As a result of those business concerns, the Office of Fair Trading (OFT) 
sought leading counsel’s opinion on three points of law: Did local authorities 
have the power to establish NCCZs: Was the establishment of NCCZs in 
breach of the Human Rights Act: Was the establishment of zones contrary to 
EU law? 

 
2.8 The full text of counsel’s opinion, dating from December 2007 is at Appendix 

A to this report. Since its publication all new N’Yorks zones have had to meet 
the criteria. 

 
 
3.0 ADOPTION OF A POLICY REQUIRING 100% AGREEMENT AMONGST 

residents 
 
3.1 From the outset of the NCCZ initiative in North Yorkshire it has been a 

prerequisite that there was a 100% agreement within the community covered 
by a zone that everyone was in agreement for its creation. The initial thoughts 
were that no one should be prevented from having cold callers if that was their 
wish. Anyone whose rights were restricted would have grounds for complaint 
and would undermine the fundamental principle that the authority was not 
imposing constraints on trade but was supporting the wishes of the whole 
community. This approach has been vindicated in talks with major companies 
using doorstep cold calling who have acknowledged that there is no 
commercial sense in paying staff to go into an area where they will get a 
100% refusal. 

 



 

NYCC – 14 November 2011- CP O & S Committee 
Proposed Changes to No Cold Calling Zone Protocols & Enforcement/3 

3.2 In the six years since the initiative started there have been 10 proposed zones 
which have not been created due to objections from a resident. In those 
instances the remaining residents have been provided with individual door 
stickers but no street signs have been erected. 

 
3.3 In April 2011 a request from Potto Parish Council for a zone to cover the 

village was unable to be fulfilled following an objection by one resident living in 
the centre of the village. The Parish Council asked the County Council to 
reconsider its 100% policy as it felt the “hurdle rate of 100% agreement to be 
undemocratic and unrealistic in establishing zones” and should be 
reconsidered. 

 
3.4 It was this request which highlighted the fact that the 100% requirement was a 

criteria set by officers which had never been considered or agreed by elected 
members and as such could not be said to be County Council policy.  

 
3.5 The committee is invited to endorse the 100% agreement requirement as 

County Council policy. 
 
 
4.0 ADOPTION OF A POLICY TO PRIORITISE THE CREATION OF ZONES BY 

GREATEST NEED 
 
4.1 The popularity of the zones has been such that even with the 'vulnerability' 

criteria, the demand for new zones has outstripped the capacity to create 
them. This has resulted in an increase in waiting time of several months. 

 
4.2 There is a capacity for roughly 50 new zones to be created per annum (the 

exact figure will depend on the size of zones required) but the practice of 
simply placing the zones in a 'queue', in line with the time of receipt of a 
request, is no longer tenable. Whilst requests are received from a variety of 
sources, neighbourhood watch, parish councils, residents groups, elected 
members, sheltered housing associations etc, there are a certain number 
which arise as a result of a resident, usually elderly and sometimes with early 
symptoms of dementia falling victim to bogus callers and then often being 
repeatedly victimised. There is a real need in these instances for some urgent 
action to do our best to protect those members of a community who have 
such an obvious need. Regrettably, one such resident in Scarborough who 
the local police had identified was targeted again before a zone was set up. 
This has highlighted the fact that with a backlog of several months it would be 
immoral to leave such people to wait their turn in the queue. 

 
4.3 It is for that reason that a draft method of assessing the relative need for the 

creation of a zone in order to determine priority has been developed. In short, 
we are responding to residents’ needs rather than their 'wants' to make best 
use of resources. There is a need to prioritise the timetable for NCCZs and 
some applicants will need to 'stand aside' and allow those with a greater need 
to move up the queue. 
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4.4 The proposed draft together with the rationale is attached at Appendix B to 
this report and the committee is invited to adopt it as County Council policy. 

 
 
5.0 ADOPTION OF A POLICY TO AMEND THE WORDING ON NCCZ STREET 

SIGNAGE AND DOOR STICKER TO MAKE THE ZONES LEGALLY 
ENFORCEABLE 

 
5.1 In May 2008, the Consumer Protection from Unfair Trading Regulations came 

into force and create a criminal offence in relation to those traders  who 
conduct personal visits to a consumer’s home and ignore the consumer’s 
request to leave or not to return.  

 
5.2 In August 2009, Suffolk trading standards sought opinion from legal Counsel 

as to the wording of door stickers etc which would satisfy the requirements of 
the regulations in order to constitute a ‘request’ by a consumer. 

 
5.3 This change in the law provides an opportunity to refine the NCCZ initiative by 

making minor alterations to street signage and door stickers, thereby 
providing legal sanctions against those cold callers who still ignore the wishes 
of residents. 

 
5.4 Appendix C to this report details a recent prosecution taken by North 

Lincolnshire trading standards service, which was widely reported in the 
national press and confirms that legal action can be successful. 

 
5.5 The committee is invited to adopt the proposal to amend the wording of NCCZ 

signage to provide an opportunity to take legal action in appropriate cases.  
 
 
6.0 RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
6.1 Members consider the proposed changes to the No Cold Call Zone procedure 

and the creation of a County Council Policy and provide their views for 
consideration by the Corporate Director BES, in conjunction with the 
Executive Members for BES. 

 
 
DAVID BOWE 
Corporate Director – Business and Environmental Services 
 
 
Author of Report: Derek Harry Smith, Section Leader, Consumer Services 
 
Appendix A: OFT Guidance 
Appendix B NCCZ Prioritisation 
Appendix C: CPR Prosecution 
 
Background Documents: None 
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APPENDIX A 
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APPENDIX B 
 
 

Prioritisation criteria for No Cold Calling Zone creation 
 
Doorstep Crime incident has occurred                                 =   25 points 
 
County Council elected member support                             =   10 points 
 
Person willing to act as liaison/maintenance contact           =     5 points 
 
Percentage of residents over 65 years of age                     = 0 –10 points 
 
Size of zone  ( 1 – 20 : 21 – 60 : 61 – 80 : 80+ homes )    = 2 : 3 : 2 : 1 points 
 
Type of housing (ie bungalows, sheltered housing etc )      =   0 – 3 points 
 
Police crime figures                                                              =   0 – 3 points 
 
Prevalence of cold calling                                                     =   0 – 3 points 
 
Reason for request                                                               =   0 – 2 points 
 
Rationale 
 
The popularity of No Cold Calling Zones has meant that a backlog of requests has 
developed as demand exceeds staff capacity. It is the intention that all requests will 
be placed on a waiting list but greater priority will be given to those areas where 
there is a ‘need’ rather than a ‘want’.  
 
When a resident has fallen victim to ‘doorstep crime’ there is an obvious need to 
protect them from being targeted again and those zone requests meeting that criteria 
will always get preference. 
 
Elected members are the democratic representatives of a community and know the 
concerns and needs of local residents within a neighbourhood. It is important to 
ensure that the constraints on legitimate businesses which sell ‘door to door’ are 
proportionate to the risks to residents. Elected member support for a zone ensures 
that a request from a neighbourhood is balanced with the needs of the wider local 
community and that resources are justifiably targeted in that area. 
 
Once created, there is a need to maintain the zone to ensure signage remains clear 
and that new residents are made aware of the rationale behind its creation, together 
with the need to issue replacement door stickers. A local contact minimises ongoing 
staff costs and provides feedback to confirm that demographic changes have not 
altered the need for a zone, therefore its existence remains proportionate.  
 
Whilst age is not the only reason to regard residents as being vulnerable, the typical 
victim of doorstep crime is an older adult. The demographic profile of a 
neighbourhood is an indication as to the likely proportionality in creating a zone. 
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Smaller zones tend to be most successful in that there is a close community bond 
which diminishes with size. However the fixed costs involved in setting up a zone 
mean that an optimum size is usually in the range 21-60 homes and the majority of 
existing zones fall into this category. Larger zones tend to attract objections in that 
there is less of a sense of neighbourliness and the vulnerable residents are not as 
apparent to the whole community. 
 
Certain types of housing, such as bungalows, tend to attract cold callers and the 
police crime statistics give some ‘fine tuning’ guidance when deciding priorities 
between otherwise equal proposed zones. The ‘tie breaker’ question as to the 
reason for a request enables residents to raise issues which might otherwise not be 
apparent. 
 
Whilst the prioritisation process may have its flaws it should help to ensure that those 
communities with a real need are at the front of the queue and that resources are 
used to best effect. 
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APPENDIX C 
 
 

 
 
 




