Revised NPP - 2010


	Neighbourhood Priority Profile

	LPA:
	Milton Keynes

	Neighbourhood:
	Kents Hill, Monkston and Monkston Park (incl. Kingston and Brinklow)

	Priority:
	Graffiti & Vandalism in Kents Hill, Monkston & Monkston Park

	Lead Agency:
	


	Performance Measure
	Review by:

Sector  Insp / Sgt
	Date
	RAG

	Proportionate consultation completed
	
	
	

	Specific problem identified
	
	
	

	Evidence gathering completed that supports prioritising this problem
	
	
	

	Website and T&CG updated

(initial identification)
	
	
	

	Characteristics and causes of the problem identified

(PAT and 5WH)
	
	
	

	Options considered
	
	
	

	Tasking process used

(Action have owners)
	
	
	

	Website and T&CG updated

(whilst priority is ‘live’)
	
	
	

	Assessment completed, feedback from the community has been sought and it is appropriate to conclude the priority
	
	
	

	Website and T&CG update 

(priority concluded)
	
	
	


	SCANNING


	How have we consulted the community
	SCANNING STAGE

	List the types of consultation we used, including level of response. We’ll need to keep the whole community updated on progress, particularly those who responded within the consultation process.



	Priority consultation survey (Jan 2010).


	What have the community identified as their issues and where?
	SCANNING STAGE

	Priority consultation survey (Jan 2010):
· Graffiti – mainly around the park and pavilion area (Kents Hill)

· Vandalised telephones and telephone box (outside church in Kents Hill)

· Vandalised building (7 Frithwood Cres, Kents Hill) – vacant

· Graffiti – play areas Lanercost, Ulverscroft and bridleway parks by Lilleshall and Bridlington (Monkston)

· Graffiti – red dog bins (Monkston Park)

· Graffiti – underpass leading to St Bernadettes (Monkston Park)

· Graffiti – fencing H7 end of Queensbury Lane (Monkston Park)




	Evidence Gathering Requirements
	SCANNING STAGE

	What are we going to do to establish the true nature of the problem? Is the identified issue something that has been picked up through the quarterly EVAs, do the Police, Local Authority, Parish or Town Council etc have further information or data on the issue. Decide what additional information or evidence you need and set specific tasks and allocate owners and timescales. List your evidence on the analysis page below.




	Action
	Owner
	Date

Completed
	Result

	EVAs

	
	May 2010
	Actions devised


	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


	ANALYSIS


	Characteristics of the Problem – the 5 WH approach
	ANALYSIS STAGE

	Identify specifically what is happening; when and where does it occur? Who is doing what to whom, and who else is affected either directly or indirectly? Why is the problem occurring and how is it perpetuated? If there are multiple locations then choose top 3.



	Who?



	What?



	Where?



	When?



	Why?



	How?




	Underlying Causes of the Problem
	ANALYSIS STAGE

	What are the underlying causes and issues? Use the Problem Analysis Triangle – which considers the features of the victim, offender and location.



	






	RESPONSE


	Consider Options
	RESPONSE STAGE

	List all our possible options, it may help to think of themes, such as Enforcement , Prevention, Information / Intelligence, Communication, Consider short medium and long term solutions, we should aim to deliver sustainable solutions where possible. Is there any good practice already established for this type of problem, there may be a toolkit already in existence. Have any other NAGs dealt with similar issues, do you need to co-opt individuals with specialist knowledge to contribute to the problem’s solution.
Select a manageable number of options from our list (suggest maximum of 4) and set them as actions on the action sheet. Be specific about what we want to achieve as well as by whom and by when. NAG members representing organisations such as the Parish and Town councils, MK Council, Thames Valley Police, Registered Social Landlords, local businesses  etc may need to submit their task into higher level tasking meetings to get additional resources or help so ensure that our timeframes account for any delay this may cause.




	Options
	How will success be measured

	Graffiti on the yellow bollards – identified in the recent EVAs. This has been reported. (24/05/10)

	

	Continue to encourage residents to report graffiti and vandalism to MKC/TVP as appropriate.  Utilise posters on notice boards (include TVP number).
	

	Noise leaflet to be distributed across the area (w/c 24/05/10).
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


	Action Sheet
	RESPONSE STAGE

	List the 4 options taken forward for action  (See Note 7)



	No.
	Action
	Owner
	Date
	EPIC 
	RAG

	1
	Noise – leaflet campaign
	
	24/05/10
	
	

	
	Noise leaflet devised, printed and distributed to all households in the NAG area. Complete.


	2
	Noise and disturbing behaviour
	
	28/06/10
	
	

	
	Work with housing associations on each of the estates to address noise and ASB.
BPHA have now appointed an Anti Social Behaviour Manager who will be responsible for handling all issues that may arise from BPHA properties

Initiatives to include working parties for garden management and project to change smoking habits (prevent littering of cigarette ends).



	3
	Campaign – report ASB
	
	28/06/10
	
	

	
	Campaign to encourage residents to report ASB in all forms.
Noise leaflet

Monkston Park Bulletin
iNFACT newsletter (Parish Council and NAG)
Posters developed  for use in Notice Boards and to be made available to other agencies (e.g. Schools) 


	4
	Graffiti on yellow bollards
	
	26/07/10
	
	

	
	Agreed that task teams looking to conduct litter picks will also, from time to time, tackle graffiti on the yellow bollards.  All



	ASSESSMENT


	Assessment of Responses
	ASSESSMENT  STAGE

	It is crucial that we as a NAG build the trust and confidence of our wider community. To do this we need to regularly update our community on progress on each priority and provide detailed feedback when we consider that the priority has been concluded. Not all problems are resolvable, sometimes we will need to accept that we have done all we can and move on to the next priority, but before we do we should consider the opinions of the community, particularly those who highlighted the issue in the first place. It may be appropriate to revisit the problem in the medium to long term if circumstances change and new opportunities for success arise.


	Has the problem been resolved to the satisfaction of the community?


	How was the results communicated to the community and were those who raised the issue informed?


	If elements of the problem still exist, what were the factors that could not be resolved?



	Which actions achieved the desired results – what worked?


	Which actions weren’t so effective?



	Does the problem identify this NPP profile as good practice and if so which elements would you consider to be noteworthy?

Scanning  
Analysis 
Response  
Assessment 




Location
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