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FOREWORD 
 
I’m delighted to present the final report of the findings of the Housing Scrutiny 
Commission’s work in examining the proposal to establish a team within the Housing 
division to deal with cases of anti-social behaviour (ASB). 
 
Anti-social behaviour is sadly something that affects a great many people; both across 
the country and here in Leicester.  It can dominate the lives of victims and affect people 
in a variety of significant ways.   As a local authority, we must do all within our 
capabilities to support victims and tenants affected by ASB.  The role of each agency 
in addressing ASB and processing cases is vital.  There are a number of approaches 
in doing this and here in Leicester, we have adopted different approaches over time. 
 
I was very keen for the Housing Scrutiny Commission to investigate this matter further.  
Our work was in no way a wholescale review of the entire ASB service in Leicester, 
but was more of a focused exercise to gain clarity and assurances over a new proposal 
for a central housing ASB team that would work closely with CrASBU (Crime and Anti-
Social behaviour Unit).  We wanted to find out more about how the new structure would 
work and how it would improve processes and outcomes.  Crucially, I wanted to 
ascertain how the team would work alongside other agencies including CrASBU and 
to understand the benefits that this could bring.   
 
The work of the task group was relatively short and focussed.  I’m very thankful for the 
input of officers, from within the City Council’s Housing division and also from CrASBU 
in providing evidence to the task group and engaging with members throughout the 
process.  I’m also very thankful for the input of my commission colleagues and other 
members with a strong degree of knowledge in this area.  In addition, given the extent 
to which tenants can be affected by the issues presented by ASB, it was fundamental 
to gain insight from tenants was part of this work and I’m grateful for the input of those 
involved. 
 
I was delighted that from a closer inspection of the proposal and from examining a 
range of evidence, that colleagues and I were able to form a number of 
recommendations that I hope will enable and enhance future service delivery.  I feel 
that the proposal can be successful in supporting those affected by ASB, but it is vital 
that the commission continues to engage with the service and provides feedback and 
support once the new structure is in place.  Continuing to examine the impact of the 
new team will be central in ensuring that the local authority is most appropriately 
dealing with cases of anti-social behaviour.   
 

 

Councillor Paul Westley 
Chair of Housing Scrutiny Commission  
 

https://cabinet.leicester.gov.uk/mgUserInfo.aspx?UID=264
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

1.1 Background to the Review  
 
1.1.1  For a number of years, the Housing Scrutiny Commission have maintained 

a strong interest in examining the arrangements for dealing with cases of 
ASB.  The commission received a report in July 2020 which recommended 
a transfer of the responsibility for the handling of council tenancy related 
ASB from Housing Services to the Crime and Anti-Social Behaviour Unit 
(CrASBU).  This proposal was met with a number of questions and 
concerns by the scrutiny commission, and also by the Tenants and 
Leaseholders Forum. 

 
1.1.2 Assistant City Mayor, Councillor Elly Cutkelvin, along with officers, took into 

consideration the position adopted by scrutiny and by the forum, and as a 
result, drafted a new proposal that was presented to the scrutiny 
commission in June 2021, having sought comments from the Tenants and 
Leaseholders Panel.  The new proposal recommended creating a central 
housing ASB team that would work closely with CrASBU.  This would 
enable council tenants to report ASB cases to their Neighbourhood 
Housing Officers (NHOs), with all investigations then being carried out by a 
central housing ASB team rather than NHOs.   

 
1.1.3 Whilst broadly welcoming the direction of travel, commission members 

sought greater detail in terms of a number of areas of the proposal and 
required a significant amount of further information to gain assurances that 
the proposal was suitable.  To enable the level of examination deemed 
necessary, the commission resolved to establish a task and finish group to 
gather the evidence required to clearly determine its position on the 
proposal.   

 
1.1.4 From the outset, the intention of the task and finish group was to inspect 

the detail of this particular proposal and its implications on council tenants 
and relevant groups of staff.  It was not in any way intended to examine the 
entire topic of anti-social behaviour.  Nonetheless, the overlapping interests 
with the Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Commission were apparent and 
as such, the Chair and Vice-Chair of Neighbourhood Services were invited 
to participate in the task and finish work.   

 
1.1.5 The task and finish group held two meetings to gather evidence; hearing 

from officers, partners, councillors and tenants.  These meetings provided 
the opportunity to probe, question and to ultimately form several 
recommendations for the future delivery of the service.   

 
1.1.6 This review serves as an example of short, focused piece of work.  It was 

apparent that the commission required further evidence in order to reach a 
view on the proposal and the level of engagement that took place in two 
informal sessions enabled conclusions to be reached.    Sections 2.3 and 
2.4 set out more detail of the evidence gathered and summarises how 
conclusions were reached.  
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1.2 RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

1.2.1 At the task group meeting on 3 November 2021, members endorsed the 
following set of proposed recommendations: 

 

a) That mechanisms be established to ensure that the new Housing ASB 

team has access to the data and information held by other agencies 

required to progress cases, including adequate access to relevant 

police records and data. 

 

b) That a comprehensive communication strategy be compiled which sets 

out the changes and benefits for tenants, the respective roles of each 

agency in dealing with ASB and clearly explains the new process in 

incremental stages 

 

c) To use fliers/letters to tenants and residents to communicate the 

changes and the benefits of the these, and to consider additional 

methods of contact in areas with a higher prevalence of ASB cases. 

 

d) That further communication on the new proposal be provided to the 

Tenants and Residents Forum and that the forum receives an a regular 

summary of progress. 

 

e) That, where appropriate, representatives from the Tenants and 

Leaseholders Forum be invited to participate in inter-agency liaison, 

particularly through regular beat meetings arranged by the Police.   

 

f) That a robust programme of training be put in place for the new team, 

including mediation training and training in relation to mental health 

when supporting victims and those that report ASB. 

 

g) That a training programme regarding the new process be embedded 

into the work of all corporate customer services staff. 

 

h) That a more robust and regular system of contact between the new 

team and victims of ASB be established, particularly in respect of those 

cases that take many months to resolve. 

 

i) That future consideration be given in respect of the size and structure of 

the newly established team based on its initial period of work, with 

considering given to flexibly transferring resources to support areas of 

the city with the highest need.    
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j) That further work be undertaken to continue to benchmark the service 

provision against neighbouring and comparable local authorities, given 

that several other authorities are in the process of establishing a similar 

model to that proposed.   

 

k) That in addition to the preparation of an Executive response report, 

further reports be brought to the Housing Scrutiny Commission every six 

months once the new team has been established.  Such reports would 

cover to what extent the anticipated benefits had been achieved, 

including benefits to the work of NHOs.    

 
2. REPORT 

 
2.1 Review Rationale/Further Background 

 
2.1.1 As detailed above, this work was initiated as a result of the Housing 

Scrutiny Commission receiving the revised proposal for how the city council 
delivers ASB services. 
 
Current Arrangements  
 

2.1.2 In terms of the current structure, Neighbourhood Housing Officers (NHOs) 
deal with the lower level cases of ASB associated with council tenancies 
and provide an incremental approach to council tenants.  CrASBU deal with 
cases across all tenures including the higher-level cases in relation to 
council tenants.  With the increasing mixture of tenants on estates, the two 
investigatory functions sitting separately is not seen as being in alignment 
with the nature of ASB service requests being reported. 
 

2.1.3 The current arrangements require NHOs to investigate ASB cases in their 
own geographical area, which has led to an uneven an often excessive 
workload for some officers.  The existing pool of 37.6 NHOs currently 
spend approximately 20% of their time dealing with cases of ASB.   
 
Initial Alternative Proposal 
 

2.1.4 At the commission meeting on 7 July 2020, a report was presented that 
proposed a transfer of the function for dealing with all cases of ASB 
(regardless of tenure) from the Housing Division to the CrASBU Team.   
 

2.1.5 The Housing Scrutiny Commission did not favour the proposals, and they 
were also met with concern by representatives of the Tenants and 
Leaseholders Panel. Such concerns included: 
 
• fewer resources for housing services with the retention of the £100k 
efficiency saving 
 
• a loss of housing officer’s specialist knowledge 
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• a view from tenants that they wanted to report incidents to housing 
officers 
 
• views that CrASBU would not be sufficiently resourced to deal with the 
work 
 
• concerns that the new arrangement would need to be monitored to check 
its effectiveness 
 
• questions around the support for people poor mental health. 
 

2.1.6 The commission requested that a further report be provided that included 
the views of the Tenants and Leaseholders Forum. 
 
Revised Proposal 
 

2.1.7 At the Housing Scrutiny Commission meeting on 15 June, a revised 
proposal was presented that took into consideration the points raised 
previously by the commission and by the Tenants and Leaseholders 
Forum.  This proposal would see the establishment of a central housing 
ASB team that would work closely with CrASBU.  Under the proposal, 
tenants would still be able to report ASB to their housing officers, though all 
case investigations would be performed by the specialist team.   
 

2.1.8 Amongst the benefits of the proposal that were explained to the 
commission were the provision of a consistent specialist ASB service to all 
complainants, regardless of tenure, and the proposal would also equip 
Neighbourhood Housing Officers to focus on supporting tenants given the 
significant proportion of their time that had been spent dealing with ASB 
cases.   
 

2.1.9 Whilst the commission broadly supported the proposals, there was large 
elements of the proposal that were deemed unclear, and it was concluded 
that a deeper level of investigation was necessary in order for the 
commission to reach a view on whether or not they supported the proposal 
and to understand the level of any additional benefit it would have.  
Furthermore, a task and finish exercise would allow the commission to be 
in a clearer position to make recommendations on how the proposal should 
be taken forward.   
 

2.1.10 The commission were clear on what they wished to ascertain from 
conducting the task and finish exercise.  This included: 
 

- A general provision of further information to help better determine the 

proposal’s overall level of service impact, and whether it will produce 

improved outcomes.   

- Detail to provide an overall enhanced understanding of the working 

relationship between the proposed ASB team based in Housing, CrASBU 

and the police, and an understanding of the role of each service based on 

case categorisation. 
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An understanding of a structure for the new team, including detail of the 

impact on the current work of Neighbourhood Housing Officers and 

CrASBU. 

An opportunity to review a full Equality Impact Assessment, including a 
focus on how the new service can address language barriers.   
 
To obtain case studies of a range of different cases that cover differing 
levels of intervention and clearly set out the respective roles of Housing and 
CrASBU in dealing with such cases - and to what extent these roles will 
differ under the new service proposal. 
 
An understanding of the approaches taken by other comparable local 
authorities 
 

2.1.11 The full scoping document for the review is attached at Appendix A.   
 
2.2 Review Approach 

 
2.2.1 The Chair of the Commission made it clear from the outset of the work that 

the intention was to find out further information about the proposal for a 
central ASB team based in Housing in order for the commission to reach a 
clear view in respect of it.   

 
2.2.2 It is relatively commonplace for scrutiny commissions to request further 

detail in relation to proposed policy and this often results in additional 
information being provided to subsequent commission meetings.  However, 
in this particular case, the report presented on 15 June 2021 was in 
response to previous scrutiny, and given the extent of the change proposed 
and the level of further detail sought, the preferred approach was to 
exercise the ability to engage with relevant officers and partners away from 
a formal meeting setting and to gain sufficient evidence in order for a 
clearer view from the commission to be brought back to a future meeting.   
 

2.2.3 The work itself differed a little from that usually undertaken as part of 
scrutiny reviews.  Such reviews ordinarily examine the operation of an 
entire service or a broader topic area and aim to understand wider service 
implications.  This particular piece of work more closely resembled a task 
and finish exercise, whereby commission members sought to gain clarity on 
a number of points in response to a policy paper that was presented to 
them and aimed to issue a set of recommendations to shape future service 
delivery. 
 

2.2.4 As such, the review was relatively short in comparison to many of the more 
detailed reviews performed by scrutiny commissions.  The Commission 
held two separate informal meetings that provided a platform for the 
following evidence to be presented: 

 
- A detailed presentation by Housing Services in respect of the new 

proposal, with particular reference to those points of interest outlined by 
the commission at its meeting on 15 January.   
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- A detailed presentation by CrASBU on their existing operation and their 
anticipated role as part of the proposed new arrangements.  

- Input from representatives from the Tenants and Leaseholders Panel, 
and from other identified witnesses. 

 
2.2.5 The first session allowed the commission to receive the level of further detail 

required in order to understand the proposal more fully.  A comprehensive 
overview of the proposal was provided by service officers and the Assistant 
City Mayor.  It also provided clarity on the respective roles of Housing and 
CrrASBU and offered members the opportunity to question officers from both 
service areas.   

 
2.2.6 A number of further of areas of clarity were identified during the first 

session and officers were tasked to provide additional information in 
response to these as part of the second session.  This primarily concerned 
a focus on ASB case numbers and also allowed a contribution of evidence 
from PCSO Joanne Burton. 
 

2.2.7 PCSO Burton was one of several witnesses invited to present evidence and 
engage during the sessions.  The Chair also invited a number of councillors 
with an advanced level of experience in dealing with cases of ASB, as well 
as knowledge of the structures and processes that have been in place for 
dealing with cases.  Finally, representatives from the Tenants and 
Leaseholders Forum were invited to participate in the evidence gathering 
element of the work, with one representative in particular (Mr Joe Carroll) 
attending and engaging with both meetings. 

 
2.2.8 In compiling evidence for the task group, service-based officers were 

required to carry out further investigatory work, including gathering data 
and evidence from internal sources and by also undertaking desktop 
research and engaging with other relevant parties, such as by contacting 
other local authorities in terms of benchmarking levels of service provision.   

 
2.2.9 As stated, the two informal sessions allowed members to engage informally 

with officers and to seek clarity and ask questions on as many matters that 
they wished to.  This level of investigation allowed sufficient evidence to be 
gathered to enable a set of recommendations to be established (as outlined 
in paragraph 1.2).    

 
2.3  Presentation of Evidence/Review Findings 

 
2.3.1 In providing further evidence to the task group, the following was made clear 

to the commission in relation to the proposed new arrangements: 
 
 Further information on the proposal from Housing Services 
 

2.3.2 Clarity was provided in respect of the present arrangements for dealing with 
cases of ASB, as outlined in 2.1.2 
 

2.3.3 It was made clear that under the new proposal (which was anticipated to be 
introduced later in 2022), tenants can still report cases of ASB to NHOs, and 
that NHOs would continue to deal with low-level nuisance, but that in the 
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majority of cases, the NHO would appropriately signpost the referral, which 
is many cases would be to the new specialist housing team.  The team would 
investigate all cases that relate to council tenancies.   
 

2.3.4 It was clarified that a major anticipated benefit of the proposal was that the it 
would free up a significant amount of time for NHOs to undertake other tasks, 
including supporting those requiring council housing who have more complex 
needs.  The NHOs dealt with approximately 1,220 cases per year. 
 

2.3.5 Other benefits of the proposal that were reported included: 
 
- Less duplication of work between different services. 

 
- Increased consistency of approach and personnel involved.  Cases 

would be more easily tailored to individual needs.    This was particularly 
welcomed by task group members, who felt that a dedicated case officer 
throughout an entire case period would be more reassuring for victims.  
  

- A smooth and clear process of case transition between Housing 
Services and CrASBU (where appropriate)   
 

- Greater consideration of protected characteristics when dealing with 
cases, and more robust support mechanisms in place for issues 
concerning mental health.  It was seen imperative that a robust training 
mechanism was in place for staff to support both victims and those that 
report ASB, given that both were reported to often suffer from poor 
mental health.   
 

- Greater access to police information/records 
 

2.3.6 Further clarity on overall case numbers were sought and provided at the 
second of the task group meetings, and the following points in relation to this 
were made: 
 
- A total of 1,244 cases of ASB were reported during 2020/21, and that 

between April and September 2021, a further 674 cases had been 
reported 

- 55% of cases reported related to neighbour disputes. 
- A higher proportion of cases were predominantly located in the west of 

the city, with the highest reported level within the New Parks area.   
- Respective monthly figures for the West, East and South areas of the 

City were provided to the Task Group. 
 

2.3.7 In relation to the new team structure, it was reported that this would consist 
of four dedicated and specialist Housing ASB officers, who would report to a 
Neighbourhood Housing Team Leader, but would also be managed in 
partnership by CrASBU.  Officers would be based at local neighbourhood 
hubs and would also have access to an office at Mansfield House, which 
would enable intelligence to be more easily shared between the Housing 
team, CrASBU and the Police.   
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2.3.8 It was anticipated that each ASB officer would command approximately 18 
intensive cases each month, and that this represented a more manageable 
case approach and would offer a greater level of dedicated support to victims 
and those affected by cases.  Caseloads were anticipated to be evenly 
spread amongst staff, with officers being deployed to areas with a higher case 
prevalence if deemed necessary.   
 

2.3.9 A prime concern of the commission regarding the current arrangements 
related to the impacts on NHOs, and assurances were sought that the new 
proposal would ease the case load of NHOs, and in turn, benefit tenants and 
residents by allowing them to concentrate on more complex tasks.  It was re-
iterated that the establishment of a dedicated team would free-up a sizeable 
proportion of the current workload of NHOs, though NHOs would continue to 
report cases of ASB, and engage with lower-level cases that did not meet the 
legal definition of ASB.  By being co-located with officers from the specialist 
housing ASB team, NHOs would be able to lodge referrals quickly and 
provide local intelligence to the ASB team as cases progress.  Similarly, this 
new arrangement would allow ASB officers to share progress with the NHOs 
as cases progress.  Therefore, the communication processes between 
internal agencies were seen as being much improved.   

 
Relationship with CrASBU 

 
2.3.10 A significant element of the evidence-gathering work related to how CrASBU 

would operate as part of the new arrangements.  Under the initial proposal, it 
was recommended that the responsibility for dealing with all cases of ASB 
would be transferred to CrASBU.   
 

2.3.11 Under the revised proposal, the new team would lead on all cases primarily 
involving council housing, whilst CrASBU would lead on those primarily 
involving private housing and would also work cross-tenure to include council 
housing when required (the proposed referral process is depicted in figure a 
below).  It was explained that the new co-managerial and co-location 
arrangements would support the cross-working arrangements between 
CrASBU and Housing.  The arrangement would also enable improved joint 
working with the police through the use of the SENITEL shared intelligence 
system, which is currently used by CRASBU officers to manage cases. 
 

2.3.12 The commission were interested in the level of training provided to those who 
would form part of the new team.  As part of a robust training regime that 
would be put in place, both the Police and CrASBU would provide access to 
training to ensure that all parties have a full understanding of the 
arrangements across each agency.   
 

2.3.13 In finding out more about the operation of CrASBU, along with finding out 
about the benefits that working alongside CrASBU would have for the new 
specialist team, the following points were made: 

 
- CrASBU specialise in dealing with high risk and complex cases that 

often result in legal sanctions.  Under the new proposal, cases that 
have been solely investigated by the specialist Housing team may then 
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be directly passed to CrASBU for legal action to be progressed, 
without any further case investigation by CrASBU. 
 

- The CrASBU team holds specialist knowledge in terms of dealing with 
cases of ASB.  They receive referrals from many agencies in addition 
to Housing, such as the Police, Adult and Children’s Services and the 
Fire Service 
 

- CrASBU responds to an average of 143 cases per month. 
 

- CrASBU can initiate community triggers, which are covered by 
statutory legislation and provide victims with a right to ask for their case 
to be reviewed.  All such reviews across the city are performed by 
CrASBU. 
 

- CrASBU can also initiate Complex Individual Management Meetings 
(CIMM) and Corporate Decision-making Meetings (CDMM).   
 

- A CIMM establishes an appropriate multiagency plan for a complex 
individual or family who have continued to cause ASB when several 
interventions have not been successful in bringing about change.  It 
often serves as a pre-curser to a CDMM. 
 

- A CDMM is used to consider individual circumstances of individuals 
and agencies involved and in situations where a decision on case 
progression is required.  These are convened when certain risk factors 
are known such as vulnerability and mental health issues.  In taking 
decisions, strong consideration is given in respect of the impact on 
victims and the wider community,   

 
 

 
Figure 1 – proposed referral process 
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 The role of the Police  
 

2.3.14 As part of the second task group meeting, the Chair invited PCSO Joanne 
Burton to participate.  Although the role of the police did not form a key part 
of the rationale for this work, PCSO Burton described some of the detail 
behind the police’s processes for dealing with anti-social behaviour. 

 
2.3.15 In terms of the communication regarding ASB cases between Housing and 

the Police, Joanne confirmed that quarterly meetings took place between 
relevant beat teams and Housing officers. In respect of more complex 
cases, dedicated meetings are held that often include representatives from 
other relevant agencies.  It was generally felt that the level of information 
sharing at these meetings was extremely helpful in progressing ASB cases, 
and as part of the new arrangements,  the task group were keen for all to 
be done to ensure that information between the police, CrASBU and 
Housing be appropriately shared. In particular, members welcomed the 
input of tenant representatives as part of regular and case-specific meetings 
where appropriate.   

 
Equality Issues 
 
2.3.16 When the Scrutiny Commission first considered the revised proposal, one 

area that required further detail related to the carrying out of an equality 
impact assessment, and detail of how the new service would improve 
equality and accessibility outcomes  

 
2.3.17 Since the Scrutiny Commission meeting of 15 June, comprehensive 

equality profiling and an impact assessment had been undertaken and a 
number of actions had been put in place in preparation for the new team.  
These included: 

 
- Ensuring that a multi-lingual work force was in place, with staff 

using their own language skills to meet interpretation needs.   
- To forge closer links with the Community Languages team in 

supporting any translation requests that can’t be dealt with by the 
ASB team.   

- Translating written materials into other languages were appropriate 
- To ensure that robust and regular training was in place to allow 

team members to support staff dealing with those experiencing 
mental health issues. 

- To ensure that regular equality and diversity-related training was 
undertaken by all team members given that staff were to provide an 
appropriate service to people with a range of protected 
characteristics.   

 
Benchmarking 
 
2.3.18 As set out in the scoping document, further detail was sought in relation to 

approaches taken in dealing with ASB across other authorities, particularly 
those seen as comparable to Leicester.  The task group were keen to find 
out the extent to which the proposed approach had been replicated 
elsewhere.  
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2.3.19 It was reported to the task group that in general terms, there were mixed 

approaches, but that there was an emerging trend in relation to the 
establishment of specialised teams.  In particular, officers had engaged with 
colleagues from Sandwell Borough Council who had reported their 
successes in adopting a specialised team, particularly in relation to an 
improvement in the process for transferring cases and in following a uniform 
approach in respect of the policy and procedures that were in place.   

 
2.3.20 Of other authorities that were contacted by officers, some, including 

Manchester City Council, were also in the process of setting up a 
specialised team.  The task group were keen for the arrangements in other 
authorities, including Manchester to be monitored with a view to adopting 
any examples of particularly good practice.   

 
2.3.21 It was also reported that some local authorities only provided ASB related 

services to council tenants. 
  

Case Studies 
 

2.3.22 As part of the task group work, members were also keen to receive case 
studies from both Housing and CrASBU in order to illustrate the respective 
roles that both agencies performed.   
 

2.3.23 The use of case studies by both teams was welcomed and seen by the task 
group as helpful in not only setting out the respective roles of both agencies, 
but also in helping to understand how cases will be progressed under the 
new proposal and where the role of each agency begins and ends.  They 
also helped to evidence the problems of the existing approach, particularly 
in relation to the level of current input by NHOs and the lack of clarity around 
case handling.  The case studies are reflected in both appendix D and E. 
 

2.4  Summary of Task Group Conclusions 
 

2.3.24 As a result of the additional evidence received in response to the concerns 
raised previously, and the ability for members to probe and engage with 
officers and stakeholders as part of this work, the task group concluded that 
they were in broad agreement with the proposals, though issued a number 
of recommendations as set out in paragraph 1.2. 
 

2.3.25 In hearing the evidence in respect of caseloads and by examining case data 
more rigorously, members saw the need for a dedicated team to be 
established and the need for the present workload of NHOs to be better 
balanced.  Members hoped that the new structure would allow cases to be 
dealt with more quickly and that this would provide a clearer and more 
consistent approach to support victims.  It was also hoped that a flexible 
team structure would allow the spread of cases across the city to be more 
evenly managed.   
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2.3.26 A key area of uncertainty prior to the task group work related to how the new 
team would work in partnership with CrASBU.  The attendance by CrASBU 
at these meetings and the detail that officers provided was well received, 
and as a result, members were satisfied that in principle, the new model 
would support better inter-working relationships between the two agencies, 
which in turn, would benefit tenants and residents.   

 
2.3.27 A fundamental theme raised by task group members concerned 

communication.  In order for the new arrangements to provide the 
anticipated benefits, members felt that it was vital that the appropriate 
communication mechanisms be put in place to inform tenants and residents 
of how the new arrangements would work in practice and the benefits that 
these would bring.  The task group felt that it was vital that as part of 
communicative materials, a clear incremental approach was evidenced, 
advising what support would be provided and by whom in respect of each 
stage of a case process. 

 
2.3.28 A further area of priority in relation to communication concerned the need 

for ensuring that inter-agency communication is robust and consistent 
throughout cases.  At some point in the future, the task group were keen to 
receive examples of the benefits of this approach to particular cases and 
how they had been dealt with more efficiently.  The task group also 
recommended increased communication with the Tenants and 
Leaseholders Forum, both in respect of the proposed new arrangements, 
but to also allow them to monitor the arrangements once they were in place 
and to participate in inter-agency liaison where appropriate. 

 
2.3.29 Throughout the work, a series of points were raised in respect of ensuring 

that adequate training was in place, not only for those forming part of the 
new team, but also across the City Council, particularly for those front-line 
staff such as customer services officers who would often initially liaise with 
tenants and residents, and would need to know more about the new 
arrangements to appropriately signpost customers.  A range of training 
needs for the new team were also identified, which included robust training 
to support mental health needs and to undertake mediation training.   

 
2.3.30 In order to gain assurances that the new arrangements were providing the 

anticipated benefits, the task group recommended that six-monthly updates 
be brought to the Housing Scrutiny Commission. 
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3.     Financial, Legal and Other Implications 
 
3.1 Financial Implications 
 

There are no significant financial implications arising from the 

recommendations set out in this report which cannot be accommodated 

within existing budgets.  

Stuart McAvoy – Acting Head of Finance 

 
 

 
3.2 Legal Implications  
 

There are no specific legal implications arising from this report. 
 
Jeremy Rainbow – Principal Lawyer (Litigation) – 371435. 
 

 
3.3   Equality Implications  

 

Under the Equality Act 2010, public authorities have a Public Sector 
Equality Duty (PSED) which means that, in carrying out their functions, 
they have a statutory duty to pay due regard to the need to eliminate 
unlawful discrimination, harassment and victimisation and any other 
conduct prohibited by the Act, to advance equality of opportunity between 
people who share a protected characteristic and those who don’t and to 
foster good relations between people who share a protected 
characteristic and those who don’t.   
 
Protected Characteristics under the Equality Act 2010 are age, disability, 
gender reassignment, marriage and civil partnership, pregnancy and 
maternity, race, religion or belief, sex and sexual orientation. 
 
If the recommendations are agreed and as part of the ongoing work to 
reshape the service, it is recommended that the Equalities Impact 
Assessment is updated to reflect any changes as it is an iterative 
document.  Any strategies/policies developed as part of this proposal 
need to ensure they outline how they meet the Equality Duty as 
prescribed by the Equality Act.  
 
An organisational review EIA will need to be completed once the staffing 
establishment has been fully determined looking at any positive and 
negative impacts on staff in scope of the review. 
 
Advice and guidance can be sought from the Corporate Equalities Team.  
 
Kalvaran Sandhu – Equalities Manager, 454 6344 
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3.4 Climate Change and Carbon Reduction Implications  

 

There are no significant climate emergency implications arising from this 

report. 

Duncan Bell – Climate Change Manager 
 

 
4 Summary of Appendices 

 
Appendix A – Review scoping document 
Appendix B – Report to Housing Scrutiny Commission – 7 July 2020  
Appendix C – Report to Housing Scrutiny Commission – 15 June 2021  
Appendix D – Presentation by Housing Services provided to task group  
       meeting on 7 October 
Appendix E -  Presentation by CrASBU provided to task group   
            meeting on 7 October 
Appendix F – Additional information presented to task group meeting on 3 
       November  
 

5 Officers to Contact 
Francis Connolly 
Scrutiny Support Manager 
Francis.Connolly@leicester.gov.uk 
0116 454 6353 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:Francis.Connolly@leicester.gov.uk
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Background to scrutiny reviews 

 
Determining the right topics for scrutiny reviews is the first step in making sure 
scrutiny provides benefits to the Council and the community.  
 
This scoping template will assist in planning the review by defining the purpose, 
methodology and resources needed. It should be completed by the Member 
proposing the review, in liaison with the lead Director and the Scrutiny Manager.  
Scrutiny Officers can provide support and assistance with this.  
 
In order to be effective, every scrutiny review must be properly project managed to 
ensure it achieves its aims and delivers measurable outcomes.  To achieve this, it is 
essential that the scope of the review is well defined at the outset. This way the 
review is less likely to get side-tracked or become overambitious in what it hopes to 
tackle. The Commission’s objectives should, therefore, be as SMART (Specific, 
Measurable, Achievable, Realistic & Time-bound) as possible.  
 
The scoping document is also a good tool for communicating what the review is 
about, who is involved and how it will be undertaken to all partners and interested 
stakeholders. 
 
The form also includes a section on public and media interest in the review which 
should be completed in conjunction with the Council’s Communications Team. This 
will allow the Commission to be properly prepared for any media interest and to plan 
the release of any press statements. 
 
Scrutiny reviews will be supported by a Scrutiny Officer.  
 
Evaluation 
 
Reviewing changes that have been made as a result of a scrutiny review is the most 
common way of assessing the effectiveness.  Any scrutiny review should consider 
whether an on-going monitoring role for the Commission is appropriate in relation to 
the topic under review. 

 
 
 

For further information please contact the Scrutiny Team on 0116 4546340 
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To be completed by the Member proposing the review 
 

1. Title of the 
proposed 
scrutiny review 

Examining the proposal to establish a central housing Anti-Social 
Behaviour (ASB) Team 
 
 

2. Proposed by  
 
 

Councillor Westley, Chair of Housing. 

3. Rationale 
Why do you want 
to undertake this 
review? 

 

In July 2020, the Housing Scrutiny Commission received a report 
that sought to transfer the ASB team from the Housing Service 
division to CrASBU.  This proposal was met with a number of 
concerns by scrutiny and the Tenants and Leaseholders Forum, 
which included: 
 
• fewer resources for housing services with the retention of the £100k 
efficiency saving 
• a loss of housing officer’s specialist knowledge  
• a view from tenants that they wanted to report incidents to housing 
officers 
• views that CrASBU would not be sufficiently resourced to deal with 
the work 
• concerns that the new arrangement would need to be monitored to 
check its effectiveness 
• questions around the support for people poor mental health. 
 
A revised proposal was presented for the delivery of ASB services 
was presented to Housing Scrutiny in May 2021, having sought 
comment from the tenants and Leaseholders Panel.  Taking into 
account the comments raised previously, this proposal broadly 
recommended the establishment of a centrally based housing ASB 
investigation team that would work in close partnership with 
CrASBU. 
 
Although there was some support for the new proposal from the 
tenants and leaseholders panel, several questions were raised and 
further questions and concerns in terms of the role and function of 
the delivery of the service were raised by the Housing Scrutiny 
Commission. 
 
These are set out in more detail in section 4, and as a result, it was 
agreed to initiate a review in conjunction with the Chair and Vice-
Chair of the Neighbourhood Services Commission to scrutinise the 
proposal in more detail and upon the receipt of further evidence,  to 
form recommendations in respect of the future delivery of ASB 
services.   
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4. 
 

Purpose and 
aims of the 
review  
What question(s) 
do you want to 
answer and what 
do you want to 
achieve? 
(Outcomes?) 

 

This review will generally seek to provide assurance in respect of the 

proposal by serving to examine it in greater detail and to determine 

the level of impact that it will have.  The review will call upon a wider 

range of witnesses and will learn more about the relationship 

between the Housing ASB team and CrASBU.  The review may form 

a number of recommendations regarding the future delivery of ASB 

services prior to the taking of an Executive decision.   

Fundamentally, the review aims to establish further detail to help 

establish any clear recommendations regarding future service 

delivery.  Such detail includes: 

- The provision of further information to help better determine 

the proposal’s overall level of service impact, and whether it 

will produce improved outcomes.   

- Detail to provide an overall enhanced understanding of the 

working relationship between the proposed ASB team based 

in Housing, CrASBU and the police, and an understanding of 

the role of each service based on case categorisation. 

- Presentation of a structure for the new team, including detail 

of the impact on the current work of Neighbourhood Housing 

Officers and CrASBU. 

- The presentation and opportunity to review a full Equality 

Impact Assessment, including a focus on how the new 

service can address language barriers.   

5. 
 
 

Links with 
corporate aims 
/ priorities 
How does the 
review link to 
corporate aims 
and priorities?  
 

The City Council works with partner agencies, residents, landlords 
and businesses to tackle neighbour nuisance and anti-social 
behaviour in Leicester, and has adopted an approach that covers all 
aspects from prevention to rehabilitation, and sets out to protect and 
support victims and witnesses. 
 
The City Council forms part of the Safer Leicester Partnership.  Its 
current plan can be found here.   
 
This review aims to seek assurances that the new service proposal 
can most appropriately serve the aims and intentions of the City 
Council and partners who form the Safer Leicester Partnership.   

6. Scope 
Set out what is 
included in the 
scope of the 
review and what 
is not. For 
example which 
services it does 
and does not 
cover. 

This review intends to thoroughly examine the impact of the proposal 
on service users by understanding in greater detail of how the newly 
established team in Housing will deal with ASB cases alongside 
CrASBU.   
 
This review does not intend to examine in detail the role of the police 
in dealing with ASB.  The police’s role will be detailed as part of 
further overall presentation of evidence.  

https://www.leicester.gov.uk/media/186106/safer-leicester-partnership-plan-april-2020-march-2021.pdf
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7. Methodology  
Describe the 
methods you will 
use to undertake 
the review. 
 
How will you 
undertake the 
review, what 
evidence will 
need to be 
gathered from 
members, officers 
and key 
stakeholders, 
including partners 
and external 
organisations and 
experts? 

To include: 

Staging one or more focus group/forum sessions to obtain further 

detail from officers proposing the service change. 

To obtain case studies of a range of different cases that cover 

differing levels of intervention and clearly set out the respective roles 

of Housing and CrASBU in dealing with such cases - and to what 

extent these roles will differ under the new service proposal. 

To obtain and examine detail of the operation of a similar service 

structure within local authorities and to potentially question 

representatives from other authorities in terms of their experiences of 

service operation. 

To enable further scrutiny, questioning and the proposing of 

recommendations by members, with input from tenant 

representations and any other witnesses seen central to further 

evidence gathering.   

 

Witnesses 
Set out who you 
want to gather 
evidence from 
and how you will 
plan to do this.  

Officers from Housing Services responsible for overseeing the 
proposed ASB team with the Housing division. 
 
Officers from Neighbourhood & Environmental Services responsible 
for CrASBU.   
 
Relevant Executive members – Councillors Clair, Cutkelvin and 
Master.   
 
The Chair and Vice-Chair of the Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny 
Commission. 
 
Other councillors with a level of knowledge and interest sufficient to 
contribute and support the task group.   
 
To invite questioning and general input from the Chair of the Tenants 
and Leaseholders Forum, and potentially other members of the 
forum. 
 
Service users – via the form of case studies presented to the 
commission. 
 
Other local authorities – in terms of gathering evidence around the 
functionality of structures elsewhere.     

8. Timescales 
How long is the 
review expected 
to take to 
complete? 

It is envisaged that the review will be completed within three months  

Proposed start 
date 
 

Following 15 July - Overview Select Committee meeting. 

Proposed 
completion date 

October 2021 
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9. Resources / 
staffing 
requirements 
Scrutiny reviews 
are facilitated by 
Scrutiny Officers 
and it is important 
to estimate the 
amount of their 
time, in weeks, 
that will be 
required in order 
to manage the 
review Project 
Plan effectively. 

Scrutiny officer time within existing workload – from the Scrutiny 
Support Officer supporting both the Housing Scrutiny Commission.   
 
The officer time from services within Housing, Community Safety & 
Protection and any other service departments contributing to the 
review.   
 
 
 

 

Do you anticipate 
any further 
resources will be 
required e.g. site 
visits or 
independent 
technical advice?  
If so, please 
provide details. 

Not at this initial stage. 

10. Review 
recommendati
ons and 
findings 
 
To whom will the 
recommendations 
be addressed?  
E.g. Executive / 
External Partner? 
 

The review recommendations will be forwarded to the Executive 
Member for Education and Housing prior to the taking of an 
Executive decision in respect of the future delivery of the ASB 
service.   

11. Likely publicity 
arising from 
the review - Is 

this topic likely to 
be of high interest 
to the media? 
Please explain. 

Likely to attract medium attention from the media 

12. Publicising the 
review and its 
findings and 
recommendati
ons 
How will these be 
published / 
advertised? 

The findings of the review will be agreed by the Task Group and will 
presented to the Overview Select Committee, and will be published 
in advance of doing so.   

13. 
 

How will this 
review add 
value to policy 
development 
or service 
improvement? 
 

The review will ensure that the context and wider implications of the 
proposals are fully presented to enable scrutiny to potentially 
influence policy development or service improvement.   
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To be completed by the Executive Lead 
 

14. Executive 
Lead’s 
Comments 
 
The Executive 
Lead is 
responsible for 
the portfolio so it 
is important to 
seek and 
understand their 
views and ensure 
they are engaged 
in the process so 
that Scrutiny’s 
recommendations 
can be taken on 
board where 
appropriate. 

 

Comments from the relevant Director  

15. Observations 
and comments 
on the 
proposed 
review 

 

 

I welcome the focus and desire of the Commissions to scrutinise the 
proposals to improve Anti Social Behaviour services in the Council to 
the tenants and residents of Leicester. 

Name 
 

Chris Burgin 

Role 
 

Director of Housing 

Date 
 

9/7/2021 

To be completed by the Scrutiny Support Manager 
 

16. Will the 
proposed 
scrutiny review / 
timescales 
negatively 
impact on other 
work within the 

Scrutiny Team? 
 

It is anticipated that there will be no adverse impact on the Scrutiny 
Team’s work to support this review.  Although it is expected that this 
review will be completed relatively quickly, there may need to be 
some prioritising of work done during its undertaking. 

Do you have 
available staffing 
resources to 
facilitate this 
scrutiny review? 
If not, please 
provide details. 

The review can be adequately support by the Scrutiny Team as per 
my comments above. 

Name 
 

Francis Connolly, Scrutiny Support Manager. 

Date 
 

9 July 2021 
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Appendix B 
  

    

  

Housing Scrutiny  

Commission  

 

  

 Anti-Social Behaviour (ASB) 

Service  

Proposal  

  

__________________________________________  

Lead members:   

Cllr Cutkelvin Assistant Mayor for Housing &  

Education   

Cllr Singh-Clair Assistant Mayor for 

Neighbourhoods   
 Lead directors: Chris Burgin, Director of Housing John Leach, Director of 

Neighbourhood & Environmental Services  
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Report Authors:   

Gurjit Minhas/Daxa Pancholi – Head of Service Housing/Community 

Safety and Protection. 

 1.  Summary  

  

1.1 This report sets out a proposal for the reconfiguration of Anti-

Social Behaviour (ASB) Services within the Council.  

  

1.2 Existing services are provided within two Divisions, 

Neighbourhood and Environmental Services and Housing split by 

tenure type and also severity of Anti-Social Behaviour.  

Private sector cases and all serious cases are managed by the 

Crime and Anti- Social Behaviour Unit (CRASBU). Lower level ASB 

cases are managed by Housing relating to Council properties.    

  

1.3 This report advises members of the proposal to transfer the ASB 

function from the Housing Division to the CrASBU Team.  This will 

lead to one central team within the Council having responsibility for 

dealing with all ASB cases across the City from the first report to 

conclusion regardless of tenure.  

  

  

  

2. Background   

  

2.1 Currently ASB services are delivered by two areas from within 

the Council, the Tenancy Management Service within the Housing 

Division and the Crime and ASB (CrASBU) Team based in the 

Neighbourhood and Environmental Division.  

  

2.2 The Housing Division have a responsibility to ensure that 

Leicester City Council tenants adhere to responsibilities and 

obligations outlined within the Conditions of Tenancy. Housing 

Services deal with low to medium reported ASB incidents which will 

primarily involve Leicester City Council housing stock (however this 

can also involve dealing with owner occupiers or leaseholders if they 

are implicated or are affected by the ASB). As the case progresses 

and if it may lead to litigation or becomes complex, /serious or high-

risk then a referral is made to the CrASBU.    
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2.3 CrASBU deal with ASB across all tenures, they deal with 

referrals from the Housing Division, partner agencies, residents, 

landlords and businesses to deal with all levels of ASB from low to 

complex/ high-risk cases. CrASBU deal with all reports of ASB from 

residents and tenants in private sector housing from initial report to 

high level investigations and legal action. Due to the nature of this 

work CrASBU have accumulated specialist knowledge of dealing 

with ASB.  

  

3. Purpose  

  

3.1   The purpose of this report is to seek feedback from the Housing 

Scrutiny Commission and Neighbourhoods Scrutiny Members on the 

transfer of the ASB function from the Housing Division to the 

CrASBU Team.  This will lead to one central team within the Council 

having responsibility for dealing with all ASB cases across the City 

from the first report to conclusion regardless of tenure.  

  

3.2 With the function transferring, funding from the HRA would 

transfer to support the entire service to council tenants being 

delivered by the CrASBU team.  

  

3.3 This proposal will lead to a more streamlined, seamless and 

efficient service for all reported ASB incidents regardless of tenure to 

meet both public and partner expectation in terms of dealing with 

crime and ASB encountered by the citizens of Leicester.  

  

3.4 While it is anticipated this proposal will generate operational 

efficiency by creating a more effective specialist service that will 

reduce any duplication of functions, the primary reason for the 

change is to improve the services.   

  

3.5 For all stakeholders, service users, ward councillors and partner 

agencies there will be one single point of contact for referrals and 

support.  
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4. Scope and Impact of Proposed Change  

  

4.1   A Business Case for Organisational Change in accordance with 

the Organisational  

Review Policy is proposed to be prepared by the Head of Service for 

Community Safety and Protection with support from the Head of 

Housing Services.  This would need to be consulted on as this 

potential change will impact on the job roles of Neighbourhood 

Housing Officers within the Tenancy Management Service and job 

roles within the CrASBU team.  

  

4.2   This will also impact on Council Tenants, as currently tenants 

most often report ASB to housing staff and contact housing officers 

for updates on individual cases.  The future model will mean that 

housing staff will signpost to appropriate services, however, they will 

not deal with or manage cases, therefore tenants will also need to be 

consulted and made aware of this change.  

5. Current Working Model  

  

5.1   There are 37.6 Neighbourhood Housing Officers who spend 

20% of their time working directly on ASB, dealing with 

approximately 1220 cases per year. Within CrASBU there are 

currently 6 Crime and ASB officers who work directly on ASB.  

  

5.2   A memorandum of understanding currently exists between the 

Housing Division and CrASBU, which requires the Housing Division 

to undertake significant work to manage the ASB case before a 

referral is made to CrASBU.  

  

5.3    If housing intervention has not reduced ASB then the case is 

referred to CrASBU who will then manage the case to its conclusion, 

which can include litigation to repossess the dwelling. Often 

duplication of work occurs as the two services can be working on a 

case and overlap of work and responsibilities does occur.  
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6. Proposed Future Working Model  

  

6.1   ASB cases from all tenures will be dealt with by CrASBU from 

the point of reporting to closure. The CrASBU team will need to be 

re-configured to reflect the increase in work and referrals.  

  

6.2 For council tenants, Neighbourhood Housing Officers would 

provide advice via the standard letters and information that is readily 

available and would advise reports of ASB to be made directly to 

CrASBU. 

6.3   We are working to try to deliver the service change utilising 

current vacant posts within the Neighbourhood Housing Officer 

establishment and there are not anticipated to be any compulsory or 

voluntary redundancies. Sufficient staffing resources will be retained 

within housing to enable signposting and to provide initial 

information.   

  

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

29  

 

Proposed New Structure for the Community 

Safety Team  

  

   Head of Service  

Community Safety  

  

 
  

  

6.4 The new roles proposed for the Community Safety Team include 

the Investigator  

Officer who will carry out initial investigations and interventions. The 

Crime & ASB  

Officer who will carry out more complex case management and legal 

work. The Senior Officer will support the Team Manager and 

manage the ASB team. The Team Manager who will lead on 

partnership management issues, budgets and policy and strategy 

development.    

  

6.5 The Housing Division currently deals with approximately 1220 

reports of ASB, in future with earlier intervention work, the 

expectation is that many cases will be resolved before becoming 

more serious in nature. The resources proposed will meet the 

demand for this service currently and further benefits will be realised 

with the introduction of channel shift measures to enable 

complainants to self-help.  

  

  

  

  

    

  

Crime & ASB Team  

Manager   

Crime & ASB    

Senior Officer   

 X  4 Crime & ASB  

Officer   
 Administrator 1   5  X ASB In vestigators   

and Protection    
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7. Benefits of Future Working Model  

  

7.1 There will be one single point of contact for all stakeholders, 

avoiding any uncertainty about who is dealing with a case 

irrespective of tenure.   

  

7.2 The new service will eliminate any duplication of work.  

  

7.3 The current role of a Neighbourhood Housing Officer covering 

several landlord functions does not lend itself to providing a 

dedicated service to deal with ASB.  

  

7.4 Removing the ASB function from the Neighbourhood Housing 

Officer role will enable officers to focus on supporting tenants to 

sustain their tenancies and their building responsibility duties.  

  

7.5 All complainants regardless of tenure will receive a consistent 

and specialist ASB service.  

  

7.6 A further benefit would be that CrASBU would be the sole liaison 

with the Police for the Council, which will improve the process of 

communicating intelligence and improve the specialist knowledge of 

officers working within the team.  

  

7.7 This model will benefit from the Channel Shift programme, with 

an expectation that complainants reporting ASB are able to access 

help and support by way of information that can assist them in “self-

help”.  

8. Financial, legal and other implications  

  

8.1 Financial implications  

  

8.1.1 The total current cost of managing ASB across Council 

services is £727k (£432k within the CrASBU service and 

approximately £295k in the HRA, based on 7 FTE Neighbourhood 

Housing Officers). The proposed model set out in this report has an 

annual cost of £627k; the reduction of £100k reflecting efficiencies 
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which arise through a centralised approach to managing ASB. 

Should the proposed model be implemented, the HRA would make 

an increased contribution towards funding the CrASBU service from 

£179k to £374k. A review will be built in after no more than 12 

months to see if any additional HRA funding is required to deal any 

increased/unmet demand. 

Stuart McAvoy – Principal Accountant  

  

  

8.2. Legal implications  

  

8.2.1There are no specific legal implications arising 

from this report          

 Jeremy Rainbow – Principal Lawyer  

  

  

8.3 Climate Change and Carbon Reduction Implications  

  

8.3.1. There are no significant climate change implications 

associated with this report. Aidan Davis - Sustainability Officer, 

Ext 37 2284  

  

  

8.4 Equalities Implications  

  

8.4.1 Under the Equality Act 2010, public authorities have a Public 

Sector Equality Duty (PSED) which means that, in carrying out their 

functions, they have a statutory duty to pay due regard to the need to 

eliminate unlawful discrimination, harassment and victimisation and 

any other conduct prohibited by the Act, to advance equality of 

opportunity between people who share a protected characteristic and 

those who don’t and to foster good relations between people who 

share a protected characteristic and those who don’t.   

  

8.4.2 Protected Characteristics under the Equality Act 2010 are age, 

disability, gender reassignment, marriage and civil partnership, 

pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, sex and sexual 

orientation.  
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 If the recommendations are agreed and as part of the ongoing work 

to reshape the service, it is recommended that an Equalities Impact 

Assessment is undertaken.     

  

However, the Equality Impact Assessment is an iterative document 

which should be revisited throughout the decision-making process 

and should, ultimately, also take into account any consultation 

findings including housing tenants.  Consultation needs to be 

meaningful and accessible and this needs to be reflected in the 

Communications Strategy.  Any strategies/policies developed as part 

of this proposal need to ensure they outline how they meet the 

Equality Duty as prescribed by the Equality Act, such as the 

development of an Anti-Social Behaviour Policy for the new central 

team.  

  

  

An organisational review EIA will need to be completed once the 

staffing establishment has been fully determined looking at any 

positive and negative impacts on staff in scope of the review. A 

service change EIA is attached.    

  

Advice and guidance can be sought from the Corporate 

Equalities Team. Sukhi Biring -Equalities Officer, 454 4175  

  

  

9.0 Summary of Appendices  

  

n/a  

  

10.0 Is this a private report?  

  

No  

  

11.0 Is this a key decision?  

  

Yes  
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Anti-Social Behaviour (ASB) Service   

Revised Proposal  

  

For consideration by: Housing Scrutiny Commission Date: 15 June 2021 Lead 

director: Chris Burgin  
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Report Author:   

  Gurjit Minhas– Head of Service Housing  

  

1. Summary  

  

1.1  This report sets out a revised proposal to change how we deliver Anti-

Social Behaviour (ASB) Services.  Currently services are delivered by 

Neighbourhood Housing Officers within the Housing Division and the 

Crime and ASB (CrASBU) Team based in the Neighbourhood and 

Environmental Division.  

  

1.2  The revised proposal is to create a central housing Anti-Social 

Behaviour Team that will work closely with CrASBU.  Council tenants 

will still be able to report ASB to their housing officers as they do now, 

however all investigations will be carried out by a central housing ASB 

team.  

  

1.3  The key benefits of this proposal will be to provide a consistent 

specialist ASB service to all complainants regardless of tenure and 

enable Neighbourhood Housing Officers to focus on supporting 

tenants.  

  

1.4  The proposal to change the ASB service has been consulted on 

previously with the Housing Scrutiny Commission and with the 

Tenant’s and Leaseholders Forum in 2020 and has been amended in 

line with the consultation feedback received.  

  

1.5  The original proposal was for all ASB to be dealt with by CrASBU, 

however you the Scrutiny Commission and the Forum told us that you 

had the following concerns about the original proposal:  

  

• less resources for housing services, retain the £100k 

efficiency saving  

• housing officer’s knowledge would be lost  

• tenants wanted to report incidents to housing officers  

• that CRASBU would not be sufficiently resourced to deal 

with the work  
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• that the new arrangement would need to be monitored to 

check its effectiveness  

• support for people poor mental health  

  

1.6 Creating a housing ASB team to carry out investigations and retaining 

the £100k efficiency saving to provide the face to face customer 

service role within housing, addresses the above concerns. A central 

housing team with specialist knowledge is also required as we are 

dealing with more complex cases in various parts of the City.   

  

1.7 This revised proposal has now been consulted on with the Tenant’s 

Forum in January and February 2021. Their feedback on the new 

proposal is wide-ranging and is attached, please see Appendix 1. A 

commitment has been made to the Forum that they will receive regular 

feedback on the performance of the ASB service for council tenants 

going forward. Publicity will also be provided on how services can be 

accessed. Forum members requested for a definition of ASB to be 

included in this report, which is as follows:  

  
Anti-social behaviour (ASB) was defined in the Crime and Disorder Act 
(1998) as acting 'in a manner that caused or was likely to cause 
harassment, alarm or distress to one or more persons not of the same 
household as the perpetrator  
  

1.8 This report also highlights on how the service will be accessed in 

future and the work of other local authorities and how performance will 

be monitored in the new service model.  

 

2.  Background  

  

2.1 Historically housing services have dealt with ASB associated with 

council tenancies separately as council estates used to be made up of 

mostly council owned properties. Low to medium level ASB could be 

managed through the legal responsibilities of the council as a landlord. 

This is outlined within ‘The Conditions of Tenancy’ document which all 

council tenants sign up to. Mainly due to Right to Buy we are seeing an 

increase in the mixture of tenures on estates, we have approximately 30 

new applications each month. Some of these sold properties are owner 

occupied, leasehold and some are rented out to private tenants.    

 

2.2 CrASBU historically has dealt with all reports of ASB from residents and 

tenants in private sector housing from initial report to high level 

investigations and legal action.  CrASBU also deals with council 

tenancy cases as they progress and become more complex, serious or 

high-risk.   
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2.3 With the increasing mixture of tenures on estates, the two investigation 

functions sitting separately is not in alignment with the nature of ASB 

service requests being reported. Reports often involve disputes with 

households from different tenures. The proposal for the teams to be 

based centrally will help them to more effectively deal with ASB across 

all tenures and prevent duplication of work.   

2.4  The needs of council tenants are also changing as more people are 

presenting with complex issues, related to substance use, mental health 

and poverty. Therefore, there is a necessity now to enhance the support 

role of Neighbourhood Housing Officers to support people in their 

tenancies. The enforcement function of tackling ASB no longer aligns 

with the support role Neighbourhood Housing Officers are increasingly 

having to carry out.     

2.5 The current arrangement is that each Neighbourhood Housing Officer 

takes reports and investigates council housing associated cases in their 

area. This means an uneven and excessive workload for some officers 

especially in the West of the City. Having a central housing team will 

mean that caseloads can be more evenly distributed, and work can be 

resourced more effectively. Since April 2020 the Housing Service has 

received 931 reports of ASB. 

 

3. Purpose  

  

3.1   The purpose of this report is for members to consider the proposal of 

setting up a housing ASB investigation team that will work in close 

partnership with CrASBU and be based centrally.  

  

3.2 This proposal will lead to a more effective specialist services that will 

reduce any duplication of functions. All officers dealing with ASB will 

be trained to provide support and signpost people who have poor 

mental health.    

  Increasingly more service users are presenting with mental health  

  issues and this can be a contributing factor in ASB cases.   

  

3.3  In line with the feedback received from the Scrutiny Commission and 

Forum on the initial proposal for the new model would have realised 

efficiencies of 100k. This will now be retained within the Housing 
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Service to ensure Neighbourhood Housing Officers carry out the key 

link and customer contact role.  

  

  

4.  Scope and Impact of Proposed Change  

  

4.1   A Business Case for Organisational Change in accordance with the 

Organisational  

Review Policy is proposed to be prepared by the Head of Service for 

Community Safety and Protection with support from the Head of 

Housing Services.  This would need to be consulted on as this 

potential change will impact on the job roles of Neighbourhood 

Housing Officers within the Tenancy Management Service and the 

creation of job roles within the new central housing ASB Team and the 

CrASBU team.  

  

4.2   The proposed change will also impact on Council Tenants, as 

Neighbourhood Housing Officers will no longer investigate low level 

ASB cases. In line with feedback from the Scrutiny Commission and 

the Tenants Forum, in the future model, tenants will still be able to 

contact housing officers to report ASB and housing staff will provide 

advice and assistance and refer to the central teams where 

appropriate.  Tenants will also be able to report cases directly to the 

ASB teams and will be able to contact the officer dealing with the case 

directly throughout the investigation.  

5.  Proposed Future Working Model  

  

5.1  For council tenants, Neighbourhood Housing Officers (NHOs) would 

continue to be a key contact person and provide advice and low-level 

assistance via the standard letters and information that is readily 

available.   

  

5.2    NHO’s will deal with issues that are not deemed as formal ASB. 

Cases that need formal investigation will be referred to the central 

teams, however NHO’s will continue to be a point of local intelligence 

and local information for the central teams.  

  

5.3  The central housing ASB team will be made up of housing ASB 

officers who will be managed in partnership by both Housing and 

CrASBU.   
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5.4  Housing staff will lead on cases primarily involving council housing but 

as with CrASBU will deal with cross tenure cases. CrASBU will lead 

on those primarily involving private housing and will work cross tenure 

to include council housing.  

  

5.5   The central housing ASB Team will be managed in partnership by 

Housing Services and CrASBU and be based in Mansfield House 

while also utilising local bases. This will enable the housing team to 

have a close working relationship with CrASBU and utilise central 

resources and knowledge to deal with ASB more effectively. This will 

also enable improved joint working with the police, through the use of 

a shared intelligence system called SENTINEL, which is currently 

used by CrASBU officers to manage cases  

 

5.6  As part of on-going commitment to ensure that this model provides 

continuous improvement and yields the type of outcomes required, the 

following key performance information will be captured and shared;  

  

i) Service/ Information Request (ensuring that data is captured 

where council tenants are involved as victims and/ or 

perpetrator)  

ii) Action Taken  

iii) Review/ Evaluation  

  

5.7 As part of the consultation with members and the tenant’s forum, 

there was interest in relation to how other local authorities delivered 

services in relation to ASB. With this in mind, officers contacted the 

10 local authorities to understand their approach to dealing with 

ASB.  

5.8 Of those 7 cities with housing stock and ASB services for residents 

of the city; 5 cities have a single route for reporting ASB regardless 

of tenure. One of the city’s shared with us that they feel that there is 

a more uniform approach across their area with this approach and 

that the staff work more consistently using the same policies and 

procedures.  
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6.  Benefits of Future Working Model  

  

6.1  The point of contact for all stakeholders will be clear, avoiding any 

uncertainty about who is dealing with a case irrespective of tenure. 

Contact details of the case worker will be provided.  

  

6.2  The new service will eliminate any duplication of work and improve 

partnership working.  

  

6.3  The current role of a Neighbourhood Housing Officer covering several 

landlord functions does not lend itself to providing a dedicated service 

to deal with ASB.  

  

6.4  Removing the ASB function from the Neighbourhood Housing Officer 

role will enable officers to focus on supporting tenants to sustain their 

tenancies and their building responsibility duties.  

  

6.5  All complainants regardless of tenure will receive a consistent and 

specialist ASB service with support for mental health.  

  

6.6  Improved joint working with the police through a shared intelligence 

 system, SENTINEL which CrASBU utilise; ensuring that issues are 

 communicated and resolved much more swiftly.   

  

6.7  This model will benefit from the Channel Shift programme, with an 

expectation that complainants reporting ASB are able to access help 

and support by way of information that can assist them in “self-help”.  

7. Financial, legal and other implications  

    

7.1 Financial implications  

  

7.1.1 The total current cost of managing ASB across Council services is 

£727k (£432k within the CrASBU service and approximately £295k in 

the HRA). The proposed model will have no impact on overall costs. 

Centralising HRA ASB support into a single team will free up time to 

an estimated value of £100k for Housing Officers to spend on other 

tasks.  

Stuart McAvoy – Principal Accountant  
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7.2. Legal implications  

  

7.2.1There are no specific legal implications arising from 

this report         Jeremy Rainbow – Principal Lawyer  

  

7.3 Climate Change and Carbon Reduction Implications  

  

7.3.1. There are no significant climate change implications associated with 

this report. Aidan Davis - Sustainability Officer, Ext 37 2284  

  

7.4 Equalities Implications  

  

7.4.1 Under the Equality Act 2010, public authorities have a Public Sector 

Equality Duty (PSED) which means that, in carrying out their functions, 

they have a statutory duty to pay due regard to the need to eliminate 

unlawful discrimination, harassment and victimisation and any other 

conduct prohibited by the Act, to advance equality of opportunity 

between people who share a protected characteristic and those who 

don’t and to foster good relations between people who share a 

protected characteristic and those who don’t.   

  

7.4.2 Protected Characteristics under the Equality Act 2010 are age, 

disability, gender reassignment, marriage and civil partnership, 

pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, sex and sexual 

orientation.  If the recommendations are agreed and as part of the 

ongoing work to reshape the service, it is recommended that an 

Equalities Impact Assessment is undertaken.  However, the Equality 

Impact Assessment is an iterative document which should be revisited 

throughout the decision-making process and should, ultimately, also 

take into account any consultation findings including housing tenants.  

Consultation needs to be meaningful and accessible and this needs to 

be reflected in the Communications Strategy.  Any strategies/policies 

developed as part of this proposal need to ensure they outline how 

they meet the Equality Duty as prescribed by the Equality Act, such as 

the development of an Anti-Social Behaviour Policy for the new central 

team.  

  

 An organisational review EIA will need to be completed once the 

staffing establishment has been fully determined looking at any 
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positive and negative impacts on staff in scope of the review. A service 

change EIA is attached.    

  

Advice and guidance can be sought from the Corporate Equalities 

Team.  

 Sukhi Biring -Equalities Officer, 454 4175    

  

Appendix 1  
  

Forum Members feedback on ASB proposals   
  
In early January  the revised Anti-Social Behaviour proposals report 

was sent to all Tenants’ and Leaseholders’ Forum members.  This was 

followed up with telephone calls to obtain individual member feedback 

on the revised proposals.    

  

A Tenants’ and Leaseholders’ Forum meeting was held on the 4th 

February 2021.  At this meeting the induvial feedback was shared.  

The Forum members were then given the opportunity to add any 

further comments they would like to make.  The feedback received is 

as follow:     

May Jones  

  

  Generally happy with the proposals and in favour.  

  

• Thought the idea of setting up a central Housing ASB team was 

a good idea  

• Agreed with the close working arrangements with CRASBU  

• Pleased anti-social behaviour can still be reported to housing 

officers  

• Pleased the previous saving of £100k will continue to be used 

to fund services  

  

Ann Green   

  

  Generally, in favour of the proposals, but would like to know:  

  

• What exactly what will the 100k be used for?   
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• There’s already a shortage of housing officers. Will there be 

new Housing Officers recruited or will they use existing ones?  

 

Wendy Biddles  

  

• Would like dealing with ASB to stay as it is, Housing Officers 

and for them to be responsible for their tenants.    

• In the report didn’t understand why right to buy was being 

mentioned and what this had to do with things.  

• Asked what the £100k savings is to be used for? For 

Tenants who have needs, the money should be spent on their 

homes.  

Jill Rhys  

  

  Generally, in favour of the proposals  

  

• Concerned about the burden it would place on housing officers 

having to deal with more complex cases and thought more 

partnership working with mental health service to reduce this 

burden  

• Providing a range of ways people reporting ASB was good but 

these could be kept simple and streamlined so people don’t 

have to repeat themselves.  

• Would like to see the project reviewed after a set period to see 

how it has worked.  Views should be sought from tenants and 

staff for this to get feedback on the ground, not just reporting on 

numbers.  

• Service should be published better on exiting literature that 

goes out.  

  

Joe Carroll   

  

  Not in favour of the proposals  

• In relation to keeping Housing officer involved - what is 

proposed was not what was asked for   

• LCC are reducing the number of housing Officers and funding 

CRASBU through the HRA, making Housing Officers do more.   

• Where is the savings - if CRASBU are only to deal with serious 

cases - giving CRASBU more officers to do less work as LCC 

want to use HO to do the low level cases  

• Joe was concerned about vulnerable tenants and the amount of 

work HO have helping these people  

• The extra contact with CRASBU seems unrealistic.   

• Joe wanted a separate in house ASB team and felt CRASBU 

had a poor record in tackling anti social behaviour, also their 
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lack of interest in the community. They only seem to assist the 

person that causes the ASB.  He would like more information 

from CRASBU of existing cases  

• Fears Housing office will have no impact or control over 

CRASBU  

• Joe would like to increase the number of housing officers to be 

able to effectively deal with ASB themselves.  

• Questions raised:  

  

o Where do STAR fit into this?  o Why is Right to Buy in the 

paper  

o What will the £100k be used for? Can’t we use it to 

improve services for council tenants?  

o – the paper talks about housing officers helping people 

with mental health difficulties, can this link into STAR’s 

work?  o How many tenants have CRASBU evicted  

o Will these proposals mean fewer housing officers to do 

regular housing officer work?  

Jean Williams   

  Generally, in favour and happy with the ASB papers  

  

• One thing she would like to know more about and see is an 

emphasis relationship between council tenants and 

leaseholders is addressed.  

• There seems to be a lot of issues between leaseholders 

and tenants she and would like to know more about and see 

more emphasis on how these issues are managed.  

Peter Hookway   

  

  Not in favour of the proposals   

• Why is there no mention of the night service for ASB? What are 

the plans for this?  

• Doesn’t see why we should go in with the private sector. The 

private sector seems to have a higher profile and get more 

consideration than council tenants – it feels like this is about 

improving the service for the private sector, not council tenants. 

I’m concerned that the needs of council tenants will be 

overlooked.  

• Also, this proposal seems to be putting a lot of work on housing 

officers when they already have a full workload. Will this mean 

fewer housing officers having to do regular housing officer 

work?  

• No mention of how STAR is going to be involved.  
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Phillip Allen   

  

• Why doesn’t this paper mention leaseholders?  

• How is the proposal going to impact on the visibility of Housing 

Officers, can we expect to see a more visible housing officer 

presence in the future?  

• Dealing with ASB should be pro-active. Will the new proposals 

result in a more proactive approach rather than reactive?   

• Supporting homeless vulnerable people and those with mental 

health issues is admirable, however, the resulting issues 

completely prevent the vast majority of people being unable to 

live a peaceful life what support is offered to them?   

• If implemented when will an evaluation of how it works take 

place?  
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