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Introduction

1.
Antisocial Behaviour is a major concern for Ealing residents and the fear of crime also features highly in the responses to resident surveys.  The Overview and Scrutiny Committee decided to look in-depth at specific issues around how Antisocial Behaviour is dealt with in the borough and established the Safer Communities Panel to do this.

2.
Scope and Terms of Reference

The main focus of the Safer Communities Panel was Antisocial Behaviour and the three key areas for review were Antisocial Behaviour Orders (ASBOs), Acceptable Behaviour Contracts (ABCs) and Ward Policing.  The Panel considered how these contributed to community safety in the borough and reduced the residents’ fear of crime.

3.
The purpose of the Safer Communities Panel was to examine the extent to which measures to combat Antisocial Behaviour assisted in reducing it so that Ealing was a place where people from all backgrounds chose to live and work; where parents wanted to bring up their children; where there is less crime; and where everyone, including the most vulnerable can feel safe and protected.

4.
The scope of the Safer Communities Panel was to:


-
understand the requirements of the Antisocial Behaviour Act 2003 and examine how Ealing was addressing these with particular regard to ASBOs, ABCs and Ward Policing;


-
understand the key issues and concerns of the local people with respect to antisocial behaviour and in appropriate cases (e.g. ASBOs, ABCs and Ward Policing) make recommendations for ways in which these concerns might be addressed;


-
examine the processes and projects for reducing antisocial behaviour through the application of ASBOs, ABCs and Ward Policing and recommend action to improve the achievement of their objectives to the Executive;


-
assess the successful application of ASBOs, ABCs and Ward Policing from the residents’ perspective including reducing the fear of crime and increasing community safety;


-
determine if current strategies resulted in displacement of antisocial behaviour to another area and how this could be addressed; and


-
identify how ward policing methods were applied in Ealing and consider its effectiveness.


Key Outcomes

5.
The Panel sought the following key outcomes:


-
to ascertain whether ASBOs, ABCs and the introduction of Ward Policing have contributed to community safety in the borough and reduced the residents’ fear of crime;


-
to establish the effectiveness of the Crime and Disorder Reduction Strategy 2002/2005 with respect to ASBOs, ABCs and Ward Policing and make recommendations/proposals for inclusion in the new strategy for 2006/2008;


-
to assess the effectiveness of ASBOs, ABCs and Ward Policing in relation to Antisocial Behaviour and other crime reduction initiatives within Ealing;

· to assess the impact of environmental aspects such as CCTV, street lighting, planning, etc. on the achievement of the crime and disorder reduction strategy; and


-
to put forward recommendations and proposals for inclusion in the new strategy for the period 2006/2008 in respect of ASBOs, ABCs and Ward Policing.


Methodology

6.
The Panel established that Antisocial Behaviour covered a wide range of activity and would not be solved by any individual agency as all had a role to play.  The most important factor in reducing Antisocial Behaviour was the Council’s ability to work well with its partners.  In view of this, the Panel commissioned reports and presentations from:

-
Interim Head of Community Safety

-
Ealing Police

-
Ealing Homes

-
Head of Envirocrime Prevention

-
Project Manager, Parks Countryside and Events Service

-
Interim Director Children’s Services

-
Head of School Effectiveness

-
CCTV Manager

7.
The Panel also reviewed earlier reports, information and examples of best practice from:

-
Streetwatchers

-
Audit Commission

-
National Audit Office

-
Home Office

-
Other External Organisations

8.
Focus Groups:


-
Older People


-
Younger People


CONTEXT

9.
The Crime and Disorder Act (1998) defines Antisocial Behaviour as “Acting in a manner that causes or is likely to cause harassment, alarm or distress to one or more persons not of the same household as themselves”.  Antisocial Behaviour is a problem that affects all communities.  It means different things to different people and includes a wide range of negative behaviour that affects individuals, families and neighbourhoods.

10.
The corrosive effect of Antisocial Behaviour on individuals cannot be underestimated.  It does not just affect individuals as whole communities can suffer.  Where it is frequent, it amplifies peoples’ worries about crime and leads to a sense that crime and disorder are spiralling out of control.  It can lead to decreased investment in an area and regeneration may be hampered or blocked.  Tackling Antisocial Behaviour effectively is one of the first steps towards neighbourhood renewal.

11.
Whilst Antisocial Behaviour is perceived to be a problem that affects mainly council estates and poor, run down areas, it is in fact a problem for people in all communities across all tenures.  Reports of neighbour disputes, harassment, graffiti and flytipping come from all sections of society.  Its concentration, severity and tolerance levels differ from area to area.  It is difficult to fully ascertain the extent of the problem as many of the issues are viewed as relatively minor and never reported as people feel that nothing can or will be done.
12.
Dealing with Antisocial Behaviour effectively can also bring wider benefits such as:

-
deflect young people from involvement in more serious crime;

-
disrupt the activities of persistent criminals;

-
prevent spirals of neighbourhood decline;

-
empower and strengthen local communities; and

-
improve communities’ confidence in the police and other local agencies.

Causes of Antisocial Behaviour
13.
The evidence that the Panel considered led them to conclude that there was no single cause for Antisocial Behaviour and the reasons varied from individual to individual and across all ages.  Some of the causes included:


-
Poor educational performance (which may or may not include exclusion from school);

-
Poor local youth facilities (such as a youth club);


-
Poor family life (lack of parental discipline, drug use by parents, etc.);


-
Drug use;


-
Peer pressure;


-
Lack of social inclusion; and


-
Environment (broken windows, graffiti, dumped cars in their area, etc.).

National Context

14.
The Government’s main concern is that there appears to be an increase in Antisocial Behaviour and it believes that local people have somewhat lost control of their neighbourhoods to a small minority of unruly families and individuals particularly in town centres and ‘sink estates’.

15.
In recent years the Government has passed various legislation that seek to give more powers to the police, local authorities and other agencies who could play a part in reducing the impact of Antisocial Behaviour.  A specific Antisocial Behaviour Unit has also been set up in the Home Office which has also been promoting the campaign entitled Together.
16.
The Crime and Disorder Act 1998 had introduced Antisocial Behaviour Orders which were civil orders that prohibited persistent perpetrators from carrying out behaviour that caused harassment, alarm or distress.  If breached, the order was governed by criminal law so that the perpetrator could be arrested and sentenced.  It was anticipated that there would be a massive take-up of the Orders when these were introduced.  However, problems around cost (the cost of an order has been estimated to be approximately £27,000), evidence and general levels of over-complication, meant there was a real reluctance in many areas to use the legislation and very few Orders were actually handed out.

17.
In response to the slow take-up and harsh countrywide criticisms, the Police Reform Act 2002 introduced changes to make the Orders easier to implement.  These changes included widening the list of organisations that could apply for ASBOs, changes to the types of ASBOs and evidence required for an Order.

18.
Most notably, the Act introduced post-conviction ASBOs, Interim ASBOs and County Court ASBOs.  Just prior to this, the Criminal Justice and Police Act 2001 had introduced Penalty Notices for Disorder as well as Designated Public Place Orders to deal with rowdy behaviour and alcohol related Antisocial Behaviour.

19.
The Antisocial Behaviour Act 2003 was introduced in a phased way and included nine distinct parts within the Act namely drug house closures, housing (new powers for social landlords to tackle antisocial tenants), parents meeting responsibilities, dispersal, firearms, environment (cleaner and safer communities), public order and trespass, high hedges and miscellaneous powers - improving enforcement powers.

20.
Other legislation, which particularly underpins the Youth Offending Service, includes the Criminal Justice Act 2003 and the Children Act 2004.

21.
The Cleaner Neighbourhoods and Environment Act 2005 brings together a variety of different powers for dealing with incident of environmental damage such as flytipping, graffiti and abandoned cars.

22. The Government (ODPM Consultation Paper - November 2005) has now put forward proposals to enable local authorities to contract their antisocial behaviour order functions to organisations managing their housing stock.  Contracting out ASBO functions will not remove any of the local authority’s responsibility under the Crime and Disorder Act.  Any ASBO application would be pursued in the local authority’s name and would be subject to the same consultation requirements.  The process for gaining an antisocial behaviour order would retain the same rigour under any revised administration arrangements.  The Panel concluded that the Council’s response should be positive, as the change would allow greater flexibility even if the Council chose not to take advantage of it.

23.
The Respect Action Plan launched on 10 January 2006 is a central government led initiative about central government, local agencies, local communities and ultimately every citizen working together to build a society in which we can respect one another - where anti-social behaviour is rare and tackled effectively, and communities can live in peace together.  The respect agenda is about an ethos rather than specific actions with any new resources.

24.
The Respect Agenda is not about going back to the past or returning to the days of ‘knowing your place’:

· It is about nurturing and, where needed, enforcing a modern culture of respect, which the majority of people want.

· It is about showing tolerance, acceptance and common decency towards the people around us – our family, friends and peers, people who are older or younger than us, people from different walks of life or who follow different cultures or religions.


-
It is about being considerate of the consequences of our behaviour for others.

Ealing Context
25.
In October 2003 Ealing Council employed an Antisocial Behaviour Co-ordinator to work in the Community Safety and Crime Unit (now named the Safer Ealing Unit). This post was funded by a grant of £25,000 from the Home Office and match funding from the Building Safer Communities Fund. All London boroughs were being encouraged at this time to employ a Co-ordinator to carry out an Antisocial Behaviour Audit, write an Antisocial Behaviour Strategy and oversee the implementation of the Antisocial Behaviour Act 2003.

26.
To obtain a full understanding of the problem in Ealing and to co-ordinate the activity already ongoing as well as developing and adopting new approaches to deal with antisocial behaviour on September 10th 2003, Ealing took part in the Governments ‘One Day Count’, a national exercise to quantify antisocial behaviour.  Every Crime and Disorder Reduction partnership in England and Wales submitted data collected over a 24-hour period.  There were 66,107 reported incidents of antisocial behaviour, costing agencies an estimated total of £3.375bn a year to deal with.  This amounts to one report of anti-social behaviour every two seconds in England and Wales.

27.
To provide a more comprehensive analysis of the size and extent of the problem in Ealing, an Antisocial Behaviour Audit was carried out. The audit included data from a range of agencies including; the London Fire Brigade, the Police, departments within the Council including Housing, Environmental Services, Environmental Health and the Youth Offending Team.  There were 13 categories of antisocial behaviour used in the one-day count and these were replicated in the audit.  The 13 categories were:

Abandoned Vehicles

Animal Related Problems

Criminal Damage/Vandalism

Street Drinking and Begging

Drug and Substance Misuse and Drug Dealing

Hoax Calls

Intimidation and Harassment

Litter/Rubbish

Noise

Nuisance Behaviour

Prostitution, Kerb Crawling and Sexual Acts

Rowdy Behaviour

Vehicle Related Nuisance

28.
The audit was a useful one as it allowed the review of how, as a borough, Ealing responds to the problem of antisocial behaviour, as well as providing a clearer picture as to the size and nature of the issue.  The audit findings illustrate that antisocial behaviour is a problem that affects town centre areas as well as residential ones, though the type of antisocial behaviour differs. It is clear that certain areas suffer from more concentrated and persistent antisocial behaviour whereas other areas suffer particularly from a couple of types of nuisance behaviour.

29.
The audit allowed us to examine the way antisocial behaviour is reported and recorded and to look at how different agencies and departments currently address the problem. It became clear that there are numerous methods of recording antisocial behaviour data and that the complex nature of the problem means that the public is not sure how to report the problem or who to report it to. It also became apparent that there is a large issue around under-reporting certain issues (often those viewed as more trivial) and yet with others, there is the risk of multiple counting, as the problem can have been reported to a number of agencies.
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30.
As with 2002/03 the information for 2003/04 shows three main hotspots of Ealing, Acton and Southall centres. There is also a continuation of emerging hotspots in the Northolt area of the borough. The types of antisocial behaviour creating these hotspots are different in nature. Ealing, Acton and Southall suffer from Litter, Rowdy Behaviour, Street Drinking and Begging and Abandoned Vehicles whilst Northolt experiences Nuisance behaviour, Criminal Damage and Vandalism, Intimidation and Harassment and Hoax calls.  Northolt is predominantly a residential area, whereas the Ealing, Acton and Southall hotspots are focused on town centres.


Ealing - The Survey Results

31.
A summary of the survey results can be found at Appendix A to this report.

Safer Ealing Partnership

32.
The Safer Ealing Partnership is a statutory partnership established under the Crime and Disorder Act 1998.  The Act requires the Police, Council, Health, Probation and Fire Services, together with town centre partnerships and the voluntary/community sectors to work collectively to tackle crime and disorder in their area.  A Board jointly chaired by the Police Borough Commander and Chief Executive of Ealing Council oversees it.

33.
There are various teams that support, advise and deliver the drugs and crime reduction strategy for the Partnership.  These include the Safer Ealing Unit, the Police, the Substance Misuse Team and the Youth Offending Service.  The approaches used are prevention, education, diversion, rehabilitation, enforcement and support.


Community Safety Strategy 2005-2008

34.
The Community Safety Strategy has been written by the Safer Ealing Partnership in conjunction with statutory partner agencies, the voluntary sector, local residents and businesses.  It identifies the partnerships priorities and some key activities detailing the intended achievements.  Action plans will be developed annually to meet the changing nature of the tasks and challenges to provide a safer community.  The key aims are:


-
To provide a safe environment and improve the quality of life for local people, residents, workers and businesses;


-
To prevent and reduce crime;


-
To reassure the public and reduce the local fear of crime, as well as the perception of crime, anti-social behaviour and drugs use or drug dealing;


-
To encourage the reporting of crime


-
To reduce the cost (emotional, mental and financial) of crime and disorder; and


-
To enhance the support for victims of crime and the most vulnerable people.


ACHIEVEMENTS AND INITIATIVES IN TACKLING ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOUR IN EALING

35.
The Council and its Partners have developed as well as implemented a considerable number of complex initiatives to tackle Antisocial Behaviour in Ealing.  An important element in the success of initiatives is the promotion and communication of achievement and new initiatives to the widest audience.  Residents, the business community, support organisations and other stakeholders need to be aware what initiatives, services and support exists when they are experiencing problems of Antisocial Behaviour.  The scope and range of achievements and initiatives include:


The Antisocial Behaviour Act 2003
36.
-
Ealing’s procedures on Antisocial Behaviour have been adopted as part of the London-wide ‘best practice’ ASBOs training initiative;

· ASBOs and ABCs have acted as a deterrent to reduce antisocial behaviour;


-
As at 1 February 2006, 31 ASBOs have been issued and of these 7 were breached with 4 resulting in custodial sentences.


Safer Neighbourhoods Programme
37.
-
The success of the Community Payback Project (rehabilitation of offenders through community projects such as removing graffiti, litter, etc.) in Ealing has led to Ealing being selected for the London-wide launch of Community Payback;

-
The Antisocial Behaviour Co-ordinator, supported by the Ealing Police, has presented a very well received article on tackling Antisocial Behaviour in Ealing to the London Practitioners forum held at Scotland Yard.  The Antisocial Behaviour Co-ordinator regularly receives requests for advice from other Police services and local authorities;


-
The Ealing Police lead was employed by Scotland Yard to provide multi-agency ASBO training financed by the Home Office.  One of the reasons for using Ealing Police was his involvement in the creation of the ASBO case papers for multi-agency use for making ASBO applications to the courts;


-
The Ealing Police, the Antisocial Behaviour Co-ordinator and the Head of Community Safety have delivered presentations and training to both internal and external groups, including public meetings, Probation Service, etc. regarding strategies employed by the local authority to combat Antisocial Behaviour.  Feedback has shown that these have all been well received; and

-
The Ealing Police and Local Authority lead are presently working with the Safer Schools Unit in the Police Borough Liaison Office to produce a DVD for use in schools with a view to showing the consequences of committing crime.  The DVD would be shown in conjunction with workshops in schools where the various scenarios can be discussed with students.


Other Police Supported Initiatives
38.
-
Community Payback (with the Council and the Probation Service)


-
Business Against Crime (with local businesses)


-
Anti-graffiti Initiative (with Anti-graffiti Team)


-
Crack House Closures


-
Community Drop-in Clinics


Ealing Homes
39.
-
Targeted CCTV


-
Two Police Officers funded to work on projects


-
Security Guards on Estates


-
Crack House Closures


Envirocrime

40.
-
Streetwatchers


-
Street Wardens

-
Enforcement on Envirocrime (flytipping - commercial and household waste, street cleansing monitoring, flyposting, graffiti, nuisance vehicles, skips, littering enforcement, dog fouling, overhanging vegetation, street trading and cars for sale)

Safer Ealing Partnership

41.
-
Development of Neighbourhood Plans with standards and targets


Parks and Open Spaces

42.
-
Rangers


-
Fixed Penalty Notices


-
User Satisfaction Surveys


-
Identifying “Hot-Spots”


Youth Offending Service

43.
-
Antisocial Behaviour Case Worker


-
Children’s Support Panel


Education and Schools

44.
Antisocial behaviour in schools is being addressed as part of the following national and local initiatives already in place:


-
Every Child Matters


-
Extended School Strategy


-
Critical Incident Response


-
Safe Schools Scheme


-
Personal, Social, Health and Citizenship Education


-
National Healthy Schools Programme


-
Anti-bullying Strategy


-
Safeguarding and Child Protection


-
Behavioural, Curriculum and Other Support


PANEL CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Overall

45.
Overall, the Panel identified that antisocial behaviour is not the preserve of the young and it will continue to be a priority to the local residents.  Deterrents are not the complete solution.  Good communication, promotion of initiatives and achievements, consultation and community engagement will all help to mitigate residents’ fear of crime.  While local solutions are needed to tackle local localities, antisocial behaviour is a regional and national issue.  Ealing needs to fully engage with the relevant agencies dealing with antisocial behaviour.

46.
The Panel decided that:


-
there were no easy solutions but it was important to seek the views of all of the community in reaching recommendations and developing action plans to tackle Antisocial Behaviour within Ealing;

-
the initiatives and achievements identified in this report provide a well-balanced approach to tackling Antisocial Behaviour;

-
further innovative initiatives will be required to provide alternatives to the continuing and increasing incidence of Antisocial Behaviour;
· the proposals made by the various agencies and the representatives of younger and older people need to be explored; and


-
antisocial behaviour covers such a range of behaviour and ages that it is necessary to utilise the many abilities and powers of the various agencies involved.

47.
The Panel identified that the Area Committees could be a means of achieving involvement from the communities for ward panel purposes.  The Ealing Police identified that some Area Committees had already been approached.  This approach needs to be promoted to ensure additional engagement and involvement from the community.


Proposed Recommendations

R1
Cabinet:




Should consider Area Committees to be a means of achieving involvement from the communities for ward panel purposes.  (Para 47).


R2
Safer Ealing Partnership:


(a)
Review options to ensure that Ealing’s Community Safety Strategy 2005-2008 includes an objective to reassure the public about the true levels of crime, antisocial behaviour, drug use and drug dealing.  (Various Paras).


(b)
Should investigate and evaluate proactive alternatives with other relevant agencies to deflect potential perpetrators of antisocial behaviour to more positive outlets for their energy.  The alternatives could include:


-
Initiatives focused on potential and known offenders


-
Initiatives focused on particular locations using ‘hotspot’ information


-
Initiatives aimed at raising awareness and safety consciousness of potential victims of Antisocial Behaviour (promotion and communication of initiatives)


-
Initiative focused on identifying and addressing residents’ concerns



The Council:


Works with other relevant agencies in:


-
Providing more community facilities


-
Providing more facilities for young people such as after school provision/clubs, discounted access to leisure and sports facilities (similar to Westminster City Council’s Urban Access Youth Passport Scheme and Rescard).  (Various Paras).


(c)
Ensures that implementation of the Community Safety Strategy brings effective wider benefits including:


-
deflect young people from involvement in more serious crime;


-
disrupt the activities of persistent criminals;


-
prevent spirals of neighbourhood decline;


-
empower and strengthen local communities;


-
setting and ongoing monitoring of measurable targets in respect of Antisocial Behaviour; and


-
improve the community’s confidence in the police and other local agencies.  (Various Paras).


(d)
Should support and contribute to the development of the pan-London Antisocial Behaviour Strategy currently being developed.  (Paras 14-24).


Resources
48.
In the Safer Ealing Unit there were two members of staff dealing with Antisocial Behaviour.

49.
Antisocial Behaviour Co-ordinator – this post deals with strategy, policy, legal response, internal and external training, public presentations and surgeries, guidance, advice, action planning and general facilitation and co-ordination of activity.  The Antisocial Behaviour Co-ordinator post is presently vacant.

50.
Antisocial Behaviour Case Officer – this post was intended to deal with Antisocial Behaviour cases for private tenants and homeowners (as previously they had no point of contact or support mechanism for serious Antisocial Behaviour cases unlike tenants of social housing providers such as Ealing Homes or Notting Hill Housing) and supporting the Co-ordinator with projects such as the development of an Antisocial Behaviour Toolkit.  However, the remit of the Antisocial Behaviour Case Worker has been transferred to the in-house Housing Service and the post has been deleted.

51.
The reality has been that the demand for the case officer function has been huge and the Officer has been completely swamped with private tenants and homeowners calling and writing with problems that Ealing Council or the police have not dealt with.

52.
In May 2005 there were 59 new cases for one Officer to deal with and this was additional to the 29 live cases from the previous month.  On average 55 cases are deemed to be manageable.

53.
The Police representatives identified the need for additional caseworkers to meet the extensive and increasing demand for support to individuals.

54.
The response from the public to this service has been exceptional however and one officer cannot maintain that sort of workload.

55.
The two Officers worked in partnership with the Police antisocial behaviour lead and the Antisocial Behaviour Researcher in the Borough Intelligence Unit.  They also worked with the Acceptable Behaviour Contract Caseworker based at the Youth Offending Service (paragraphs 108-115).


Ealing Antisocial Behaviour Resource Structure

56. There is no one dedicated Antisocial Behaviour team in Ealing and therefore response to Antisocial Behaviour relies on strong networks and good relationships to achieve results.  The diagram below outlines the structure as at May 2005.











*Anti-Social Behaviour Co-ordinator, Antisocial Behaviour Officer (to provide support and referral to private tenants and homeowners) plus Police Antisocial Behaviour Co-ordinator and Police Antisocial Behaviour Researcher (both based at the Police Station).

ABC/Antisocial Behaviour Caseworker (Youth offending Service), Ealing Homes has two dedicated Antisocial Behaviour teams with ten officers to tackle Antisocial Behaviour on housing estates.


The Panel considered that:

57.
-
there were insufficient dedicated resources available for the Antisocial Behaviour Officers within the Safer Ealing Unit to properly tackle Antisocial Behaviour;


-
the role of the Antisocial Behaviour Case Officer funded annually by Safer Ealing Partnership within the Youth Offending service needed to be mainstreamed as a Council function;


-
two neighbourhood officers would be in place to co-ordinate the activity at a neighbourhood level in partnership with a range of agencies.  The funds for these posts would be sought from the Safer Ealing Partnership for 2005/2006.  There was a requirement to mainstream these posts.  This work would assist in the Comprehensive Performance Assessment and possible outcome; there had been major under-resourcing in the Antisocial Behaviour field despite intense political (local and national) pressure for the problem to be resolved; and


-
Evaluation of the costs, benefits and appropriateness of a single dedicated Antisocial Behaviour team was essential.


Proposed Recommendations

R3
Cabinet:



Consider whether the establishment of a single dedicated Antisocial Behaviour Team would provide a more effective and efficient borough-wide service delivery.  (Paras 48-57, 58-62, 108-115, 128-131, 132-138, 139-145, 146-152).

R4
Cabinet:


Should review the resources and scope required to deliver the Antisocial Behaviour Case Officer service and consider the request from the Police for the provision of additional Acceptable Behaviour Contract/Antisocial Behaviour caseworkers.  (Paras 48-57 and 108-115).


Costs:
58.
The costs of tackling and preventing Antisocial Behaviour are difficult to quantify as many initiatives are preventative in nature and therefore part of a wider service delivery with wide objectives including good citizenship, educational, responsibility, etc. rather than primarily developed to combat Antisocial Behaviour.

59.
To provide detailed cost information would require the development of more sophisticated budgeting and costing systems to apportion costs against different initiatives including Antisocial Behaviour.

60.
Costs can be identified where specific Antisocial Behaviour teams have been set up including Ealing Homes and the Youth Offending Service.  Teams in Parks and Events, CCTV, Envirocrime, Ward Policing, Schools, etc. have wider remits and the specific costs relating to antisocial behaviour are not disaggregated.

61.
The cost to the Council for tackling Antisocial Behaviour on the Council owned estates (which are managed by Ealing Homes) alone is approximately £1 million per annum.  This expenditure is funded from the Housing Revenue Account.  Costs within the Youth Offending Service are approximately £125,000 per annum.
62.
There is a need to identify the true extent of expenditure incurred in tackling Antisocial Behaviour and ensure that resources are being provided to meet the required need. The development of an integrated cost strategy needs to align to the development of a resources strategy.

Proposed Recommendations

R5
Safer Ealing Partnership:



A properly costed antisocial behaviour strategy should be developed by the Partnership to show the contribution from each of the partners.  (Paras 58-62 and Resources Paras. 48-57).

Performance Measurement
63.
Performance standards and targets have been identified in the Community Safety Strategy 2005/2008 and these need to be reviewed, monitored and reported on a regular basis.
64.
One of the key challenges facing the police safer neighbourhood teams is that of locally selected priorities for action compared with the corporate targets on core crime reduction.

65. The police work to an annual planner that has the following four key themes  - Neighbourhoods, Crime Reduction, Substance Misuse and Young People.  Key performance indicators for each theme allow an individual ward to develop bespoke plans.  The police monitor and report performance against the planner on a monthly and quarterly basis.
66. The police also collect and report on general antisocial behaviour information including number of arrests, stops, intelligence reports, meetings, prolific and priority offender visits and victims of burglary visits and provide it to all partners.

67.
The nature and extent of Antisocial Behaviour also needs to be identified, monitored and reported regularly to provide detailed information to input into the development and review of strategies.

Proposed Recommendations

R6
Ealing Police:


Should ensure that performance against the annual planner and general antisocial behaviour information is reviewed on a regular basis and reported to all the partners.  (Paras 64-66 and 118-127).


R7
Safer Ealing Partnership:


(a)
Should regularly review and monitor performance against the targets set in the Community Safety Strategy and report this to the Cabinet and publish it. (Various Paras.).


(b)
Needs to develop continuous monitoring of performance, accountability, resourcing and good partnership collaboration. (Various Paras.).

R8
The Council:



Should continue to consult regularly with the residents in order to get their perception on crime and on the fear of crime including Antisocial Behaviour.  (Chair’s Comments and Paras 35, 45, 67 and 141).



Deterrents


Antisocial Behaviour Orders

68.
Antisocial Behaviour Orders (ASBO) are court orders which prohibit the perpetrator from specific Antisocial Behaviours.  An ASBO can ban an offender from:


-
continuing the offending behaviour;


-
spending time with a particular group of friends; and


-
visiting certain areas.

69.
ASBOs are issued for a minimum of two years.  The aim of an ASBO is to protect the public from the behaviour rather than to punish the perpetrator.  An ASBO is a civil order and not a criminal penalty – this means it will not appear on an individual's criminal record.  However, a breach of an ASBO is a criminal offence punishable by a fine or up to five years in prison.


Ealing Position

70.
As at 1 February 2006 there were 31 Antisocial Behaviour Orders operational, all of which had been secured in the last year.  The ages of those on the orders range from 14 years to 45 years.  The table below shows the age breakdown of the ASBO recipients.

	Age Breakdown of ASBO Recipients

	Age
	Number

	14 years

15 years

16 years

17 years

18 years

19 years

In 20s

In 30s

In 40s
	2

4

5

6

3

3

3

2

3


71.
They are spread across the borough in Southall, Ealing, Acton, Northolt, Greenford and Hanwell as well as a number of them involving individuals who live in other boroughs but enter Ealing regularly to commit crime and cause problems.  They range from council and social landlord tenants to homeowners.

72.
The sorts of behaviour demonstrated by these individuals that led to their orders includes the following: Criminal damage, harassment, nuisance behaviour, public order offences, noise nuisance, theft from a motor vehicle, burglary, robbery, breach of the peace, shoplifting, common assault and using threatening words or behaviour.

73.
Of the 31 orders, only 7 have been breached and 4 of these have resulted in custodial sentences.

74.
There is a support mechanism in place for juveniles supported by the Acceptable Behaviour Contract Case Worker based in the Youth Offending Service who also supports those subject to ASBOs.  Unless there is some reason why Social Services are already involved, or they or another agency are involved by reason of a court instruction, there is no support mechanism offered to any adults who are subject to an ASBO.


Acceptable Behaviour Contracts

75.
An Acceptable Behaviour Contract is an intervention designed to engage the individual in recognising their behaviour and its negative effects on others in order to stop the offending behaviour.

76.
An ABC is a written agreement between an anti-social behaviour perpatrator and their local authority, Youth Inclusion Support Panel, landlord or the police.  ABCs are usually used for young people but can also be used for adults.  The ABC consists of a list of anti-social acts that the offender agrees not to continue and outlines the consequences if the contract is breached.

77.
Contracts usually last for six months but can be renewed if both parties agree.  ABCs are not legally binding but can be cited in court as evidence in ASBO applications or in eviction or possession proceedings.

78.
The legislation allows for the use of Restorative ABCs which involves the perpetrators meeting victims.  Ealing Police is considering applying this measure subject to suitable facilities, training and personnel being made available.


Ealing Position

79.
ABCs were piloted in Northolt before being rolled out across the borough in January 2004. The agreements between a perpetrator of antisocial behaviour, the Housing provider and the Police are voluntary and detail the sorts of behaviour that are unacceptable.  Breach of a contract can result in extension of the contract period, housing sanctions or more serious police led enforcement.

80.
Once signed, the perpetrator is directed to support services by the Acceptable Behaviour Contract Worker in the Youth Offending Service, in an attempt to prevent more serious behaviour in the future and encourage positive activity.

81.
Since the introduction of Acceptable Behaviour Contract agreements in 2001, 55 have been signed so far.

Dispersal Orders
82.
This gives the police and local authority the power to designate an area that has been suffering from serious and persistent Antisocial Behaviour as a ‘dispersal zone’.  This meant that the police could move on groups of two or more people that were causing harassment, alarm or distress in the designated area and request that individuals did not return for up to 24 hours.  There was also a curfew order that could be invoked as part of this legislation.


Ealing Position

83.
Ealing issued 6 Dispersal Orders in 2004/2005.  As at February 2006 a total of 12 have been issued.  Most orders run for a six-month period and therefore only a proportion of those are live at any given time.


Fixed Penalty Notices

84.
Fixed Penalty Notices (FPNs) generally deal with environmental offences such as litter, graffiti, dog fouling, flyposting and noise.  These can be issued by local authority officers and in a limited capacity to police community support officers and other accredited persons.  FPNs can be issued to anyone over 10 years old and are penalties of £50 (£75 from April 2006) for most offences, but £100 for noise-related offences.

85.
Receiving a penalty notice does not count as getting a conviction.  Recipients have 14 days to pay the penalty or to request a hearing.  Failure to pay leads to court action which may result in a higher fine or imprisonment.


Penalty Notices for Disorder

86.
Penalty Notices for Disorder (PNDs) are issued for more serious offences, like throwing fireworks or being drunk and disorderly.  A PND can be issued by the police, and again, in a limited capacity by community support officers and other accredited persons.

87.
PNDs can be issued to someone over 16 years old and are for either £50 or £80 depending on the severity of the behaviour.

88.
The Panel identified that:


-
Antisocial Behaviour Orders and Acceptable Behaviour Contracts were not the only mechanisms available and the appropriate remedy should be used;


-
Restorative Acceptable Behaviour Contracts could be an additional measure;


-
legislative powers needed to be applied carefully and were not always appropriate in all Antisocial Behaviour cases;


-
the Antisocial Behaviour Act 2003 did not provide a complete solution to Antisocial Behaviour; 


-
a holistic approach was required to deal with Antisocial Behaviour; and

-
overall Antisocial Behaviour Orders and Acceptable Behaviour Contracts are a material response to Antisocial Behaviour.

Proposed Recommendations

R9
Safer Ealing Partnership:


(a)
Consider the resourcing implications and devise a programme to implement Restorative Acceptable Behaviour Contracts as appropriate.  (Para 78).


(b)
Consider the options for introducing a support mechanism to any adults who are subject to an Antisocial Behaviour Order.  (Para 74).


Community

89.
From the representations made by the older and young people together with the service experts the Panel decided that:


-
people should take responsibility for their own actions and behave in a way that did not harass or intimidate others;


-
the community needed to set clear standards of behaviour.  The police, local authorities and others enforcing these standards to take swift, effective action if these were breached;


-
the perpetrators of Antisocial Behaviour be held accountable for their actions to those they had affected; and

-
a duty was owed to the victims of Antisocial Behaviour to ensure they knew that the perpetrators had been brought to justice.

Neighbourhood Delivery of Antisocial Behaviour Services

90.
As neighbourhoods are so diverse it is the Partnership’s role to put into place a model of working in each locality to reflect local needs.  This would be in recognition of the fact that there are a number of local forums already in existence.  However, this would be strengthening the ‘Safer Neighbourhoods’ aspects of Partnership working.

91.
A neighbourhood improvement plan will be developed to assist in working in neighbourhoods with local communities.  Local community champions/activists will be identified, as will community/voluntary groups to assist with this process.  The views of the Council for Voluntary Services will be sought when required.

92.
The Panel identified that:


-
each neighbourhood had an individual requirement to tackle Antisocial Behaviour;


-
there is a need to target “hot-spot” neighbourhoods;


-
there is not one solution to the problem; and


-
the involvement of the local community is essential.


Proposed Recommendations

R10
Safer Ealing Partnership:


(a)
Evaluate the effectiveness of neighbourhood plans following their implementation and revise these accordingly.  (Paras 89-92).


(b)
Examine the solutions available to reduce the over-representation of young people from black and minority ethnic groups in the criminal justice system.  (Para 114).

Young People


Focus Group - Younger People

93.
The Panel visited W13 Social Club which is a local youth centre in West Ealing and invited representatives from younger people within the local community to give their views, identify major issues and put forward some initiatives to tackle Antisocial Behaviour.  The young people raised the following key issues in respect of Antisocial Behaviour:


-
happy slapping


-
bullying


-
racism


-
lack of after school activities


-
drug dealing and use


-
alcohol abuse (easy availability)


-
vandalism


-
graffiti


-
robbery/mugging/stealing


-
lack of activities for young people


-
poor street lighting


-
peer pressure


-
culture (lack of parental guidance in some communities)
94.
Representatives of the young people put forward some initiatives to tackle Antisocial Behaviour which included:


-
CCTV (expansion to cover more areas of the Borough, specific locations -alleyways, stairways in estates, etc.)
-
jobs (creation of jobs e.g. family job scheme – McDonalds, apprenticeships, etc.)

-
more activities for young people

-
discounts for leisure facilities and activities

-
better streetlighting

-
schools participation – more after school clubs and activities

-
better advertising and awareness

-
more street wardens

-
community activities

-
specialist youth facilities with modern equipment for varied activities including music, computer, creative dance, sport and the arts.

95.
The Panel highlighted the example that the Council employed apprentices on the Golf Links Estate as this provided the first opportunity for training and employment of young people.  The Panel concluded that this should be an evaluation criteria for the Council’s major projects and contracts.

96.
Opportunities for younger people to have access to after school and discounted leisure activities are an important initiative in tackling antisocial behaviour.

97.
There are examples from a number of councils including the City of Westminster’s Urban Access Youth Passport.  This scheme provides free swimming (between 4-6 pm on schooldays), discounted rates on all sporting activities at leisure centres, discounts on DVD, video and music hire from libraries and special events and promotions.

98.
Westminster also operates a scheme for all residents (Rescard) which provides free or discounted access to a wide range of leisure facilities from restaurants, leisure and cultural facilities, museums, visitor attractions to educational courses.

99.
The Youth and Connexions Service has employed a Participation Worker who will work with young people to establish a Youth Forum for the borough.  Further work will be undertaken to increase the engagement of young people at a neighbourhood level.  The Panel expressed concern at the delay in the establishment of a Youth Forum in Ealing.

100.
The Youth and Connexions Service completed a survey with 1,100 young people in the borough (Youth Matters survey).  The survey provides information on type of activities young people would like provided and ways in which they might become more involved in their community.  An Action Plan will be developed from the survey findings.

Unclaimed Savings Accounts to Fund Youth and Community Facilities

101.
In the pre-budget statement on 5 December 2005 the Chancellor of the Exchequer announced plans to release unclaimed cash lying in dormant accounts in banks and building societies to pay for youth and community facilities.  Local Authorities would have the ability to set up a youth fund.  Details of how this will operate have not yet been agreed.  Ealing must ensure that it takes advantage of this scheme.


Proposed Recommendations

R11
Safer Ealing Partnership:


Should ensure that effective community engagement exists with specific groups and develop responses to those issues which are clear and transparent.  (Para 93 and 94).


R12
Cabinet:


(a)
Review the outcomes of the Youth Matters survey and ensure that the action plan is developed, monitored and reviewed.  (Para 100).


(b)
Evaluate the establishment and effectiveness of the proposed Youth Forum in increasing the engagement of young people.  (Para 99).


(c)
Consider whether an evaluation criteria on the Council’s major projects and contracts should include the employment of apprentices, similar to the example on the Golf Links Estate, as this provided the first opportunity for training and employment of young people.  (Para 95).


(d)
Ensure that full advantage is taken of the Government’s proposals to provide funding for youth and community facilities from dormant savings accounts in banks and building societies.  (Para 101).


Schools

102.
Schools were well-ordered places where children generally felt safe and provided with an environment in which they could work and socialise.  However, breakdown in behaviour did occur and was generally confined to a small number of individuals.  Poor behaviour could be a reflection of behaviour in the home or the local community.  Schools were increasingly becoming an antidote to difficulties within families and communities.

103.
There was a need for an all-inclusive partnership and a supportive arrangement between schools, Primary Care Trusts and the community.  It is important that the different roles of headteachers, teachers and support staff were clearly defined and essential that more non-teaching staff got involved in behavioural issues as this would then release the teaching staff to focus on teaching.

104.
The Safe Schools Scheme facilitates effective communication allowing occurrences of anti-social or criminal behaviour involving non-school parties to be communicated from one school to the local authority and then onward to all schools. The police can also be informed of an event, one particular example of safe schools scheme was where a message was very quickly delivered to all schools following an attempted abduction of a pupil.

Schools Health Related Behaviour Survey

105.
Over 7,500 children from the borough’s schools had completed a survey covering a range of issues including issues such as food, diet, drugs, health and safety, mental health, exercise and accidents, as well as capturing information on age, sex, race and location of respondents.

106.
Questions asked in the survey that had a bearing on community safety issues, including children’s perception of arguing or violence at home, children’s perception of bullying and the reasons for bullying, and children’s feelings about night-time safety in their local area.  The high level of positive response to some questions, such as those who had felt threatened by an adult, those who had taken illegal substances and those who had had money taken from them is a cause of concern.  A detailed analysis has not yet taken place and will be reported to Scrutiny in due course.

107.
The Panel identified that:


-
A considerable number of initiatives had been put in place to tackle antisocial behaviour in schools;


-
The focus group with younger people had identified a continuing concern about bullying;


-
The school environment should not be seen as the solution to a lack of commitment in tackling antisocial behaviour within society in general;


-
There is need for after school activities to channel young people into positive outlets for their energy;

· The results of the survey need to be evaluated and inform future strategies; and

· Support needs to be provided to the parents of younger people who are involved or are at risk of being involved in antisocial behaviour.


Proposed Recommendations

R13
Education Service:


Keep under review their communications with schools in order to ensure that important messages are delivered quickly and effectively .  (Para 104).


The Council:


R14
Cabinet reviews the outcomes from the Schools Health Related Behaviour Survey which should inform service planning and priorities including the Children and Young Peoples Plan.  (Paras 105-106).


Youth Offending Service

108.
The YOS is a multi-agency partnership dedicated to preventing youth offending and anti social behaviour by young people whilst safeguarding their welfare.  Professionals from Children’s Services, Education, Metropolitan Police, Primary Care Trust, London Probation Service and other statutory and voluntary organisations form this partnership. There are currently one Early Intervention Co-ordinator, one Antisocial Behaviour Officer and half an Administrative Officer posts involved in addressing Antisocial Behaviour.
109.
Safer Ealing Partnership Fund has funded the Antisocial Behaviour Officer post and the YOS has applied for the funding on an annual basis.  Presently this is £44,896 (£37,896 for the Antisocial Behaviour Worker and £7,000 for resources).  This post had been funded for the last three years to work with young people subject to Antisocial Behaviour orders.

110.
The target for the Antisocial Behaviour Officer is to work with 100 young people over a 12-month period.  This target appears to be very ambitious.  Over the past 12 months the Antisocial Behaviour Officer had worked with 23 young people subject to ASBOs, three on Interim ASBOs and one Parental Control Contact.  In addition, the officer has also worked with 19 young people on ABCs, young people in relation to a Dispersal Order and one young person subject to an Individual Support Order.
111.
The YOS Children’s Support Panel (Youth Inclusion and Support Panel) has been developed to co-ordinate effective interventions seeking to prevent offending and anti-social behaviour by offering voluntary support services to high-risk 8 to 13-year-olds and their families.  The Children’s Support Panel is funded by the Children’s Fund for a total of £77,190 (£68,000 staffing costs, £2,200 activities and £6,990 for escorts).  The funding is available until March 2008.  The Children’s Support Panel has supported 40 young people and their families over the last 12 months.

112.
The Youth Justice Board (YJB) is a long-arm Home Office Organisation that oversees the work of all the YOS, sets guidance, targets and monitors performance.  The Youth Justices Board would be providing funding to the YOS for additional preventative services for 2005/08 (Youth Crime Prevention Funding) and provisional information had suggested that an additional specific ring-fenced grant of £303,000 would be made available.
113.
Overall the YOS spent £122,086 on Antisocial Behaviour work and has worked with over 85 young people and their families over the past 12 months.
114.
However, the YOS was aware that young people from black and minority ethnic groups were over-represented in the criminal justice system.  The services provided by the YOS have sought to address this over-representation.

115.
The Panel identified that:

· The long-term funding of resources for work in Antisocial Behaviour needed to be established;

· The level of resources may not be sufficient to meet the level of demand to work with young people who could be at risk of committing Antisocial Behaviour;

· Workload targets had been set at unrealistic levels; 

· An evaluation of the overall funding requirements needed to be undertaken; and

· Integration of initiatives for young people would be desirable.


Proposed Recommendations

R15
Safer Ealing Partnership:


(a)
Evaluate the level of resourcing required to meet the service demand for support to Antisocial Behaviour.  (Paras 108-115).


(b)
Evaluate the effectiveness of the Children’s Support Panel in order to establish whether value for money is being achieved.  (Para 111).


(c)
Monitor the service delivered by the Youth Offending Service for preventative services for 2005/08 (Youth Crime Prevention Funding) to ensure the interventions are effective in reducing or preventing antisocial behaviour.  (Para 112).


R16
The Youth Offending Service:


(a)
Develop realistic and achievable targets which match the resources available.  (Para 110 and 113).


(b)
Adequate support needs to be provided to the parents of younger people who are involved or are at risk of being involved in antisocial behaviour.  (Para 107 and 111)


R17
The Council:


Identifies what level of Youth Offending Service it can provide from within overall commitments and resources it appropriately including the long-term funding of the Antisocial Behaviour Officer post.  (Para 108-115).


Focus Group – Older People

116.
Members of the Panel visited the Michael Flanders Day Centre in Acton to seek the views of the users (who are older people) on Antisocial Behaviour.  At the invitation of the Panel, several representatives of the older people within the local community attended a Panel meeting and gave their views, identified major issues and put forward some initiatives to tackle Antisocial Behaviour.  The older people raised the following major issues in respect of Antisocial Behaviour:


-
being prisoners in their own homes


-
lack of respect


-
loss of community engagement


-
youths sitting on the stairs


-
verbal abuse


-
harassment and intimidation


-
drugs being sold at the bottom of Rectory Park


-
not a good experience living on some of the estates


-
lack of community amenities


-
lack of police visibility


-
poor street lighting


-
overgrown shrubbery and trees


-
problems in particular areas e.g. Rectory Park


-
contribution of the representatives at the meeting and similar people despite them seemingly swimming against the tide
117.
Representatives of the older people put forward some initiatives which should be evaluated by the partnership including:

-
meetings with youths on the estates led by Council Officers

-
5-a-side pitches

-
providing amenities for the young

-
proposals for Security Guards (with dogs where necessary)

-
more assistance required from the Police

-
community Police patrols

-
ordinary people installing CCTV to try and provide self-help

-
improvement in street lighting

-
higher police visibility


Proposed Recommendations

R18
Safer Ealing Partnership:



Should ensure that effective community engagement exists with specific groups and develop responses to those issues which are clear and transparent.  (Para 116 and 117 - see also R11).

Safer Neighbourhoods Programme

118.
The concept of safer neighbourhoods was based on an identified need for Police to tackle local problems and issues at a local level that made communities feel unsafe.  The approach was based largely on work undertaken in Chicago where it was found that the tackling of ‘signal crimes’ such as graffiti, nuisance neighbours and abandoned vehicles significantly impacted on the feeling of safety of local communities.

119.
The intention of the SNP was to provide Police resources to every single ward in London at a local level in order to tackle these issues.  The target within London is that by the end of 2008/2009 each ward would have a minimum team of one sergeant, two constables and three police community support officers locally based within their wards to provide immediacy.

120.
The Panel established that out of a total of 28 wards only 8 were currently safer neighbourhood wards.  These are Dormers Wells, Ealing Broadway, South Acton, Norwood Green, Southall Green, Northolt West End, Southall Broadway and East Acton.  They also considered that it is essential that the safer neighbourhood wards be extended borough wide.  Due to financial constraints further expansion has been suspended until 2006/2007.  The Metropolitan Police Authority is responsible for the provision of funding for this programme.  Priorities for expansion are set by key indicators in the three broad categories of Antisocial Behaviour, Signal Incidents/Crimes and Priority Crimes.

121.
One of the key challenges facing Safer Neighbourhood Teams is that of locally selected priorities for action compared with the corporate targets on core crime reduction. In order to address the need to tackle the different issues that the police are expected to tackle varying from graffiti to burglary each ward worked to an annual planner.

122.
The annual planner has the following four key themes namely Neighbourhoods, Crime Reduction, Substance Misuse and Young People.  A number of key expectations within each theme allowed an individual ward to develop bespoke plans that meet their needs.  The performance against the planner is monitored and reported on a monthly and quarterly basis.
123.
Identifying potential accommodation has been particularly challenging.  Where suitable accommodation was located and available for a ward team, the ward was prioritised thereby revitalising the community’s efforts in this aspect of the project.
124.
Community Payback is a significant partnership initiative between the Metropolitan Police Service, London Borough Councils and London Probation as part of an innovative new approach to rehabilitate offenders.  Offenders carried out tasks including removal of graffiti, litter and fly-tipped rubbish to improve the environment; clearing overgrown areas, pruning bushes and trees to improve visibility by making paths safer for pedestrians.  The initiative not only improved local areas but it also provided offenders with essential life skills which aimed to prevent them from becoming involved in any further offences.
125.
The key to the success of a new safer neighbourhoods team is its public launch.  The other partners involved in these exercises include Safer Ealing Partnership, Neighbourhoods Watch, Beesafe and Ealing Volunteer Cadet Scheme.

126.
Focus Groups have been set up to provide liaison forum between the safer neighbourhood programme police and the community.  The Panel proposed that these focus groups should report back to the relevant Area Committee.

127.
New guidance from the Home Office is anticipated on an initiative to promote single officer patrolling the streets, as the general perception is that when Officers patrol in pairs there is a risk that they can be too preoccupied in themselves.

Proposed Recommendations

R19
Cabinet:


(a)
Lobby the Metropolitan Police to ensure that all wards are Safer Neighbourhood Programme wards by the target within London that by the end of 2008/2009 each ward would have a minimum team of one sergeant, two constables and three police community support officers locally based within their wards.  (Para 119).


(b)
Lobby the Management Board for the Safer Neighbourhoods Programme to undertake an urgent review to consider whether to:


-
continue with the roll out in the order previously determined;


-
continue with the roll out following review of priorities;


-
carry out the selection process again with updated data; or


-
develop a new selection criteria.  (Para 120).


(c)
The Police be requested to report to the partnership on the implications to the Partnership of the new guidance on single officers walking the streets.  (Para 127).


(d)
Supports the Safer Neighbourhoods Programme through not charging for the use of Council premises to hold meeting, launches and ongoing promotions.  (Paras 123 and 125).


(e)
The liaison Focus Groups comprising of the police and the community be requested to report back to the relevant Area Committee on a regular basis.  (Para 126).
R20
Safer Ealing Partnership:


(a)
To develop the success of public launches of a new safer neighbourhoods team into an ongoing information and communication strategy on safer communities.  (Para 125).


(b)
Should ensure that all partners support and identify suitable accommodation for the ward team within each ward.  (Para 123).

R21
Ealing Police and Safer Ealing Partnership:


Evaluate the continuation and expansion of the Community Payback Scheme.  (Para 124).


Council Estates

128.
Ealing Homes has two dedicated Antisocial Behaviour teams with ten officers to tackle Antisocial Behaviour on housing estates.

129.
Ealing Homes put Antisocial Behaviour into three categories - A, B and C.  Category C which is low-level Antisocial Behaviour such as pet nuisance, ball games and garden maintenance is dealt with by Housing Officers.  The Antisocial Behaviour Teams concentrate on dealing with the more serious incidents of Antisocial Behaviour including domestic violence, racial harassment, drug dealing, violence, threatening behaviour, serious disturbances, damage to property and amplified music.

130.
Ealing Homes have developed performance standards in line with these categories.  The standards for cases to be investigated including, where appropriate, for a detailed interview should take place are Category A – 24 hours and Category B – 3 working days.  The investigation should be completed and finalised within 9 working days for Category A and 12 working days for Category B.

131.
Ealing Homes have put in place some specific initiatives to tackle Antisocial Behaviour on council estates including:

· CCTV targeted to specific locations;

· Further investment in this type of technology is required for deployment on particular estates;

· Crack house closures using the new teams;

· Providing additional amenities (e.g. 5-a-side pitches);

· Issuing fixed penalty notices;

· Security guards had been deployed on estates; and

· Two Police Officers working on specific projects.


Proposed Recommendations

R22
Ealing Homes:


(a)
Keep under review and report the effectiveness of the two dedicated Antisocial Behaviour Teams with ten officers to tackle Antisocial Behaviour on housing estates.  (Para 128-130).


(b)
Report on the effectiveness to the Partnership of Antisocial Behaviour Initiatives including:

-
CCTV targeted to specific locations;


-
Further investment in this type of technology (e.g. Racecourse Estate, Copley Close, etc.);


-
Police Officers funded to work on Projects so that the team has the powers of courts/criminal law at hand;


-
Crack house closures – quick and effective with these new teams;


-
Fixed Penalty Notices;


-
Security Guards on Estates; and

-
Diversion (providing amenities).  (Para 131).


R23
Safer Ealing Partnership:


(a)
To consider and evaluate whether dedicated teams similar to those operated by Ealing Homes would be beneficial borough-wide or in Antisocial Behaviour “hot spots” in order to give a sustained long-term improvement to these localities.  (Paras 128-130).


(b)
To consider how multi-agency working can provide options to achieve the overall objectives of:

-
Increased levels of community engagement in tackling Antisocial Behaviour across the borough;


-
Increased levels of satisfaction from communities regarding Antisocial Behaviour, crime and service delivery;


-
Clearer points of contact within partners and services to provide a more effective delivery within neighbourhoods; and


-
Targeted enforcement when required to increase community reassurance.  (Various Paras).

R24
Cabinet:


To review the effectiveness of having two police officers working with Antisocial Behaviour teams on specific projects and consider whether this could be extended to other locations within the borough.  (Para 131 and see R22b).


Envirocrime Service

132.
The Envirocrime Prevention Service is within the Street Environment Directorate. The Directorate is made up of four areas: Highways Management, Waste Management, Envirocrime Prevention and Parking Services.  Envirocrime Prevention leads on the enforcement of street environment issues (in partnership with internal and external stakeholders).


Envirocrime

133.
Officers carry out enforcement in relation to flytipping (commercial and household waste); street cleansing monitoring, flyposting, graffiti, nuisance vehicles, skips, littering enforcement, dog fouling, overhanging vegetation, street trading and cars for sale.

134.
As part of the organisational design the operational areas under Envirocrime Prevention were revised to match the police safer neighbourhood operational areas in order to enhance and promote partnership working at a local level.


Streetwatchers

135.
The Streetwatchers are community volunteers and provide the ‘ears and eyes’ for environmental service issues.  There are currently 160 streetwatchers across the borough reporting street and environment issues and monitor that these are resolved.  Volunteer streetwatchers meet with the Council Project Co-ordinator and are currently involved in identifying issues of concern as part of the envirocrime audit and strategy.


Street Wardens
136.
There are currently 14 wardens including the Warden Manager and two Team Leaders.  The wardens are based in Southall (Southall Town Centre and the Golflinks Estate) and undertake the following responsibilities:

-
help deter crime and anti-social behaviour, by being a visible deterrent when and where anti-social behaviour is likely to happen;

-
build relationships within communities e.g. local community groups, businesses and residents;

-
improve the quality of life of communities by reporting the removal of abandoned vehicles, graffiti, dumped rubbish and vandalism;

-
help reduce incidents of crime and the fear of crime by being a highly visible uniformed presence on patrol; and

-
work in partnership e.g. with the police, street trading and park rangers to deliver partnership initiatives.
137.
The wardens are presently funded by central government and the funding is due to end at the end of March 2006.  The Envirocrime Service has been, and is, exploring new funding opportunities and new ways of working with other services e.g. Parks, Liveability Rangers.  Currently the wardens do not have enforcement powers but in parallel with the establishment of a new service (subject to securing new funding) wardens will have enforcement powers.

138.
The Panel established that:


-
encouraging the expansion of Streetwatchers was desirable;


-
Street Wardens were a visible deterrent in reducing Antisocial Behaviour; and


-
a strong enforcement strategy was essential but supplemented by proactive methods of reducing the occurrence of Antisocial Behaviour.


Proposed Recommendations

R25
Envirocrime Service:


(a)
Examine and evaluate ways of encouraging more Streetwatchers.  (Para 135 and 138).


(b)
Evaluate the effectiveness of the Street Wardens in reducing Antisocial Behaviour, how the service should be funded in the future  and whether the service should be extended to other parts of the Borough.  (Paras 136-138).


(c)
Carry out a review of the effectiveness of the enforcement strategy being developed.  (Para 132-134).


Parks and Open Spaces

139.
The Parks Countryside and Events Services manages parks and open spaces comprising 829 hectares (2,048 acres) of land and ranging from formal parks, cemeteries, sports facilities, local areas for informal recreation to areas managed for the purpose of nature conservation.  The current allocation of 24 park rangers working shifts seven days a week from early morning till dusk only offer a limited presence in so many locations.
140.
Antisocial Behaviour in parks and open spaces takes a wide variety of forms and could range from criminal activities such as drug dealing, robbery, criminal damage and graffiti through to flytipping, dog fouling, drunkenness and intimidation caused by the behaviour of individuals or groups of people including the riding of motorcycles across open land.

141.
The full extent of such behaviour was difficult to quantify, as were the financial impacts.  Parks user satisfaction surveys do show that crime and fear of crime to be a concern and the public were very keen to see an increase in the number of Rangers in the parks. The existing data however led to the conclusion that overall parks and open spaces were safe places to visit with low levels of recorded crime and criminal activity overall.  It was, however, recognised that not all incidents were reported to the Council or the police at the time of the incident.
142.
An assessment was being made to identify parks and open spaces which were “hot spots” for reported instances of Antisocial Behaviour with a view to determine the true extent of the problem.  All park users were encouraged to report instances of Antisocial Behaviour to the Police or to the Council, as appropriate.

143.
The service had been quick to take advantage of any new legislative powers and to work in partnership with other organisations and services in the furtherance of the exercise of those powers.  Examples included the first dispersal order under section 30 of the Anti Social Behaviour Act 2003 to be made within the borough to prevent groups of youths gathering in Islip Manor Park.  A Designated Public Place Order giving police and police community support officers additional powers to deal with persons consuming alcohol in public was brought into effect in the Acton area on 1 March 2005 and the designated area included a number of parks and open spaces.  The Panel proposed that these measures should be implemented in other parts of the borough, if appropriate.

144.
Rangers were authorised to issue fixed penalty notices (see Paras 84-87) to those leaving litter or allowing their dog to foul and failing to clear up.  Where evidence existed to enable prosecutions to be brought for offences such as riding motorcycles across parks land these had been taken.
145.
The Panel established that:

· the current park rangers resource level can only provide a limited deterrent in such a large area;

· better working relationships with the police which had proven very useful - most noticeably in Acton Park need to be extended;
· the use of available legislative powers was important in tackling antisocial behaviour in parks and open spaces;

-
one area of concern in respect of relations with the police was their inability to respond quickly to requests for assistance in dealing with individuals who, for example, refuse to give rangers a name and address, or where assistance is required to deal with a group indulging in rowdy or boisterous behaviour;
· “hot spots” for reported instances of Antisocial Behaviour need to be targeted; and
· the display of emergency telephone numbers and other contact points (e.g. e-mail) in strategic places in parks and open spaces could encourage all park users to report instances of Antisocial Behaviour.

Proposed Recommendations

R26
Parks Countryside and Events Service:


(a)
Following the results of the parks user satisfaction survey review the current allocation of park rangers to ensure that this is providing an effective and appropriate response to antisocial behaviour in parks and open spaces.  (Paras 139, 141 and 143-145).


(b)
Examine how further development of better working relationships with the Police can be achieved.  (Para 143 and 145).

(c)
Review the current initiative work to identify “hot spots” for antisocial behaviour within parks and open spaces and develop action plans to tackle the specific antisocial behaviour issues including dog fouling, drunkenness, etc.  (Para 142).


(d)
Display emergency telephone numbers in strategic places in parks and open spaces.  (Para 145).

R27
The Council:


(a)
Makes representations to the Police to consider how they can respond more quickly to requests for assistance.  (Para 141).


(b)
Considers the use and effectiveness of Dispersal Orders and Designated Public Place Order in reducing Antisocial Behaviour.  (Para 143).

Audit on the Usage of Fixed and Mobile CCTV for Antisocial Behaviour Purposes

146.
The cost of installing a static location CCTV camera, dependent on location, was between £15,000 and £23,000.  An audit of all cameras was made daily to ensure that they were operative.  There were three viewing positions currently, and that he would like to install a fourth position.

147.
CCTV cameras have mixed use split between use of the systems for Decriminalised Traffic Enforcement (DTE), Bus Lane Enforcement and Town Centre safety/crime monitoring.  Utilising the cameras installed for Bus Lane Enforcement on the Town Centre circuit meant the number of cameras available for community safety and crime work had increased.

148.
There is a high-level of demand from the police for new camera sites that is difficult for Ealing to meet from existing budgets.  There is also a need for cameras in other areas, such as parks.

149.
While the service received by partners from the Control Centre is good, the technology employed is increasingly outdated.  Partners are beginning to be frustrated by this, and that the Council needs to implement improved technology if it wants to retain its current relationships with them.

150.
Evaluation suggests that cost/benefit analysis of the installation of cameras in sites such as parks would show that the costs could easily be met through a reduced risk of vandalism, for instance.

151.
Improvements needed to the system are already clear.  These include:


-
Install Digital Recording

· Panic Alarm Activators

· at various bus stops

· in playgrounds

-
Install camera presets to automatically reposition in the event of a panic-alarm activation

· CCTV Cameras

· at bus stops (main routes and night bus routes, at first)

· within various parks (particularly playgrounds)

· to other wards (High Streets)

· all housing estates (prioritising where issues are identified)

· in schools

· at new isolated cash machines

· Audio Communication Points

· bus stops (main routes and night bus routes, at first)

-
on-street throughout borough

· in park playgrounds

· provide communication link to council property lifts

-
Introduce Automatic Number Plate Recognition to Main Road CCTV Cameras, Bus Lane Cameras and Car Parks


-
Install Infrastructure for Mobile Camera Deployment (hardwired back to control room and with repeater hubs)

· Replace Outdated Cameras with improved technology type (move outdated cameras to less demanding areas)

-
Introduce Dark Monitoring to Various Cameras

-
Recommend Store-Net Radio to Shops within Other Wards

-
Depending on demand/workload - extend or provide second control room


-
provide disaster recovery plan and control room


-
provide additional workstation in control room

152.
CCTV operating companies need to be vetted by the police to their satisfaction.  The changes to the staffing arrangements that are likely to be made as a result of the new contract for security staff need to be fully considered.  The contract specification (which included CCTV operators) is currently being reviewed, prior to being put out to tender.  The Panel suggested that the Overview and Scrutiny Committee review the contract specification prior to issue.


Proposed Recommendations

R28
CCTV Service:


Evaluate the appropriateness of further expansion and new initiatives by investigating alternative methods of funding to provide investment in the CCTV system.  (Paras 146-152).


R29
The Council:


Overview and Scrutiny Committee be recommended to review the contract specification for CCTV staff before it is issued for tender.  (Para 152).


attendance

153.
The Table below shows the attendance of Panel Members at the Safer Communities Panel meetings.

Attendance at Panel Meetings
	Name


	Total Possible


	Actual Attendance


	Apologies Received



	Councillors

Councillor Jill Stokoe (Chair)

Councillor Kieron Gavan (Vice-chair)

Councillor Jon Ball

Councillor Julian Bell

Councillor Dave Bond

Councillor Mrs Eileen Harris

Councillor Mark Karasinski
Councillor John Popham

Councillor Virendra Sharma
Co-optees

Mr Dilmohan S Bhasin

Mr Andrew Potter
	6

7

7

7

7

5

6

7

7

6

6
	6

1

6

6

4

4

1

6

0

4

3
	-

2

1

1

3

1

3

1

6

2

3

	Substitutes
Councillors Gary Malcolm, Glen Murphy, Mrs Susan Emment, M Singh and Mohammed Aslam substituted for other Councillors at some meetings.




154. Councillor Julian Bell and Councillor David Bond visited the Michael Flanders Day Centre on the afternoon of 14 October 2005 to seek the views of Older People on Antisocial Behaviour.  They reported back to the rest of the Panel at the subsequent meeting.

155.
The 15 November 2005 meeting of the Panel was held in a local Community Centre which was considered to be a more appropriate and informal venue to encourage the participation of young people.

156.
The Portfolio Holder for Response Programme, Human Resources and Community Safety (also the Leader of the Council), Councillor Leo Thomson, attended three meetings of the Panel.
156.
The Shadow Portfolio Holder for Community Well Being, Councillor Mrs Susan Emment, attended four meetings of the Panel.


KEY LEARNING POINTS
157.
Some of the key learning points for the Panel are:

Positive Features

· The Panel’s Terms of Reference had been achieved;

· Engaging with the community - the focus groups were a very valuable source of gathering information directly from the community representatives;

· Site visits were the appropriate means to take scrutiny out to the key stakeholder groups;

· Obtaining the viewpoints of all the key partners;

· Most Members made good contribution to debates and discussions;

· There was more time to look at specific issues in greater detail; and
· Participation of external stakeholders as co-opted members of the Panel.
Potential for Future Development

· The Panel felt that the attendance of some Panel members was disappointing; and

· Panel Members should participate fully in the work of the Panel and attend all meetings;

· Panel Members should ensure that a substitute is arranged when they are unable to attend a meeting.


BACKGROUND PAPERS

159.
Safer Communities Panel  -  Terms of Reference

Safer Communities Panel  -  Work Programme 2005/2006

Safer Communities Panel  -  Agenda Papers and Minutes of Meetings

London Borough of Ealing Constitution

Ealing Community Safety Strategy 2005/2008

Ealing Crime and Disorder Reduction Strategy 2002/2005 and 2005/2008

Ealing Crime and Disorder and Drugs Audit 2004

Home Office - Together Tackling Antisocial Behaviour

National Audit Office - Reducing Crime (The Home Office Working with Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnerships)

Audit Commission - Community Safety Partnerships

Antisocial Behaviour Act 2003

Crime and Disorder Act 1998

Antisocial Behaviour Strategy 2004/2005


USEFUL WEBSITES
160.
www.ealing.gov.uk

www.together.gov.uk

www.odpm.gov.uk

www.slcng.org.uk

www.crimereduction.gov.uk
Appendix A

Ealing Survey - Incidence of Antisocial Behaviour (2002/2003 Data)

	Subject
	Number of Incidents

(2002/2003 unless stated)
	Location

	Overall
	52,854 (2003/2004)

51,513
	Highest Incidence:

Southall Broadway - (273.97) per 1,000 residents.

Lowest Incidence:

Hanger Hill, Southfield, Northfield and North Greenford

	Litter/Rubbish
	
	Hotspots:

Acton, Southall, Elthorne and Walpole

	Criminal Damage and Vandalism:
	
	

	Fly-posting and Graffiti
	1,094
	

	Graffiti 
	660
	Domestic Property

	Criminal Damage
	6,894
	

	Nuisance Behaviour
	
	Highest Incidence:

Northolt West End - 11.48 per 1,000 residents

Lowest Incidence:

Southfield - 1.76 per 1,000 residents

	Vehicle Related Nuisance
	32

100 (2000/2001)
	

	Abandoned Vehicles
	12,829 calls
	

	Noise
	2,000
	Highest Incidence:

Acton Central

	Rowdy Behaviour
	16,606
	Highest Incidence:

Ealing

	Street Drinking and Begging
	1,784
	Ealing Street Outreach Service who engage with rough sleepers and street drinkers worked with 120 individuals

	Drug and Substance Misuse and Drug Dealing
	789

(Possession)

103

(Drug Supply)
	

	Animal Related Problems
	62 Stray Dogs
	45 taken to kennels

	Hoax Calls
	266 (Fire)

31 (Bomb)
	

	Intimidation/

Harassment
	1,060
	636 harassment cases - (60%)

	Prostitution, Kerb Crawling, Sexual Acts
	
	There are no indications through reported incidents that prostitution is a problem in Ealing.














The work of the Safer Communities Panel has been both interesting and challenging.  The Panel concluded that there were no easy solutions to tackling antisocial behaviour.  However, engaging with and receiving views from the community has made a very significant contribution in reaching conclusions and recommendations.  Action plans will be developed to assist in tackling antisocial behaviour in Ealing.  The current initiatives and achievements provide a well-balanced approach to tackling antisocial behaviour.





The Panel deemed that innovative initiatives were still required to provide alternatives to the continuing and increasing incidence of antisocial behaviour and that the proposals made by the various agencies and the representatives of younger and older people groups need to be explored.





Antisocial behaviour is not just a local concern and Ealing needs to fully engage and be involved in London-wide and national initiatives in tackling an extensive and complex set of issues.





In Ealing antisocial behaviour takes varied forms and there is no single solution to meet the issues and problems faced in the different parts of the community.  Local solutions will be required to tackle these in each location.  Also, due to the diverse nature of antisocial behaviour it is often difficult to provide a rapid response to specific issues.





ASB Team - Council Housing East





ASB Team - Council Housing West





Referral pathways to linked agencies: Environmental Services, Environmental Health, Housing Associations, Youth Services, Parks and Countryside, HPU, Ealing Contact and Assessment Team, Social Services, Youth Offending Team, Children’s Support Panel, Education, Drugs Services, Neighbourhood Watch, Mediation Services, Street Wardens, Licensing and Trading Standards





Antisocial Behaviour Order/Other Enforcement Panel





Acceptable Behaviour Contract Panel





Antisocial Behaviour Task Group


Multi-agency Policy and Problem Solving





Antisocial Behaviour Team*





Safer Ealing Partnership
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