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Anti-social Behaviour (ASB) Outcomes
August 2012 to September 2019

Zero tolerance approach to threats to
colleagues and partner agencies

Adjourned

4

ASB Injunctions*

8

ASB Injunctions with power of arrest

21

Civil Injunction under the new ASB, Crime &
Policing Act 2019

9

Civil Injunction under the new ASB, Crime &
Policing Act 2014 with power of arrest

23

Outright possession orders

24

Outright possession order on absolute
grounds**

5

Suspended possession orders

14

Undertakings***

11

Total number of outcomes

136

* An injunction is a court order requiring a person to stop
doing something.
** On absolute grounds means that if we have the right legal
reasons, the court must give us an order allowing us to take
back the property.
*** An undertaking is a promise that’s legally binding.

Radian v Miss A (Thames)
Slough County Court
A civil injunction and power of arrest was granted
against Miss A, resulting in her changing her behaviour.
We had received several anti-social behaviour
complaints about Miss A and her dog, including noise
nuisance, barking and dog waste being left in the
communal garden. When our Housing Officer and the
Police Officer met with her to discuss these complaints,
Miss A threatened violence and was verbally abusive
towards other residents, our staff and the police.
The threats to residents included banging on doors,
shouting abuse and obscenities. As a result, we made
a without notice application to Slough County Council
for a civil injunction and power of arrest.
The Court granted our application and made the
following order which will remain in force until 10
February 2020:
1. Comply with her tenancy agreement’s terms
and conditions
2. Stop threatening violence towards any residents,
staff, agents or partner agencies
3. Stop verbally abusing, harassing or intimidating
residents, staff, agents or partner agencies
4. Stop causing any form of noise nuisance from
the property
5. No longer cause a nuisance or be annoying
towards her neighbours.
Following the injunction, we have had no further
problems with Miss A’s behaviour. Therefore, the
injunction has been successful in preventing the
behaviour from reoccurring.

Possession action used where civil
injunction order has been breached
Radian v Miss B (Avon)
Salisbury County Court
In May 2018 we obtained a civil injunction against
our resident Miss B and her partner. Despite this,
the anti-social behaviour has continued to be a
problem for other residents in the area, who have
had to deal with:
• Their dog barking in the garden
• Continual banging in the property
• Constant revving of the car engine
• M
 iss B’s family members swearing and being
abusive towards neighbours
• Listening to loud arguments between the pair
• M
 iss B and members of her family blocking
resident’s vehicular access
• Verbal abuse directed at them.
In addition, Miss B’s partner was convicted of
assault by beating in relation to an assault against
a neighbour.
As a result of these breaches of her civil injunction
order, we made a possession application. The court
considered it reasonable to make an outright order
for possession at the first hearing. Miss B did not
attend this hearing.
When we then applied for a bailiff’s warrant, Miss
B applied to suspend it and so a hearing of this
application was listed for a few months’ time.
During these months’ wait, Miss B’s anti-social
behaviour had stopped and her partner was no
longer living at the property. Therefore, the court
considered it acceptable to suspend the warrant,
providing Miss B complied with a number of
conditions. These were; to not allow her partner
to reside at, or visit the property and that she
must comply with the terms and conditions of her
tenancy agreement.
Miss B’s conditions will remain in place until 19
September 2020, and providing she complies with
these conditions and causes no further problems for
other residents, she can remain in the property.

Serious harassment of residents results in
expedited outright order for possession
Radian v Mr C (Solent)
Southampton County Court
In this case, Mr C had carried out a campaign of
harassment against his downstairs neighbours who
were vulnerable, with one of the residents confined to
a wheelchair.
The neighbours were regularly receiving verbal abuse
and threats of violence, as well as coping with Mr C
standing outside their window shouting, swearing and
taking photographs of the inside of their property. We
had also received reports that Mr C was stomping and
banging the doors of his property in order to upset the
neighbours. Mr C had also been arrested on a number
of occasions as a result of his behaviour and was
charged with harassment.
Because of this harassment, we applied for an
expedited possession order. We decided that an
application for a civil injunction and power of arrest was
not appropriate because of the number of times Mr C
had been arrested in such a short amount of time and
the pending criminal proceedings against him for the
charge of harassment against him.
On the day of the hearing, Mr C was also due at the
Magistrates Court. Mr C admitted to the Southampton
County Court judge that he was responsible for, and
guilty of, the harassment and therefore the judge made
an outright order for possession.
We applied for and obtained a bailiff’s warrant for
possession and have now taken back possession of
the property. This has provided much needed respite
for the neighbours who have been very grateful for how
quickly we dealt with Mr C’s behaviour.

Possession order on absolute grounds
following closure order for illegal drugs use
and criminal activity

Possession order on absolute grounds
following closure order for illegal drug use
and criminal activity

Radian v Mr D (Avon)
Bournemouth & Poole County Court

Radian v Miss E (Avon)
Bournemouth & Poole County Court

We previously obtained a suspended possession order
against Mr D because of his involvement with drugs and
other criminal activity at the property. That suspended
possession order remained in place until 26 June 2019.

This case is linked to Mr D’s case. Miss E’s property
was in the same block as Mr D and the drugs
and criminal activity between the two properties
was connected.

The local authority obtained a closure order of Mr D’s
property in the Magistrates Court on 26 March 2019.
They applied for this due to concerns about drug
and criminal activity at Mr D’s property, including
visitors coming to the house at all hours of the day
and night causing nuisance and annoyance to other
residents. The police also found drug paraphernalia in
the property.

Drug paraphernalia was found at the property, and
neighbours had to put up with visitors coming and
going throughout the day and night, causing nuisance
and annoyance to other residents. Visitors were
also shouting, screaming and swearing outside the
block and in communal hallways throughout the day
and night.

To tackle the problem and provide a better environment
for other residents to live in, we applied for a
possession order. We were able to rely on the absolute
ground for possession due to the closure order
obtained by the local authority. The absolute ground
for possession can be used in certain circumstances
as a mandatory ground for possession. One of those
circumstances is where the police or local authority
have obtained a closure order from the Magistrates
Court to close the property for a period of three months.
A closure order does not terminate the tenancy, but
it does allow us to use the absolute ground in
possession proceedings.
The Court considered our application and granted an
outright order for possession. We subsequently applied
for a bailiff’s warrant and we have now taken back
possession of this property.

Again, the local authority applied for and obtained a
closure order for a period of three months and as a
result of this, we applied for and obtained a possession
order on the absolute ground for possession. We then
applied for a bailiff’s warrant and have now taken back
possession of the property.

Civil injunctions used in property condition
and health and safety cases
In a small minority of housing cases, we come
across health and safety concerns within resident’s
properties such as hoarding or problems with
communal areas of the property and gardens.
These are cases where it can be difficult to get the
residents to engage with us to resolve problems and
improve the condition of the property or communal
areas. Where this has proved unsuccessful, or
where the issue is urgent, we have used a civil
injunction to encourage residents to engage and
comply with our requests.
The civil injunction was originally a remedy introduced
under the Anti-Social Behaviour, Crime & Policing Act
2014. However, it is wide enough to cover nuisance
and annoyance caused to any person including
residents and our staff. A civil injunction under the
Act can also include cases where the use and
condition of the property causes a nuisance and a
health and safety risk to other residents.
The cases below highlight times when we have
successfully used civil injunctions to deal with
problems relating to property conditions.

Concerns for property condition leads to
application for civil injunction
Radian v Miss G (Rother)
Portsmouth County Court
On inspection of Miss G’s property, we were very
concerned about its internal condition. There was
rubbish throughout her home, rotting food in the lounge
and kitchen and excessive amounts of flies. We spoke
to her about improving her living conditions, but she
refused to engage with us to clean, clear and tidy the
property. Miss F then refused to provide any further
access to us to carry out further inspections.
We were not only concerned for the health and safety
of Miss G but for the residents also living in the block.
The smells emanating from the home were unpleasant
and there was a possible fire risk to other residents
in the block because of the quantity of rubbish
and possessions she had. We therefore made an
application for a civil injunction.

Fire safety works and access issues lead to
application for civil injunction
Radian v Miss F (Solent)
Southampton County Court

At the hearing, Miss G accepted that she needed to
work with us and allow us access to carry out work to
improve the home. She entered into an undertaking
(a promise) to the Court that will remain in place until
1 May 2021. The promise means she has to:
• G
 ive access to our staff, agents and contractors so
that they can inspect and repair the property

After the Fire Service visited Miss F’s property, they
were concerned about plug sockets hanging off the
walls and exposed wires. They raised their concerns
with us and we immediately contacted Miss F to gain
access to the property for a full inspection and to
complete any work needed.

• K
 eep the bathroom and kitchen tidy and free from
rubbish, waste and excess belongings

However, when we gained access to the property,
Miss F was abusive to our colleagues and refused to
allow them to carry out the inspection or any remedial
works. We were extremely concerned about the fire
safety issues and made an application without notice
at Southampton County Court. The Court granted
an injunction order prohibiting Miss F from causing
nuisance and annoyance to our staff, including the use
of abusive language. The injunction also directed Miss
F to provide access to allow any works or repairs to be
completed in the property.

• K
 eep the property clean, tidy and in good condition
once the initial clear-up had taken place

As with all injunction orders, we, as landlord, are
required under Court rules to personally serve a
defendant with the order and relevant papers. However,
before the order was officially served to Miss F, she
allowed us access to her home. This meant we could
carry out our fire safety inspection and complete the
repairs needed.
Therefore, we had no further issue. As a result of Miss
F’s compliance, there was no longer a need for the
order and this matter was discontinued with the Court.

• K
 eep all walkways in her home free
from obstruction
• Clean her home of waste and excess belongings

• Engage

with tenancy support offered by us and any
offers of support from third parties such as social
services or the Community Mental Health team.

Fire safety concerns in communal
area leads to injunction order
against leaseholder
Radian v Miss I (Solent)
Southampton County Court
Miss I lives in a four-storey block of flats and
was continually placing personal possessions,
boxes, children’s play equipment and bags in the
communal area outside her front door. She was
also wedging open the communal fire doors using
her shoes.
These items posed a serious fire safety issue
to not only Miss I but to other residents in the
block. However, she was unwilling to co-operate
with us and we therefore applied to the court for a
civil injunction.

Breach of civil injunction for fire safety
concerns leads to possession proceedings
Radian v Miss H (Avon)
Southampton County Court
We had fire safety concerns with Miss H’s property
as at a previous inspection with the Fire Service we
found that Miss H had numerous candles around her
lounge, ashtrays full to the brim with cigarette ends,
was hoarding possessions and had drug paraphernalia
throughout the property.
Despite the risk to herself and neighbours, Miss H
refused to make the necessary changes needed
to make her home safe. We tried to make other
appointments to inspect and access the property, but
Miss H failed to engage with us.
We also worked with partner agencies to support Miss
H in resolving these issues, but she would not engage.
We therefore made an application for a civil injunction.
At the hearing, the court adjourned to allow Miss H to
get her own legal representation. During the interim,
Miss H had fled and could not be found for some time.
When she did return to the property she refused to
provide access.
Due to health and safety concerns, including fire risks,
we made an urgent application for a possession order.
The court considered our application and granted
it, and we have now taken back possession of this
property with the help of the Court Bailiff.

During the court hearing, Miss I confirmed that she
would comply with our requests and would not
place items in the communal area.
We then agreed on an undertaking, which will
stay in place for as long as Miss I remains a tenant
with us.
Miss I promised to:
•

 emove all personal belongings from the
R
communal area

•

 omply with the clauses of her lease regarding
C
items in the communal areas

•

 o not store or place any belongings in the
T
communal area anywhere within the block

•

 o not cause a nuisance or annoyance to any
T
other residents in the block.

