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Executive Summary

This report contains the results of an evaluation and research exercise commissioned b@yEsds
and Traveller ExchangeAGH and syported by the Joseph Rowntree Charitalbtast (JRCT)it
examinesan approach to stopping places By psiesand Travellerknown asNegotiated Stopping

Negotiated Stopping is a term used by Leeds GiA@E eeds City Coundihough it can be applied
more generally. It describes a situation where some agreement hexs tgached between the Local
Authority and Gypsiesfravellers which allowthem to stay temporarily on a particular piece of land
which is not an official site, as an alternative to repeated evictibneturn, the Gypsies/Travellers
agree to certain coditions onbehaviour, tidiness of the sitend length of stay.

Negotiated Stopping has been working in Leeds for several ywatspme similar arrangements
operatein other parts of the country. This type of approagpears to beelativelyrare however
and this reportseeks to answer threkeyquestions:

1. What hasNegotiated Stoppingchieved in Leeds, and how has this happened?

2. To what extent couléNegotiated Stoppingor something similar, be applied elsewhere in the
country?

3. If Negotiated Stoppingan be applied elsewhere, what is needed to make this happen?

Research has identified a number of Local Authority policies and practices around the country that
are in effect variations othe Negotiated Stoppintheme. These includaore informalnegotiations

with verbal agreement made with Gypsies/Travellers on unauthorised sites, and temporary stopping
places identified by Local Authorities that Gypsies/Travellers can use if they bgotieer areas,

the policy is either one of temporary “tolation” without agreementor of immediate action to

evict Gypsies and Travellers from any unauthorised site.

However, there is no national database of different Local Authority policies or best practice, and
communication between Local Authorities acrtiss country on this is limited. It thusimpossible

to say with any certainty how widespread these various practices are. Limited communication also
means that, whilst some Local Authorities have heard of Negotiated Stopping, many other have not,
and poential for trying to ‘reinvent the wheel’ is high.

This report’s key conclusioimsresponse to the three questions aboaee that:

1. Negotiated Stopping in Leetias been very successful, and has achieved a range of benefits

including:

o Improved quality ofife for Gypsies and Travellers, through having a site they can occupy for
an agreed period, free from harassment or the immediate threat of eviction

0 Substantial cost savings for the Council compared with the costs of enforcement action and
subsequent cleaup

o Improved relations between the Council and all parts of the local Gypsy and Traveller
community—not just those on the Negotiated Stopping site

0 Savings in police time and improved relations between the police and Gypsy/Traveller
communities

0 Benefitsto the local settled populations through wealhosen sites which cause the minimum
of inconvenience.

2. Whilst it is not a universal solutioNegotiated Stoppingould be applied elsewhere in the
country.lt is a viable option for any Local Authority wherther:
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(a) there is a Gypsy/Traveller population with local connections which remains in the area for all
or part of the year, and for which there is insufficient accommodation on permanent sites, or
(b) the same Gypsy/Traveller groups regularly stdliérarea at certain times of year.

Itis less suited to areas which already have enough sites for local Gypsies and Travellers, and
where others move through the area on a purely transient basis.

Successful introduction of Negotiated Stopping requiresralyar of elements: suitable sites,
addressing any planning issues, provision of basic services, and good communications. Most of
all it needs the ‘political will’ to make it happen. Council and police representatives need to
overcome the prejudice and diserination against Gypsies and Travellers that remains in many
settled communities, and be practive in changing policies and practiéepositive approach is

also needed from Gypsies and Travellers themselves, who may need to overcome limited
experiencen this kind of negotiation and possible resentment caused by their past experiences.

This review has been carried out by Andy Bagley oflRgabvement. It has drawn information
from a wide range of sources, including:

0 policy documents and other reports

o interviews with Gypsy and Traveller Liaison Groups, Local Authorities the police and others
across the country

0 asurvey of attendees at previous Masterclass events run by Leeds

o a conference hosted by The Travellers Movement in November 2015.

It is howeve a limited initial study of Negotiated Stopping and its further potentiie conclusions
in Section 6 andecommendations in Sectionstipport the need for further funding to extend this
work and promote Negotiated Stopping more widéifere are a numdr of aspects to this,
including

X
X

X X X X

Gathering further information from other Local Authorities on local policies and practice
Developing more detailed evidence of the costs and benefits of Negotiated Stopping, including
longerterm benefits such as health dreducation

Establishing a centre of information on Negotiated Stopping and similar approaches
Publishing information and guidance for Local Authorities, the police and other agencies
Encouraging greater liaison between Local Authorities, to share experanrd best practice
Encouraging Gypsies and Travellers themselves to share positive experiences of Negotiated
Stopping, and supporting them to negotiate with Local Authorities

Identifyingother areas where Negotiated Stoppingutd bring the greatest berfits
Collaboratingwvith other agenciesvorking toeliminate prejudice and discrimination

In many cases these recommendations involve other partner organisations rather than GATE
working alone. This itself is consistent with the thinking behind Negotiated Stopirag of
collaboratingto innovate and develop new solutions to leaanding poblems.
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The reprt makes the following recommendations. These are fully explained in Section 7:

Recommendation 1: Leeds GATE should discuss the fin@dindsonclusion®f this report with
the Joseph Rentree CharitableTrust,to explore how further funding might be secured for
wider promotion of Negotiated Stopping

Recommendation 2Further discussion with JRGhould include the potential for further
research particularly in ascertaining costs and benefits in more detail, and in identifying whe
Negotiated Stopping could add most valdeboth for Local Authorities and for Gypsies and
Travellers.

—_

e

Recommendation 3: Leeds GATE should seek to idehtifyal Authorityareaswhere
Negotiated Stoppings likely to be most relevaneffective, and seek to promote it, in
conjunction with local representativesin these areas as a priority.

Recommendation 4: Leeds GATE should explore with its partners beyond Leeds how othe
Local Authorities across the countgould be encouragetb network and sharebest practice
on Gypsy and Traveller accommodation.

Recommendation 5teeds GATE should liaise with other organisatioesearching or
campaigningo eliminate prejudice and discrimination against Gypsies and Travellers, and
shouldcoordinate activity where possible.

Recommendation 6Leeds GATE should work with its partnersfiod ways todevelop and
increase thewillingness andcapacity for negotiatiorwithin Gypsy andTravellercommunities
across the country

T T U U
T e I IR
o =
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Section lintroduction

1.1. ReportBackground and Purpose

This report contains the results of an evaluation and research exercise commissioned b@yesds
and Traveller Exchang&ATEand supported by the Joseph Rowntree Charitable TARCT)

Leeds GATE was starte2002by Gypsy and Irish Traveller people working with colleagues and
friends from other communitiedts aim is tamprove quality of life folGypsies and Travellers in
Leeds and West Yorkshitta line withits governing documein the majority ofits Executive Board
members are from the Gypsy and Irish Traveller communitiesdsSGATEprovides support and
advocacy for the Gypsy and Traveller community in the Leeds area, and in 2011 facilitated an
agreement known ablegotiated Stpping This permitted somésypsyand Travellerfamilies to stop
temporarilyon pieces of land which were not officiitavellersites.

This arrangement has been maintained, with samadification, since 2011 (see@&ion 3 for full

details), and has benefits f@ypsiesand Travellers for the @uncil, police and others. Lee@ATE
believes similar benefits could be achieved in other parts of the country, and submitted a bTo JR
in early 2015 for resources to supportitier promulgation. Rather thaagreeinghisin full, JRCT
sought evidence that such a resource would be effective, and provided a smaller amount of funding
which has supported evaluation and research for this report.

This report could therefore be desoed as a feasibility study. It seeks to evaluate the benefits of
Negotiated Stoppingn Leeds, and the potential benefits that such an approach could achieve
elsewhere. It also seeks to understand why this type of approach has not been adopted more widely
already, and what type of initiative or resources would help to make this happen.

JRCT hagsosed three specific questions in this context:

1. What has\egotiated Stoppingchieved in Leeds, and how has this happened?

2. To what extent couldNegotiated Stoppingor something similar to it, be applied elsewhere in
the country (and if it is not applicable, why not)?

3. If Negotiated Stoppingan be applied elsewhere, what is needed to make this happbat are
the barriers and how might these be tackl@d)

In additionto responding to these specific questions, this report also aims to inform a wider
audience about the potential fddegotiated Stoppinghow it might be applied, and the steps
necessaryo introduce this effectively.

It should be emphasised however thaighieport does not prade a complete ‘toolkitfor
introducingNegotiated StoppingAs a feasibility study, time and resources have limited the research
undertaken on some aspects, and the report highlights where furtherares) would be beneficial
(seeSection6).

Sectionl.3summarises the research methods used for this report, and these include a review of
many previous reports relating 8ypsyand Travelleraccommodation. However, the great majority
of previous studies have focused Giypsyand Travdler accommodation andeeds in particular
areas, and have not taken the wider view@jpsiesand Travellersvho pursue a nomadic lifestyle
around the country. This report may therefore be a first, both in addressing the specific issue of
Negotiated Stopimg, and in taking thi&ypsyand Travellerled perspective.
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1.2. Scope of thiRReport

This report considerdlegotiated Stoppingnd its alternativedn Great Britain; i.e. Englap8cotland
and Wales but not Northern IrelandiVhilst some similarities apply in Northern Ireland, legislation
and housingpolicyare significantlydifferent, as are considerations for Gypsies and Travellers
themselvesso the conclusions of this report may not be applicdabére.

The term‘Gypsiesand Travellersused throughout this report refers to Roma@®ypsieslrish
Travellersand Scottish Gypsy Travellers. It does not include Roma who have come to this country
originally from Eastern Euro@adwho live mainly in “bricks and mortar” accommddan. It also
excludesTravelling Show People, Bargétgse who live on inland waterways), aNew Age
Travellers-although there may be some overlap with this last group.

Although manytocal Authoritiesand Gypsyand Travellergroups in different partsf the country
have been consulted, this report is by no means a comprehensive assessment of poli&igsyn
andTravellerstopping placesationally. Information and guidance from the Department for
Communities and Local GovernmdBiCLEdoes not yetncludeanynational database dfocal
Authority policieson Gypsyand Travellerstopping. iaisonbetweenLocal Authoritiesn this respect
is also fairly limited-see Section 5.

DCLGompilesacount of Travellercaravansn eachLocal Authorityareaevery six monthsbased on
information provided by Local Authorities themselv&his is in effec series of snapshotg;does

not specifically identiffNegotiated Stoppindype arrangements, nor does it provide any information
on the movement ofypsisandTravellersaaround the country.

In addition to the conclusions iregtion6, this report makes a number of recommendatidos
LeedsGATEsome of which involve liaison with other organisations.

1.3. Review Methoa

This report has been prepared by Andy Bagley of-Rgaiovement. Andy is an experienced
management consultant with extensive experience of review and evaluation methods. He also has
somepreviousknowledge of Gypsy and Traveller communities, having wonkétdLeeds GATE on a
number of previous studies.

Thereport draws information from a range of sources:

X Legislation, BL&Guidance and other government polidgcuments including policy from the
Welsh and Scottish Governments

x Other guidance documents, fexample from ACPO (now NPCC) and Planning Aid for Scotland

x Other reports on Gypsy and Travellmcommodation issue®revious research in this area is
not extensive, although does include a previous report for the Joseph Rowntree Foundation
ProvidingGypsy and Traveller sites: contentious spage¥oanna Richardsp@®ctober 2007.

X Interviewswith representative from Gypsy and Traveller Liaison Groups, Local Authorities, the
police and other official bodiescross Great Britajioroken down as follows:
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Role/Organisatiol Number interviewec
Gypsy and Traveller representatives/gro 15
Local Authority representativ 8
Palice 4
Others (Academic, Welsh Governme 2
TOTA 29

X An electronic survey of attendees at Masterclass events run by LeedsrGlaiEE2013 and
early 2014. (This survey had a poor response rate, but those who responded presented a wide
range of different perspectives, which in itself proved very valuable.)

X Attendance at a conferend&/e Are Community We Are Sociedsted by The &wvellers
Movement in London in November 2015

x Informationdrawnfrom previous GATE research and evaluatmarsied out by the author

X Ad hoc further information as requiredatheredby telephone and email correspondence.

The author wishes to express hisa@re thanks to everyone who has given their time for interviews
and other contributions for this report.
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Section 2:The Gypsy and Traveller Community

This section present®sie background on the Gypsy and Travetl@mmunityin Britain necessary
to put this report into context.

2.1. Population and Movement

Romany Gypsies are recognised asthnie minority group in UK law under thace Relations Act
(amended) 2000 and Equalities Act 2010. Irish Travellers are similarly recognised as a digfinct gro
in UK law (although are not recognised as a separate ethnic group in the Republic of-h&land
subject of some contention). Scottish Gypsy Travelendst skaring much in common with other
travelling groupshave recently been recognised as a sepaethnic group in Scotland/lore detail

on the history and ethnicity dbypsiesandTravellersan be found on Leeds GATE web site
(http://www.leedsgate.co.uk)

The 2011 censusas the first to include Gypsiesd Travellers as separate ethnic groups, so there is
no official data showing population trends over time. This censaws the Gypsy and Irish Traveller
population of England and Wales at 58,000 (there are no official figures for Scotland). Onlyaround
quarter of these live in caravans or other mobile structutes majority live irfbricks and mortar”
accommaodatior(this term describes permanently built housing as opposed to caravans or other
mobile homes)

Whilst someGypsiesand Travellershave moed willingly into bricks and mortar accommodation,
others have done so reluctantly, for health or other reasons, and would like to move back into
caravans if they could. Conversedgme Gypsies and Travellénscaravans would like to move into
bricks andmortar accommodation but have so far been unable to do so. Those in bricks and mortar
accommodatioroften retain a strong ethnic identity, an@main closely associated with the Gypsy
and Traveller community elsewhere.

Of thoseGypsies and Travelleirs caravansmost fave settled permanently or loagrm on socially
provided or privately owned sitgsee Section 3.30nly a small proportion remain truly nomadic;
there are no official figures but numbers are estimated at arol@@0 caravans.

Thepicture is further complicated by different travelling patterns for those who move around, and
by the inadequate number of permanent sites across the country. Seypsieand Travellerdhave

an attachment to a particular area; for example, they may workéndarea or have relatives on
permanent site®r in housingnearby. Others are truly nomadic in that they move aro@midain,

and sometimes beyondhroughout the year.

There is no clear distinction between these two groups. For example, some peoplaltrengithe
summer months only and stay on authorised sites at other times. This could be for various reasons
such as work, familgonnections or overcrowding on authorised sitedgdoreover, whilst travelling

may result ifunauthorised encampment$a gereral term to describe sites without the necessary
permission, for examplat the roadside, on public land on private land withoutplanning

permission), it does not necessarily do so. Other options incCludesit sits provided by a few.ocal
Authorities for this purposestaying on other authorised private sites,“doubling up”(i.e. more

than one caravan on a pitchjp authorised pitches belonging to friends or family.
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2.2. Travelling Patterns

TheDCLGixmonthly countshows thatin Englandver the last ten years the number of Traveller

caravans:

X on authorised socially rented sites has remained fairly constant

X on authorised private sites has grown steadily

X on unauthorised sites has declined, although this has not been a consistent mantbers
reached a peak in 2013 before dropping down again

The graph below shows figures from thayJcount for the 1@/ears up to 2015 Similar data is
collected for Wales-see Section 2.3).

14,000 -
12,000

10,000

L

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Number of caravans

Authorised socially rented sites m Authorised private sites

B Unauthorised sites

Fig2.1: Number of caravans by type of site, July 2015, Englsoarce: DCLG)

Thisdata isa snapshot at various points in timireports simply the number of caravans and their
Local Authority locations; does notgive any indication of Traveller movementseoidence the

extent of movement compared to fixed regince.The count also classifies sites only as residential
(i.e. permanent) or transit, and hence does not distinguish the various arrangements that different
Local Authorities may have, apart from classifying unauthorised sites as ‘&dterated’ or “not
tolerated’. There are also no figures @ypsyand Travellermovement to androm Ireland or

mainland Europe, both of which are known to occur.

DCLG relies on Local Authorities to provide the figures for its analysis, hence the accuracy and
robustness bthese figures is open to question (although DCLG does provide guidance definitions for
the count and reviews the data pyaublication).

There is some evidence that travelling has declined over recent years, although this is largely
anecdotal as no detaitl statistical information is held to support thigarious reasons for this

possible declindave been put forward, primarily economic and social. The types of work that
Gypsiesand Travellershave traditionally done are less available than in years pastseasonal
agricultural workers face increased competition from European and other migrants. The difficulty of
finding suitable stopping places is also a deterrent for those who wish to be truly namadic
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This is further complicated by tHatest government guidandeom August 2015, whichnay force
people to prove they ar@ravellers>see subsectio.3 below.

2.3. The Law and Government Guidance

Accommodation for Gypsies and Travellers has been a matter ektanding concerns. The
following quotes come from BKGovernment report Gypsies and Other Travellgnsblishedin
Septemberl967—almost 50 years agdlany would argue that little has elnged since then.

“The idealised notion of the free traditional Gypsy way of life is thus far removed from the present
day reality, which is, for the majority of Travellers, a life lived within a hostile settled sadiene
they have little opportunityf achieving acceptable living standards”

“A variety of provision is probably the best answer: housing for those who wish to be housed:
permanent pitches for those waiting to be housed or who prefer site life...short stay pitchesdor thos
who travel continally from place to place...”

“There would be no need for any authority continually to spend money and effort moving families
on...”

“Very many morésites)are urgently required if the intensification of present difficulties is not to
outstrip attempts to eratate them.”

England

All Englishocal Authoritiesre required to include the needs Gypsiesand Travellersvhen
reviewing housing needs for their area. This requar€ypsy and Travellékccommodation Needs
AssessmenfGTANA) to be carried out e@has part of a Strategidousing Market Assessment in
respect of the local community generally, or separatehere a Strategic Housing Market
Assessment is not being conducted at that ti(DE€LGGypsy and Traveller Accommodation Needs
Assessmentgctober2007) This is intended to identify current and future needs both for
permanentGypsyand Travellerresidents andor more transient groupsThere are no nationally set
Government targets for the number of pitches that a Local Authority must provide.

Progess in addressinipe needs identified by GTANAss generally been slow however. Mdrgcal
Authoritieshave found it difficult to identify land that is suitable for new permanent pitches,
particularly where they face oppositiorofn the local settled ammunity. Even where possible sites
have been identified, local residents’ concerns or environmental considerations have often made it
difficult to secure the necessary planning permission.

To some extent the development of new private sites (mostly on tavmted byGypsiesand
Travellerdhemselves) has alleviated the situation. However, such development has been slow and
has not kept up with demand. It is also comparatively difficult for Gypsies and Travellers to secure
planning permission for private sgeven where they own the lar{dee Section 3.3)

Amendments toGovernmentlanning policy from 31 August 20h&ve also introduced a number of
changesthe most significant of which are

X It removed the wordsdr permanently from the definition of Gypsieand Travellers. This
means that Gypsies and Travellers whodeeased travelling permanently will no longer be
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classified as such, and hence will not be able to apply for planning permission for a Traveller site
even if they own the land.

X Ittightened wles on use of greenbelt lafay making the lack of permanent sitesta “material
consideration” rather than a “significant material consideration”. This has the effentking it
even more difficult than previously to obtain planning permission forgte sites on such land

The situatiorcould beexacerbated by proposed changes to the Housing Act, which wenldwve

the duty on Local Authorities to assess the specific accommodation needs of Gypsies and Travellers
in their area, and the guidance on hdkis is undertaken. These communities’ accommodation

needs would form part of the general housing need assessment, which simply requires authorities to
assess the neeads “all the people residing iar resorting to their district-although ministers a

saying that Local Authorities still have to assess and understand Gypsy and Travellers needs.

Itis too early to assess the impact of these changes in practice, although some Gypsy and Traveller
representatives are considering legal challenges to thidegniee. There is also speculation that some
Gypsies and Travellers may feel they need to “keep moving” in order to retain their Gypsy/Traveller
status for planning purposes.

Allthis leads to continuing use of unauthorised encampments by Gypsies anddmaveb evict

from such sites on their land, LocaltAorities can use County Court Civil Procedure Rules Part 55
the Criminal Justice and Public @rdAct (CJPOA) Section 77 (the term “enforcement” throughout
this report relates to the use of such pevg).Government guidance is that Local Authorities should
always use court action rather than common law powers of eviction. Guidance (which dates from
2006 but is still in force) also requires Local Authorities to take account of welfare consideration
before seeking to evict an unauthorised encampmeantthough Local authorities’ interpretation of
this guidance varies significantly in practice.

Scotland

The law in Scotland differs from that in England, althotigé currentlymakes little difference in
practice to the situation for Gypsies and Travellers. Whilst there was at one time a broad policy of
tolerating unauthorised encampments that were not causing problems, the ScGigernment

now devolves decisions tacal Autlorities, and there is little centralised information on the
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national picture.The Scottish Government is currentiprkingwith stakeholders to develop an

overarching strategy and action plan for Gypsy/Travellers in Scodénihg to achieve

X areductionin discrimination against them and more positive attitudes towards their culture and
way of life;
improvements in their quality of life and life outcomes;

X an increase in understanding of their needs among service providers and commissioners, which
are aldressed through provision ofrational action plan to address identified needs; and

X an increase in mutual understanding and respect with the settled community.

This strategy is understood to be in development and has yet to be promulgated nationally.

Planring Aid Scotland has also produced a seridwefjuides ornGypsy/Travellers and the Scottish
Planning SystenThe guides are for (i) Gypsies and Travellers themselves (ii) Local Authorities (iii)
Elected Members (iv) Community Councillors and (v) thdiamd hese guides note the vicious circle
caused by lack of adequate Gypsy/Traveller accommodatiwhthis illustration is reproducedd
Section 6 of this report.

Wales

The position in Wales is significantly different, mainly due to the Housing Actg)/28i&4 This
requires every Welsh Local Authority to carry out an assessment of the accommaodation needs of
Gypsies and Travellers “residing in or resorting to its area” (i.e. permanent and transient rgsident
within one yearf implementation It further requires them to report the results of this assessment
to Welsh Ministers and to take aoti to meet the needs identifieqThis provision commenced in
February 2015all Welsh Local Authorities are due to report by February 20itbtake action to
addres their findings from March 2016.

Whilst this legislatioshouldprompt action faster than in England or Scotlam@ny unauthorised
encampments currently exist, and thesee currently noofficial transit sitsin WalesMany
Travellerdn Walesmovethrough either the Nath of the country (along the 36 to/from Holyhead)
or the South(along the M4and beyondo/from Pembrokg, and the intention is that Local Authority
plans should address the needs of those who travel through as well as Gypsies alidr§rave
reside mainly in one area.

The Welsh @vernmentcurrently carries out the samer@onthly Traveller count as in Englaahd

plans to develop this further into a live online system. This will allow Welsh Local Authoritipsito
data at any timehence giving a ‘moving picture’ of Gypsy and Traveller numbers and sites as they
come and go (NB: This wilbt track the movements of individual families or their vehicles). As well
as providing better information to the Welsh Government, this data &haiso help Welsh Local
Authorities plan suitable provision in their areas.

2.4. Police Role and Involvement

Unauthorised encampment is not a criminal offence (trespass is a civil matter), and police powers to
move Gypsies and Travellers on are limite&ections 61 and 62 of ti@&iminal Justice and Public
Order Act 1994 (CJPO/MSkection 61 gives the police power to direct trespassers to leave land, but
only if the occupier (landownehas taken “reasonable steps” to ask them to leawe either some
damage threatening behaviour has occurred or there are six or more vehicles on the land. The
practicalities of implementing this can be complex; it is certainly not automatic that policeswill b

able to use Section 61 powers to remove an unauthorised encaanpm
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Section 62llows the police tdlirect trespassers tanother sitewhere a suitable pitcis available

“on a relevant caravan sitavithin the area. Thigs rarely usedn practice,because the shortage of
alternative Gypsy and Traveller accommodation means that it isuwrargualfor the police to have
anywhere todirect them to.This power could however be used to direct Gypsies and Travellers to a
suitable Negotiated Stopping siifet had spacevailable.

Police may also be involved if an eviction order has been granted and Gypsies/Travellers on the land
resist attempts to move them. This is rare however§Z v ( u}pe iostaficglsiexceptional

and in the vast mayity of casesGypsies and Travellers move from unauthorised sites befioye

eviction needs to be enforce{@Dale Farm was in any case an unauthorised development of an
existing site rather than an unauthorised encampment.)

Beyond this, the police role for Gypsarsd Travellers is the same as for all other communities: they
should investigate allegations of crimes both by and against Gypsies and Travehest, as
protecting these communities.

Police cooperation with Local Authorities is often gooada numbe of areas local protocols have

been developed between Local Authorities and the police, sometimes including other official bodies
as well (e.g. HMRC, DWPhe exampl@n the next pageshowsa protocol developed in 2012

between the Metropolitan Police arttie London Borough of HacknéyBH) as part of that Council’s
‘Leniency Agreementsee Section 3.1).

2.5. Gypsy and Traveller Representation

Leeds GATE is an example of a Gypsy and Traveller representative/liaison organisation working on
behalf of thecommunity. Similar organisations exist in other parts of the country, some with a
national role (e.g. the Traveller Movement, National Federation of Gypsy and Traveller Liaison
Groups), others working purely locally. Some liaison is provided via DCLiG akiEP@arty

Parliamentary group on Gypsies and Travellers which also brings different groups together, but this
is fairly limited.

As a result, support and representation of the Gypsy and Traveller community is patchy, and there
are many parts of theountry where Gypsies and Travellers do not have a local representative voice
to speak on their behalf. It is probably fair to say that Gypsies and Travellers arerepcesented
compared to other minority groups. This, together with the limited educatibsome older Gypsies
and Travellers, undoubtedly limits their capacity to negotiate with Local Authorities.
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January 2016

Pagel5




LeedsGATE: Assessing theténtial of Negotiated Stopping

Real-Improvement

Section 3Findings >Basis ofNegotiated Stopping

3.1. What is Negotiated Stopping?

Negotiated Stopping is a term used by Leeds GA@HE eeds City Coundihough it can be applied

more generally. It describes a situation where some agreement has been reached between the Local

Authority and Gypsiesfravellersvhich allowshem to stay temporarily on a particular piece of land
which is not an official sit@s an alternative to repeated evictioria.return, the Gypsies/Travellers

agree to certain conditions dpehaviour, tidiness of the sitend length of stayin Leeds this is a
formal written agreement between the Council and individual Gypsies and Eaveli the site.

Negotiated Stopping may beest defined by comparison witomeother options available thocal
Authorities summarised in the table below.

Option Permanent Transit Sites Negotiated Temporary
Sites Stopping “Toleration”
Definitior | Private or Sites established k| Site agreed b Unauthorised site
sociallyrented | LAs for temporary | Gypsies/Travellers| where LA decides to
sites for use by and LA as suitable | “tolerate” short
permanent Gypsies/Travellers| for temporary occupation rather
occupation occupation than evict immediately
Duration | Lon¢-term to Usually 28 dayst | Varies by A few days to a fe\
of stay permanent 3 months agreement, a few | weeks
months or can be
longer
Facilitie: | Permanent Utility block usuall' | Facilities arrange | Generally no facilities
facilities on provided plus by agreement with | although LA may
site toilets and refuse | LA- often depends | provide portaloos and
collection on duration of stay | refuse collection

A key difference betweeNegotiated Stoppingndtransit sitesis that atransit siteis permanent
although the residents will change. WiNegotiated Stoppingthe reverse can applyhe same
residents may move periodically between different sites.

The dividing line betweeNegotiated Stoppingnd temporary toleration can be blurred. Essentially
aNegotiated Stoppingite is likely to be more suitable both for Gypsies and Travellers and for the
Local Authoritythan an ad hoc stopping arrangement where there is no negotiahi@gotiated
Stoppirg involves some proactive engagement rather than tloeal Authoritysimply “turning a
blind eye” to an unauthorised encampment.

Negotiated Stoppings a flexibleerm, and includes a nunds of variations on this theme:

EXAMPLERochdale Borough Council has established a negotiated stopping site similar tq
used in Leeds. This is basedumused Councibwned land identified for the purpose, and can
be used by Gypsies/Travellers with local connections and also by those ‘passing through|.
Council also has an ‘emergency’ site for use when numbers get too large for the negotiat
stoppingsite. The Council regards the scheme as a success, as it has largely solved the
problems they previously had with unauthorised encampments in the area

» that

The
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January 2016

Pagel6



Real-Improvement

LeedsGATE: Assessing theténtial of Negotiated Stopping

EXAMPLEAgreements do not have to be in writing. Fenland District Council has a high G

and Traveller population, and meets their accommodation needs through a range of pnov

X A substantial number of private and Local Authority sites

X A highquality transit site

x Verbal agreements that allow Gypsies/Travellers to stop at other (unauthorised) locat
for a short period-normally a few days.

This approach has been maplessible through consistent and positive engagement with
Gypsy and Traveller communities in the area. The Council has a zero budget for dealing
unauthorised encampments, and has not had to take any enforcement action, or involve {
police, for more han ten years.

yPSy
sio

ons

with
he

EXAMPLEExample: The London Borough of Hackney operates what it terms a ‘leniency
agreement’. This allows Gypsies and Travellers to stop on land for a period of time with
agreement from the Council. Whilst in principle the option of issuing an agreement remaif
force (the protocol shown in Section 2.4 still allows for a leniency agreement), in practice
has been used a great deal less in recent years and therecleasan increased number of
evictions. This could be due less available and suitable land following ttedon2012
Olympicsand other regeneration schemes. It is also believed that there was pressure on
Council officers not to have unauthorised encamprsévisible’during the 2012 Olympics

More generally in London, The GLA’s Housing Committee recommended to the Mayor in
January 2015 thahie GLA should workith the boroughson a pilot scheme for Londobased
on “the success of Leeds Counddleration site$. This recommendation has yet to be
actioned however.

NS in
this

EXAMPLHE-or some years an arrangement existed in North Norfolk known as the Frankha
Bond. Named after Eli Frankham, the Rogn@ypsy who developed the idea, it involved
Gypsies/Travellers being allowed to stay on temporary sites in exchange for a bond of £5
bond would be forfeited if any problems occurred or if rubbish was left when the site was
vacated. Eli Frankham di@d 2000, and this arrangement appears to have fallen into disuség
recent years.

M

0. The

B in

EXAMPLEEXample: Following court action, a group of neighbouring Local Authorities in th
North of England has arranged between them that a particular Gypsy family (two caravari
move around different ‘unofficial’ sites in rotation over the course of a yHae.family spends

Section 5.4).

e
s) will

no more than four weeks per year on each site, hence planning permission is not an issug (see

A common feature in all of these examples (including Leeds) is the need for “political will” geechan
the cycle of continual evictions and introduce and maintain negotiated agreements. Key individuals

Council officers, Elected Members,lmth — have taken the initiative in negotiating with

Gypsies/Travellers and their representativesn@osely, whergpolitical will is lacking, negotiation

appears to be hard to achieve or arrangements fall into disuse.
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3.2. Negotiated Stopping in Leeds

Backgound and History

Negotiated Stopping in Leetgganin 2010 followinga Leeds City Councikedjhbourhoods and
Environment Scrutiny Panel into Gypsy and Traveller site provigienpanel received submissions
from a range of contributors including Leed&T& and directly from Gyipsand Travellesliving on
Leeds unauthorised encampments. In the firstveélve recommendations, the Scrutiny Panel
suggested that th€ouncilshould pila a ‘Negotiated ®pping’ scheme.

Leeds City Council has always recagphtbat the best solution is to provide sufficient permanent
pitches for Leedbased Gypsies and TravelleFbis has consistently proved difficult to achieve in
practice however, particularly when the Council’s decision to exitsrekisting Cottingleyprings
sites was subsequently overturned by the Secretary of Stdte.ideaof Negotiated Stopping as an
alternativeis understood to have comariginallyfrom the Gypsy and Traveller families themselves,
supportedby Leeds GATE. The Council's HousamaBment then helped to develoe detailsof

the scheme, in partnership with GATE and the families themselves.

TheCouncil’'*Chief Housing Officer was tasked to lead a reviesuiéblelocatiors, and he firstof
the Negotiated Stopping sitcame inb use inMay 2011in the Holbeckarea of the city(a sitefrom
whichthe families had previously been evictednagreement waslrawn upto lastthree months;
the Council agreed tproviderefuse collectiorand ‘portaloo’ toilets for edt family, whilst bhe
families themselves agreed tertain standards for occupying the site.

At the end of the agreed period, the families moved from Holbeck to a new location in Lincoln
Green. The timescales initially planned for this site were extendedybeh the timecame for

families to move on, problems arose because no new Negotiated Stopping site had been identified.
There followed a difficult period witthe camp being moved around a number of different locations,
including Armley and Meanwood, at the instigatiofithe familiesthough withpressure fronthe

Council. Whilst the makeup of these different camps varied, with some families joining and leaving
at different times, a core group of Leetiased families remained part of the camp throughout

Eventually a rakthrough was achieved when in 2013 the Council identified a site just south of the
city centre at Kidacre Street. The site was closghopping services and the motorway netwphlad
good quality hard standingnd hadfew residential dwellingslose bylt wasalsowell shielded

visually due to its topographya factor which th&ypsy and Travelléamilies also welcomed.

The families agreed the location but asked for somprovements, such as extsion of the
tarmacked surfaceyegetation cutback andaste clearup (a water supply was also installed later)
Thiswork was approvedy the Council, based upon savirthsy anticipated compared to the cost
of dealing withunauthorised encampmentsThe families eventually moved onaato this new site
in April 2014 and a@ain, agreements wergigned bythe families and the CouncilThe Negotiated
Stopping site has remained at Kidacre Street since April 20irk familieshave come and gone
over this period, with their BigotiatedStoppingagreements addressl on a case by case basis.
Otherfamilies have remainedn the KidacreStreetsite throughout. The number of caravans on the
site has correspondingly varied slightly over time, but is normally about ten.

In November 2014 the Kidacre Street site was grausgnporary planning permission for three
years. At that time, it appeared that a permanent site on this location was not an option asdahwas
the proposed HS2 rail route. Latggansindicate that this is no longer the case however, and so the
option of making Kidacre Street a permanent site is being pursued.
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Leeds City Council

Leeds Citfouncil continues to purslts preferred solution ofufficient permanent sites and

pitches for Leed&ypsies and Travellergn the meantimeit regards Negotiaté Stopping athe best

alternativesolution.Its criteria forsuitable sites include

X the landshould bea ‘defensible spacgi.e. thelandavailable igestricted and any encampment
isthereforerestricted in size

X there should besome ‘buyin’ among local business ownetise police and elected members

X the location § safe for the families and theye prepared to stay there.

Longterm availability of the land is not a consideratifmn Negotiated Stoppingexcept insofar as a

newsite is needed when an existing one becomes unavailable.

The Council sees many advantages to Negotiated Stoppinghevelternative of continually
evicting the same groups from different unauthorised encampments:

X There are substantial cost savings foe CouncilAfigure of £1,994,000 isquoted forlegal and
cleartup costs incurred in dealing with unauthorised encampments betv28€3 and 2010
Although some costs have been incurred in setting up and running the negotiated stopp®g sit
these are coniderably less.

X It helps to foster good relations with the Gypsy and Traveller community generaslyjust
those on the Negotiated Stopping site itself, but also those on permanent sites who know them
and appreciate the Council’s efforts.

X It eases tensins with the local settled community, who are reassured by understanding that a
Gypsy and Traveller site is temporaris is supported by West Yorkshire Police, who have
noted a significant reduction in complaints from the public since Negotiated Stpbpis been
introduced.
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x Perhaps most important of all, it is part of treating people with dignity and respect. The Council
believes that Gypsies and Travellers, like all of its citizens, should be able to access good local
services and facilities, withoutliing their lives disrupted.

Becausat is designed for Leedsased Gypsies and Travellers, Negotiated Stopping reduces but does
not eradicate unauthorised encampments around Leeds. These still occur when Gypsies and
Travellers are either visiting Leedsyefor funerals or other events) or are passing through on their
way somewhere else. Here the Council’s policy is similar to “toleratie described in Section 3.3.

In practice the Council treats each instance on its merits, and will ascertain peofgatons (e.g.
how long they plan to stay) as well as making welfare enquiries. If the location is not a semstive
a stopping time will be agreed and any necessary facilities (e.g. refuse collection) providezs @nly
last resort, if a particulaGypsyfTraveller group is uncooperative, is enforcement action taken.

The CounciiewsNegotiated Stopping as a partnershifeys to its success have been:

X the positive support both of Council officers andetécted membersincluding respect for the
traditions and way of life of the Gypsy and Traveller community

x direct negotiation with Gypsies and Travelldtemselves, supported by Leeds GATEose role
has been important and is greatly valued by the Council

X movement and compromise by both sides, motedby a desire to overcome the antipathy and
resentment that many years of discrimination against Gypsies and Travellers has caused

Negotiated Stoppingvas devised purely as a local solution to meet a local need rather than as a
“template” for use elsewhere. However, both Leeds City Council and GATE have had many enquiries
from other parts of the country on how the scheme was established and how it wopkactice.

GATE has also helped to disseminate this information more widely, at conferences and through
“masterclass” events it ran in late 2013 and early 2014.

West Yorkshire Police

General police powers and responsibilities for Gypsies and Travaléecovered in Section 2.4, and
these apply tdNest Yorkshire Poliqevho cover Leeds) in the same way as other areas. West
Yorkshire Policstrongly support Leeds’ Negotiated Stopppualicyfor severalreasons:

X It hassignificantlyreduced the number ofinauthorised encampments in the Leeds area, and
hence the amount of police time needed to deal with various aspects of these

X It reduces concerns from the settled community, hence the police spend less time dealing with
complaints from the public aboutnauthorised encampments.

x Police have got to know the Gypsy and Traveller families on the Negotiated Stopping sites, in a
similar way to those on Leeds’ permanent sites. This makes all aspects of pedsiag
including protecting these communities

x It supports wider engagement with Gypsies and Travellers, as one of a number of disadvantaged
and hardto-reachgroupsthat the police actively try to establish better relations wilh.Leeds
this applies not just to residents on the Negotiated Stoppingitsiedf but also to those on the
Council's Cottingley Springs sites, as the two groups have many links.
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Like the Council, West Yorkshire Police recognise that unauthorised encampments still exist; they
estimate around 450 per year where prior to Negotied Stopping there were more than 70. They
also recognise that this reduction not only saves time for officers with a Gypsy/Traveller l@eson r
but has a positivinfluence on other police services as well as the Local Authority and elected
representatves.

3.3. Alternatives for Local Authorities

As noted in Section 2.3, Local Authorities are requioatieet G/psy and Travellexccommodation
needs Negotiated Stopping therefore needs to be compared with other options open to Local
Authorities.

PermanentSites— CouncitOwnedor Housing Associaticl®owned

These are permanent sites owned either by thacal Authorityor by another social housing body.
They comprise a number of designated pitches, each of vigigbually built taccommodate one
touring caravan anadne mobile home for the family occupyinglib practice, overcrowding often
means that pitches are “doubled up”, with maifgan one caravan (family) parked on them. Some
Local Authorities, including Leeds adjust the rent charged when thissoccu

Gypsies andravellerson these pitches are classified as tenants and pay rent for the site and
services. If eligible, they are entitled ousing Benefiin the normal way.

Permanent sites-either publicly or privately ownedare acknowledged as ggsenting the best

longterm solution to the shortage dbypsyand Travelleraccommodation across the country. The

two main limitations to this solution are:

x the difficulty in secring agreement on suitable locations for perman@ypsyand Traveller
sites(Ledls itself is an example of thigte Council’s plans, developed over a number of years, to
increase the number of pitches at its Cottingley Springs sites were eventually overturned by the
Secretary of Staje

X as outlined irfection 2, somésypsiesand Travellersmaintain a continuing nomadic lifestyle for
all or part of the year, and do not wish to be limited to a single permanent location.

Permanent Sites— Privately Owned

These are permanent sites with planning permission where the land is ownedvayepimdividuals,
who may themselves be members of the Gypsy and Traveller community. Some of these sites
accommodate just one caravam one family groupothers are larger and residents make their own
arrangements for rent and services with the landowner

Figures from DCLG indicate that the number of caravans on private sites has steadily increased over
the yearg(see Section 2.2However, this solution runs into the same problem as publicly owned

sites: that of finding suitable lan@®CLG planningtatistics showthat the success rate for Traveller

site applicationgs consistently below that for ‘bricks and mortar’ housing: Between 201028,

major Travellesite applications were on average 11.6% less likely to be granted when compared to
applications for major Dwellings. For the same period minor Traveller site applications were on
average 17.8% less likely to be granted permission comapaith applications for minorwlellings

(source: The Traveller Movememiote on Planning Application Sess Rates for Traveller Sites
compared to Residential Dwellin@eptember 2016
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TransitSites

Transitsitesare an approach designed to accommodate th@sgsiesand Travellersvho maintain

a nomadic lifestyle. These sites are normally set up and nmiagdaylLocal Authoritiesand provide
accommodation foGypsiesand Travellerdor a temporary periodysually up to a maximum of three
months. They are classified as permanent sites in that their location is fixed and they require
planning permission, @n though they may be unoccupied for part of the year. Rental is charged for
pitches in a similar way to permanent sites.

Whilst in principle transit sites preseasolution for nomadic&Gypsiesaind Travellersthere are two

main problems:

X such sites are very scareevery fewlLocal Authoritiehiave established transit sites

X some of those that do exist are considered®ypsiesand Travellerdo be in unsuitable
locations, for example far from local shops and services, and tend to be $igttefar this
reason.

“Toleration’

“Toleration’ (not an ideal word but widely used)
describesthe practice of allowingsypsiesand
Travellerdo remain on unauthorised sites for a short
period, providedhat they are not seen as causing a
problem toothers Some such locations may be very
shortterm (e.g. less than 24 hours), others may exis
for up to a few weeks. There is often some contact
between theLocal Authorityand Gypsiesand
Travellerson such “tolerated” sites, for example to
ask how londhey plan to stay anfr to carry out
health and welfare checks. This is not necessarily tt
case however; in some instangése Local Authority
may simply “turn a blind eydo such temporary
encampments.

There is no hard and fast dividing line betwebist

kind of toleration policy and that dflegotiated

Stopping The difference is essentially the extent of

proactive negotiation that takes place between thecal Authorityand the Gypsyfravellersif there
is some discussion around the suitability of gite, length of stay, behaviours and any services
provided (e.g. refuse collection) then this may be considétegotiated Stoppingven if there is no
formal agreement in writing

DesignatedStoppingSitesor Temporary Stofver Areas

This is a variation on the toleration theme where thecal Authorityitself identifies land that may

be suitable for temporary “tolerated” stopping, even though this is not an official [Siteth-East
Lincolnshire Council uses the teBesignated Stopovdor a temporary site that it has identified for
this purpose. The site is not suitable for a permanent transit site (due to flood risk) but would be
suitable for more limited use by Travellers moving through the area.
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Temporary Stover Areas arased byDurham County Councn locations that are considered
suitable, unauthorised encampments may be accepted for a period, as negotiated with those on
the site. On areas that are unsuitable, a Temporary Stop Over Area (TSOA) may be offered (if
available). ese are locations that the Council has identified as suitable for this purpose, and a
period of stay as well as agreements on conduct are negotiated with the Gypsies/Travellers on
the site.

If this is done without consultation with the Gypsy and Traveldenmunity, the risks are similar to
those of transit sitesGypsiesand Travellershemselves may not consider thend suitable so may

not use them However, negotiation in this instance can be difficult if there is no fixed or regular
Gypsyand Traveler group to negotiate with; the best option may be to discuss proposals with other
Gypsy and Traveller representatives in the area.

The planning permission issues relating to such designated alsaseed to be consideretf Local
Authorities propose taise the same location on a regular bagien thisis likely torequire planning
permission in the same way #&nsit sites. Depending orthe length of stayNegotiated $opping
mayavoid this because the sites are not permangection 4.overs planning permission issues in
more detail).

“Zero Tolerance” of Unauthorised Encampments

The alternative to the options above, adopted by mangal Authoritiesis that of “zero tolerance”

to unauthorised encampmentgg. they will take immediatenforcementaction to evictGypsies
andTravellerdrom any unauthorised site on public land in their area. Since trespass is a civil and not
a criminal offence, th&ocal Authoritycan normally do this only by obtaining a possession order
through the couts. This immediate enforcement approach usually takes at least a few days even if it
is unopposed, and the court should be satisfied that the authority has made health and welfare
checks before it will agree enforcement.

Often, the result of this enforceemt action is that theSypsiesand Travellerssimply move on to
another unauthorised location. This may be in the saroeal Authorityarea or a neighbouring one,
or they may move further afield; this depends largely on®@ygpsiesand Travellersoncernedand
the extent of their attaciment to a particular area (see&ion 22).

In a recent, and quite extreme, example of this approach, Harlow Council has obtained an injunction
against35 named individuals, prohibiting them from “setting up an encampmerdronland within

the district of Harlow”. The injunction also prohibits anyone else from setting up an encampment on
any of a long list of locations within the district. The legal costs of securing this injunction are
understood to be very high however, @ithere is no guarantee that it will be extended after its

expiry in June 2017.

January 2016 Page?23



Real-Improvement

LeedsGATE: Assessing theténtial of Negotiated Stopping

3.4. Intended Benefits of Negotiated Stopping
Negotiated Stoppingims to create a whwin situation for everyone concerned:

X Gypsies andravellershemselves have the assurance of relative stability for a period of time.
They can meet needs such as health and children’s education more easily than if they were
continually being moved on. They alsavie greater safety and security, including the safat
young children playindhan if they were living roadside.

x Local Authoritiegan reduce the cosbf dealing with unauthdsed encampments in their area
(the main costs are those of legal action for eviction/enforcement, and of clearing waste from a
site after it has been usedsee Section 4)1

x Police costs can also be reduced, in addition to which it is easier for police representatives to
liaise withGypsyand Travellergroups whose location is fixed at least for a period of time.

x Other agencies, such as the NHS, can engage much better and more efficiently th@ypggh
andTravellergroups who areontinuallyon the move.

X Whilst local residents of the settled community might oppose a permanent site, they may be less
opposed to ssite thatthey knowwill be there only for a limited period of time.

The following sections of this report examine #dent to which these aims are achieved in Leeds
and elsewhereThey also consider barriers to wider implementatiomNelotiated Stoppig, and
how these might be addressed.
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Section 4Findings— Costs and Benefits of Negotiated Stopping

This section summarises available evidence on tistscand potential savings Negotiated
Stoppingcompared to repeated eviction of unauthorisedoammpments It applies principally to
situations where Gypsies and Travellers stay in a particular area for all or part of thaltreargh
may also be relevant to more transient populations.

It should be emphasised that in most situatidhe bestsolution is to provide sufficient permanent
sites, including transgites, to meet Gypsy and Traveller nee@sven the difficulties that many
Local Authoritiegxperience in doing thisowever,Negotiated Stoppings considered as an
alternative—andhopefully temporary- solution.

4.1. Costs oftviction/Enforcement Action

This considers theosts toLocal Authoritiesnd the policeof a policy of immediatevictionof all

unauthorised encampments. These costl include:

a) legalcostsand courtfeesfor enforcement action

b) the cost of clearing the site after thi@ypsiesTravellerdhave left

c) other costs of staff timgncluding the need to carry out health and welfare chemfidaddress
anyhealth and safety issues

d) costs to the police of officer arataff time, and associated overheads

Someexampleof these costhave beergatheredfrom Local Authorities inlifferent parts of the
country. The figures vary significantiguie to a number of factors:

X Number of enforcements undertaken

The size of the unahorised sites

The type of legal process selected

Whether evictions are resistatirough legal challenges

The extent of cleaup needed after an unauthorised encampment is vacated (this may include
removal and storage of vehicles)

Whetherthe Council usgin-house legal staff or external solicitors

Variations in how the figures are calculated (see belatws not clear whether the cost of
council officer time is included in some of these examples

X X X X

Many other examples can be found in
local press/meih reports from around
the country, which quote costs to Local
Authorities. However, the source and
reliability of these figures is uncertain,
so only official sources arquoted in the
examples below.
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Costs to Local Authorities

EXAMPLE Leeds City Council: Papers from thigimal scrutiny review in 2011 quote an
estimate of just over £1,994,000 for the period 2003 to 2010, before Negotiated Stopping was
introduced. The breakdown of this figure is shown below.

EXAMPLE Brighton and Hove Council. A Freedom of Information response from the Coungil in
November 2015 quotes eviction costs for the year 2014/15 as totalling £80,161.06. This figure is
broken down as follows:

X Legal costs (inclusive of court fees): £44,959.20

x Professional fees (high court sheriffs and process ser#23,680

X Vehicle recovery, removal and storage: £11,521.86
These costs do not include staff time or other internal resources, which are not recorded
separately.

EXAMPLE Devon County Council. The Council has a numbdongér term unauthorised but
tolerated encampmentsacross the county (13 in 2044). The Gypsy and Traveller Liaison
Service Annual Report for 2014/11%tps://new.devon.gov.uk/educationandfamilies/family
support/gypsiesandtravellerg includes a breakdown of comparative costs, showing how mych
more it would cost if the Council decided to evict Gypsy @raveller groups “on a routine
basis”. This calculates an annual saving to the Council of £84,533.

The report also notes that, once evicted from one site, many groups simply move on to angther
Councilowned site, resulting in multiple actions against #aame group, and that the
calculation also does not take account of the human cost of such an approach.
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EXAMPLE Dorset County Council: The Council’'s web site
(https://www.dorsetforyou.com/article/411843/Costselatingto-Gypsiesand-Travellery

estimates that it saves Council Tax payers around £400,000 each year through taking a bglanced
approach rather than immediate eviction in all cases (no breakdown of this figure is provided).

EXAMRE-Manchester City Council. A report to the Executive in December 2014 states that the
Council has incurred costs in the region of £100,000 over the previous three years in dealipg
with unauthorised encampments. It proposes (amongst other things) treaCihuncil should
provide a new shorstay transit site to address this.

EXAMPLE Scottish Local Authority. A briefing paper prepared for Members quotes legal cqgsts
of £12,944 and cleaup costs of £3,609 over a foumonth period from April 2015. It compares
these costs with an alternative approach very similar to Negotiated Stopping which has beén
piloted recently with one encampment; here, legal and clearcosts have been zero.

EXAMPLE Aberdeen City Council. A Freedom of Information response from 2013 shows
eviction costs to the Council totalg £15,690.81 and cleap costs of £30,715.79 over the
previous three years. Council solicitors handle the legal side of evictions.

Costs to the Police

The cost to police services nationallye$ponding to unauthorised encampments is not currently
available (though such data is being considered). Examples from two forces heviest
Yorkshire Police and Cheshire Constabualtystrate the potential for savings.

WEST YORKSHIRE POLICE

Prior to Negotiated Stopping, Leeldased Gypsies and Travellers living roadside were subject to
a continuous cycle of evictions from unauthorised encampments. Each new encampment
needed an initial visit to asss it, frequent followup visits, and further costs if CJPO Section §1
was used as the means of eviction. Police time spent in this way also reduced resources ayailable
for other priorities, meant people waited longer for a police response, and genemadlgened
public confidence in the service.

In addition, each new encampment triggered a large number of calls from settled residents
nearby who were fearful or concerned. Police time was taken up both in receiving these calls
and in replying to them- often to explain the limitations of police powers in these situations.
The Neighbourhood Inspector would also have to respond to emails and calls from local
Councillors and residents’ groups.

For all of these activities, total police costs have been estimated to £1500 per
encampment, plus £200 for each day that unauthorised encampment remained. Some of these
costs still arise where non Leeldased Travellers set up such encampments, but the level of
activity required is much less than it was prior to hgted Stopping.
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CHESHIRE CONSTABULARY

The police have worked over many years with the four unitary Local Authorities in Cheshire, as
part of the Cheshire Gypsy and Traveller Strategic Partnership. Whilst Negotiated Stopping as

such is ot in place, all four Local Authorities have taken steps to improve permanent and transit
site provision, and three of them have recently increased the number of pitches provided.

As a result of this work, the number of unauthorised encampments in Chdssrsignificantly
reduced-from 317 in 2006 to 146 in 2015 (a reduction of more than 50%). The county now has
a SubRegional Traveller Unit which includes two police constables workintinfiellas
members of this team. The cost of this to the policel(iding all orcosts) is approximately
£94,000 per year. It is difficult to speculate what the corresponding costs might be if the
reduction in unauthorised encampments had not been achieved, particularly as earlier
unauthorised encampments were much mam@ntentious than those which still occur.
However, it is fair to assume these costs would be a great deal higher.

Like West Yorkshire, Cheshire Constabulary recognise that containing police costs in this Wway
also enables a better service to be providedie wider community.

4.2. (Qosts ofManaging Mgotiated Sopping Stes

The comparative cost tbocal Authoritie®f aNegotiated Stoppingrrangement prtly depends on
the negotiation It could belimited to a small amount ofd@incil staff time if ndacilities are
provided, but is more likely to include some or all of

a) refuse collection and disposal

b) provision and maintenance of portable toilets

C) connection to a water supplgr provision of large water containers

d) other work needed to make the site suitafor occupation

e) somelocal Authorityiaison time

The first two of these are essentially running coBta. comparison purposeefuse collectiorcosts
for local authorities average rough®0 per household per yeaand portaloo hire costs around £25
per week(£1,300 per yearincluding maintenance (less if the Council has its o@&o)providing

these facilities for a site of, say, six caravans over six months might cost around £2,000.

(c) and (d) above are ordf ‘setup’ costs, and may not be needatall. It is impossible to give any
average if they are, but for the current Kidacre Street site, Leeds City Council estimateddbht it c
recoup these costs (through reduced need for evictions) in just a few months, whereas the site has
now been in opration for more than 18 months (see Section 3.2).

The question of payment for these facilities is covered in SebtiwLeeds does not currently
collect any payment as no formal tenancy agreement exi$t®) site in Leeds also has portable
showers, buthis is unusual and reflects the relatively letegm nature of thissite.

4.3. Other Cost Issues

From enquiries, it is evident that somecal Authoritiesre also oncerned about potential longer
term cost issues associated with an increaSggbsyand Travellerpresencein their area. These
could for example include
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X Increased pressure on housing suppl@yfpsiesand Travellersestablish a local connection and
subsequenthapply to the Local Authority fdrousingon the grounds of homelessneskhis
concernappears to be unfoundeldowever in that Gypsies/Travellers who were truly nomadic
and have no local connection anywhere could apply to any Local Authority. (DCLG guidance on
homeless status statedf‘an applicant, or any person who might reasondiet expected to live
with the applicant, has no local connection with any district in Great Britain, the duty to secure
accommaodation will rest with the housing authority that has received the applicati@CLG
Homelessness Code of GuidahmelLocal Athorities, 2006)

X Increase costs for schools and other local services (including health, on behalf of the THdS)
health argument here is dubious, becauBgpsiesand Travellersvho cannot easily access
primary care services are much more likely to attéccident &Emergency units, at much
higher cost to the NH&ny policy of trying to reduced demand on these services from people in
need is in any case morally highly questionablgs also links with wider health issues raised in
Section 4.4.

NB:Regadlessof the validity of these concernilegotiated Stoppingoes not make either situation
more likely, because the stopping period is by definition temporary.

There is also some concern about thesaled“honeypot” effect Somelocal Authoritiesppear to
convey an image of ‘being tougin Gypsiesand Travellers believing that if they do so it will
discourage others from coming to the aréitle hard evidencéras been foundo support this
theory however, particularly as nomadgypsiesand Travellersoften travel toin orderseek work
and are rarely constrained tyocal Authorityooundaries.

In these financially constrained times, when there is heavy pressut@cal Authoritypudgets, it is

very likely that soméocal Authoritiesre deliberately movingypsiesand Travellerson in the hope

that anotherLocal Authoritywill pick up thee(perceived) costsSuch a strategy also allows some

Local Authoritieso claim that there is no need for them to provide additio@ipsyand Traveller
accommodation, as there are none in the area. This type of approach is at best passing the buck, and
has been described as “trying to dri@&ypsieandTravellerdgnto the sea”.

All of these concerns are arespecific,in that Local Authoritiegretrying to reduce their own costs
even if it increases costs others. Overall costs to public authorities are almost certainly higher in
this situation than they would be witNegotiated Stoppingrrangemensin place.
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4.4. Wider Benefits of Negotiatedstopping

The table below extends that ir&ion 31to summarise the overall costs and benefits of
Negotiated Stoppingompared withother potential solution®r alternatives tammediate
enforcement action.

>

stay

though can be
hard to enforce

Stopping
arrangement

Option Permanent | Transit Sites Negotiated Temporary
Sites Stopping “Toleration”
Definitior Private or Sites establishe | Site agreed b Unauthorised site
socially by LAs for Gypsies/Travellers | where LA decides to
rented sites | temporary use by| and LA as suitable | “tolerate” short
for Gypsies/Travellery for temporary occupation rather
permanent occupation than evict
occupation immediately
Duration of Lon¢-term to | Usually 28 days t | Varies by agreemen| A few days to a fex
stay permanent 3 months usually a few monthy weeks
Facilitie: Permanen Utility block Facilities arranged k| Generally nc
facilities on usually provided | agreement with LA | facilities, although LA
site plus toilets and | often depends on may provide
refuse collection | duration of stay portaloos and refuse
collection
Behaviour Part of Part of shor-term | Formal agreemer Very little contro
tidiness of site| tenancy tenancy on standards as part| no formal agreement
and length of | agreement agreement, of Negotiated on this

sites available
in most areas
nationally.
Not suited for
GTs who

travel

empty if GTs are
not willing to use
them

need for LAs and GT]|
to negotiate

Cost saving | Yes (subjec | Yes, butonly i Yes- see Sections 4.| Yes, although ma

for Council to cost of actually used by | to 4.2 of this report | defer rather than

and Police vs | building and | GTs avoid costs, and

immediate maintaining some clearup costs

eviction the site) likely

Suitability Good for Often poor: some | Good both in term¢ | Mixed in terms o

from the those who are in remote of location and location, generally

point of view | want a locations far from | facilities if theg can | poor in terms of

of Gypsies permanent services and be negotiated facilities

and Travellers location schools

Acceptability | Few problem:| Few problemsi | Few problemsifL | Problems aremore

for local if site has site has been and GTs both agree | likely, although LA

residents been chosen | chosen by LA siteacceptable will not tolerate if
by LA there is high risk

Disadvantage | Insufficient Sites may bt None, other han Temporary solutior

only, still costly if
each UE has to be
checked separately

This table presents what may be viewed as shemn benefits from Negotiated Stopping. Longer

term benefits, as part of a strategy to neck insecure and unsuitable accommodation for Gypsies
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and Travellers, may be even more significant. This is comprehensively covered in a recent report by
The Traveller Movement, commissioned by the Department of Health to inform the work of the
National Irtlusion Health Boardmpact of Insecure Accommodation and the Living Environment on
Gypsies’ and Travellers’ Healflanuary 2016).

This report details the poor health outcomes experienced by Gypsy and Traveller commauntties
their connections with th&iaccommodation. It highlights how both physical and mental health can
be adversely affected Hyadlylocated sites (including unauthorised encampmengsor
environment,limited access to GP and hospital services, hostility and discrimiretioell aghe

threat of continually having to move ofhese issues also affégypsies and Travellers who have
movedveryreluctantly to bricks and mortar accommodation, sometimes after many evictions, and
who cansuffer serious mental health problems as a result.

Negotiated Stopping will not in itself solve these problems, but can play a significant part émngedu
the insecurity and adversity that causes them.

Similarly, more secure accommodation could benefit Gypsy and Traveller children if it means that
they can attend the same school on a regular basis. (This may be possible even if the Negotiated
Stopping site moved locations within the same Local Authority areas.) More research would be
needed to properly evidence such benefits.
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Section5: Findings: Practical Issues for Negotiated Stopping

This section examines the practical issues that may be encountered kdwah Authoritiegonsider
the option ofNegotiated Stopping

5.1. Context for the @2bate

As mentioned earlier, accommodation fGypsiesand Travellerds a longstanding issue, and this is
linked to the wider issue of public attitudes to the Gypsy and Traveller community. Former head of
the Campaign forRacialEquality Trevor Phillipsaid in 2004 that “discrimination againsyidies and
Travellers appears to be the last 'respectable’ form of ratisand little appears to have changed
since then. Despite the best efforts Gfypsyand Travellerrepresentative groups, public and media
bias against these communities remains widespread.

In July2013,former Secretary of Stat€ric Pickleannounced his intention trecover all planning
appeals relating tdraveller sites on green belt land. This metrat he would take the final

decision on the appeal, instead of a planning inspector. As the great majority of such appeatk relat
to pitches used by particular ethnic communities (Rom@pgsies and Irish Travellerf)js policy

led to a legathalleng by the Equality and Human Rights CommissieHR{ The courtsupported

the challengeon the grounds that it breachetthe Equality Act 2010 and of Article 6 of the European
Convention of Human Rights, and overruled the Secretary of State’s policy. gkittimusituation

has now been rectified and relevant appeals-fédeovered”, many people stideethis as evidence

of Governmentdiscriminationagainst Gypsies and Travellers.

At local level, it iswidely unchallenged viewhat providing accommodatioro{ any kind) for
Gypsiesand Travellerds not a votewinner. Their numbers are too small to influence election
outcomes it is believed thamany are not registeretb vote anyway), and manyadtincil members
believe their local population to be biased agsiGypsiesand Travellers even if this is not actually
the case.
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The result of this can be a vicious circlé.d¢al Authoritie®r the police use methods th&ypsies
andTravellergegard aghreatening in order to move them on, then there is litttreeéntive for them

to clear away their rubbish or otherwise cooperate with the local settled community. This creates a
negative image for local residents which is likely to increase their opposition to any®ypsres
andTravellersvho come into the arearhis 'vicious circle’ is well summarised in the diagram below,
taken from a recent PAS publication.

Fig.6.1: Vicious Circle fro@ypsy/Travellers and the Scottish Planning System: A Guide for Local Authprities
published by PAS (Planning Aid f8cotland)

Allegationsof criminality againsGypsiesand Travellersare also commonplace. Whilst there is no
evidence thatGypsiesand Travellershave higher levels of criminality than the wider community,
there will always be a small minority who do usaninal or antisocial behaviour. It coud¢so be

argued that legalsocialand economichangegsee Section 2) have madét harder forGypsiesand
Travellerdo make their living in traditional ways, hence pushing them to the “fringes” of legal
income It is more likely however that isolated examples of where this occurs are more visible than
they would be for other communities, again helping to fuel prejudice ag@ypsies and Travellers

All of this reduces the incentives in mamycal Authoritieso find acceptable solutions f@ypsyand
Travelleraccommodation. Many interviewees for this study referred to the need for “political will”
to make this happen, and it is evident thatlatical Authoritieshat have achieved successful results
in this aea have key people driving this. This could be indiviBiledted Membersor council

officers, or a combination of the two; the key factor is people withinltbeal Authoritywho are
determined to find a solution, regardless of any prejudizesnchalénged beliefs that thevider
settled community may hold.
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This does mean however thilegotiated Stoppingandmore generalGypsyand Traveller
accommaodation issues, cannot be entirely separated from wider concerns of discrimination against
Gypsiesand Trawllers

5.2. Relevance of Hgotiated Sopping

Section describes the various travelling patterns tt@ypsiesand Travelleranay adopt, and the
result is thatNegotiated Stoppinghay be moreelevant as a solutiom some areas than others. It is
likely to be most applicable in situations where:

x there areGypsiesand Travellersvho have connections to a particular ar@ag. family, work)
and who remain in that area for all or part of the year, moving from one unauthosisetb
another; or

x there is a regular travelling pattern whekaown Gypsiesand Travellerfamiliesmove into or
through an aredor short periods at particular timedf the year; or

X Gypsyand Travellerfamilies move around a wider region, likely to span seesahl Authority
boundaries but generally remain in the same part of the country.

There is naturally some overlap between these various categories, and wisditet@s a local
connection may be best interpreted I&ypsiesand Travellerghemselves. However, in all of these
cases there is an identifiable grooppeople whose movement can be anticipated (at least to an
extent), and with whom some form of negotiah may be possible.

Negotiated Stoppings likely to be less suited to areas where groupSybsieand Travellersare

simply moving through, staying in the area only for very short periods (typically a few days to
weeks) on their way somewhere elda.many cases these will be different groups on each occasion
rather than regular visitors to the area. In this situation temporary toleration may be possible,
although a better solution is likely to be some form of transit site. Negotiation is undeegdtgnd
difficult if there is no fixed or regular population to negotiate with, but discussion with @aygsy
andTravellerepresentatives on théocation and facilities atuch transit sites may well be possible.

In theory at least,le situation in eachocal Authorityarea should be known from itSypsyand
TravellerAccommodation Needs Assessment

5.3. ldentifying Suitable Sites

Availability of suitable land is an issue for maogal Authoritiesparticularly those who have sold
some of the land they formerly owned. Howevisiegotiated Stoppingites do not have to be on

land which isavailable longerm, and hence can present opportunities to use land that would not be
suitable either for permaent or transit sites.

The point of negotiation is that the land should be considered suitab{@ypsiesand Travellers
themselves as well as thacal Authority If there is no such agreement, the risk is t@gfpsiesand
Travellerswill simply not use th facility and continue to set up unauthorised encampments.

Sites considered suitable by all concerned are often disused industrial land with hardstanding or
well-drained grass, sufficiently close to shops, schools and local services without being iddree m
of the settled community. Some form of screening or enclosure is often preferr&ypsiesand
Travellersas well, as being safer and more secure thagssinmediately by the roadside.
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It is preferable for such sites to be @uncil or other pubkly owned landNegotiated Stopping
sites on private land are possible but are likely to be more difficult to arrange, if only because
another party (the landowner) witllsobe involved in the negotiation.

If aNegotiated Stoppingite has been agreed,should be possibléhough this has not been tested)
for the polie to use their powers underestion 62of the Criminal Justice and Public Order tAct
redirectany Gypsiesand Travellerson unauthorised sites to the agreed location. However, this
depends on space on the Negotiated Stopping site being availablepalicd actiomot beneeded
anywayif the Gypsies/Travelleragreeto move therein discussion witlthe Local Authority

5.4. PlanningPermission

Temporary panning permissiois generallyneededfor Negotiated Stoppingiteswhere land is used

for that purpose for more than 28 days in any calendar year. (See the “rotation” example in Section
3.1 for an instance of how th8-dayflexibility has been used). Negotiated Stopping sites do not
require permanent planning permission in the same way that transit sites do, because the site is onl
temporary. Similar consideratiomsayapply tolandidentified by a Local Authority (without

negotiation) as a Designated Stopping Site or Temporary &opgoea (see Section 3.3).

However Local Authorities are also local planning authoritielsismeans that in certain
circumstanceshey can decidevhether planning permissiois requiredor not—as well as deciding
(subject to due processhe outcome @ the application itself It isdoubtful whether anyone would

take legal action against a Local Authority that doeshaste planning permission for a piece of land
where Gypsies or Travellestay for longer than 28 days, unless the site was causindgmsfor

the local settled community which is exactly the situation that Negotiated Stopping seeks to avoid.

Any opposition from the settled community shouddd reduced if local residents know that the site is
only temporary, and reduced further if th@eeed site is well chosen anywadjyowever, opposition
from belligerent members of the public (who may not even be local residents) cannot be ruléd out
may therefore beadvisable for Local Authorities to applgrmalplanning rules for Negotiated
Stoppng sites, even if the application is retrospective.

Local Authorities will have their own internal procedures for deciding how Cemwniéd land is
used, but no legislation other than planning permission is required to establish Negotiated Stopping
sites(see Section 5.5 re the issue of implied tenancy).

Any Negotiated Stopping site on private land would normally require the landowner to seek
temporary planning permission.

5.5. Status ofNegotiated Stoppingdgreements

What happens if &legotiated Stoppinggreement is maderal GypsiesTravellerson the site
subsequently breach that agreemer(f’his could include overstaying thagreed period on that
site.) This is untested in the Leeds example in that no significant breachle agreement have
occurrad. However, a number of options would be open to thecal Authorityin this situation:

X sanctions within théNegotiated Stoppinggreement itself, which could include eviction for
particular individuals

x cancelling theNegotiated Stoppinggreement, in whik case the site would become an
unauthorised encampment and theocal Authoritycould deal with it accordingly
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X renegotiating the agreemerib address the particular issue that has arisen andid any
recurrence

The question could equally be asked in resasrwhat happens if theocal Authorityfails to honour
its side of the agreementor example irmaintainingrefuse collection or portable toilet facilitiedd
practice it is unlikely thaBypsiesand Travellerson the site would have any recourse hettber
than complaining td.ocal Authorityepresentatives; legalction here appears very unlikely

This also raises the question of whethaXagotiated Stoppinggreement might be&onstrued as
tenancy, hence giving th@ypsiesand Travellergrotectionfrom eviction Here, protection under

the Mobile Homes Act 1983 only applies where there is planning permission for the land in question,
and there is a clear agreement between the Local Authority and the Gypsies/Travellers concerned.
Because Negotiated &iping (both the agreement and associated planning permission) is only
temporary, theissueof permanent tenancy does not arigenly if the sitdtself becomes

permanent, in which case remtay bechargeable, would a tenancy agreement be established.

Thebroader issue ofvhether Gypsies/Travellers have locahnectiorswith an area is covered in
Section 43.

5.6. Communication

Severahspects of communicatioslsoaffectthe feasibilityand implementatiorof Negotiated
Stopping

Information on Local Aithority Policy

Most of theLocal Authoritiesontacted during this study have beearyhelpful and cooperative in
giving information on their policy and experience w@lpsiesand Travellers This is not universally
the case however; there are some situations wh@oeincil officers are believed to operate “under
the radar”, to operate policies that members or senior officers have not forraakyowledgedFor
example:

x One (anonymous)ocal Aithority officer was questioned by heoGncil’s finance department as
to why dealing with one unauthorised encampment had cost so much less than all the others.
The answer of course was that she had used negotiation rather than immediate enforcement.

X OneGypsyand Travellerrepresentative group reported liaising direct wiflouncil officers to
agree informal temporary stopping arrangements for particular Traveller graupse direct
negotiations did not involve more senior Council officers or members.

On the other side of the coirgome Gypsies anbravellershave reported being threatened by
Council staffln one instance Council staff are alleged to said that they wouldmmediately take
the Travellersthildren into care if the did not move withirR4 hours. This isf course illegal and
would not be approved at higher levels.

Informationfrom individualLocal Authoritie®n the cost of unauthorised encampments can be
obtained through the~Freedom of Information &, andtwo of the examples in sectio4.1 come

from this source. Time and resouraenstraints mean that specifieéedomof Information

enquiries have not been made for thieport, although such an approach could certainly form part
of a broader strategy to identify wheiegotiated Stopmwig could be most helpful.
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CommunicationBetween the Gypsy/Traveller@@nmunitiesand local Authorities

As mentionedearlier, effective communication between the Gypsy and Traveller community and
Local Authoritiesieeds someone to negotiate with. This may malegiotiated Stoppingnsuitable

for areas with a highly transient Gypsy and Traveller population. It also presents practicaéissues
where there is a figd population to negotiate with.

Frstly, a degree btrust and mutual respect betweernGncil officers andsypsiesand Travellerds a
prerequisite to any negotiation. In areas where the previous policy has been one of immediate
enforcement, this kind of trust and respect may take a considerable timewveldp. On theCouncil
side thisalmost certainly requiresot only a consistent policy but also a consistent person or team
to build a positive relationship with the Gypsy and Traveller community.

Secondly, mangypsiesand Travellerswill have no previousxperience of this type of negotiation,

and may be poorly equipped to engage in this way. Here, the need is either for some representative
group (such aS&ATHN Leeds and others elsewhere) to facilitate these discussions, or for the
capabilities ofcypsésand Travellerdhemselves to be developed in this respect.

CommunicationBetween local Authorities Themselvesand with Other Agencies

Cooperation between Local Authorities and other official bodies within their area is often gosd. Thi
particularly appks to the police, but can also relate to healdichoolsand otheragenciesHowever,
where this liaison is simply focused on evicting unauthorised encampments, it does not solve the
wider problem or meet the needsf Gypsies and Travelldieemselves.

Efectiveness of communication betwedwcal Authoritieglso affects the feasibility ddegotiated
Stoppingin some areas, and feedback from this study indicates that this is mixed. In some parts of
the country, liaison between neighbourithgcalAuthoritiesis verygood. This particularly applies to
sometwo-tier Local Authorityareas where the&€ounty Councllaises withDistrict Councils owith
smallerCity Councilgvithin its area. Other parts of the country are less effectively coordinated|, a
several of thd.ocal Authorityepresentatives interviewetbr this studyhad little a no contact with
neighbouring Athorities on arrangements fddypsieand Travellers

DCLG's role withocal Authoritiess essentially one of collecting informatiand disseminating
government policylt runs a liaison group that gathers feedback from Gypsy and Traveller
representative groups across the country to inform ministek®eds GATE is a member of this
group.The localGovernmentAssociation (LGAjas in he past offered training for elected members
and has had &ypsyand Travellerworking group, but this isnderstood to benot active currently.

Some national liaisoalsotakes place at théll-Party Parliamentary @up (APPGdn Gypsiesand
Travellers However, this is very limited in terms bbcal Authorityepresentation andalthough
severalGypsyand Travellerrepresenttive groups are also includeitidoes not give comprehena
coverage across the country.

Better liaison betweemhocal Authoritiesvould undoubtedly be beneficial. Firstthis would allow
them to discus®egotiated Stoppingnd other options acrodsocal Authoritypoundaries (which
mean little toGypsiesand Travellersas they move around the countrgther than the ‘*hassle’ of
inconsistent practices and attitudes at different locatignSecondly, it would also promote the
sharing of ideas and best practice, so that more creative and appropriate solaéinhs
developed.
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Section 6 Conclusions- The Way Forward

Negotiated Stopping presents a viable alternative to other methods of dealing with unauthorised
Gypsy and Travellencampments, at least for some Local Authorities. The definition of Negotiated
Stopping is flexible, but essentiaihywolves some agreemetttat Gypsies and Travellers can occupy
a particular space for a limited period of tiria return for their assurances on behaviour, tidiness
and future movement.

The aimof this approach is win-win situation, where:

X Gypsies and Travellers haaaite hey can occupy for an agreed period, free from harassment
or the immediate threat of evictionldeally the site should have some security and privacy, and
have access to local shops, serviceslaamicfacilities(water, toilets, refuse collection).

x LocalAuthorities achieve significant cost savings compared with the costs of enforcement action
and subsequent cleaup, particularly in cases where those evicted simply move to another
unauthorised site close by

X The police achieve savings through a reduceedeitherto use Section 61 or Section 62 powers
or to accompany Council staff or bailiffs carrying out evictions. Communities in known locations
are also easier to police and to protect.

X The local settled populations benefits through weilosen sites wish cause the minimum of
inconvenience.

There may well be other longéerm savings and other benefits beyond these. For example, Gypsies
and Travellers on Negotiated Stopping sites are more likely to establish connections with kbcal GP
rather than usindA&E services. In turn this helps early detection/prevention of iliness, which again
can reduce longeterm costs to the NHS. Children may also be able to establish connections with
local schools for longer periods, benefitting their education. This istii@y has not been able to
examine these longeterm aspects in detail.

Responding to the three initial questions posed by JRCT:

What has Negotiated Stopping achieved in Leeds, and how has this happened?

There is good evidence that all of the benefits in the bullet points above have been achieved
from Negotiated Stopping in Leeds. The arrangement continues to be supported by Leeds City
Council and West Yorkshire Police as well as by local Gypsies and Travellers themselves.

This has been achieved through the determination of all partibe Council, tie local Gypsy
and Traveller community, the police and Leeds GATE as facilitators, to find a better way of
working together. Progress has not been straightforward, and the ideal solution of more
permanent site provision remains elusive, but the proceggegitiation combined with the will
to succeed has achieved a much better situation than existed previously.

Leeds Gypsy and Travelleckxnge recentlyvon the prestigious Lloyds Bank Foundation
‘Championing Changatvard for Yorkshire and Humber for itsntribution to Negotiated
Stopping.The judges recognisdbe genuine change thahe policy has brought tpeople’s lives

January 2016 Page38



Real-Improvement

LeedsGATE: Assessing theténtial of Negotiated Stopping

To what extent could Negotiated Stopping, or something similar, be applied elsewhere in th
country?

Several other Local Authorities use approaches very similar to Negotiated Stopping. In the
absence of any national database of Local Authotjcies however, it is impossible to say hov
widespread such practice is. Certainly there are many Local Authorities which continue to u
immediate enforcement as their primary means of dealing with unauthorised encampments
where Negotiated Stoppingppears to present an opportunity for improvement.

Negotiated Stopping is therefore a viable option for any Local Authority where either:

(a) there is a Gypsy/Traveller population with local connections which remains in the area fq
or part of the yearand for which there is insufficient accommodation on permanent sites, or
(b) the same Gypsy/Traveller groups regularly stay in the area at certain times of year

It is less suited to areas which already have enough sites for local Gypsies and Trawellers,
where others move through the area on a purely transient basii§ferent groups stopping only
for very short periods. Here, if sheigrm “toleration” is not feasible, some form of transit site
may be an option. Even here though, there is still aparsfunity to consult Gypsy/Traveller

more commonplace around the country, those who travel frequently may also become mord
willing to engage with Local Authbes.

11%

=

and

r all

representatives on its location and facilities, and it may be that if Negotiated Stopping becomes

h

If Negotiated Stopping can be applied elsewhere, what is needed to nmthkehappen?

Several issues need to be addressed in order for Negotiated Stopping to be introduced
successfully. These include finding suitable sites, addressing any planning issues, and proy
basic services. Communication is also vital, and wdoiste Local Authorities have heard of
Negotiated Stopping, it is evident that many others have not, and that sharing of ideas and
practice is limited. More resources to promote information sharing would certainly help.

Most significant of all howeves the need for ‘political will’ for Negotiated Stopping to happen
Negative attitudes to Gypsies and Travellers remain widespread and many Elected Membe
reluctant to support any further provision for them as they feel it is not a ‘wateer’. This

means that Negotiated Stopping cannot be entirely separated from wider issues of prejudicg
discrimination that affect the Gypsy and Traveller community.

Further, this positive approach towards engagement and negotiation is also needed from G
andTravellers themselves. This may not be easy, given that many lack experience of this ki
negotiation and may need to overcome resentment caused by their past experiences. Hows

ision of

best

[S are

b and

ypsies
nd of
Bver,

the success of the Leeds experience demonstrate that it is certaisgilpe.

This report is a limited initial review of the opportunities and benefits of Negotiated Stopping.
Further fundingwould enablehis workto be expanded t@xploitthese opportunitiesSuch work
could for example:

x Gather comprehensive informationoim Local Authorities acro$areatBritain on local policies
and practice
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x Developmore detailedevidence of thecosts and benefitef Negotiated Stopping, including
longerterm benefits such as health and education

x Establish a centre of expertisead informationon Negotiated Stopping and similar approaches

x Publish information and guidance for Local Authorities, the police and other agé¢tinisesould
include legal/regulatory advice)

x Encourage greater liaison between Local Authorities, to stieie experience and best practice

x Communicate with Gypsies and Travellers themselves, to encourage them to negotiate with
Local Authorities and to support their ability to do this

x Help to identifyareas where Negotiated Stopping could bring the greatesefiits to everyone

x Collaborate with other agencies to dispel myths about Gypsies and Travellers and eliminate
prejudice and discrimination
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Section 7Recommendations

This final section compiles recommendations for Leeds GATE based on the findings@usions
of this report. Many of these recommendations involve liaison with other organisations.

7.1. Potential to Extend Negotiated Stopping

This report followed an initial submission from Leeds GATE to JRCT, applying for funding to promote
best pratice and support local and national leadership over a-jwar period. In this respect the

current report serves as a feasibility study, and shows that, whilst Negotiated Stopping is not
universally applicable, there is considerable potential and valpeomoting it further.Section 6

highlights the type of work this could involve, amfre of the later recommendatiosin this ®ction

follow this up

Recommendation 1: Leeds GATE should discuss the findingsonclusion®f this report with the
Joseph Rantree CharitableTrust,to explorehow further funding might be secured fowider
promotion of Negotiated Stopping

7.2. Further Research

Whilst consultation has been quite extensivestreport is limited in the research it has been able to
include. As mentioned in the conclusions (Section 6), further research would be helpful in a number
of areas. These include ascertaining costs and benefits in more detadlaaifiging the variations of
Negotiated Stopping that currently operate in vargoparts of the country.

Recommendation 2Further discussion with JRGhould include the potential for further research
particularly in ascertaining costs and benefits in more detail, and in identifying where Negotiated
Stopping could add most valueboth for Local Authorities and for Gypsies and Travellers.

7.3. Prioritising the Potential for Negotiated Stopping

This report highlights differences in Gypsy and Traveller communitiessabsountry particulaty
between those with local connections an area and those who are truly nomadic. Theans that
Negotiated Stoppings likely to be moreelevantto some areas than others. Rather than advocating
Negotiated Stopping as a ‘universal panacea’ it would be more effective to ideradgwith

relatively settled, or regular, Gypsy and Traveller populatiand to promote Negotiated Stopping

in these areas firsiThis of course needs to be done in conjunction with Gypsies/Travellers living in
these areas, and with local representatiy@ups where they exist

Recommendation 3: Leeds GATE should seek to idehtiigal Authorityareaswhere Negotiated
Stoppingis likely to be most relevaneffective, and seek to promote it, in conjunction with local
representatives in these areas as a priority.

7.4. Local Authority Communications

Itis evident from enquiries made for this report that communication between different Local
Authorities is patchy. Whilst some neighbouring Local Authorities work well together on Gypsy and
Traveller issues, the natiohpicture is more mixed and sharing of best practice is limited. This is
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evident fromthe many variations in local practice identified, fréime number of separate enquiries
that reach Leeds GATE and Leeds City Council, and from one Local Authorityedomtacih was
developing its own scheng@milar to Negotiated Stoppingithout anyprior knowledge of Leeds
practice.Better communication and networking between Local Authorities nationally would help to
share best practice, save money, and improwelites of Gypsy and Travellammunities.Other
organisations, such as DCLG and the LGA, could play a role here.

Recommendation 4: Leeds GATE should explore with its partners beyond Leeds how other Local
Authorities across the countrgould be encouragetb network and sharebest practiceon Gypsy
and Traveller accommodation.

7.5. Wider Issues of Prejudice and Discrimination

Section 5.1 in particular highlights the history of prejudice and discrimination that continues to
affect the lives of Gypsies and Trdees. This lies behind the hostility of many settled communities
to any Gypsy/Traveller presence in their ardaostility which in turn is picked up by politicians. This
issue cannot be separated from Negotiated Stopping, which will only work if sofffipiitical will”
exists in the host area.

Clearly this is something that Leeds GATE cannot tackle alone, but it is a subjetitdéhatan
pursue, and GATE could link its work on Negotiated Stopping to these wider campaigns.
example, EHRC am@derstood to be planningesearch on attitudes and behaviours underlying
discrimination andhow best to help Councils avoid dischiationtowards Gypsies and Travellets
would be valuable for Leeds GATE to link in to this research in respect uwdestibon Negotiated
Stopping.

Recommendation 5teeds GATE should liaise with other organisatioesearching or campaigning
to eliminate prejudice and discrimination against Gypsies and Travellers, tvalld coordinate
activity where possible.

7.6. Building Capacity within Gypsy and Traveller Communities

Negotiated Stopping requires both the will and the capacity to negotiate on both sides. Even where
willingness exists on the part of Local Authorities, not all parts of the country have Gypsyérravell
representative groups such as Leeds GAahy Gypsies and Travellers themselves lack experience
of such negotiationsand may be reluctant to engage with Local Authorities in the light of past
experiences.

It is important to build apacityand encourage pdtve attitudesamongstthese communitiesThisis
already being strengthened in Leeds through an Asset Based Community Development (ABCD)
programme. There are likely to be benefits in applying this type of appr@exchto promoting
Negotiated Stoppingnore widely.

Recommendation 6Leeds GATE should work with its partnersfiod ways todevelop and
increase thewillingness andcapacity for negotiatiorwithin Gypsy andTravellercommunities
across the country
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Appendix 1List ofOrganisationsConsulted and Reference Sources

Organisations Consulted

Representatives from Leeds GATE were interviewed in person. Other organisations consulted by
telephone were:

Article 12

Barnsley Mtropolitan BoroughGouncil
CheshireConstabulary

DerbyshireGypsy Liaison Group
Fenland District Council
FriendsFamilies of Travellers

Gypsy Roma Traveller Police Association
Independent Traveller representative
Leeds City Council

London Borough of Southwark

London Gypsy & Travellenly

MECOPP BMEdfect

National Federation of Gypsy Liaison Groups
National Police Chiefs’ Council

North East Lincolnshire Council

One Voice 4 Travellers

Rochdale Metropolitan Borough Council
A Scottish Local Authority

South Somerset District Council
SouthwarkTravellers Action Group
TheTravelleMovement

Traveller Space

Travelling Ahead

Welsh Government

West Yorkshire Police

York Travellers Trust

Information from other organisations was gathered from conversations at the Traveller Movement
conference in November 2015. These included representatives Brepartment of Communities

and Local Governmenfommunity Law Partnership, De Montfort Univeysiand the Kidacre Street
site in Leeds.

Several other organisationrsof all kinds-were contacted for interview but did not respond.

Information from Leeds GATE

Some of the followinglocuments are available from Leeds GATE welwsite.leedsgate.co.uk
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An Awardwinning Way of Moving Beyond “No!”

Legal Bullet Points in Responsdltie N&E Reporttio Scrutiny 2010

Negotiated Stopping-a Case Study from Leeds, West Yorkshire, February 2013

Negotiated Stopping: Briefing to the European Commission against Racism and Intolerance,
November 2015

Negotiated Stopping: November 2014 report

Negotiated Stopping v3ransit Sites-What is the Difference

Scrutiny: Needs of Roadside, November 2010

Submission from Roadside Families, November 2010

Submission to Leeds City Council Environment and Neighbourhoods Scrutiny Enquiry, November
2010

Where Negotiation Started a blog from 2010

Who are ‘Gypsies and Travellers’? Guidance, 2014

Other Reference Sources

Author/Publisher Title/Subject
Article 12 Media Review, July 2015

Association of Chief Police | ACPO Guidance on Unauthorised Encampments, 2011
Officers

Cheshire Constabulary Policing for a Better Future (presentation, November 2015)

Community Law Partnership | Evictions by Local and Other Public Authorities from Unauthorised
Encampmentgpaper for February 2016 conference)

Community Law Partnership &PoliceEvictions and The Association of Chief Police Officers:
Friends Families and Travellgr&uidance On Unauthorised Encampments 2011

Department for Communities| Consultation: Rinning andlravellers September 2014
and Local Government

Department for Communities| Countof Traveller Caravans, January 2015 Englenxtuding Excel
and Local Government tables)

Department for Communities| Count of Traveller Caravans, July 2015 Englizctluding Excel
and Local Government tables)

Department for Communities| Dealing withlllegal andJnauthorised Encampments: ArBmary

and Local Government of AvailablePowers August 2013
Department for Communities| Dealing withlllegal andJnauthorised Encampments: ArBmary
and Local Government of AvailablePowers March 2015

Department for Communities| Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Needs Assessments, October
and Leal Government 2007

Department for Communities| Homelessness Code of GuidafaelLocal Authorities2006
and Local Government
Department for Communities| Letter from BrandorLewis MP to Chairman of the LGA
and Local Government Environment and Housing Board, April 2014
Department for Communities| Planning Policy for Traveller Sites, August 2015

and Local Government
Department for Communities| Progress Report by the Ministeriorking Group on Tackling
and Local Government Inequalities Experienced by Gypsies and Travellers, April 2012
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Equality and Human Rights
Commission

Developing Successful Site Provision for Scotland’s Gypsy/Tra
Communities January 2015

veller

Equality and Human Rights
Commis®n

Gypsies and Travellers: Simple Solutions for Living Together

Equality and Human Rights
Commission

Is BritainFairer?TheSate of Equality andHuman Ryhts 2015

Friends Families of Travellerg

Changes t#lanningfor Gypsies and Traveller2011

Friends Families of Travellerg

Historical Laws, May 2015

Garden Court Chambers

Facilitating the Gypsy and Traveller Way of Life in England and
Wales through the Courts

Garden Court Chambers

Eviction from unauthorised encampmentdarch 2015

House of Commons Library

Briefing Paper: Gypsies and TravellePFdanning Provisions,
August 2015

Joseph Rowntree Foundation

Contentious Spaces, 2007

Leeds City Council

Gypsies and Travellers (policy from web site)

Leeds City Council

Negotiated Stopping Agreement

Leeds City Council

Report of the Director of Environment and Neighbourhoods:
Executive Board, July 2011

Leeds City Council

Scrutiny Enquiry Report: Review of Gypsies and Travellers Sitg
Provision with Leeds, January 2011

Office of the Deputy Prime
Minister

Guide toHfective use & EnforcementPowers Part 1:
Unauthorised Bcampments February 2006

Planning Aid Scotland

Gypsy/Travellers and the Scottish Planning Sysfefuide for
Local Authorities2015

The Traveller Movement

Government Changes ®lanning Policy for Traveller Sites,
September 2015

The Traveller Movement

Impact of Insecure @&commodation and théiving Environment on
Gypsies’ and Travellersellth, January 2016

The Traveller Movement

Note on Planning Application Success RateSrfavellerStes
compared to Residential DwellingSeptember 2015

UK Government

Criminal Justice and Public Order Act 1994

UK Government

Practice Planning Guidance, March 2014

Welsh Government

Housing (Wales) Act 2014 Part 3: Gypsies and Travellers

Welsh Government

Travelling to a Better Future: Gypsy and Traveller Framework
for Action and Delivery PlaBeptember 2011

Information was also gathered from web sites and/or correspondence (includingdpainses) from

the following Local Authorities:
X Aberdeen City Council
x Basildon Council
x Brighton and Hove Council
Bristol City Council
Calderdale Council

Cambridge City Council
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x Charnwood District Council

x Darlington Council

x Devon County Council

x Dorset County Council

X Durham County Council

X Hambleton DistricCouncil

X Greater London Assembly

x Harlow Council

X Hull City Council

X London Borough of Hackney

X Malvern Hills and Wychavon Council
X Manchester City Council

x North East Lincolnshire Council
X Nottinghamshire County Council
X Redcar and Cleveland Council

x Seaford TowrCouncil

X The Moray Council

x Walsall Council

X Worcestershire County Council
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Appendix 2: Glossary of Abbreviations

A&E - Accident and Emergency

ABCD - Asset Based Community Development

ACPO - Association of Chief Police Officers (now NPCC)
APPG - All-PartyParliamentary Group

BME - Black and Minority Ethnic

CJPOA- Criminal Justice and Public Order Act

DCLG - Department for Communities and Local Government
DWP - Department for Work and Pensions

EHRC - Equality and Human Rights Commission

Fol - Freedom of Indrmation

GATE - Gypsy and Traveller Exchange

GLA - Greater London Authority

GTs - Gypsies/Travellers (abbreviation used only in the table in Section 4.4)
GTANA Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Needs Assessment
HMRC - Her Majesty’s Revenue and Customs

JRCT - Joseph Rowntree Charitable Trust

LA - Local Authority

LGA - Local Government Association

NHS - National Health Service

NPCC - National Police Chiefs Council

PAS - Planning Aid Scotland

TSOA - Temporary Stop Over Area

UK - United Kingdom
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