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Written evidence submitted by the UK Noise Association [ASB 01]

The UK Noise Association (http://www.ukna.org.uk/)is the national body which
lobbies on noise matters. It brings together a unique coalition of key organisations
lobbying on different aspects of noise. Its members include leading experts in the
field, as well as individuals who are suffering particular noise problems.

This response has been written by John Stewart on behalf of the UK Noise
Association. He chairs the Association and is the author of Why Noise Matters,
published by Earthscan in 2011.

1.1 The UK Noise Association welcomes this Bill. It will provide noise victims
redress from their problems that is not currently available. At present redress from
noise is too dependent on the 1990 Environmental Protection Act. To prove noise
nuisance can be a difficult and lengthy process. The provisions in this bill could
provide a quicker solution to the problem.

Injunction to Prevent Nuisance and Annoyance

2.1 We welcome the fact that this Injunction can be issued “on the balance of
probabilities” that the behaviour causes “nuisance or annoyance”. This requires less
proof than noise nuisance under the terms of the Environmental Protection Act. Itisa
commonsense approach which will benefit many noise victims.

2.2 We also welcome the fact that an application for this injunction should not be
restricted to local authorities but also includes the Police and housing providers.
Some local authorities — and in particular the professional associations representing
environmental health officers — may argue that this undermines their position. It
would be a mistake for them to do so as, in many instances, the other agencies would
ask their advice before seeking these injunctions. Moreover, this is a proposal which
will assist noise victims. It will allow them to seek effective redress quickly from a
range of agencies rather than the current over-dependence on the opinion of an
environmental health officer.

2.3 We welcome the fact that, in certain circumstances, the power of arrest can be
attached to injunctions. This is important as, in our experience, there are individuals
who will only take note of the injunction against them if it is accompanied by the
power of arrest.

2.4 We welcome in section 13 of the draft bill — Tenancy injunctions: exclusions and
power of arrest — the recognition that tenancy agreements can be used effectively to
deal with anti-social behaviour. Given the will-power on the part of a local authority
or a housing provider, tenancy agreements can provide an effective route to deal with
an offender.


http://www.ukna.org.uk/)is

Criminal Behaviour Orders; Community Protection Orders; Public Spaces
Protection Orders

3.1 We support the principle of introducing these orders. They will make it easier to
deal with noise across a range of different circumstances.

Local Involvement and Accountability

4.1 We strongly support the concept outlined in this section, including the community
remedy document to be drawn up in consultation with the local community. This
section has the potential to return powers to local communities and to victims, making
them less dependent on outside agencies.

UK Noise Association
December 2012



Weritten evidence submitted by
Paddy Tipping (Police and Crime Commissioner for Nottinghamshire) [ASB 02]

In response to your call for evidence on the Government’s draft Anti-Social
Behaviour Bill, | would like to draw your attention to the antisocial behaviour
scrutiny undertaken here in Nottinghamshire between May and November
last year.

| provide a full copy of the report which contains evidence of the findings
and recommendations which | believe will be helpful to your inquiry.*

As the peoples Police and Crime Commissioner for Nottinghamshire my
vision is to ensure that victims and citizens have a bigger voice in policing to
achieve a safer Nottinghamshire. It would therefore be remiss of me to miss
this opportunity to influence the national agenda relating to tackling all
facets of antisocial behaviour especially neighbourly antisocial behaviour
which | believe requires special attention as incidents are often both civil
and criminal in nature and can often fall between legislative boundaries and
prolong the suffering of victims.

Whilst the scrutiny was undertaken by the former Police Authority | have
recently had the opportunity to meet a number of victims who had taken
part in the scrutiny process and | heard firsthand of their experiences, the
adverse impact on their lives and what changes need to be made to bring
about more effective solutions. | am satisfied that the scrutiny report
identifies the key issues relevant to neighbourly antisocial behaviour and
therefore | endorse the report and its findings and would invite you to
consider the findings as part of your deliberations.

The scrutiny report is already in the public domain having been considered
and accepted by both former Police Authority and Chief Constable. There
are no Data Protection issues and | am happy for you and your Committee
to use any of the evidence as you see fit. The names of victims are not
identified in the report.

Whilst the scrutiny report is self explanatory | would like to draw your
attention to some key issues which | believe have been overlooked in
recent years. | include these points as an Addendum to this letter. | would
also ask that you consider all of our 32 recommendations and assess
whether the draft legislation could be further strengthened to address the
issues identified in our scrutiny process.

If having reviewed the written evidence, you consider that the Home Affairs
Committee would benefit from receiving oral evidence on the range of
issues identified through our scrutiny process, | am more than willing to
allow one of my team to attend an appropriate Committee meeting as a
witness.

! Not printed



Furthermore, you have indicated that the Committee is keen to hear from
individuals who have suffered from anti-social behaviour, in this respect, if
you would like one of the victims who took part in the scrutiny to give oral
evidence, | will ensure that suitable enquiries and arrangements are made.

Finally, | too very much welcome the Government’s decision to overhaul the
statutory framework for tackling anti-social behaviour. | agree that we must
ensure that the new Act is more robust than the original ASBO legislation,
and would invite you to consider whether the new proposed measures
would help to make the lives better for all antisocial behaviour victims but
especially victims of neighbourly antisocial behaviour who took part in our
scrutiny process.

| wish you well in this endeavour.
Paddy Tipping

Police and Crime Commissioner
January 2013



ADDENDUM — KEY ISSUES ARISING FROM ASB SCRUTINY
(NOTTINGHAMSHIRE)

1. Whilst reports of ASB have fallen significantly over recent years, the
majority of incidents take place in the public domain and we are unclear
what impact police and partners are having on persistent neighbourly
ASB — perhaps this should be measured separately? Scrutiny evidence
identifies that many persistent neighbourly ASB incidents continue for
numerous years unabated.

2. The report identifies that the ASB behaviour of neighbours only stopped
when enforcement action at Court was taken. Caution therefore needs
to be placed on advocating the restorative justice approach in such
cases.

3. Unlike ASB occurring in the public domain which is easier to monitor
and capture evidence, gathering evidence of neighbourly ASB proves
difficult suggesting that capabilities and powers of Police and Partners
is limited. Without evidence victims lives continue to be made a misery.

4. Evidence gathering is slow and this explains why ASB victims have
experienced problems over many years. Further complications are also
present because incidents of ASB cross civil and criminal boundaries.
Where there is joint partnership work i.e. the ‘twin track’ approach as
adopted in Nottingham City, the civil v criminal boundaries appear to
have been overcome. This joint working means that there is knowledge
of both ASB tools and powers across civil and criminal law and
overcomes staff working in silos.

5. The Police and Partners appear to use a range of surveillance
equipment and operations to gather evidence for ASB occurring in
neighbourhood ASB ‘hot spots’ or public space environments to good
effect, but there is limited evidence of this approach being used to
tackle persistent neighbourly ASB where there are only a few victims. If
securing evidence is critical to improving the lives of victims then the
police and authorities should be encouraged and allowed to use
appropriate means of securing that evidence including the use of
CCTV. It seems there is a professional fear of breaching privacy rights
of offenders in this respect.

6. The lack of action by Housing Associations and Private Landlords has
led to ASB victims suffering for many years. In addition, Police and
other Partnership resources continue to be requested time and time
again for incidents which are not within their powers of control i.e.
persistent noise.

7. lIssues of mental health in both victims and offenders are significant.
The contribution of Health organisations especially Mental Health is
inconsistent and a major issue in tackling ASB.

8. At the heart of the scrutiny recommendations is the recognition that
neighbourly ASB cases need to be resolved much quicker. If Court



10.

11.

12.

13.

action is the point at which the neighbourly ASB is stopped then all
steps which lead to this outcome need to be improved and speeded up.

The cost of these persistent neighbourly ASB cases being prolonged is
huge not only to the victim, but demand on Police response call outs
and healthcare support to victims.

If the lack of evidence is a barrier then new ways to secure it should be
considered and utilised. If Housing Associations or Private Landlords
are dragging their feet on taking action, then in the interest of saving
future demand through repeat calls for service, Police and Partners
could be more proactive in engaging them.

The catalyst for most neighbourly ASB cases was noise and yet very
few cases if any appeared to breach the statutory noise nuisance
definition, in the eyes and ears of the victim, the noise was ASB but
when assessed by local authorities it failed to meet the standard. |
would invite the Home Affairs Committee to review the statutory noise
legislation in light of the findings of our scrutiny.

Also, does the draft legislation deal effectively with preventative
measures? For example, given that noise is the main catalyst for ASB,
it is surprising how little attention appears to be given to effective sound
proofing during the build of new houses. There is legislation in place as
the report identifies but it is unclear what priority local authorities give to
ensure compliance.

The Scrutiny Committee found that persistent neighbourly ASB only
abated when either Court action was taken or the offender moved
voluntarily or was evicted. However, although this solved the case in
hand, it was clear that the offender was then able to start again in
another local authority area. This is why it is recommended that the
Police and Partners should consider introducing an offender
management program around tenants evicted or moved for causing
neighbourly ASB to ensure that there are control measures in place (as
far as permissible) to prevent neighbourly ASB with new neighbours. It
is unclear how the draft legislation will address this issue.

Paddy Tipping
Police and Crime Commissioner



Written evidence submitted by the Kent Police [ASB 03]

The streamlined and simplified toolkit approach for ASB is to be welcomed
particularly as it provides a system that would enhance enforcement and
would also make information sharing amongst partners easier. In particular
this menu of options does provide flexibility for practitioners.

In order to clarify the points identified by practitioners within Kent these have
been broken down into the constituent elements.

Criminal Behaviour Order

What are particularly welcomed are the positive requirements about changing
behaviour, which provide the opportunity to add positive provisions to resolve
the underlying issues of the behaviours. There is concern about how these
will be managed by services especially dealing with potential breaches
effectively. A systematic approach and set of guidelines will be needed to
ensure the prohibitions are agreed at the first hearing, otherwise the benefits
of the positive requirements will not be realised if the prohibitions are
adjourned at the first hearing.

The report is crucial to ensuring effective decisions and actions are taken that
are relevant to the defendant’s circumstances. However, it is unclear on the
lead agency for this will be. If there is no direct responsibility then some
agencies may think twice about submitting or supporting an application.

Whilst we all hope the positive requirements will reduce the breach rate, one
should not get concerned regarding high breach rates. By the very nature of
ASB, these are individuals who require parameters put on their behaviour, as
the community requires action. It would be more concerning if breach rates
for ASBO/CBOs were higher than the short-term prisoners re-offending rates,
as we are dealing with problematic members in our community.

The teeth to this implementation is through effective use of the positive
requirements at two stages. Firstly, at the assessment stage by the relevant
expert practitioner, and then at the ‘delivering’ stage by the appropriate
agency. Finally monitoring and compliance of this requirement will need
some thought to ensure its effectiveness. Offenders within the community
could be managed more effectively as there are sanctions that are
enforceable yet more flexible to the needs of that particular individual or
community.

Crime Prevention Injunction

Could it not be called a nuisance prevention order as many types of behaviour
do not fit into the harassment, alarm or distress criterion but do affect quality
of life — nuisance and annoyance would be more appropriate to cover these.



What is not made clear in the paper is whether a breach of the injunction
would constitute a civil or criminal offence.

Community Protection Order

The differing tiers within this could prove confusing to both practitioners and
the public.

As with all the orders it will be the details relating to administration,
enforcement, breaches etc that will determine how successful this will be in
combating ASB. The more onerous the responsibilities on agencies in terms of
costs or resources the more reluctant agencies may be to pursue them, to the
detriment of the community.

Direction Power

The dispersal power, if applied to PCSOs, will reduce the burden on police
officers and will provide enforcement capability that is welcomed by the
public. However, because it will be exercised within the Neighbourhood
Policing remit, this will ensure that the PCSO role is still one focused on the
key areas of problem solving and community priority identification.

There is potential for this power to just move people on and not address the
underlying problems that may be associated with an issue.

Community Trigger

This could create an artificial level of repeat business as the public decide that
the best way to get a response is to mobilise a collective approach to what
may be a relatively minor issue of ASB. In particular, this could make it much
more difficult to ensure that the harm element is not overlooked by sheer
guantity, often based on intolerance or perceptions of ASB. Kent Police have
invested heavily in driving forward the tackling of the harm based nature of
ASB, looking closely at risk factors that impact on a person’s vulnerability.
We have seen very positive changes in the overall satisfaction of those we
have worked with using this approach. The Community Trigger could
negatively impact on this.

Individuals could use the trigger in a malicious, vexatious or indeed prejudicial
way that would place the police in a difficult situation to provide action where
none may be needed. Identification of vexatious issues would therefore
necessitate a bureaucracy that would take resources away from dealing with
problems.

Impact upon Partners




The ability to enhance partnership working would be immeasurably helped by
joint case management tools, procedures and protocols that would ensure
‘joined up’ thinking in problem solving.

Police and Partnership Community Safety Units would provide the fulcrum for
a partnership approach to ASB as well to ensure that victims receive the
correct service at the first time of asking from the correct agency.

There needs to be greater emphasis on the contribution that partners can
make lest this becomes another police-only initiative. Any new legislation
should use the opportunity to ensure that partner agencies have a statutory
responsibility to deal with certain kinds of ASB. Noise and environmental ASB
should be ones where local authorities take a statutory lead, with associated
tools and powers.

Harm Based Approach

The report still utilises the 1998 definition of ASB, comprising of harassment,
alarm and distress, which does not incorporate the word harm. With current
Home Office trials of harm based approaches it is recommended that the
evaluation of these pilots is incorporated into the consultation.

Restorative Practice

Currently the Home Office outlines sanctions and outcomes that are to be
introduced. However, we would recommend further detail around how these
can best be achieved to change behaviour, reduce re-occurrences and
increase the feeling of safety in homes and communities. Restorative practice
has a proven track record in achieving many of these goals The use of
restorative “language” within the proposed legislation would allow
complainants to see that the authorities are taking the matter seriously.

The use of restorative practice to bring those suffering from anti-social
behaviour together with those responsible offers a pragmatic and timely
approach. This approach has also has demonstrated a sustainable reduction
in re-offending across the whole of the criminal justice arena from the most
serious crimes to low level, but very harmful, anti-social behaviour.

The Home Office’s has already highlighted the power of restorative practice to
empower communities to become involved in tackling anti-social behaviour
and bringing long term solutions to communities.

The Community Remedy

The use of restorative practice in communities would provide a method of
delivery for the Community Remedy and would provide the best opportunity



to achieve the goals of the Home Office in demonstrating the issues of
communities are being taken seriously, offering a prompt and efficient service
that would stop the problem from happening again. Additional proven
benefits include communities owning the resolutions, educating and
parameter setting for those involved.

There are many similarities in the Community Remedy approach and the
Neighbourhood Resolution Panels being piloted across the country.

Conclusion

Overall the approaches identified by the consultation paper are to be
welcomed but there needs to be greater emphasis on clear identification of
priorities. Furthermore, flexibility around the identification of what constitutes
ASB would ensure that localism is to the fore but could lead to differing
interpretation being used in differing areas that could confuse the public
rather than inform.

Concerns exist around the time and costs associated with monitoring and
enforcing breaches of all aspects of the new toolkit, much as they did with
the previous orders available.

Positive requirements for the orders could include such concepts as
volunteering and restorative practises, especially where these are directly
linked to the community within which the ASB occurred.

Training for courts, county, magistrates and youth, would also be welcome so
that the guidance available is contextualised and greater understanding is
given to the harm that ASB causes.

Prepared by Kent Police Partnership and Communities Directorate.
Released under authority of Chief Supt S Corbishley.

January 2013
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Written evidence submitted by the Kennel Club [ASB 04]

The Kennel Club is the largest organisation in the UK devoted to dog health,
welfare and training. Its objective is to ensure that dogs live healthy, happy lives
with responsible owners.

It runs the country’s largest registration database for both pedigree and
crossbreed dogs and the Petlog database, which is the UK’s biggest reunification
service for microchipped animals. The Kennel Club Assured Breeder Scheme is
the only scheme in the UK that monitors breeders, in order to protect the welfare
of puppies and breeding bitches. It also runs the UK’s largest dog training
programme, the Good Citizen Dog Training Scheme and licenses shows and
clubs across a wide range of activities, which help dog owners to bond and enjoy
life with their dogs. The Kennel Club runs the world’s greatest dog show, Crufts,
and the Discover Dogs event at Earls Court, London, which is a fun family day
out that educates people about how to buy responsibly and care for their dog.

The Kennel Club invests in welfare campaigns, dog training and education
programmes and the Kennel Club Charitable Trust, which supports research into
dog diseases and dog welfare charities, including Kennel Club Breed Rescue
organisations that re-home dogs throughout the UK. The Kennel Club jointly runs
health screening schemes with the British Veterinary Association and through the
Charitable Trust, funds the Kennel Club Genetics Centre at the Animal Health
Trust, which is at the forefront of pioneering research into dog health. The new
Kennel Club Cancer Centre at the Animal Health Trust will contribute to the
AHT’s well-established cancer research programme, helping to further improve
dog health.

The Kennel Club will be answering the Committee’s Terms of Reference

guestions from a dog welfare position and will as such only be referring to the
main proposals relating to dogs in the Anti Social Behaviour (ASB) Bill.

Terms of Reference

Q1. Whether the draft Bill would introduce more effective measures to
tackle antisocial behaviour?

1. The Kennel Club does not believe that the Anti-Social Behaviour Bill would
introduce more effective measures to tackle antisocial behaviour relating to dogs.
In fact, it can be argued that there are currently better measures in place in the
UK to tackle dog related ASB which includes the Dogs Act 1871, Dog Control
Orders in the Clean Neighbourhoods and Environment Act and Dog Control
Notices in the Control of Dogs (Scotland) Act 2010 as well as the Dogs
(Amendment) Act (Northern Ireland) 2011.



2. Under the proposals, Public Spaces Protection Orders (PSPOs) would serve
as new powers to deal with community protection which would see the repeal
and replacement of Dog Control Orders (DCOs) under the Clean
Neighbourhoods and Environment Act 2005. The Kennel Club has serious
concerns regarding such proposals as it feels that DCOs, when implemented
effectively, can have a positive impact in communities by promoting responsible
dog ownership.

3. The obligation to consult on the PSPOs would principally remain with the local
policing body, chief police officer and any community
organisation/representatives that the local authority believes is appropriate to
consult with. Whilst the Kennel Club understands that removing certain
requirements within the consultation process is intended to help save costs, it
would argue that the consultation process is a vital element to ensure a fair and
democratic process. The Kennel Club also has evidence of incidents when the
local authority has consulted with residents regarding dog issues and received a
positive response. By engaging with the residents, local authorities can benefit
from being kept informed of situations and causes of particular problems which
could be potentially solved with a simpler solution. In addition, local councils can
also benefit with better compliance from the community due to positive
engagement and proactive approach with the public on local issues. We
therefore feel that largely keeping the public in the dark regarding any future
PSPOs by using the proposed consultation methods would have a negative
impact and have an opposite effect to the positive ‘community action’ that has
been witnessed as a result of engaging effectively.

4. There are distinct differences between PSPOs and DCOs which raise
concerns regarding how effective the PSPOs would be to tackle dog related
antisocial behaviour. There are five different types of Dog Control Orders which
include dogs on lead, dogs on lead by direction, dog fouling, dog exclusion and
the maximum number of dogs being walked by one individual. These five orders
allow the local authority to effectively deal with different issues surrounding
irresponsible dog ownership. Under the Public Spaces Protection Order however,
there is no limit to what can be required which raises concerns on proportionate
responses to antisocial behaviour and the consistency of these responses,
especially in light of the reduced consultation requirements. It would therefore be
much easier for less dog tolerant councils to implement particularly draconian
Orders with no restriction.

5. As mentioned above, the consultation process required of local authorities
before implementing PSPOs is less demanding. For example, there will be no
obligation for a local council to advertise in local newspapers (a requirement that
the Kennel Club already deems to be inadequate in current legislation) which
would inevitably lead to a lack of informed consultation responses and an
undemocratic method of consulting amongst the public and stakeholders. These



differences combined will be far less effective in tackling dog related antisocial
behaviour than the current measures in place.

6. Furthermore, the implementation of PSPOs would only apply to local
authorities and unlike Dog Control Orders, parish councils would no longer have
the power to implement the new proposed measures. The Kennel Club believes
that this will also weaken the effectiveness of these new measures on tackling
antisocial behaviour. In addition, PSPOs only remain active for three years
compared to Dog Control Orders which currently have no time limit. The
replacement of Dog Control Orders with Public Spaces Protection Orders also
raises questions regarding whether the already introduced DCOs would still
remain in force.

7. Regarding the Community Protection Notices (CPNs) in the Anti-Social
Behaviour Bill, local councils and police will be able to issue these Notices if they
believe there is conduct which is continuous in nature and has a detrimental
effect on the quality of life. In the Home Office’s ‘Putting Victims First’ White
Paper which was published in May 2012, it was suggested that a Community
Protection Order could also be placed on an individual who repeatedly allows
their dog to foul or requiring an owner to repair their fencing if their dog frequently
escapes.

8. The Kennel Club does not condone irresponsible owners who allow their dog
to be a nuisance to other animals and people, and therefore believes that a
provision creating a Dog Control Notice (as has been enacted in Scotland and
Northern Ireland and currently being proposed in Wales) to require leashing,
muzzling or attending training would be ideal.

9. The Kennel Club believes that Dog Control Notices are an effective pre-
emptive tool would allow authorities to take action against irresponsible dog
owners at the first signs of their dogs causing nuisance to the detriment of quality
of life.

10. There is no evidence to suggest that Community Protection Notices would
promote responsible dog ownership as effectively as the already implemented
Dog Control Orders and Dog Control Notices utilised in the devolved
administrations. This raises questions whether CPNs in this instance are the best
means of addressing issues of dog nuisance and whether there is a legitimate
and justified need to replace the current measures which serve to both help
tackle dog related antisocial behaviour as well as promote responsible dog
ownership.

11. Lastly, the Anti-Social Behaviour Bill would replace Anti Social Behaviour
Orders (ASBOSs) with Injunctions which would have the power to ban individuals
from doing certain activities or place a requirement on them to do specific things.
In the Home Office White Paper, it was suggested that in dog related incidents



Injunctions could be used in ‘the most serious cases’ which could (1) require
owners to muzzle their dogs in public, (2) prevent owners from taking their dogs
to certain locations at certain times and (3) require owners to take their dog to
training.

12. In any case where a dog has injured or made an individual fear injury, the
Dogs Act 1871 or the Dangerous Dogs Act could be used instead of the Draft
Bill's proposed Injunctions. Furthermore, the Kennel Club believes that any
annoyance related issues would be more appropriately covered by Dog Control
Notices as is currently the case in Scotland and Northern Ireland, and is under
consideration in Wales. The similarities between existing Dog Control Notices in
the devolved administrations and the proposed Community Protection Notices
and Injunctions only serve to confuse the public as to why they are defined
differently. The Kennel Club strongly recommends definitional continuity in this
case, especially in relation to promoting responsible dog ownership and would
stress its view that a clear and united message will achieve the most effective
results in gaining public understanding and compliance.

Q2. How the proposals will benefit victims of antisocial behaviour?

13. On the contrary, the Kennel Club believes that the Draft Bill's proposals
which relate to dog related antisocial behaviour may even lower the current
standard of benefits and protection offered to victims. As discussed in greater
detail in the Kennel Club’s answer to Q1, the Kennel Club feels there are already
measures in the Clean Neighbourhoods and Environment Act, Dogs Act 1871,
Dangerous Dogs Act and in other UK legislation which offer the same level of
protection and benefits to victims and in certain cases, better protection and
benefits.

Q3. If the Bill provides individuals, communities and businesses affected
by antisocial behaviour with a more effective long-term solution?

14. Similar to our answer to Q2, the Kennel Club believes that there are a
number of measures currently in place in the UK (including Dog Control Notices
currently enforced in Scotland and Northern Ireland) which offer better solutions
to antisocial behaviour for individuals, communities and business both in the
short and long term than that which is being proposed in the Draft Anti-Social
Behaviour Bill. These measures are discussed in greater detail in the Kennel
Club’s answer to Q1.

Q4. Whether the Community Remedy is a proportionate response to
antisocial behaviour?

15. The aim of a Community Remedy is to help the Police and Crime
Commissioners (PCC) or the relevant policing body in London to make
community justice more accountable and responsive to victims and the public by



introducing meaningful and proportionate punishments. Although this is not the
Kennel Club’s area of expertise, we would recommend that any such Community
Remedies should be kept consistent for similar types of low level crimes, treated
individually in order to appropriately decide which measures are adopted and
should always be proportionate to the different types of antisocial behaviour in
guestion.

Q5. How the new measures would affect young people in particular?
16. Not applicable.
Additional comments

17. The Kennel Club is involved in promoting responsible dog ownership at all
levels and launched an initiative last year to work more closely with local
authorities and help them hold ‘Responsible Dog Ownership’ (RDO) days. The
Kennel Club has worked with numerous councils in London and the South East
offering them help to organise RDO days by providing related literature, free
merchandise and advice on all aspects of responsible dog ownership, including
the importance of permanent identification via microchipping, dog training and
dog walking related access issues such as dog control orders and how to walk
your dog responsibly. The Kennel Club will continue this initiative in 2013.

18. The Kennel Club also runs the Good Citizen Dog Training Scheme — the
UK'’s largest dog training scheme and the Safe and Sound Scheme - the Kennel
Club’s education initiative to teach children how to be safe and interact around
dogs. It also provides extensive information guides covering everything from
travelling with your pet to dog law, up to date access information for dog walkers
and responsible dog ownership messages from a trusted source. The Kennel
Club is committed to continuing this work now and in the future for the benefit of
dogs and their owners alike.

19. Lastly, the Kennel Club views its management of and link to Petlog, the UK’s
largest pet reunification database, as a significant strength and of great benefit to
the aims and objectives of both the government in terms of promoting
responsible dog ownership and the wider public. Petlog is the only database
which can also communicate the level of information and expertise associated
with the Kennel Club to those whose data it manages.

The Kennel Club
January 2013



Written evidence submitted by Preston City Council [ASB 05]
Executive Summary

Preston City Council makes a preliminary consultation response to the Select Committee
in relation to replacement of Dog Control Orders by Public Spaces Protection Orders and
requests clarification in the Bill that existing Dog Control Orders, and the power to amend
them, will be unaffected by the proposed new Public Space Protection Order powers.

Brief Introduction

Preston City Council is most concerned regarding parts of the Bill which relate to Public
Spaces Protection Orders. It is envisaged by the Home Secretary that these would repeal
and replace Dog Control Orders. The Bill states that Public Space Protection Orders can
be made by a Local Authority if there are activities that are taking place in a public place
which are having a detrimental effect on quality of life.

Introduced by Part 6 of the Clean Neighbourhoods and Environment Act 2005, existing
Dog Control Orders are well understood and working well where Councils deploy the
resources to effectively enforce them.

Factual Information

The Council has spent a considerable amount of time, effort and resources over the past
two years introducing Dog Control Orders in the City, including extensive public
consultation and engagement. Existing Dog Control Orders address dog fouling, exclusion
of dogs from certain public areas, the requirement to keep dogs on a lead in certain public
areas and the requirement to put a dog on a lead in certain public areas if requested to do
so by an authorised officer of the Council.

There is cross party agreement within Preston City Council in support of the current Dog
Control Order system.

Recommendations for Action

The Bill contains no specific detail on what will happen to existing Dog Control Orders
once the power to make new orders is repealed. Preston City Council seek reassurance
that all the effort and cost spent on the introduction of Dog Control Orders is not undone if
this Bill is enacted. The Council strongly recommends and requests that if the Bill is to be
enacted Parliament does so in a way which allows Councils to maintain existing Dog
Control Orders and to make amendments to those orders. The Council also strongly
recommends and requests that the fixed penalty notice enforcement powers associated
with such orders also remain.

Councillor John Swindells

Deputy Leader and Cabinet Member for Planning and Regulation
Preston City Council

January 2013
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Written evidence submitted by London Borough of Camden [ASB 06]

1. General Comments:

1.1 Camden Council has a long and successful history of using antisocial behaviour (ASB)
legislation creatively and flexibly to address a wide range of issues that matter to our
communities. There has been public concern around the proposed changes to these
powers and we are not convinced that the recommendations and re-branding of powers
proposed in the draft bill will provide improvements to the current position. The powers to
deal with crime and disorder need to be reviewed regularly, but to abolish a successful
policy rather than improve on it, is a total waste of public resources.

1.2 Camden Council's use of ASB legislation is based around people accessing service
interventions prior to the use of any formal sanctions. This is especially the case with young
people and vulnerable groups such as the street population. The council is concerned that
the proposals within the draft bill place less emphasis on the process of early intervention,
something that is actually compounded by the fact that positive stipulations can now be
included within Criminal Behaviour Orders (CBOs) especially where this is not being
supported through additional resources.

1.3 Camden has successfully gained over 500 Antisocial Behaviour Orders (ASBOSs) since the
legislation was introduced. The potential resource implications and community impact of
dealing with applications to discharge or vary these due to changes in legislation is
considerable. The proposals in the Bill will also mean that we will lose the excellent
relationship we have built up with our local Magistrates Court and the corporate knowledge
that goes with this, something that may be damaging given other changes proposed for the
criminal justice system.

1.4 The council is concerned that the definitions within the Draft Bill are inconsistent, and refer
at various stages to victims being “members of the public” and “those in the vicinity”. We
would suggest that a consistent definition is adopted here.

1.5 The council requests that there is specific guidance published around the potential use of
the new ASB Tools and Powers in relation to “Looked after Children” given other recent
changes to the Criminal Justice System for this group.

2. Specific Issues on Amended Powers:

2.1 Crime Behaviour Injunction — Camden is concerned around the significant increase in
council officer time and resources that are outlined in the proposals given that the cases are
heard at the County Courts, there are reduced powers of arrest and the burden of
prosecution has shifted from the police and the Crown Prosecution services to applicant
agencies that are likely to be local authorities in the main.

Restricting the power of arrest to issues relating to “violence or the threat of violence”
significantly undermines the protection and respite the current ASB legislation provides to
local communities. The removal of immediate sanctions means that the legislation is also
less likely to be effective in terms of influencing positive behaviour change. These issues
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are particularly pertinent in regards to addressing issues around vulnerable client groups
such as the street population.

The council is concerned about the potential impact on young people, especially in regards
to the definition that “Conduct capable of causing nuisance or annoyance to any person”
could be grounds for seeking an injunction. The definition is dangerously ambiguous and
council suggests that it is amended to be clearer about the thresholds of behaviour that
would lead to injunctions being considered for people under 18.

2.2 Criminal Behaviour Orders - The council is concerned that there is no consultation
process around the use of CBOs and suggests that applicants are required to formally
consult with the local authority before using the power. This is especially pertinent with
orders relating to vulnerable client groups such as the street population.

2.3 Dispersal Powers — The removal of the current safeguards around the use of dispersal
zones will make it harder for Community safety Partnerships to maintain an overview of how
the power is applied, meaning that inconsistencies could occur. The council suggests that
there is a requirement for local governance structures to be put in place around the powers
to oversee why and when they are used and to manage any issues around displacement
from other areas.

2.4 Community Protection Notice - It is not clear whether the range of sanctions available
would be sufficient to address the issues Camden would want to continue to tackle,
particularly in regards to street activity.

2.5 Public Space Protection Orders — Camden Council is eager to confirm whether these
could be applied to tackle issues currently covered by the powers being replaced (e.g. public
drinking and dog control). Again there is a possibility that ‘inconsistent’ or piecemeal
approaches may be adopted in different parts of the borough.

2.6 Closure of Premises associated with nuisance and disorder - There is a crucial issue
around the definition of “habitual residency” as it relates to this power within the Draft Bill as
it may mean that Camden is no longer able to use the power in response to cases where
vulnerable residents have had their property taken over and are in need of alternative
housing options. The council requests urgent clarity around this, we suggest that an
exception to this is included in the Act, where appropriate alternative accommodation has
been made available.

2.7 Possession of a Dwelling House — The council has a concern about whether the
application of condition 4 (mandatory possession order if a closure order is obtained) in
practice will mean that closure orders will become more difficult to get, because effectively
they will become the equivalent of a possession order. There is a similar concern in relation
to condition 2 (injunctions).

3. Proposed New Powers

3.1 Community Remedy — The council is concerned that the responsibility for preparing the
“community Remedy” document, sits with the local policing body. Our suggestion would be
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for the responsibility to be given to Community Safety Partnerships in London and to elected
police commissioners elsewhere.

Tom Preest, Head of Community Safety
London Borough of Camden
January 2013
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Written evidence submitted by the Dogs Trust [ASB 07]

1. About Dogs Trust

Dogs Trust is the UK's largest dog welfare charity. Every year, we care for around
16,000 stray and abandoned dogs at our nationwide network of 18 re-homing centres.
No healthy dog is ever destroyed. We also promote dog welfare substantially through
educational, neutering and lobbying campaigns.

We believe in the importance and effectiveness of non-legislative interventions in
tackling anti-social behaviour. To reflect this belief, we invest £6 million a year in
outreach work to combat irresponsible dog ownership across the UK.

Dogs Trust runs a successful City Dogs Outreach project in London which reaches out
to young urban dog owners to help them understand their dogs’' needs and become
more responsible owners. The project has neutered one dog a day in Greater London
since its launch in 2010, helping to reduce the number of unwanted Staffie type puppies.
Dogs Trust has also provided local authorities in Greater London with 2,750 free
neutering vouchers and the Metropolitan Police with an additional 200 vouchers that are
largely offered to the more vulnerable owners of bull breeds. We operate similar
schemes in other parts of the UK, often holding ‘Responsible Dog Ownership’ events
where local dog owners can come along and avail themselves of free microchipping,
free health checks, educational materials, and free neutering vouchers. We generally
welcome a very high turnout to such events.

We also have 13 education officers based around the UK who visit schools to educate
children about dog welfare, responsible dog ownership and how to be safe around dogs
and we operate an annual Poop Scoop Week to raise awareness about picking up after
your dog in order to maintain a clean and safe environment for all.

2. Introduction

Dogs Trust has a number of concerns about this Draft Bill, which proposes to examine
irresponsible dog ownership under Anti Social Behaviour (ASB) legislation.

We are concerned that owners who deem themselves to be “responsible”, but have dogs
in need of training or have dogs causing issues in parks, who would not associate
themselves with ASB. It is our opinion that the stereotypical image of the ‘ASBO kid’ is
not something that these dog owners will relate to.

Dogs Trust has tried to follow the terms of reference as best as possible, but owing to
our restricted nature of expertise in this area, and the fact that many aspects of the Bill
are not relevant to our work, we have not addressed each point in our response. As
such, we are considering the first two terms of reference.

3. Will the draft Bill introduce more effective measures to tackle antisocial behaviour?

We have concerns that this draft Bill will not necessarily introduce more effective
measures to tackle antisocial behaviour. Overall, we are concerned that examining
issues surrounding dog control under Home Office legislation may be overly
complicated, and possibly lead to a duplication of proposals which may ultimately
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confuse enforcers and the general public. The main proposals with which we have
problems are outlined below.

3.1 Public Spaces Protection Orders

Dogs Trust is very concerned by the proposal to repeal Dog Control Orders (DCQO’s) and
replace them with Public Spaces Protection Orders (PSPO’s). We believe that Dog
Control Orders, as established by Sections 55-67 of the Clean Neighbourhoods and
Environment Act, are effective in their current form, recognised by the public and easily
enforced by Local Authorities who have the available resources to do so. Furthermore,
DCO'’s have no time limit, whereas PSPQO’s would expire after three years (although they
may be extended for a further three years). It is not clear in the Draft Bill whether existing
DCO'’s would remain in force, expire immediately upon the introduction of PSPO’s, or
expire after three years as per PSPO’s. We fear that in terms of Dog Control Orders, the
government should take into consideration the old adage of, “if it ain’t broke, don't fix it".

3.2 Community Protection Notices

It is not completely clear from this Draft Bill how Community Protection Notices (CPN's)
would apply to dog control related offences. Offences such as “persistant or continuing”
barking can be dealt with under existing legislation — namely Section 79 of the
Environmental Protection Act 1990.

Furthermore, the Draft Bill states that “a person who fails to comply with a CPN may be
issued with a remedial notice by the local authority in respect of work which the local
authority proposes to carry out in order to rectify the problem (for example, cleaning
graffiti from a wall)”. Again, we are unsure as to how this would apply to dog control
related anti social behaviour. If for instance we look at the problem of barking or out of
control dogs, rectification would not take long, unless failure to comply with a CPN in a
dog owner’s case would result in an obligation to attend training classes.

Dogs Trust would rather see the introduction of Dog Control Notices in response to
irresponsible dog ownership related anti-social behaviour (such as excessive barking or
dogs being a nuisance in public areas such as children’s playgrounds). Such Notices
have been introduced in Scotland and Northern Ireland with great success, and are
currently being consulted on in Wales. They apply to dog control issues only, and thus
provide suitable solutions (such as the requirement to leash or muzzle a dog in public, or
attend training classes) for dog-related problems. We fear that the generic nature of
CPN'’s would lead them to be less effective in tackling dog-related offences than DCN's
have proved to be in other parts of the UK.

3.3 Crime Prevention Injunctions

Dogs Trust does not foresee a circumstance where Crime Prevention Injunctions would
be the best response in the case of a dog related incident. In most situations where a
dog has injured a person or made them fear injury, the Dangerous Dogs Act could be
used. In less severe cases, where the Dangerous Dogs Act could not be invoked, it is
unclear where Injunctions could cover any dog-related Anti-Social Behaviour offence
where a proposed Community Protection Notice could not.
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4. How will the proposals benefit victims of antisocial behaviour?

Dogs Trust is not convinced that the proposals will benefit victims of antisocial behaviour
relating to dogs.

In the Bill it is suggested that local agencies will have to focus their response to ASB on
the needs of the victim, rather than the incident, which it has been in the past. While
accepting that the needs of the victim are paramount, Dogs Trust believes that the
issues surrounding each incident must also be considered to enable anti social behavior
with dogs to be properly assessed. Action must be taken before an incident occurs and
we have concerns that this may not happen within the proposed measures.

5. Additional Points and Conclusion

Dogs Trust is disappointed with the Draft Bill, which we fear overcomplicates the issues
surrounding dog-related Anti-Social Behaviour. While we acknowledge the problems
caused by a minority of dog owners, we do believe that there is already ample legislation
in place (many of it dog-specific) which serves the same purpose as many of the Bill's
proposals. Where such legislation does not exist, we think that there are more effective
measures — such as Dog Control Notices — that could be introduced instead.

Dogs Trust
January 2013
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Written evidence submitted by the National Housing Federation [ASB 08]

The National Housing Federation is the voice of affordable housing in England. We believe that
everyone should have the home they need at a price they can afford. That's why we represent the work
of housing associations and campaign for better housing. Our members provide two and a half million
homes for more than five million people. And each year they invest in a diverse range of neighbourhood
projects that help create strong, vibrant communities.

The Federation welcomes the opportunity to respond to the Home Affairs Committee’s inquiry into the
draft Anti-Social Behaviour Bill.

1. Main Recommendations

1.1 The Government should explain what criteria local authorities will be expected to use to
determine whether housing associations are authorised to use the Community Protection
Notice. Councils should be able to extend such authority to other bodies, for example non-
registered housing providers. And the operation of the interface between statutory noise
nuisance and noise nuisance covered by CPN'’s should be considered to ensure effective
use of the new tool.

1.2 Ministers should commit to hold a review of the effectiveness of the new Injunction to
Prevent Nuisance and Annoyance (IPNA), particularly by housing providers, who will no
longer be able to rely on the popular Anti-Social Behaviour Injunction (ASBI). The
Government recognises the value of the current ASBI, and in extending coverage and
making the new Injunction available to more agencies, monitoring of regime performance
and court outcomes will be important.

1.3 The Government should provide reassurances about the impact of the Response to
Complaints where residual concerns remain about potential perverse effects if badly
designed local schemes skew activity towards those who complain the loudest, perhaps
sometimes at the cost of prioritising the most vulnerable. Guidance should be provided
drawing on experience from the pilot sites and recent learning from housing associations, the
Home Office and local partners in using vulnerability matrices. The co-option of housing
associations into Community Safety Partnership arrangements should be proportionate.

1.4 Government should also explore removing the limitation of ‘locality’ from the two
discretionary Grounds for possession beyond rioting, for housing-related offences.
Examples where such an extension might be useful are a tenant who stalks or harasses a
landlord’s employee at their home, away from the offender’s property, or a tenant who tracks
down the partner he has been abusing after she has been rehoused many miles away.

2. Introduction

2.1 The Federation welcomes the Government’s acceptance of the principle that landlords
and others need significant powers to effectively tackle nuisance behaviour and disorder that
may fall short of criminal activity.

2.2 Anti-Social Behaviour (ASB) has, to quote the Home Secretary, ‘a huge impact on the
quality of life of millions of people in this country’.* Housing associations have long

! More Effective Responses to Anti-social Behaviour, Home Office, February 2011
http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/publications/consultations/cons-2010-antisocial-behaviour/asb-consultation-
document?view=Binary

Peao’ge 1


http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/publications/about-us/consultations/community-remedy-consultation/draft-antisocial-behaviour-bill?view=Binary
http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/publications/consultations/cons-2010-antisocial-behaviour/asb-consultation-document?view=Binary
http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/publications/consultations/cons-2010-antisocial-behaviour/asb-consultation-document?view=Binary

recognised their responsibilities in this area and the Federation welcomed the consultation’s
acknowledgement that ‘social landlords and others are putting more effort into tackling anti-
social behaviour’.?

2.3 It is important to note at the outset that, although housing associations need access to
robust enforcement tools, much of their work in this area is devoted to positive action,
prevention and early intervention. In 2010/11 housing associations invested £100m to tackle
crime and ASB, create safer, stronger communities, promote cohesion and provide a wide
range of services, benefiting about three million people.® Whether providing diversionary
measures for teenagers, Supporting People services for the vulnerable, community wardens,
home security, safety programmes, mediation and meetings with tenants, housing
associations will prefer to pre-empt or root out nuisance behaviour early on.

2.4 As the explanatory notes to the draft Bill make clear: ‘Eviction for anti-social
behaviour is exceptional. Available evidence suggests that early interventions by social
landlords successfully resolve around 80% of complaints about anti-social behaviour.’

2.5 Housing associations will welcome many of the measures contained in this draft Bill,
although further scrutiny of some of the clauses will be important in drawing out the detail
and any implementation issues. We have set out our views below, focusing on the most
significant changes for social landlords, under the headings provided by the Committee:

e Whether the draft Bill would introduce more effective measures to tackle antisocial
behaviour;

¢ How the proposals will benefit victims of antisocial behaviour;

o If the Bill provides individuals, communities and businesses affected by antisocial
behaviour with a more effective long-term solution; and

¢ How the new measures would affect young people in particular.

3.

Whether the draft Bill would introduce more effective measures to tackle anti-social
behaviour

3.1 The current powers available to tackle anti-social behaviour are considered by most
housing associations to be effective, reliable and relatively inexpensive to use. Nevertheless,
the Federation recognises that there is a good argument for attempting to simplify the toolkit;
and for proposing certain enhancements, for example making the successful injunction
provisions already used by social landlords available to other agencies.

3.2 The Federation has raised concerns about the potential risk of replacing tried and tested
tools with new powers, the effectiveness of which remains to be determined by the
interpretation of new legislation by the courts. In addition, given the increased breadth of the
IPNA and its use by more agencies, the capacity of the system to cope with increased
volumes needs to be properly tested.

3.3 In particular, housing associations have been keen to show their support for the housing-
specific Anti-social Behaviour Injunction (ASBI), which along with the Anti-Social Behaviour
Order is to be scrapped in favour of a new Injunction to Prevent Nuisance and
Annoyance (IPNA).

2 Ibid.

3 Spending covered financial year 2010/11. Building Futures: Neighbourhood Audit, 2012:
www.housing.org.uk/get_involved/neighbourhood audit.aspx
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3.4 Unlike the ASBI, the IPNA can be used against any individual, irrespective of their tenure,
and covers under-18s, whose cases will be heard in Youth Courts. This may create teething
issues as the Courts become accustomed to dealing with the injunctions.

3.5 However, as far as the details of the IPNA are concerned, the Home Office has listened
to the concerns of housing associations and have tried to replicate the ASBI by ensuring that:

e The IPNA retains the lower impact test (nuisance and annoyance), and the lower
proof test (on balance of probabilities) that already exist for the ASBI,

e Itincludes provisions for interim, without notice, applications;

e The IPNA can be applied for, and breaches dealt with, in the County Courts, which
currently handle applications for ASBIs;

e The power of arrest can be attached to prohibitions where there is a risk of significant
harm to victims; and

e ltincludes a ‘tenancy injunction’, which essentially reproduces the effect of Section
153D of the Housing Act 1996 (injunction against breach of tenancy agreement).

3.6 As stated above, the Federation has raised concerns about the uncertainty surrounding
how the courts may choose to interpret the new legislation, and the risk that this could lessen
the effectiveness of the IPNA. Those concerns remain however we understand that the
Home Office view is that case law, or legal precedents, relating to the ASBI may be carried
across and applied to the new IPNA. This would provide a degree of reassurance.

3.7 In addition, the Bill specifies that the ASBI will still be ‘current’ for five years after the
passage of the legislation, which means HAs have a degree of certainty until the point at
which the new injunction comes into force. Any ‘live’ ASBIs will continue to be recognised in
law for five years.

3.8 The Bill would introduce a new Community Protection Notice (CPN), which may be
used by a housing association officer to order a person to do something (or stop doing
something) to cease ‘environmental’ ASB, or behaviour having a detrimental effect on quality
of life. It replaces litter clearing notices, defacement removal notices and street litter control
notices and is potentially a significant new power for housing association staff. Examples of
behaviour it may be used to tackle include noise and hoarding. CPNs can be used against 16
and 17-year-olds.

3.9 Housing associations may wish to seek to use CPNs (referred to as the Level 1
Community Protection Order in the original consultation) where they could be effective new
tool in certain cases.

3.10 While the Government has said it intends that only registered providers could be
authorised by local authorities to use the CPN, we would recommend that other bodies — for
example non-registered housing association MHS Homes — could also be granted
authorisation where appropriate.

3.11 The exclusion of noise nuisance deemed to be ‘statutory’ from the jurisdiction of CPNs
is potentially confusing and unhelpful to their effectiveness. We suggest this exemption be
removed so landlords that want to can use CPNs more freely against noise complaints.

3.12 The Response to Complaints, formerly referred to as the Community Trigger,
requires ‘relevant bodies’ in a particular local government area (council, police, NHS and co-
opted housing associations) to draw up their own ‘threshold’ to determine what complaints
(for example, how many complaints by how many people in a specified time) will trigger an
ASB ‘case review'. Where a complainant meets the ‘threshold’ the case review must be
carried out by the same relevant bodies.
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Written evidence submitted by Bridget Phillipson MP [ASB 44]

Introduction

Anti-social behaviour can blight a community, making it difficult for residents to feel safe in their
homes. Around 3.3 million incidents of anti-social behaviour were recorded by the police in
England and Wales in 2010/11.] During the same timeframe, there were 116,852 incidents alone
in my own force area of Northumbria.ll It’s vital that the police and other agencies have the
powers at their disposal to act and prevent these incidents from escalating.

The Conservative-led government has proposed changing the law for anti-social behaviour. The
draft Anti-Social Behaviour Bill includes a number of wide ranging measures. For example it
proposes to replace Anti-Social Behaviour Orders (ASBOs) with Crime Prevention Injunctions
and introduce Community Protection Orders.

As a member of the Home Affairs Select Committee conducting the pre-legislative scrutiny of the
Bill, I'm keen for the Committee to hear the experiences of those in my community who have
been victims of anti-social behaviour. That's why my office
created www.antisocialbehaviourbill.com to provide local residents with the means to respond
directly to the committee’s inquiry.

The Home Office gave the Committee little over a month to conduct its inquiry. To fit into this
tight deadline this consultation was open for only 7 days. However, the responses I received
were very constructive and are broken down in this document. [ hope the real life experiences
and opinions of those who are affected by anti-social behaviour will help the Committee in its
deliberations.

Note on the consultation

The Home Office gave the Home Affairs Select Committee a very tight deadline to conduct the
pre-legislative scrutiny on the government’s draft Anti-Social Behaviour Bill. The Committee’s
staff should be commended for their hard work during this busy period.

The consultation on antisocialbehavourbill.com ran from Wednesday 23rd January 2013 to
Wednesday 30t January 2013. Participants were asked to comment on two aspects of the
Committee’s terms of reference. Specifically:

e  Whether the draft Bill would introduce more effective measures to tackle anti-social
behaviour; and,

e How the proposals will help victims of anti-social behaviour.

In addition, the consultation focused on the personal experiences of anti-social behaviour and
what action was taken to remedy the situation. In total 10 people took part and shared their
personal experiences.

All submissions published in this report have been anonymised.
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Overall answers in detail

Q1: In the last 12 months have you suffered from anti-social behaviour?

Personal stories of those who have suffered from anti-social behaviour:

“Gangs of young teenagers congregating on corners and on parking areas opposite
my home which is particularly worrying when members of my family have their
cars parked there.”

Ms S

“Fly tipping is common in our vicinity- around and on Tunstall Hill. Also I recently
saw 2 men acting suspiciously near our house, then saw that licence plates had
been stolen from our neighbour's car, and contacted police (so I didn't suffer
myself).”

Mr Z

“Youths drinking lager/cider/cheap wine in the surrounding countryside ( land
between Hastings Hill and Herrington). They smash bottles and litter the area with
cans creating a no-go area for dog walkers and the local residents. The same areas
are regularly used by fly tippers. The majority of the destruction and vandalism is
carried away from view, so damage only becomes visible when we pass through the
area or when children and pets are injured.”

Ms L

“Hi Bridget I contacted you a while ago about my neighbour she harrassed my
family for 10years. It came to the point where she was targeting my children to the
point they were prisoners. The housing association that provided her
accommodation were not helping at all. Finally after a lengthy fight we sold our
home to be re housed by a housing association so our children could be safe and
have the freedom they deserved. I feel I've lost everything as we had a home that
would have been paid for. The costs with selling at this time and having to me twice
has wiped out everything we had worked hard for. I could sit around and cry and
everything I have lost, however I have gained two very happy boys. So not all bad.
It's a real serious issue. As that tenant still lives very comfortable in her home and
my children have been moved all over just for the quiet life. Never mind the fact
there uni funds have now gone too.”

Mrs A

“The problem in our area, Washington, Tyne and Wear is general anti-social
behaviour. Playing football and car parks and using the bus shelters as goals!
Display standard and ordinary fireworks let off dangerously and inappropriately at
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all hours, often in daylight, between mid October and end of January. Underage
drinking in local parks resulting in broken glass, vandalism and littering of the
entire area from fast food containers, plastic bottles and cans. The same ‘gangs’
gathering in subways and , not infrequently, lighting fires to keep warm. They also
make 'picnic areas’ for their little parties with supermarket trolleys and wheelie
bin boxes for seats! Small drug packets left discarded and other drug taking
paraphanalia such as home made glue sniffing equipment (or whatever else they
inhale). As dogwalkers we are repelled by the increasing amount of unpicked up
dog waste that the dog owner should pick up. Singly these are all low levels of
crime but combined and perpetrated on a daily basis lead to a general depreciation
in the quality of local life. Add to this that you are made to feel that when you
report these incidences to the council or police, spending a long time giving your
own personal details before talking about the incident, that you are a nuisance and
making a fuss, you wonder why you bothered.”

“Since April 2010 we have had anti-social neighbours this involved loud shouting
from adult and children day and night very bad language all the swear words.
Verbal abuse in street from children. Vandalism to house, car, garage and garden.”
Mr M

“Daily problems of football outside of my house on going for approx 2 years. Young
lad of about 13 yrs old + from 1 to 20 of his mates. Constant noise of football being
kicked, blasting ball off my boundary wall, ball constantly hitting my windows and
car. Kids in and out of my gardens. Rubbish thrown into garden. This goes on from
10am-10pm weekends and holidays and from 3:30-10pm school days. Police are
not interested, stating unless they cause damage there not doing anything wrong.
Forced to leave my own house to escape it. Turned to Sunderland council anti social
team who didn’t do anything until I told them I had health problems. Council
eventually had a word with kid’s mother and things have been better, so far. If his
mother had refused to co operate with the council I was informed there was little
they could do. So basically a 13 year old kid has more rights than me and can make
my life a living hell.”

Mr P

“My harrasment started simply because I got a new car in 2011 within two weeks
the whole car was covered in paintstripper we were devestated my partner at the
time currenty had been in full time employment and a unpaid carer, so all we
wanted was reliability what it comes to when you. Can’t get a new vehicle without
your life being turned upside down we informed the police asap and after a a wait
we got a crime number that was it. Also from this incident the things that have
happened have had a dramatic effect on my life nusiance from children, people
coming to your house deliveries phonecalls etc dead birds people throwing stuff
and damaging car nails were put in also numerous reports to benefit fraud hotline
and housing saying I'm commiting fraud and malicious activity the list goes on. I'm
a disabaled person to look at me people may assume theres nothing wrong but I
have a number of compex issues this anti-social behaviour at first affected my sleep
relationships with people then it’s had a massive effect on mental health which has
caused physical problems to flare up I felt ashamed frightened to go out because of
people staring, shouting etc frightened to get help then I was made to feel as if I
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was a benefit cheat where the current benefit system woud not listen to me the
stress from believing nasty malicious people and not giving me a chance led me to
have a nervous breakdown I am still trying to get rehoused and live in fear
everyday it’s not fair. Also I know of some people who have used mediation to look
like they are cooperating with housing etc then attack the person more caused they
have used this route, some things can be sorted out but other things really need to
be thought about as the person suffering is at risk and it does not stop when the
anti-social behaviour stops for a while we have to live with it every day. However |
must thank my local MP who [ went to as I felt a if  was backed into a corner and
nobody would listen never mind having to prove my innocence this helped me
explore diffrent options that I did not some where avaliable also if peope see police
at your house a lot of people think you are complaining and you get more anti-
social behaviour it’s just not fair I still think the people who do this get away with
far to much but is the system at fault as well. I understand peope do things
underhand and should not be on benefits but the system in place have a think about
how the criminal uses this to attack the victim as when this was happening I had no
where to go not everyone will contact police, MP etc and there’s far too many
people suffering in silence.”

Ms K

Q2: If you have suffered an incident of anti-social behaviour did you involve the
police or local council in try to resolve the matter?

Choices Percentage Count
YES, involved police D so.o0% 5
YES, involved local council _ 50.00% 5
NO, did not involve council or police 40.00% e
Have not suffered anti-social behaviour | 10.00% 1
Total Entries 10

Q3.If you did involve the police or council how satisfied were you with the way it
was dealt with?

Choices Percentage Count

1 did not involve the police or council _ 40.00% 4
Quite satisfied I 50.00% 3
Completely unsatisfied 30.00% 3

Total 10

Q4. In the last 12 months have you seen any of the following in your
neighbourhood?
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Choices Percentage Count

Unacceptable rubbish in gardens _ 60.00% 3]
Graffiti D o.00% 4
Fly-tipping [ a0.00% 4
Smashed windows _ 30.00% 3
None of the above 20.00% 2

Total Entries 10

Q5. What impact do you think the government's draft proposals for anti-social
behaviour would be enough of a deterrent if made law in its current form?

Choices Percentage Count
Think the proposed law will not have an effect _ 50.00% 5
Don't know _ 30.00% 3
People less likely to commit anti-social behaviour _ 20.00% 2
Total 10

Q6. Would victims of anti-social behaviour feel these new proposals would be an
appropriate punishment for offenders if made law in its current form?

Choices Percentage Count
1 !:Io_rl t think these proposals will have effect on how _ 40.00% 4
victims feel
Victims will feel that these new measures are an

. I 30.00% 3
appropriate response for anti-social behaviour
Don't know [ 20.00% 2
Victims will NOT feel that these new measures are an - 10.00% 1

appropriate response for anti-social behaviour

Total 10

Q7.Those who commit anti-social behaviour and live in housing provided by a
housing association or the local council can be evicted if they persist in their
behaviour. Should there be more controls in the private rented sector?

Choices Percentage Count
R (00005 10
Total 10
Endnotes

" Home Office, Statistical Bulletin, Crime in England and Wales

2010/11, p.21 http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/publications/science-research-

statistics/research-statistics/crime-research /hosb1011/hosb1011?view=Binary

i Home Office, Crime Research, Table 15 Anti-social behaviour incidents (non-
National Statistics)1, by police force area, English regions and
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http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/publications/science-research-statistics/research-statistics/crime-research/hosb1011/hosb1011?view=Binary

Wales, http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/publications/science-research-
statistics /research-statistics /crime-research /hosb1011/

Bridget Phillipson MP
Labour Member of Parliament for Houghton and Sunderland South
Member, Home Affairs Select Committee
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