Home Office

Crime Reduction & Community Safety Group

Tilley Awards 2007
Application form

Please ensure that you have read the guidance before completing this form. By making an application
to the awards, entrants are agreeing to abide by the conditions laid out in the guidance. Please
complete the following form in full, within the stated word limit and ensuring the file size is no more than
1MB. Failure to do so will result in your entry being rejected from the competition.
Completed application forms should be e-mailed to tilleyawards07@homeoffice.gsi.gov.uk
All entries must be received by noon on Friday 27th April 2007. No entries will be accepted after this
time/date. Any queries on the application process should be directed to Alex Blackwell on 0207 035 4811.
Any queries regarding publicity of the awards should be directed to Chaz Akoshile on 0207 035 1589.
Section 1: Details of application
Title of the project: Newtown Neighbours
Name of force/agency/CDRP/CSP: CLEVELAND POLICE STWB Neighbourhood Police Team
Name of one contact person with position and/or rank (this should be one of the authors):
Lee Kirk PC 108
Email address:
Lee.Kirk@cleveland.pnn.police.uk
Full postal address: Newtown Police

Newtown Community Resource Centre

Durham Road

Stockton-on-Tees

TS19 ODE
Telephone number: 01642306618
Fax number: 01642677107

If known please state in which Government Office area you are located e.g. Government Office North
West, Government Office London etc:



Name of endorsing senior representatives(s):
David Brunskill

Name of organisation, position and/or rank of endorsing senior representatives(s):
Cleveland Police, District Commander, Superintendent

Full address of endorsing senior representatives(s):
Stockton Police Office

Thistle Green

Stockton-on-Tees

TS18 1TZ

Please tick box to indicate that all organisations involved in the project have been notified of this
entry (this is to prevent duplicate entries of the same project):

Section 2: Summary of application

In no more than 400 words please use this space to describe your project (see guidance for more
information).

This summary outlines an initiative by Stockton Neighbourhood Police Team Ward Officers and p artner agencies to
tackle a dispute between two Tristar tenants in Stockton on Tees, and the ongoing problems surrounding them.

In the two years p rior to the POP b ecoming a ctive there were 183 calls to the poli ce in relation to incidents at
adjoining semi-detached houses. Incidents included complaints of disorder, criminal damage and assaults.

The objective of the POP was to reduce the number of calls to t he police and the level of disorder in the street,
subsequently improving conditions for other residents. This was to be achieved by i nvolving partner agencies who
would act together to tackle the problem.

The agencies involved were:-

e Tristar, a company that was formed to administer council owned properties in Stockton District.
e Stockton Borough Council Anti Social Behaviour Team

¢ Anti Social Behaviour reduction officers
e Local Councilors

Ward officers ca rried out site meetings on a daily b asis in order to re duce the number of calls and there were a
number of multi agency m eetings. One of the tenants wa s already on an ASBO but the long term soluti on was to
move him to a new location.

In June 2006 he was put before the court for breachi ng his ASBO. On that occasi on he was given a 3 month
sentence suspended for 12 months. He was due to appear in court again in August 2006 for three further breaches
and a custo dial sentence was antici pated. O n 2 5" July he breached his ASBO agai nand was arrested and
remanded in custody and was dealt with in August at which time he received a custodial sentence.

Whilst he was in prison the agencies involved met in order to discuss alternatives and staff from Tristar visited him in
prison several times to discuss his tenancy.

He was released from prison in December 2006, declared himself homeless and moved to sheltered accommodation
away from his old address. On 10" January he returned to the street and was verbally abusive to his neighbour. He
was arrested and put before the Magi strates Court for Breach of ASBO and released on conditional bail to attend
Crown Court for sentencing.

He attended Crown Court on 27" February 2007 and received a further suspended sentence.




Since his arrest on 10" January 2007 he has stayed away from the street and there have been no further reported
incidents.




Section 3: Description of project

Describe the project in no more than 4000 words (see guidance for more information in particular Section
7 - judging criteria).

Background

The problem arose due to the high num ber of calls to one st reet in Stockton -on-Tees, involving neighbour disputes
between an uncle and his nephew, and the uncle’s behaviour towards his nephew and partner. It was also apparent
that some neighbours were occasionally becoming involved and one or two were taking sides.

The POP was activated in June 2006 after other inte rventions had appeared to have failed and there had been a
higher than usual number of calls to the location. The objective of the POP was to reduce the number of calls to the
police, reduce the level of disorder in the street and subsequently improve conditions for other residents by involving
partner agencies and other stakeholders to act together to resolve the dispute between the parties.

PC 108 Kirk, the Ward officer for the area, was nominated as the POP owner and he engaged a number of partner
agencies.

Newtown Neighbourhood Policing team
Stockton Response Policing

Tristar homes —
Tristar Anti Social Behaviour Reduction Officers —
Stockton Borough Council Anti Social Behaviour Team —

SCANNING

During 2005, the un cle was consistently involved in in cidents of disorder and  complaints were m ade by his
neighbours and other members of the public. These complaints were mainly about him being drunk and abusive and
playing his music too loud at all hours of the day and night.

Evidence was gathered by Stockton Borough Council Anti-Social Behaviour Team, neighbours filled in diary sheets
and Newtown Ward police officers completed the evidence with supporting statements. This multi agency approach
resulted in enough evidence being gathered to apply for an Anti-Social Behaviour Order on him.

The details of the ASBO are shown in Fig 1.

ANTI-SOCIAL BEHAVIOUR ORDER
(CRIME AND DISORDER ACT 1998, s.1)

The court found that:

(i) the Defendant acted in the following ant i-social manner, which caused or
was likely to cause harassment, alarm or distress to one or more persons
not of the same household as himself.

Between 8 March 2005 and 22 July 2005, the De fendant has shouted
verbal abuse, caused a nuisance, acted in a drunk and disorderly manner
and posted notes through a neighbour’s door.

And

(i) This order is nece ssary to prote ct persons in Engl and and Wales from
further anti-social acts by him.

And the court ordered that the Defendant must not:

(i) Behave in any way that intimidates or seeks to intimidate one or more
persons not of the same household as himself.
(i) Behave in a manner which causes or is likely to cause harassment alarm

or distress to one or more persons not of the same household as himself.
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(iii) Incite or encourage any other person to act in a manner which causes or
is likely to cause harassment alarm or distress to one or more persons
not of the same household as himself.

(iv) Be verbally abusive, violent or threaten violence towards any person
within the Cleveland Police area.

(v) Play loud music in such a manner as to cause annoyance to his
neighbours.

(vi) Seek to approach or communicate, directly or indirectly, with his
neighbours or any members of their family.

This order shall remain in force until 3 November 2008.
Fig 1

The police incident recording system and crimes database were researched to identify the full scope of the problem
involving police action. In the period 1% January 2006 to Jun e 2006 there were 108 calls to the street o f which 69
related to th e uncle’s ad dress, 19 related to hi s neighbour’s a ddress and the remaining 20 calls we re to oth er
addresses in the street n ot conn ected with this dispute. The nu mber of calls per month was sh owing a steady
increase as shown in Fig 2.

Year Incident Created Total
Datetime
2006 Feb 3
Mar 10
Apr 10
May 40
Jun 45
Grand Total 108
Fig 2
ANALYSIS
Offender

The uncle, aged 49 ye ars, lived alon e, is an al coholic and can be very ab usive when drunk. He al so b ecomes
aggressive under the influ ence of al cohol and can be very intim idating. He b ecame a Tristar tenant following the
death of his mother several years ago. He had lived with her and took over the tenancy after she died.

Prior to being the tenant at the addre ss, he had previously bee n subjected to abuse by local children on the estate
which resulted in him be coming involved in several incidents including a couple of assaults against him for which he
had received criminal injuries compensation. He chased children away from his home a number of time s after they
had thrown eggs or other items at his property and some parents of these children had occasionally approached and
confronted him.

Over the years he had been involved in two previous neighbour disputes. He would constantly play loud music and
occasionally threaten violence against his neighbours or their visitors. These situations were resolved only after the
neighbours moved away.

Victim

Nephew and partner

The nephew moved in wit h his partner next door to his un cle in 2004. As they were relat ed it was believ ed at this
time that the historical neighbour disputes that the uncle ha d always been inv olved in would cease due to the new
neighbour being a family member and for a time this was the case as there were no problems between the uncle and
his nephew and partner.

The nephew and partner had a child together who was born around Christmas 2004.
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Location

The streetis situated in a hou sing e state with mi xed hou sing. There a re privately own ed p roperties, coun cil
properties, housing agency properties and properties owned by private landlords on the e state. The h ouses in the
street are m ainly privately owned pro perties but there are al so some council houses. Stockton Borough Council’'s
housing stock is managed by Tristar Homes, a company which was created specifically for this purpose.

There are 35 houses in th e street and all of them are semi -detached properties with gardens to the front and rear.
The uncle and nephew lived in adjoining semi-detached houses situated at one end of the street.

The Problem

Around Christmas of 2 004 the un cle loaned some money to his nephew and partner prior to the birth of their first
child. Part of this money was to help wit h some financial problems and the remainder of the money was intended as
a gift. By th e early part of 2005, the nephew had fallen behind with the repayments and this was causing friction
between him and his uncle.

This was the start of the neighbour dispute with th e nephew regularly accusing his uncle of playing lo ud music or
shouting through the walls at night. Th ere were complaints from both si des of assault, alle gations of bu rglary and
also reports of disorder with police being called on a regular basis. The uncle was quite often drunk and most of the
time appeared to be the main cause of the problems.

This ASBO started in November 2005 and is valid until 3™ November 2008. The ASBO placed specific restrictions
on The uncle’s behaviour. Condition (vi) of the ASBO directed that he must not:

"seek to approach or communicate directly or indirectly, with his nephew,
his nephew’s partner or any members of their family”.

This clause was difficult to enforce due to the proxim ity of the addresses and the ASBO was breached on several
occasions.

The uncle was arrested for these breaches but the Police were unsuccessful with convictions and senten cing even
though the ASBO stated that

“If, without reasonable excuse, the Defendant does anything which
he/she is prohibited from doing by this order, he/she shall be liable
on conviction to a term of imprisonment not exceeding five years or
to a fine or to both.

RESPONSE

In February 2006, due to the o ngoing problems, P C Kirk held a meeting attended by the uncle, his nephew and
partner and Kirsty Hardy from the Anti Social Beha viour Team. All three we re warned regarding their conduct and
advised against using the Police to get each other into trouble by makin g false alleg ations. They di scussed their
problems and agreed that the difficulties centred around the unpaid debt. They both agreed to a new arrangement to
resume making re payments for the | oan and th e meeting ended on a p ositive note with them sha king hands and
leaving as friends.

For a couple of months th e calls reduced and it ap peared that the pro blem had been resolved but a young coupl e
moved into a house across the road and this started the problems up again. A short time after they moved into the
area these new neighbours began to get involved in the dispute between uncle and nephew and took sides with the
nephew. The y also occa sionally beca me involved with name calling and a gene rally low level of antiso  cial
behaviour. On several occasions they were present at the nephew’s address when officers attended and provided
alibis in response to allegations made by the uncle against the nephew.

Analysis of the information had indicated that most of the incidents in the location we re caused by the actions of the
uncle. Initiatives were considered to try and all eviate the problem and o ne of t he immediate short term responses
was to formally warn the occupants of all three houses regarding their involvement and conduct.

The uncle stated that the problems had re-emerged due to the money not being paid on time and during May 2006
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there were 40 calls with a further 45 in June 2006. At this point it was decided to set up a POP.

At a site mee ting attended by Trista r staff and Police, t he uncle stated he wanted to move away from t he area so
Tristar started to make efforts to locate a property. Due to the conflict with other neighbours, all parties were spoken
to and warned regarding residence contract breeches.

It was apparent that all parties were making allegations and counter allegations. It was decided that CCTV should be
installed in an effort to establish the accuracy of the allegations and who was to blame.

In July 2006 PC Kirk contacted John Mills of the Anti Social Behaviour Reduction Team and they took over the case
from Tristar officers.

At a further meeting, a list of objec tives and targets were d rawn up. It was planned that the sho rt term measures
would include:

e Tenancy warnings to all parties
e Mediation using UNITE
e CCTV cameras to be installed in the new neighbour’s address to cover the other two addresses.

The long term solution was to move the uncle to a new location. This would reduce contact between the two parties
and fall in with his wishes.

RIPA forms were comple ted and submitted to Tri star in relation to CCTV a nd F Tri star manag er,
approved the cost involve d and a uthorised in stallation. At the sa me time Tri star had examined and eliminated a
number of properties for various reasons.

Breaches of Anti Social Behaviour Order

In June 2006 the uncle was put before the court for breaching his ASBO and given a 3 month sentence suspended
for 12 month s. He wa s also due to ap pear in Aug ust 2006 for 3 further brea ches and a custodial sentence was
anticipated.

On 25" July 2006 he smashed the front window of his nephew’s house, scattering glass over 2 children in the house
aged 5 m onths and 2 ye ars. He was arrested for Criminal Damage and breach of ASB O and was remanded in
custody until 28" August pending sentencing at which time he was given a custodial sentence.

Tristar held a meeting to revoke his tenancy upon his release from prison and PC Kirk spoke to his solicitor. The
solicitor was hoping to prevent the uncle from returning to the address upon his release.

It was decided that staff from Tristar would visit the uncle in prison on a number of occasions to discuss his tenancy
and he was presented with a number of options either to declare himself voluntarily homeless or face eviction.

Upon his release from prison in December 2006 he was accompanied to his home to collect personal belongings. He
was then re-housed in another area of the town, over a mile away from his nephew and an application was made to
revise his ASBO to prevent him from entering the street.

On 10" January he went to his nephew’s house, barged in and began shouting at hi s nephew’s partner. He wa s
subsequently arre sted, d etained ove rnight by police and put bef ore T eesside Magistrates Court. The case was
adjourned to Crown Court for sentencing and he was released on conditional bail. He ap peared before Te esside
Crown Court in February 2007 where he was given a suspended sentence for 6 month s, placed on a supervision
order for 18 months and required to carry out 100 hours of unpaid community work.

ASSESSMENT

During the period 1 January 2006 to 30" January 2007 there were 157 calls to the street as shown in the chart in
Fig 3, with 108 in the five months leading up to the introduction of the POP. In July 2007 after the POP was activated
there were another 23 calls to the street but then following the uncle’s imprisonment there was a complete cessation
of calls relating to the neighbour dispute and there were only 26 calls to the street in the following 6 months between
August 2006 and January 2007.




Incident Created
Year Datetime Total
2006 Feb 3
Mar 10
Apr 10
May 40
Jun 45
Jul 23
Aug 2
Sep 3
Oct 2
Nov 6
Dec 8
2007 Jan 5
Grand Total 157
Fig 3.

Of the 157 calls to the street there were 85 calls to the uncle’s address and 30 to the nephew’s. Combined calls to
these two addresses accounted for 73% of all calls to the street. Of the 85 calls to the uncle’s address, there were 27
in May 2006, 30 in June 2006 and 15 in July 2006. The number of calls to each house in the street is shown in the
chart in Fig 4.

Feb | Mar | Apr | May | Jun | Jul | Aug | Sep | Oct | Nov | Dec | Jan
200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200 | 200
6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 7

Uncle’s address 2 6 4 27 30 15 1 85

Nephew’s address 3 1 8 7 6 2 2 1 30

All other addresses in 1 1 5 5 8 9 1 3 9 4 6 4 42

the street

Total 3 10 10 40 45 23 2 3 2 6 8 5 157
Fig 4.

Since the uncle’s release from prison there has only been one call to the street involving him, in January 2007.

Prior to his term of imprisonment there were over 40 calls per month to the street in May and Jun e. In July after the
initial introduction of the POP there were still over 20 calls to the street but, during the period of his imprisonment, the
number of calls reduced to single figures per month.

The ap plication of pa rtnership action by the Police, Tristar Homes and the A nti Social Be haviour reduction team
highlighted the full range of the uncle’s behaviour to all of the partners.

This joint action resulted in the uncle being put before the court for breaching his ASBO and committing other illegal
acts.

The Court’s action in imposing a custodial sentence combined with the reasons for his detention gave Tristar homes
relevant reasons to apply for eviction.

His cu stodial sentence completely prevented the uncle from continuin g his behaviou r while allo wing time for
consideration to be given to further initiatives that would be implemented upon his release.

While there is nothing to physically prevent the uncle from returning to the street and committing offences against his
former neighbours, the re strictions im posed upo n him and hi s re location to a different ad dress place a level o f
inconvenience upon him that hinders his behaviour. In addition, changes in his ASBO and an injunction obtained by
Tristar allow the partners to take more immediate action in the event of further breaches.




Since the in cident in Jan uary 200 7 he has not re turned to the streetandt here have been no furth er re ported
incidents.




Section 4: Endorsement by Senior Representative

Please insert letter from endorsing representative:

25" April 2007

Dear Sir/Madam

Please find enclosed an application submitted by dedicated officers within my Police District for the Tilley Problem
Oriented Partnership Awards 2007. This project is about joint partnership working between the Police, Local
Council and other agencies.

The project, Newtown Neighbours, resulted in some excellent problem solving and innovative ideas dealing with
anti-social behaviour, crime and disorder.

| fully support this application and submit it for your consideration.

Yours faithfully,

David Brunskill
Superintendent
Stockton District Commander
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Checklist for Applicants:

1. Have you read the process and application form guidance?

2. Have you completed all four sections of the application form in full including the
endorsement from a senior representative?

3. Have you checked that your entry addresses all aspects of the judging criteria?

4. Have you advised all partner agencies that you are submitting an entry for your project?

5. Have you adhered to the formatting requirements within the guidance?

6. Have you checked whether there are any reasons why your project should not be
publicised to other police forces, partner agencies and the general public?

7. Have you saved you application form as a PDF attachment and entitled your message

‘Entry for Tilley Awards 2007’ before emailing it?

Once you are satisfied that you have completed your application form in full please email it
to TilleyawardsO7 @homeoffice.gsi.gov.uk. Two hard copies must also be posted to Alex
Blackwell at Home Office, Effective Practice, Support & Communications Team, 6th Floor,
Peel Building (SE Quarter), 2 Marsham Street, London, SW1P 4DF.
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