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REPEAT VICTIMS OF DOMESTIC BURGLARY 

The government has put in place targets to reduce domestic burglary by 25% over the 

six year period April 1999 to March 2005. Central to addressing 'repeat' incidents 

should be a strategy to avoid becoming a repeat. 

Research by Safe in Tees Valley in 200112002 revealed the approach to domestic 

burglary repeats across the Cleveland Police area and the Darlington Division of 

Durham Constabulary was inconsistent and ineffective. This resulted in a poor 

service to victims and an inaccurate recording of crime details. Responses were often 

hampered by a lack of basic, timely information and no resources to address the 

problem. The project outline developed the initial work and aimed to: 

Develop a way forward to prevent a first time burglary victim becoming a 

repeat victim. 

Reduce the number of domestic burglaries through highlighting 

circumstances of repeats and the predictive characteristics. 

Provide timely and effective intervention with repeats thereby improving 

service to victims. 

Improve partnership working through information sharing. 

The problem was evidenced by:- 

* Interviews with victims and completion of a comprehensive 

questionnaire. 

m Interviews with police officers at all levels. 

Analysis of Crime data identified the high proportion of repeat victims. 

Consultation with five Crime and Disorder Partnership Managers and 

associated agencies. 

* BCU = Police Basic Command Unis 
CBRP = Crrnae rrnd Drsorvler Reduciion Partnership 
C.P.O. - Crime Prevention officer 
VPI = Rest Vdue Per;fomnce Indicator 

J.S. iY = Joint Sardlegy Unzt 
H. M.1 C. = Her Mczjmties Inspectorate of Constabulaiy 
hngbaurgh BCUpoIice the Redcar end Cleveland cowcil area 



Key to the project was contact with and collection of data fiom repeat burglary 

victims. Three factors were considered when assessing vulnerability and risk: 

* Property Type 

a Location 

Victim Characteristics 

Response to the problem was achieved by: 

Early intervention on a daily basis to identify and visit repeat victims. 

Undertake thorough security survey. 

Provide bespoke security improvement service to victims. 

hprovement of victim reassurance by spending time with victims, providing 

advice and points of contact with police and other agencies. 

Develop a database to establish a profile of repeat victidproperty 

characteristics. 

Interview twelve post custody burglars. 

A daily feedback to partners agencies. 

Regular media campaigns. 

Impact of response and how measured? 

25 0 victims received bespoke security improvements, the remainder receiving 

advice and/or security lighting. 

459 victims of repeat domestic burglary participated in the project. 

Victims reassured - evidenced by letters of thanks. 

First three months, post project term realised a 

o 36% reduction in number of repeat burglaries (357 to 262) 

o 27% reduction in first time burglaries (1913 to 1502) 
* BCU = Police Bwic Comond Units 
CLWP = Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnership 
C.P.0. = Crime Prevention Wcw 
BJ'l'j = Best Value Pe@mance Indicaior 
J.S. U. =Joint Strategy Unit 
H.M.LC. = Her Majesties Impeciorate of Conrtabulav 
=%&mrgh BCUpalfce the Redcap a d  Cleveland council area 



Introduction 

me Tees Valley comprises of four BCU's * within Cleveland Police area and the 

Darlington Division of h h a m  Constabulary. This geographical area is serviced by 

five Local Strategic Partnerships and CDRP's * all co-terminus with each BCU. Safe 

in Tees Valley a unique sub regional Community Safety Partnership acts as a catalyst 

for many Crime Reduction and Community Safety Initiatives. 

This project had active support from: 

All five CDRP Managers 

All five Police BCU's from District Commander through to C.P.OYs* 

Victim Support Service 

Age Concern 

Youth Offending Team 

Probation Service 

* Joint Strategy Unit 

Government Office North East 

The project aimed to focus upon the victim, improve service to them and understand if 
repeat victimisation is linked to characteristic of the person living nt the target 

proper@, or does the prop@* make it more vulnerable lo repeat victimisation ? 

In accordance with the SARA problem solving model, this project was subject to 

constant review and modification. The project funded by Government Office for the 

North East under the auspices of the Partnership Development Fund employed 1.5 

project workers from 15" July 2002 until 3 1 " March 2003. 

* BCU = Police Bas~c Command Units 
CDRP = Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnership 
6P.O. = Crime Prevention weer 
BVPI = Best Value Pe f lomnce  Indicutor 
J.S. U = Joint Stmtegy Unit 
H.MI. C. = Her Majesties Inspectorate of ConstabuEary 
hngbaurgh BCUpolice the Redcar and Cievehnd council area 



partners saw this high volume clime as a priority and in line with Govemmmt 

Targets the CDRP's identified this within their action plans 2002-2005. (Cleveland 

No 4 in EMIC *Matrix o f  Indicators 2001 -02). 

There was no BVPI* and no clear definition o f  a repeat victim. It was agreed, with 

partners the definition of a repeat victim for purposes of this project would be: 

Any Person who has been the victim of a dwelliag house burglaqf or attempted 

burglary withips u roklitag twelve month period 

A key part of the project was contact with and collection of data from all repeat 

burglary victims. Three factors were considered when assessing vulnerability and 

risk: 

Property Type 

* Location 

Victim Characteristics 

* BCU = Police Basic Cornand Units 
C D m  = Ctime and Disorder Reduction Partnerskip 
CP.0. = Crime Prevmiion W c e r  
B vF7 = Best Value Peflomance Itdieator 
3.S.U = Joint Strategy Unit 
ff.M.1. C. = Her Mnjexties Impectoraie of Constobufary 
b g b a w r g h  BCUpolice the Redcar md Cleveland m n c i l  urea 



Scanning 

The project commenced on 15" July 2002. The team embarked upon a period of 
consultation to establish effectiveness of existing procedures, It also sought to gain 

consensus as to the best way forward in bringing partners together in meeting "repeat' 

issues in a co-ordinated and structured form. Both forces had three tiered responses in 

place to deal with repeat victims. It appeared that only Darlington and Stockton were 

adhering to them. 

Using the SARA model a number of problems requiring remedial attention were 

identified: 

Table I - Problem, hsponse, Result 

* BCU = Police Basic Command Vmts 
CDRP = Crime a d  Disorder Redudion Parfnership 
C.P.0. = Crime Prevention Oficer 
R VPI = Best Value Petfomnnca IrtdLcaser 
J.S. U = Joint Stratem Uilif 
N.MI, C. = Her Majesties Inspectorate of Constabulaly 
Lnngbaurgh BCiJpolice the Redcur and Cleveland council nren 

Problem 

BCU's* retrieving repeat victim 
burglary crime information 

Differing levels of commitment 
to the problem of repeats 

Confusion over information 
sharing 

Poor quality of crime report 
details 

No accurate or detailed analysis 
of who, what where or when the 
problem was arising 

No funds for project to Target 
Harden Properties 

R e s p o n s ~ e s u l ~  

Centrally based project tam provided timely and accurate 
crime data to BCU's on a daily basis by accessing Crimes 
Recording systems in both police forces 

An agreed system of a priority approach implemented 
across all BCU's, i.e. victims visited with 24-48 hours, 
survey undertaken, security improvements carried out 
promptly 
Protocols introduced sewicing the flow of data between 
agencies and across BCU's - Police, CDRP's * and 
Victim Support 
Education and increased awareness of the need for 
accurate and comprehensive recording details 

Project team in association with J.S.U.* took ownership 
of analyticaI function in providing statistical data at a 
force, BCU and ward level, Full breakdown provided in 
the guise of 

Mapping - geographical distribution 
Trends 

* Hotspots 
Prevalence 
Characteristics- victim/prq&y/m.o. 

Negotiations with police and CDRF's* ensured funding 
for Target Hardening 



1t was accepted that these deficiencies required urgent and detailed attention. This 

~ o u l d  only be achieved if dedicated resources e.g. C.P.OYs, Crime Scene 

~nvestigators, Research staff and Local Authority Community Safety Departments 

were committed to the project. 

Ongoing consultation was the theme throughout th is  initiative with the Project Team 

and receiving feedback as to progress and developments at individual, 

goup and organisational level. 

BCU = Police Basic Commnd Unrts 
CDRP = Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnership 
C.P. 0. = Crime Prevmiion OSficer 
B YPr = Best Vdue Pdonnance Idicator 
J.8. = Joint Strategy Unit 

C. = Her Majesties Illspectorate of Constabday 
Lffngborrrgh BCUflIice the Redcar and Cleveland council arm 



The following methodology was adopted by the project team in its analysis: 

a Desk Research 0 

Consultation 

0 DeveIopment of Working Practices 

Data Collection and Analysis Issues 

Analysis confirmed that repeat domestic burglary was a significant problem across the 

Tees Valley, compounded by the fragmented and uncoordinated approach, evidenced 

across BCU's. Furthermore, inconsistent approaches by police officers and associated 

partners resulted in a poor sewice delivery to victims. It was established repeat 

activity across the Tees Valley mirrored trends across first time burglary offences. 

As can be seen at Table 2 local first time burglary trends are replicated nationally. 

Table 2 National and local domestic burglary figures 

(Figure for 02/03 rda) 

Crime Data 

The project team identified a discrepancy, in that the data search of repeat victims 

corn the Cleveland system suggested double counting. In order to ensure accuracy 

each record during the project term was re-examined. As a result, duplicate records 

were consolidated into a single record to reflect an accurate figure. 

0 See literature review in appendices section 
* BCU = Police Basic Command Units 
CDRP = Crime and Disorder Reduction Parinership 
CP.0. = Crime Prevention w e e r  
B VPl= Best VaItre Perfomnce Indicator 
J.S. U. = Joint Strategy Unia 
."I.MI. C. = Her Mojexties Inspectorale of Constabulnly 
hngbrnargh BCUpolice the Redcar and Cleveland council area 



A 21% reduction of the original figure was confirmed after the re examination. 

 levela and Police are now reviewing the situation. This will result in the introduction 

of an additional standard report, consolidating any double counted record. 

The project team throughout the initiative maintained a manual independent system, 

which mirrored the findings o f  the re-examination. See table 3 

Table 3- R e p t  Burglary figures (21.8.02 - 21.01.03) 

Data received from Darlington used a victim only search. Findings indicated an 

anomaly. By searching an location and victim, 7 additional repeat victims were 

identified, It is essential that all relevant searches are carried out in order to ensure an 

accurate reflection of the problem. This issue has been raised with senior police 

managers at Darlington. 

Repeat Burg/~ries 

Table 4 represents the percentage of repeat burglaries against district totals. During 

the project term there were 2896 offences of domestic burglary in the Cleveland area, 

5 18 (1 8%) were repeat victims. 

*xu = PoErce Bavc Commlmd Chts  
CDW = Crime md Disorder Redtiction Portnershzp 
C.P.0. = Crime prevention Oflcer 
BVPI = Best Vulue Perfomance Indicator 
J'.S. U. = Jarnr Strategy Unit 
HMJ.C. = HerMqesties Inspcforate of Uanstabdmy 
h g b m r g h  BCUpoljce the Redcm. mrd Cleveland council are0 



Table 4 - % of repats against district totat (21.8.02 - 21 .O 1.03) 

Table 5 identifies BCU contributions to the problem 

Table 5 - BCU %of problem (21.8.02 - 21.01.03) 

Langbaurgh 

Darlington 

Note NIA = data unavailable 

320 

318 

Langbaurgh 

Survey Information 

All identified repeat victims were visited in an attempt to bring them into the project. 

70% participated and personal data together with security information was collated for 

malysis purposes. The Joint Strategy Unit, and a Research Officer at Safe in Tees 

Valley analysed crime and survey data. Survey information revealed: 

36 

17 

518 

* BCU= Police Bmic Comand  Uniis 
C m  - Crime and Disorder Reduction Parinership 
C.P 0. = Crime Prevention Qfficer 
w z  Best Value Pe+rmance Indrcafor 

1s. U = Joint Strategy Unit 
HMf~C. = Her Majesties Inspecborate of Constabulary 
L"nghrgh BCUpolice the R e d m  orad Ckvehrsd co~flcil area 

11% 

5% 

36 

Darlington 

7% 

17 nla nla 



Trends 

* Hotspots 

a Predictive characteristics 

Hi& crime & associated with socially deprived areas. 

* = Police Basic Commaad Units 
BRP = Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnership 
C.P.0. = Crime Prevention Oficer 

= Bwt Y&e Pdormance Indicator 
J.s. v = Joint Strategy Unit 
H.M.I.c. = Her Majesties Jnspecdarate O ~ C O W I ~ ~ U ~ U ? Y  
Lwgbaurgh BCUpolice the Redcar and Clewland council area 



Response 

%ugh consultation at practitioner and strategic level the project was taken forward. 

A systematic and time banded project plan was established. The project life was nine 

months, incorporating a five months data collection period. Key areas within the 

process were: 

Project Team provided repeat crime details to each BCU on a daily basis, from 

computerised crime recording systems. 

Database and data sets were developed and maintained by the project team. 

Districts adopted a high priority response, delivered by C.P.O's, This 

response was agreed by all BCU's and CDRP's. 

When C,P.OYs could not make contact with victim the details were referred to 

the project team who would undertake victim visits. 

Those victims who proved difficult to contact were written to on two 

occasions with an average of up to five visits spread between the C.P.O's and 

the project team. 

Bespoke target hardening was carried out with priority to vulnerable victims. 

Convicted burglars were interviewed to establish what crime prevention 

methods deterred them. 

A11 compIeted questionnaires were returned to project team and entered onto 

database for monitoring and evaluation purposes. 

Project Team attended burglary task groups and other crime initiative 

meetings to share good practice and provide project updates. 

To generate and maintain press/media interest. 

The resulting database provided detail of trends during project activity and established 

a profile of repeat victim characteristics that informed intervention strategies 

thFoughout the Tees Valley sub region. 

* BCU = Police Basic Comrn~~nd Units 
Cnm = Crime and Dhorder Redumzon Partnerslrip 
CeP.0. = Crime Prevention mcer  

WI = Best Value Performmce Indicator 
J.gL: =Joint Strategy Untt 
H.m.L C. = Her Mujexties Inspeciorate of Constabulary 
kngbaurgh BCUpolice the Redcar and Cleveic1Prd council arefl 



~t was considered by the Project Team that the 'offender element' played a significant 

part in understanding repeat domestic burglaries. "Nn of le lde~ no buyglary ". A 
of convicted burglars were interviewed in an attempt to establish what deters 

them from committing a burglary. As a result arrangements were made, though the 

~artlepool Dardrecht scheme to interview convicted bwg1ars, all of whom had served 

custodial sentences. 

Footnote The Hartlepool Dordrecht Inhative is a partnership betmen the local Police, the Probation Service, the 

Health Authority and other agencies to reduce offending by persistent post custody adult burglars in the Hartlepool 

wen. 

*mU = Police Bmtc Commmd Units 
C'DRP = C ~ r m e  apw' Drsorder Reductzon Partnership 
C.P.0. = Crime Pvevention Ofleer 
BVPI - Best Vuiue Peuformance fndicato~ 
J.S. u. = Julolnd Strutew, U ~ I I  
1f.M LC. = Her hdqj~~iies hpecroraie cfConstdulary 
hngbaurgh BCU pohce the Redcar m d  Cleveland counc11 men 



Assessment 

The project was costed and the project team with support of the police and local 

authorities ensured adequate resources were assigned to the problem, (C.P.O'S, Local 

Authority Community Safety Department staff and Analyhcal capabilities). 

Ongoing consultation and feedback with partners were key elements for project 

direction. Formal and informal meetings were held regularly. Amendments were 

made to: 

a) the composition of the survey report form 

b) Project team taking over visits to victims (after accreditation by C.P.O's to 

undertake surveys). 

A minority of victims however failed to respond to any attempts at contact. Some 

external surveys were therefore undertaken where property details & were obtained 

in an effort to gather as much information as possible for project use. 

Victims 

Is repeat victimisation linked to the characteris tic of the person living at the target 

property? 

Single unemployed females in the 25-44 year age bracket appeared more likely to 

suffer a repeat attack on their property. 

* BCu = PoIice Basic Command UniU 
CDRP = C ~ m e  and Dfsorder Reduction Partnershrp 
C.P.0. = Crime Prevention w e e r  
B P I  = Best Vdue Pe$ormance Indzcator 
J.3. L: =Joint Strategy Unit 
fhLV C. = Her Mnjestr'es Impectoraie of Gonstabub ty 
hngbaurgh BCUpolice ihe Redcar and Cleveinad council area 



Table 6 - GenderlAge etc (21.8.02 + 21.01.03) 

Beiaeflt Receient 

Benefit recipients were mere likely to become a repeat victim. This research supports 

this in all districts, with the exception of Darlington; where more victims were in 

receipt of benefit than were not. See Table 7 

Disbnbnct 

RartIepooI 

MiddIesbrough 

Table 7 -Benefit Recipient - victim survey data 

Benefit Recipient -Survey Enformatlon 

* BCU = Police Basic Cammund Units 
= &me and D~sorder Reduction Partnershp 

CP.0. = Crime Prevention m c e r  
VpI = Best Vulue Peflormoace Indicator 

LS. U. =Joint Strategy Unit 
H.M.1 C. = Her Mqesbies Inspectorate of Comtslabwla y 
Langbarrgk BCUpolice the Redcar and Clevelaad council area 

Stockton 43% 29% 27% 15% 
-- 

Female 

48% 

53% 

Age 2544 

33% 

34% 

Unemployed 

39% 

31 % 

Single 

19% 

34% 



PropertY 

4iDoes the type of praperq make it more vulnerable $0 repeat victiinisa tion ? " 

Targeted properties were houses and more specifically older terraced properties 

Methods of entry varied across the five districts and appeared to be dictated by age, 

style and location. Middlesbmugh continued to suffer rear alleyway attacks, whereas 

in Hartlepoal and Stockten the h n t  door was the popular point of entry. 

"7s vuherubiliiy, in terms of repeat victimisation associated with speeifx 

geographic locations?" 

Domestic burglary would appear to have a concentration in town centre areas, with 

Middlesbrough experiencing lugher levels. 

w This project has shown that, albeit not exhaustive, evidence indicates that it is the 

geographic area, rather than the property which increases the probability of it being 

burgled. 

Analysis at ward Ievel revealed that those areas with the highest burglary rates tended 

to experience the highest percentage of 'repeats'. 

* This initiative has shown that repeat victimisation tends to occur in those areas with 

higher levels of poverty. 

Rqeat offences also occur in areas where there are less owner occupied houses and 

more 'other' tenure properties, including those owned by private landlords. T h ~ s  

suggests repeat victimisation has an association with the less stable, more transient 

population. 

* BCU = Police Basic Command Units 
CDJlP = Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnership 
C.P. 0. = Crime Prevention W c e r  
B VPl = Best Value P e y b m n c e  3dbcator 
JS. U = Joint Strategv Unit 
H.MI. C. = Her Mujesties Inspectorate ofConstabu1~ ty 
Langbaurgh BCUpolice the Redcar and Cleveland courecil area 



a Of 459 properties broken into 236 were at houses over fifty years old, compared to: 

Property under 10 years = 4 

Property 10-1 9 Years =8 

Propaty 20-29 years = 22 

Property 30-39 years = 44 

Property 40-49 years = 66 

Reasons range from 

o Older properties tend to have wooden windowsldoors which are easier 

for a burglar to farce. 

o Many older properties are not maintained and again provide ease of 

opportunity for the offender. 

Window locks - the majority of victims did have window locks fitted however this 

has not stopped them being attacked; Middlesbrough and Langbaurgh demonstrated 

that the preferred point of entry was via a rear window - see table 8. 

Table 8 -Entry points (21.8.02 - 21.OE.03) 

BCU = Police Basic Command Units 
CDRP = Orme and Disorder Reduction Partnership 
C.P.O. = Crime Prevention qf l ier  
B P I  = Best Value Peg5ormaace Indzcator 
J.S. U = Joint Strategy Unil 
H.M I. C = Her M@esfies Inspectorate of Constubulaty 
Lungbawgh B C U p  fzce the Redcar and Cleveland council area 



Point of entry into property across the five districts appeared varied 

and dictated by age, style and location. 

Xn view of the disparate points of entry consideration should be 

given (funding permitting) to providing a bespoke service in 

relation to security improvements. In essence an odd timer switch, 

door bolt or chain may be of some assistance, but experience has 

found that bespoke target hardening i s  the only way forward. This 

has been accepted by all CDRP's who are in the process of 

identifying funds for tkis purpose. 

Terraced housing is more vulnerable than any other type of 

housing, with mid terraced houses being the most open to attack 

(not end terrace property). 

Analysis has indicated more houses without alarms are attacked, as 

opposed to those fitted with a hctioning system. Offenders 

interviewed were ambivalent to alarms, but did indicate a limited 

preference to break into property where no alam was fitted, see 

table 9. 

Tabk 9 - Alarms fitted -victim survey data 

Marms fltted and not fitteal 

90 1 - -. . - . - . -. . 

"BCU = Police Bas~c Commmd Units 
CDW = Crime m d  Disorder Reductton Partnersh~p 
C.P.O. = Crime Prevention Oscer 
BVPI = Besi Value Performmce Indicator 
J.S.U. =Joint Strategy Unit 
HM.I.C. = Her Adqesiies Inspectorate of Comtobahukuy 
Lmgbuurgh LIC Lrpobce the Redcar and Clevetmd councrl m a  



Table 10 clearly shows that the majority of burglar alarms were not in use at 

the time of the repeat burglary. There is a clear need to educate the public into 

the benefits of using an alarm system. This was addressed by media 

campaigns and provision of specific crime prevention literature. 

Table I0 - Alarms in use 

Was alarm in use at time of offence yeslr~o 

60 T -  -,. - --- - 
I 

Preventative Measures 

SecuriQ Lighting 

Whilst there has been an increase in the use of internal timer switches during the 

project term (Cleveland held a Light against Crime Campaign) there is still a need to 

educate the public in relation to the use of outside security lighting. The tables below 

gives clear evidence to support this. Offenders did say security lighting detersed them. 

* BCV = P o k e  Basic Command Units 
CDRP = Crime and Disorder Reduction Purrnerskip 
C.P.O. = Crfme Prevention Officer 
B VPI = Best Vdue  Peflormurtce Indicator 
J.S. U. = Joint Strategy Unif 
H.M.I. C. = Her MajesltieJ In~pecturute of Comtabu60~ 
Langbourgh BCUpoll'ce the Redcnr and Cleveland council ama 



Timer Switch information 

Table 1 1 -Internal hmer switches 

-- 

Table 2 - Extmal security lighting 

District 

Hart le pool 

Middesbrough 

Stackton 

Langbaurgh 

Darlington 

Window lucks 

41% of houses broken into did have window Iocks fitted - see table 13 Window 

access is the second most popular choice of entry by burglars. It appears that window 

locks are not acting as a deterrent. C.P.O's are aware of this and take note when 

giving advice? 

* BCU = Police Basic Command Units 
CDRP -- Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnership 
C.P. 0. = Crdms Prevention weer  
B VPI = Bat Value Petfomartce lndrcator 
J.S. U = Join: Sirateg)l Unit 
H.M.I. C. = Her Majesties Inspectorate of Constabubly 
Langbuvrgh BCUpoIice the Redcar a d  Cleveland council area 

Total No. not having internal 
timer switches (project term) 

39% 

57% 

35% 

56% 

100% 

Total No. not having timer 
switches Nov 2002 

90% 

97% 

89% 

100% 

100% 





Double glazing did not deter them, as some double glazed windows can be 

'popped' quite effortlessly. 

Security lighting does act as a deterrent, A house in darkness is classed as an 

open invitation. External lights such as Dusk 'til dawn lights, which create a 

permanent pool of light, do create problems. However Passive hfra  Red 

lights, can be pushed aside, letting them work in darkness. 

Noise does concern them, but they are prepared to force a windowldoor - 

"who takes any notice of one thud". Once inside a property their fitst priority 

is to identify their egress. 

They will put a chair or similar object against the door in the room where they 

we working to frustrate any entry by the occupier. 

70% decided not to return to the same address as they assume that the 

householder would have tightened up security. 

* 30% returned ta the same property to steal items identified on their first visit. 

They now know the layout of the property and felt that they had secured a 

successful escape route. 

Apathy 

During the project it was essential to gather as much infomation from victims as 

possible. When C.P.O's failed to make contact with the victim, they referred the 

details to the project team for them to pursue the matta. The project team would 

telephone, write, cold call, leave calling cards and send an 'opt out' letter (this gives a 

specific appointment time when a project officer will caI1, putting the onus on the 

victim to either keep the appointment or re-mange). When asked why they hadn't 

responded, the explanations offered were varied 

* Some meant to r q l y  but had forgotten. 

Others said they could not be bothered. 

A shrug of the shoulders with no reason given. 

They had not thought it important or a priority. 

* BCU = Police Bnsic Command Units 
CDRP = Crrme and Disorder Redxction Porlnersleip 
C. P.O. = Crime Prevention Ofleer 
BVPI = Best Value Pe formnnce Idicutor 

1 J.S. iJ = Joint Strategy Unit 
H.M.I.C. = Her Majesties Itupectorate of Comtubulaty 

1 Lmzgbmrgh BCUpolice the R&dr and CEeveEaad council area 



"'What can the Police do" - they are too busy to care. 

11% failed to respond to any attempts at contact whatsoever. On a few occasions 

appointments were made, and although there was quite clearly somebody at home 

they would not answer the door. This prompts the question "why?" Police officers 

often have a 'gut' reaction to the validity of the offence. However, these 'thoughts' 

are not recorded as a matter of course. 

Qficer's should investigate rather than simply take a report. 

Was it a false report in the first instance? - The "victim?" uncomfortable with 

the extra attention given. 

Would they resist contact with anyone from an official ofice? 

Do they have criminal connections and will therefore oppose any contact with 

the police? 

Predictive Characteristics 

Research suggests there are inany characteristics that can inform partners as to 'who' 

could be a potential repeat victim of a domestic burglay. 

These characteristics if recognised in the first instance, could prevent a first time 

brasglary victim become a 'repeat victim'. 

These characteristics include: 

Single person (26%) 

* Benefit recipient (32%) 

Female (49%) 

Aged 25-44 years (33%) 

Unemployed (3 1 %) 

*BCU - Pobce Bmrc Commmd Unrc~ 
CDRP - Cnme and Di~order Reduction ParMership 
C.P.O. = Crime Prwention Oflcer 
B W I  =Best Vabe Pe~formmm JPldrcator 
J.S. U = Join! Strniegy Chrf 
Hh4l.C. - Her~llujcsties Inspecforafe of Consiahulavy 
h g b d c ~ x h  BCLipolice the Redcar and Cleveland councrl uwu 



Property over 50 year old especially Victorian back to back housing 

(5  1%). 

Terraced Housing (39%). 

Wooden windowddoors (56% & 76% respectively). 

Not owner occupied (48%). 

* Entry via rear window or front door (28% & 28% respectively). 

Secrrrity Lightingtimer switches not in use 5 1 % & 49% respectively). 

This list, merely describes the typical characteristics of most personal circumstances 

of residents in the deprived, high burglary areas of the Tees Valley. Table 14 displays 

closer analysis at district level showing features most vulnerable to repeat 

victimisation. 

Percentages reflect data from survey questionnaires 

* BCU =Police Basic Cemmnnd U n ~ a  
CLMP = Crim and Disorder RBductio~n PartPnership 
CP.0. = Crime Prevmriun weer 
BYPI = Best Value Pe$omnnce Indicator 
.IS. lJ =Joint Strotegv Unit 
H M.1 C = Her Mjesties Inspectorate of Coasrabulary 
Lnngbaurgh BCUpolic~ the Redcar and Cleveland council area 
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Table14 - Predictive Characteristics 

Table 15 (see appendix section) also illustrates individual characteristics specific to 

each district but includes relevant figures. The salient points from the survey report 

were included. In an attempt to collect as much information as possible, some 

external surveys of properties were undertaken when victims were unavailable. This 

enabled details to be gathered which related to windows, doors natural surveillance 

etc however victim data could not be obtained. 

District 
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Victims should be singled out for closer attention when identified as a repeat, 

mechanisms are required to identify and act on these indicators following first time 

burglaries. A truly preventative strategy would identify this vulnerable group and 

proactively assist them to reduce their risk before the potential event. 

Middlesbrough 

Stockton 

* BCU = Police Bnsrc Commnnd Units 
CDRP = Crime nnd D ~ ~ o r d e r  Reducllon Pnrtnership 
6P.O = Crime Prevenr~on Ojficer 
B VPl = Best Value Pe&rmance lirdicmor 
Y.S. W. = Joins Strote# Unit 
H. M.I. C. = Her Mfljesties Inspectorate of Constnbula y 
L~ngbaurgh BCUpolice the RerIcar and Clev~lnnd council lrrea 

rn 

Langbaurgh 

DarIington 
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The project has made an immediate impact in the following areas: 

Comparisons were made between the lSt three months of the project term and the lst 

three months post project tern: 

36% reduction in repeat domestic burglary (357 to 262). 

27% reduction in domestic burglary (1913 to 1502). 

* Evidence of improved victim satisfaction in relation to service provided by all 

partner agencies. 

An acknowledgement by all, partner agencies that the project has provided a 

consistent and structured way forward in tackling burglary and repeat burglary 

activity. 

The Police Standards Unit recogtlising the merits of this project are supporting an 

opportunity for Cleveland Police to put in place a composite Farce model dealing with 

burglary with an emphasis on repeats fiom report through to investigation. This pilot 

scheme will then be rolled out nationally to all Forces. 

* HCU = Police Basic Command Units 
C W  = Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnership 
CP.0. = Crime Prevention Oflceer 
BVPI = Besf Value Performance Indicator 
SS .  U. = Joinl Strate&y Unit 
H.M.1 C = Her Majesiies lmspectorate of Constabulaly 
LangBuurgh BCUpolice the Reifcar and Cleveland council area 



Conclnsions 

A Director of Crime has been appointed in the CIeveland force area and has 

ownership of burglary. As a result of the research the following recommendations 

were offered to a11 partners as a potential way forward in reducing both first time and 

Repeat domestic burgla~y activity: 

A strategy to prevent repeat domestic burglary should incorporate an approach 

to prevent the first t ime burglasy victim becoming a repeat. 

The research team identified good practice within Langbawgh, which has in 

place a team with a cross section of skills responding Po the issue of burglary 

and repeat victimisation. Throughout this initiative it has been suggested other 

districts may wish to assess the merits of Langbaurgh's approach. 

First time burglary victims should be dealt with to a consistent standard and 

utilising predictive characteristics potential repeat victims could be identified. 

Aide memoirs should be available to every officer ensuring consistency when 

dealing with burglary and repeat issues. 

Bespoke security measures for victims are essential. 

Where victims are proving difficult to contact an 'opt out' letter should be 

considered. This provides the victim with an appointment time when an 

officer will attend, thereby gutting the onus upon the victim to re-arrange. 

Multi skilling officers wouId prevent numerous calls by staff from different 

departments, who may not necessariIy liaise with one another to share vital 

infomation. Officers are encouraged to challenge potential spurious repeats 

and be robust in their questioning of 'victims'. 

Darlington Division should consider reviewing their identification criteria, e,g. 

undertake a location search. 

Cleveland Police to review levels of repeat victimisation in light of problems 

identified with double counting. 

Replacement doors and windows etc should of an appropriate standard. 

'BCU =- Police Basic Comtlnmd Unrt,s 
CDW Crime and Dtrorder Reduction Purhlership 
C.P.O. = Crime Prevention Officer 
BVPI = Resf Value Perfomance Indicaior 
J S. IJ - Joint Strategy Unif 
HM1.C. = Her M ~ j e s f ~ e x  Inspectorate of Comrahttlaw 
Lwgbmrgh BCUpollce the Redcar and Cleveland cotrncrl area 



Regular analysis o f  burglary and repeat burglary activity needs to be a 

constant in terms of location and volume - the problem is fluid. 

Respond to burglary to be consistent and commensurate with variations ef 

victim and property attacked, e.g. vulnerable victim, walk in, distraction, 

bogus official and void property. 

'BCU = Poltce Basic Command Unzts 
CDhY = Crime and Disorder Rediction Pa~tner.~hip 
C.P. O = Crime Preveniion OQicer 
BVN = Best VoIue Pc~onnmce Itidrcaror 
J.S U - Jornt Strnte.gy Unit 
HM.1.r. = Her Majestres Inspecbrole of Conslabarlcny 
Lmgbmrgh BUCrpokce the R e d ~ a r  md Cleveland counciI m a  
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APPENDIX 1 

Table 15 - Predictive Characteristics by District 
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I 
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.- 
I TyA-TLEPOOL MmDLESBROUGH STOCKTON LANGBAURGH DARLINGTON 

I - - 
P - " Rented 

Owner Occupied 

Over 50 years old --- 

51% 

5 1 % 

.- 

51% 

63% 

3 7% 

29% 

65% 

63 % 

50% 
87% 





Is the property adjacent to a tracldpath? yes (11 NO El (Y 
Does the property back onto a rear alley? yes El (11 NO I (21 

I 
Is the property in an isolated/rural area yes (11 NO 1 ~m 

I 

7 
I I SECTION 3 - OFFENCE DETAILS 1 1  

Force Ref Mo: 

Time of offence: 

Point of entry: Front Door (11 

(Select one only) Rear Door 0 (2) 

Side Door (3) 

Patio Door cd) 

Front Window Is) 

Day of offence: 

Rear Window p) 

Side Window (7) 

Other Door (01 Please spec@ I 

Other Window [7 please specty 

Other entry point la Phase specify 
I 
I 

Was an implement used? Yes [,) ~ b a ~  spcify No urn I 
I 

Property stolen: None (1, Home entertainment equipment (71 

rick a1 that apply] JewelrylOrnaments (2) Garden equipmentltools (8) 

Clothing (31 

Cash (41 

CreditlBank cards (5 )  

WinelFood 

Approx c ~ s t  of property stolen: 

Computing equipment 
Sports equipment (10) 

Domestic appliances 1 
I s 

Other ~ ~ 2 )  ~ieamsp~ify 

Approx cost of repairs to propem: 

Is the property El I 
Yes No (a Was it in use at the time of the offence? Yes NO n o  I 

alarmed? . . 

Was the incident an attempted burglay? Yes n) No 

War the incident a distraction burglary? Yes n) No (21 

Did the incident invoke a bogus official? Yes C] No (zk 

Yes 1 (11 No (2) Was the property occupied at the time of the offence? 
I 

Are the premises regularly unoccupied - Between 8 a.m. and 12 noon? yes "0 (11 D m  
Between 22 noon and 5 p.m? 

DO! 
0 121 - 

Between 5 p.m. and 9 p,ml yes " O i l )  

Between 9 p.m. and 12 am? yes " O i l 1  r4 

Between 12 a.m and 8 am? Yes M I  

Has the occupier been burgled before during the past 12 months? Yes 11) No (2) 

If yes, how many times at this address: How many times at other addresses: 
I 
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APPENDIX 2 

ECTION 4 - SECURITY SURVEY 

perimeter Does the property have a perimeter - Fence? Y ~ ~ I I I  N o a m  
wall? Yes UIV NO 
Hedge? Yes 17 No 

Additional information: 

Doles the property have a garage? 
Does the property have a shed? 
Are the outbuitdings Mached? 
Are the outbuildings alarmed? 
Are the outbuildings in good repair? 
Are there any other physical security measures? 

1 Additional information: 

If property is alarmed, is the alarm: Local signaling? Remote signaling? 1 12b 
Additional information: 

DOES the propel-@ have security lighting? yes • r~ I2E 
If yes, where? flick all that apply) Front (1, Rear 57 m Side (3) 

If yes, what type? mck a11 hat sppiy) Dusk tilt dawn ] ((1 PPIR Timer m Swikhed n 

Is the property illuminated by street lighting? Yes (1, No (21 

Additional information: 

_Doors Door type: Wood Aiuminum C] p, UPVC 131 Steel r, Mher fi) 

Lock type: Multi 0 (11 213 lever p, 5 lever p) Cylinder (41 

Is the door glared? Yes I No am 
Is there glazing adjacent to the door? Yes (1) No 

1 Additional information: 

I An& 
I I 

Window type: Wood 17 111 Aluminum pi UPVC ] steel C] 



A n  window locks fitted? Yes C] n r  No a m Are the windows secure? Yes n)  No 0 ,, 
Additional info mat ion^ 1 

Contents Are the home contents insured? 
Is any prop@* security marked? 
Is there a safe? 
Are any valuables photographed? 
Is the property covered by NW? 
Are any property serial numbers recorded? 
Are any lights operated by a timer? yes 5 (11 No l l n  

Additional infomf ion: 

/ SECTION 5 - RECOMMENDATIONSIREFERRALS 

Are 'ether agencies to be notified? Yes 1 No El (q 

If yes, please give details: 

Are target-hardening measures required? Yes (11 No om 
If yes, please give details, 
including approximate costs: 

Does the occupier agree to the work? Yes (1) No (3 

Signature of occupant: 

Additional information or 
obsewations: 

I agree to this information being used by Safe in Tees Valley and any appropriate third parties for the 
purposes of this project. 

Has an intelligence log been submitted ? Yes NO (21 I 

Name of person compfeting form: 1 
Signed: Date: /] 



APPENDIX 3 

CLEVELAND 
POLICE 

SAFE IN TEES VALLEY 
TARGET-HARDENING PROJECT 

AUTHORISATION TO PASS INFORMATlON TO ABOVE PROJECT 

NAME. ... . . . . . . . . . . . .  .. ... . . . . . . . . . . .  .... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

ADDRESS. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

TELEPHONE NUMBER.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ...,. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Crime No.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .... ..... 
(READ TO VICTIM) 
'This is {insert name). I understand that recently you were a victim of 
burglarylattempted burglary (delete as appropriate). Cleveland Police are 
engaged in a partnership with Safe in Tees Valley who are in a posttion to visit 
your home to conduct a security survey of your home with a possibility of 
arranging, free of charge to you, the installation of certain security measures 
which hopefully will stop you being the victim of any further crime. The reason 
1 am ringing you is that it is a requirement under Data Protection legislation 
that before I can pass on your details to Safe in Tees Valley I must have your 
consent. 
Do you wish me to pass on your details?' 

ANSWER YES NO 

I (insert name), an employee of Cleveland Police hereby certify that the above 
named authorised me via a telephone conversation to pass on details of the 
above numbered crime report to (Michelle EvanslBrian Neale) an employee of 
Safe in Tees Valley. 

TIME.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  DATE,. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Signed.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  



SAFE IN TEES VALLEY 
TARGET-HARDENING PROJECT 

AUTHORISATION TO PASS INFORMATION TO ABOVE PROJECT 

NAME: 

ADDRESS: 

TELEPHONE NUMBER: 

Crime No.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

READ TO V1CTIM) 
'This is (insert name) of Durham Constabulary at Darlington Police Offtce I 
understand that recently you were a repeat victim of burglary. Durham Constabulary 
are engaged in a partnership with Safe in Tees Valley who can arrange, free of 
charge to you, the installation of certain security measures which hopefully will stop 
you being the victim of any further crrrne. The reason I am ringing you is that it is a 
requirement under Data Protection legislation that before I can pass on your details 
to Safe in Tees Valley I must have your consent. 
Do you wish me to pass on your details?' 

ANSWER YES NO 

I (insert name), of Durham Constabulary hereby certify that the above named 
authorised me via a telephone conversation to pass on details of the above 
numbered crime report to Michelle EvanslBrian Neale an employee of Safe rn Tees 
Valley. 

DATE: TIME: 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Signed.. 



APPENDIX 4 

REPEAT BURGLARY DWELLING PROJECT 
@Tea i q  

, + .- T 

Safe in Tees Valley 
Third Flmr 
Christine House 
Thornaby 
Stockton On Tees 
TS17 6DA 

Tel: 01 642 306699 

Date 

Dear 

I was very sorry to here that you have recently been the Y ictirn of a domestic burglary. Our records show 
that your property has been targeted more than once over the past 12 months. National analysis of 
domestic burglaries has highlighted the potential vulnerability of burglary victims being re-victimised within 
a short period of time unless preventative action is taken. By looking at your current level of home security 
we can perhaps identify areas for improvement and thereby reduce the risk of a repetition. 

As part of a scheme administered by Safe in Tees Valley and funded by the Government Office far the 
North East, a project team is offering repeat burglary victims the opportunity of having a policelproject 
officer attend their home to carry out a brief security survey. The survey will take about 15 minutes and is 
free of charge. We will then offer you advice on how to make your home more secure and you may be 
eligible to have some free security improvements carried out. It is entirely at your discretion whether you 
act upon the advice offered, but if you do it will reduce the possibility of you becoming a victim of 
burglary again. 

I would be obliged if you would contact me on the above number or return the reply slip enclosed so that a 
visit can be arranged. All officers will carry proof of identity and any information gathered will be treated in 
the strictest confidence. 

I look forward to hearing from you, 

Yours sincerely 

Inspector Gnharn Strange 



APPENDIX 4 

REPEAT BURGLARY DWELLING PROJECT 

Safe in Tees Valley 
Third Floor 
Christine House 
Thornaby 
Stockton On Tees 
TS17 6DA 

date 

Dear 
I was very sorry to here that you have recently been the victim of a house burglary. Our records show that 
your property has k e n  targeted more than once over the past 12 months. National figures or house 
domestic burglaries has highlighted the fact that victims have the potential to become a victim again within 
a short period of time unless preventative action is taken. By looking at your current level of home security 
we can perhaps identify areas for improvement and thereby reduce the risk of a repetition. 

As part of a scheme administered by Safe in Tees Valley and funded by the Government Office for the 
North East, a project team is offering repeat burglary victims the opportunity of having a policelproject 
officer attend their home to carry out a brief security survey, The survey will take about 15 minutes and is 
free of charge. We will then offer you advice on how to make your home more secure and you may be 
eligible to have some free security improvements carried out. It is entirely at your discretion whether you 
act upon the advice offered, but if you do it will reduce the possibility of you becoming a victim of 
burglary again. 

A project Officer will visit you on.. . ,. . ,,, .., ... ... ... . .. . .. . .. ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .. . ... . .. . .. ... If this is inconvenient 
could you contact me on the above telephone number. 

All officers will carry proof of identification & any information gathered will be treated in the strictest 
confidence. 

1 look foward to seeing you. 

Yours sincerely 

Michelle Evans 
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Repeat Victimisation and the Policing of Communities 

Kirlclees Repeat Victimisation Strategy Review

M C  Inspection Report - Cleveland Police 200012001 
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Crime Prevention mcer and 

APPENDIX 6 

 
 
 
 

I 0" February 2003 

arc hi^^ Liaison Officer 
Middlesbrough Police Office 
D e  R d  
Middlesbroqgh 
TS12AR 

Dear PC Garvey 

Thank you so very much for all the assistance you have given me since I had two 
burglaries, 

I Rally appreciate the two dusk to dawn lights that you had fitted for me. Please 
would you also thank for managing to obtain funds to have a gate 
fitted between the house and the garage. has done an excellent job, 
and I feel much more secure, 

I can't express how I really feel about the assistance you have given mkmd it is truly 
appreciated. Thank you very much! 

-- .U.+. .- .-. .I I LL , . l a :  1 .  ,,.,: . + . , - 
Yours sincerely 





Multiple burglary victims 1 APPENDIX 7 

(quizzed for research project I 
p PROJECT aimed at stamping 
out the misery of repeat bur- 
garies for same of the most vul- 
nerable householders in Dar- 
jington and Cleveland is up and 
runnmg. 

The project - conceived and 
developed by the Safe in Tees 
Valley organisation - involves 
detailed research to identify 
characteristics of  vulnerable 
househoIds in order to develop 
models for interven~on ta pre- 
vent them becoming repeat vic- 
?ms. 

Ir has been financed by t h e  
"ov6mment Office for the 

Other partners contributing 
a the project include the crime 
md disorder prevention part- 
~erships of Stockton, Darling- 
on, Redcar 'and Cleveland, 
dddlesbrough and Hartlepool, 
'ictirn Support, Age Concern 
nd Cleveland probation ser- 
ice's youth offending team 

i 

Project manager Brian Neale, 
his team and rnernben of  the 
five palice divisions have al- 
ready started visiting people 
wha have reported more than 
one bre&in at their homes. 

Mr Neale said: "Participation 
is entirely voluntary but the re- 
sponse has been excellent and 
the team is confident of the full 
co-operation of the victim. 

"While the full report of  the 
research will not be published 
undl March, the data cobected 
is already informing new secu- 
rity measures at local Iwel." 

He added: "To be burgled 
once is bad enough, but when it 
happens two or even three' 
times then it can have a terrible 
effect on people's lives. 

"While this is proving to be a 
harrowing project for us, we do 
have the huge incentive of 
knowing the information we 
gather win be invaluable in 
helpin the police protect a re- 
ally w ! nerable section of our 
s o c i e ~ '  ~4 8 $1 1 o r  

91 
4 -** 

, five break-ins in the u e a  
e repeat burglaries. 
Yow the E26,000 scheme is 
address fear of crime and 
ake it tough for crooks to 
turn to "eksy" targets. 
bpeat burglary victims wilI 
' approached by crime pre- 
'ntion officers, who will 
"ey the psopeny,and give 
vice to beef up security. 

funding may also 
for new locks, lights, 

Qns and other security 
l.asures to be instded. 
t is  hoped v ic t ims can be 
Proached as soon as 24 
, k s  after the last incident. 
roject manager Brian 
d e  said: "We want to make 
h s  feel someone is 

taking them seriously, 
"We need to reduce fear of 

crime as well as actual in- 
cidents. People must be 
aware of how to m i n i m i s @  the 
possibility of being a v i c h  
and tdce responsibility for 

- themselves." 
The Repear Burglary 

Scheme will also use t h e  
Home OEce funding to Iook 
at: daily crime reports and 
analyse why crime occurs. It 
is  hoped patterns can be es- 
tablished so better solu~ons 
can be found. 

John Bendey, programme 
director of rhe Safe in Tees 
Valley project, said: "This is 
d about the victim, finding 
out who is at risk and ap- 
plying science to prevent it 
happening again." 
TI is hoped t h e  atrention v d  

dso expose spurious claims 
with councils and insurance 
companies. The project runs 
until April 2003. 



CLEVELAND is at thesummit of a Jz 
national league of shame for , - * = I  , ' ' 
producing prolific crooks, , 

The afea has double tile national ::' :!- -, 
average of ~epeat offenders per ,1,000_'. >; ;, ~ * c ~ r b ~  >-". A -" 

I"- : <*.," t . ,  ,, > , >  r > ' ,  . - 1  

. < 
persistent offender' is someone over 

'*,' 21. . . .? , 
P +18-yeaxs701d mtho has been convicted of iheTwttble ekphss~;  bfDuiakGiii.ii ig-hased on,:fas< -?- ,;. more oRe nces in ihe ;*2ra=king!. persistentcbffenders through .the system , -;I .,. ...- c~,-:imonh. 7 ' .  . . - .% - Cleveland Police Authority-Chairman ~ e n ; ~ a i k e r  .+ :, it is all bad fieWs for he 

> - : .' region's ctimeEghters. A &cent report 
,' .'+fue~bd by crippling &LIB addi,+nd. '; revealed CIeveland's courts are 

:: '. ' A s&eswoinan said: "We 3 ,  : '+.:'responding to the challenge of reducing 
':'" '. t~nstantiygoing ~ . a n , 4  re-?mes,tinZ ;r~~~~,persisteh~ young offenders numbers, 

closely with the police, and other them before the cows. ': - ' ' . ; :;,?:,Tthe same people ~ v h o ' a r e ~ r e ~ ~ f f e ~ ~ g p ~  Tee5sid&~-rnagi&irates and judges took 
agencies in the criminal justice system ' 1,' ':Of;course, we Ham to tecog&'tj&iatT-+ , feed their dtug habits - it's avicio~s : :L ''an average of 64 days to ssntence young . . as part of a Government crackdown o h  . . in zhe end the responsibility lor the ,chcle." - ' - '  - ' - ' q4 offenders after W i r  a r r e s t s ) e m n  J d y  
repeat offenders. r , I - I - -  :.;+,speed with which offenders can be;<> P '+ .) Gove-enf &fops~dcsigned toz' .,:-:- --+,and Septembm < -, - . - 

He said "The figures on the level of processedrelies not solelyLun the polica : ~narirw fne<'jjustice gap" a h&err '1- ' A ?hat figure is fow Below the hationd 
persistent offenders within the- .;;- T. -, buton the crjmipg justice,system a?:a+ =number of crimes cornmiffed cod$wd- ;werage of 58 days . ,. Cleveland force =fleet the general' ;-: ;jL%> whole." , , ::-;-:with the number of mests made? cbnie,,-and seven #below, < 

challenge of high crime levels we face. _ Cleveland hai 843:perhistent offenders.; into eflect &om April 1, . t - : the ngtional 
Mr Wallrer added: "The whole from 556,000 residents - 1.5 people per :; police forces tSiU eplplay a" .-, -target of 71 days. 

emphasis of our approach i s  based on . 1,000 popnlatittian.. . - .;.. - - . r persistent, orfender scbeme ;tvhi~Xfl+ ,Comment - - , :<,;- 
'fast tracking' persistent offenders . , . 3 Fleveland Police say repeat offenders. ::sbpport;the ~imina1 justiceL systm b1*t I., Page G + : - : I 




