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Executive summary 

Introduction 

The Equality and Human Rights Commission promotes the vision of an 
integrated society based on shared values and mutual obligations, 
where different people not only live peacefully together, but socialise 
with each other and are confident with each otherôs differences.  

In order to make this vision a reality it is essential that society takes 
action to stop violence, harassment and abuse.  

The rights to life, liberty and security, and to live without fear and 
harassment, are fundamental human rights. These rights are not 
available to people who experience targeted violence, harassment and 
abuse because of their age, disability, race, religion and belief, sexual 
orientation, transgender status or other aspects of their identity. 

Hate incidents not only impact negatively on the lives of victims and their 
families but also damage cohesion in the wider community. People who 
are more vulnerable to hate incidents are also likely to have a greater 
fear of crime. It is therefore essential that public authorities and local 
communities work in partnership to tackle this problem in their local area 
as no single agency or group can accomplish this alone.  

Aims 

The Equality and Human Rights Commissionôs North East team are 
working to support the Commissionôs nationwide action to help foster 
good relations. This includes a focus on supporting regional 
stakeholders who are trying to tackle hate incidents in their local area.  

As the starting point of this work the North East team carried out a 
survey to find out how the regionôs police forces, CDRPs and local 
authorities were currently working in partnership to tackle disability, 
homophobic, racist, religious and transphobic hate incidents. 

The aims of this report include: 

 Provide an overview of the current partnership activity by the police, 
CDRPs and local authorities to tackle hate incidents in local areas 
throughout the North East.  

 Identify promising practice, areas for improvement and potential 
interventions that could strengthen local partnership approaches to 
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tackling hate incidents and ensure CDRPs are best placed to respond 
to the Governmentôs hate crime strategy in 2009.   

 Inform and support the wider good relations work of the Equality and 
Human Rights Commission. 

Methodology 

All the evidence for this survey was gathered from questionnaires. 
These were developed by the Commissionôs North East regional team 
with support input from regional stakeholders. 

Questionnaires were sent out to all 3 of the regionôs police forces, 23 
CDRPs and 25 local authorities. No follow-up validation interviews were 
conducted but contact was made with some police forces, CDRPs and 
local authorities in order to further explain the background and purpose 
of the questionnaire answer, questions or encourage a response.    

Regional overview 

A total of 27 responses were received, three from police forces, 15 from 
CDRPs and nine from local authorities. Eighteen of the 25 local authority 
areas, in the North East, contributed some form of response. 

All three police forces stated that they dealt with racist, homophobic, 
religious, disability and transphobic as well as other hate incidents.  

The following table shows the percentage of CDRPs that stated they 
were addressing the different types of hate incidents. 

Racist Homophobic Religious Disability Transphobic Other 

93% 60% 20% 27% 27% 7% 

 

The following table shows the percentage of local authorities that stated 
they were addressing the different types of hate incidents. 

Racist Homophobic Religious Disability Transphobic Other 

89% 67% 56% 56% 22% 22% 

 

Local approaches to tackling hate incidents in the North East 

The report outlines current practice from local areas in relation to the 
themes of local partnership activity, strategic assessments and strategy, 
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leadership, prevention, reporting, responding to hate incidents, thematic 
analysis of hate incidents, links to tension monitoring, cohesion and 
LSPs, monitoring and evaluation and involving victims and local 
communities. The key findings from each theme are highlighted below. 

Local partnership activity 

 It is essential to take a multi-agency partnership approach in order to 
tackle hate incidents effectively. 

 Specific multi-agency partnership arrangements to tackle hate 
incidents were in place in 7 out of 18 local areas. Six in mainly urban 
local areas and 1 in a mainly rural local area.  

 Key partners that are present in all of these seven multi-agency 
partnerships are police, local authority and accommodation providers.  

 The way hate incidents are tackled in many local areas is changing 
with a range of improvements currently being reviewed, planned or 
implemented. 

Strategic assessments and strategy 

 4 out of 15 CDRPs had identified hate incidents as a priority in their 
strategic assessment. 

 11 out of 15 CDRPs had included action to tackle hate incidents in 
their 2008ï2011 strategy.  

 10  of the 15 CDRPs had used a range of data sources in their in 
strategic assessment and planning processes 

Leadership 

 Police forces and local authorities both play a key leadership role in 
addressing hate incidents. 

 Leadership from senior management or specific teams needs to be 
supported by action of staff throughout local authorities in order to 
tackle hate incidents effectively. 

Prevention of hate incidents 

 There is currently a lot of valuable work being undertaken with young 
people aimed at preventing bullying and challenging prejudice such 
as racism and homophobia. 
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 It is important for frontline staff and senior managers in all 
organisations to receive appropriate training on tackling hate 
incidents.    

Reporting hate incidents 

 All three police forces have mechanisms in place that allow all types 
of hate incidents to be reported.     

 All 18 local areas have mechanisms in place that allow racist 
incidents to be reported. However, this is not currently the case for 
homophobic, religious, disability or transphobic incidents.  

 Multi-agency partnerships help facilitate a range of reporting 
mechanisms, information sharing between partners and provide an 
essential link between reporting and effective action being taken by 
partners to tackle hate incidents.    

Responding to hate incidents 

 A more holistic and effective approach to supporting victims and 
dealing with the perpetrators of hate incidents was evident in areas 
that have established multi-agency partnerships for tackling hate 
incidents when compared to local areas where these were not in 
place.     

 There is currently a lack of specialist support or advocacy available to 
victims of hate incidents in almost all local areas within the region. 

Thematic analysis of hate incidents 

 Thematic analysis of hate incidents is an important element of most 
multi-agency partnership approaches to tackling hate incidents. It 
helps partners to work more proactively to address key issues and 
provides vital intelligence and evidence for the partnership, the LSP 
and for local people.  

 Thematic analysis of hate incidents in not currently undertaken in 
every local area in the region. 

Links to tension monitoring, community cohesion and LSPs 

 Multi-agency partnerships not only help facilitate thematic analysis of 
hate incidents but also provide a vital link for sharing this important 
intelligence and evidence, locally, between partners and the wider 
LSP, as well as regionally with GONE. 
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 This link is not as strong in the local areas that do not have multi-
agency partnerships for tackling hate incidents.   

Monitoring and evaluation 

 It is essential that the effectiveness of action taken by different 
agencies and multi-agency partnerships to tackle hate incidents is 
monitored and evaluated. However this is not currently being done in 
all local areas. 

 Multi-agency partnerships help facilitate the monitoring and 
evaluation of partnership and individual agency action to tackle hate 
incidents.  

Involving victims and local communities 

 IAGs or similar groups and surveys are the most common methods of 
consulting people in local areas on a range of community safety 
issues, including hate incidents. 

 Few local areas appear to currently directly involve local people in 
shaping policy or in the scrutiny of action to tackle hate incidents.  

 Despite the Governmentôs aim of putting victims at the heart of the 
criminal justice system, victims do not currently appear to be involved 
in tackling hate incidents in the majority of local areas. Where they 
are involved, this role is generally limited to one of responding to 
consultation. 

Recommendations 

The report makes six recommendations on how local areas can 
strengthen the way they tackle hate incidents. These are based on the 
evidence provided by local areas in their responses to the survey. 

These apply to all local areas in the North East, although it is 
acknowledged that no two local areas are the same. They are aimed at 
local partnerships (CDRPs in particular) and where relevant, specific 
organisations within these partnerships.  

1. Tackling the impact of all types of hate incidents 

Both individual agencies and multi-agency partnerships in local areas 
need to ensure that they respond to all types of hate incidents in a way 
that addresses both human rights and specific equality concerns. In 
particular, this will require action to address the apparent lack of activity 
aimed at tackling transphobic, disability and religious hate incidents. 
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There also needs to be a greater focus, by individual agencies and multi-
agency partnerships, on the significant impact that hate incidents have 
on the victim, rather than just the volume of incidents being perpetrated 
in a local area. 

2. Involving victims and local communities 

Both individual agencies and multi-agency partnerships need to take a 
more proactive role in empowering local people (especially victims) to 
play a greater role in tackling hate incidents.  

3. Hate incidents in rural local areas  

Work needs to be done to develop more effective, proportionate, multi-
agency partnership approaches to tackle hate incidents in rural areas. 
This will be a major challenge faced by the new Northumberland and 
Durham unitary authorities and CDRPs.   

4. Regional standards of achievable good practice for local 
partnerships 

A regional standard of achievable good practice, agreed by all key 
stakeholders in the region, would provide a framework around which all 
local areas could develop and implement the most appropriate 
mechanisms and interventions to tackle hate incidents effectively in their 
local area.   

5. A regional standard of expectations for victims of hate incidents 

A regional standard of expectation for victims of hate incidents, agreed 
by all key stakeholders in the region, should be developed, using a 
human rights approach, as part of any future regional standards of 
achievable good practice. This would send a strong message to victims 
about what they can expect from the different agencies within a 
partnership in their local area. It would also provide an agreed standard 
against which agencies can be accountable to, to victims in their area.  

6. A regional standard of consequences for perpetrators of hate 
incidents 

A regional standard of consequences for perpetrators of hate incidents 
should be developed, by taking a human rights approach, as part of any 
future regional standards of achievable good practice. This would send a 
strong message to perpetrators about what they can expect will happen 
to them if they perpetrate a hate incident. This would also send a strong 
message to individuals or communities who may be vulnerable to 
becoming victims of hate incidents, that perpetrators will be sanctioned.  
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1. Glossary of terms  

Anti-Social Behaviour Order (ASBO): are court orders that are issued 
for a minimum of two years. They can ban perpetrators from specific 
anti-social behaviour spending time with a particular group of friends or 
visiting certain areas. 

Assessments of Policing and Community Safety (APACS): this new 
framework was introduced in April 2008. It aims to streamline and align 
the way the performance of police and other community safety partners 
is measured and assessed across policing, crime and drugs.  

Association of Chief Police Officers (ACPO): leads and coordinates 
the direction and development of the police service in England. 

Best Value General Survey: All English local authorities were 
previously required to undertake BVPI surveys on a three-yearly basis to 
assess the satisfaction of local people with their performance.  
 
Best Value Performance Indicators (BVPI): were a range of indicators 
that were introduced to help the public and local and central government 
to monitor, analyse and compare the performance and direction of travel 
of local authorities. Local authorities were required to have their BVPIs 
audited by the Audit Commission and published annually for the general 
public. 
 

Code of Practice for Victims of Crime: sets out the services victims 
can expect to receive from the criminal justice system including: 

 A right to information about their crime within specified time scales, 
including the right to be notified of any arrests and court cases.  

 A family liaison police officer to be assigned to bereaved relatives.  

 Clear information from the Criminal Injuries Compensation Authority 
on eligibility for compensation under the scheme.  

 All victims to be told about Victim Support and either referred on to 
them or offered its service.  

 An enhanced service in the cases of vulnerable or intimidated victims.  

 Flexibility with regard to opting in or out of receiving services to 
ensure victims receive the level of service they want.  

Comprehensive Area Assessment (CAA): will be introduced in April 
2009. It will provide a joint assessment of outcomes for people in an 
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area and a forward look at prospects for sustainable improvement. It will 
aim to make straightforward independent information available to people 
about their local services, helping them make informed choices and 
influence decisions. 

Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnerships (CDRPs): are local 
partnerships that work to reduce crime, disorder, drug and alcohol 
misuse and re-offending. They generally mirror local authority areas. 
Police, police authorities, local authorities, fire and rescue authorities 
and Primary Care Trusts are key partners along with local people and 
other agencies addressing community safety issues. 

Criminal Anti-Social Behaviour Order (CRASBO): are ASBOs 
imposed on conviction of a criminal offence. These are considered 
separately from the criminal part of proceedings.  

Disability (Disabalist) hate incident: ACPO defines a disability related 
hate incident as óany incident which is perceived to be based upon 
prejudice towards or hatred of the victim because of their disability or so 
perceived by the victim or any other personô. 

Green Paper: is a document produced by the Government that sets out 
proposals for public. They are the first step in changing the law and may 
result in the production of a White Paper (which also sets out proposals 
but signify an intention to pass a new law).     

Hate crime: ACPO defines a hate crime as óany hate incident, which 
constitutes a criminal offence, perceived by the victim or any other 
person, as being motivated by prejudice or hateô. 

Hate incident: ACPO defines a hate incident as óany incident, which 
may or may not constitute a criminal offence, which is perceived by the 
victim or any other person, as being motivated by prejudice or hateô. 

Homophobic hate incident: ACPO defines a homophobic incident as 
óany incident, which is perceived to be homophobic by the victim or any 
other personô. 

Improvement and Development Agency for local government 
(IDeA): is owned by the Local Government Association and works to 
support improvements in local authorities. 

Independent Advisory Groups (IAGs): are present in each police force 
area. They are groups of local people that provide their knowledge and 
experience to the police in order to address problems, deal with critical 
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incidents and improve service delivery.They provide a forum to help 
police forces to engage local communities including minority groups. 

Index of Multiple Deprivation: provides a relative ranking of areas 
across England according to their level of deprivation. 

Local Criminal Justice Boards (LCJBs): mirror police force areas. 
Members include chief officers of police, Crown Prosecution (CPS) 
Service, Court Service, Youth Offending Teams, prisons and probation. 
Their focus is on bringing offence to justice, improving the effectiveness 
of the criminal justice system, improving public confidence and the 
treatment of victims and witnesses. 

Local Strategic Partnerships (LSPs): are non-statutory, multi-agency 
partnerships that match local authority areas. They bring together public, 
private and Voluntary and Community Sector (VCS) organisations as 
well as local people to work in partnership in order to work more 
effectively in the local area. 

Lower Super Output Areas (LSOAs): are small areas of geography 
which make up the Index of Multiple Deprivation. In most cases, these 
are smaller than local authority area wards and have an average 
population of 1500 people. There are 32,482 LSOAs in England. 

National Indicator Set: were introduced in April 2008 to replace all 
other existing sets of indicators. These 198 indicators will be the only set 
of indicators on which central government will manage the performance 
of local authorities and their partners in local areas. 

National Intelligence Model (NIM): is model that the police use to 
ensure that information is fully researched, developed and analysed to 
provide intelligence that can be used to provide strategic direction, make 
tactical resourcing decisions about operational policing and manage risk. 

National Community Tension Team (NCTT): is based within ACPO 
and collects information about community tensions. 

Neighbourhood Policing: aims to reduce crime, anti-social behaviour 
and make local people feel safer by having permanent and dedicated 
policing teams that are responsibility for a specific neighbourhood, and 
are familiar faces to those who live and work in that area. 

Police Community Support Officers (PCSOs): are staff employed by 
the police to support police officers. They aim to provide a visible 
presence on the streets to reassure the public and tackle anti-social 
behaviour. They do not have the same powers as police officers but can 
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detain someone until a constable arrives, direct traffic, remove vehicles 
and issue fixed penalty notices for anti-social behaviour.   

Racist hate incident: ACPO defines a racist incident as óany incident 
which is perceived to be racist by the victim or any other personô. 

Religious (Faith) hate incident: ACPO defines a religious or faith 
related incident as óany incident which is perceived to be based upon 
prejudice towards or hatred of the faith of the victim or so perceived by 
the victim or any other personô. 

Restorative Justice: encourages those who have caused harm to 
acknowledge the impact of what they have done and gives them an 
opportunity to make reparation. It offers those who have suffered harm 
the opportunity to have their harm or loss acknowledged and amends 
made. 

Sensitive Case Courts: aim to provide specialist support to victims of 
domestic violence and hate crime that attend court by ensuring all 
agencies within the criminal justice system work in partnership to 
support them.  

Strategic assessment: CDRPs have a statutory duty to conduct an 
annual strategic assessment of local community safety issues. This 
should help partners to understand crime and disorder trends, set 
priorities and deploy resources to meet the needs of local people.    

Target hardening: refers to measures taken to strengthen the security 
of individuals or buildings with a view to minimising the risk of an attack. 

Transphobic hate incident: ACPO defines a transphobic incident as 
óany incident which is perceived to be transphobic by the victim or any 
other personô. 
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2. Introduction 

The Equality and Human Rights Commission was established under the 
Equality Act (2006) and opened on 1 October 2007.  

It aims to champion equality and human rights for all; works to eliminate 
discrimination, reduce inequality, protect human rights, build good 
relations and ensure that everyone has a fair chance to participate in 
society.  

The Equality and Human Rights Commission brings together the work of 
the three previous equality Commissions: the Commission for Racial 
Equality, the Disability Rights Commission and the Equal Opportunities 
Commission. Its remit includes: age, disability, gender, race, religion and 
belief, sexual orientation and transgender status, as well as human 
rights.  

Working across Britain, the Commission has national offices in 
Manchester, London, Cardiff, Glasgow and Edinburgh and regional 
offices in each of the nine English regions. 

The Commission promotes the vision of an integrated society based on 
shared values and mutual obligations, where different people not only 
live peacefully together, but socialise with each other and are confident 
with each otherôs differences.  

In order to make this vision a reality it is essential that society takes 
action to stop violence, harassment and abuse.  

3. Aims  

The rights to life, liberty and security, and to live without fear and 
harassment, are fundamental human rights. These rights are not 
available to people who experience targeted violence, harassment and 
abuse because of their disability, race, religion or belief, sexual 
orientation, gender identity or other aspects of their identity. 

This violence, harassment and abuse can seriously compromise an 
individualôs sense of safety, security and independence having a 
devastating impact on their life chances. The impact can also negatively 
affect an individualôs family, friends and damage wider community 
relations.  

In many cases this violence, harassment and abuse can be motivated by 
prejudice, hate or similar negative attitudes or emotions. This report 
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uses the term óhate incidentsô to categorise violence, harassment or 
abuse targeted at an individual because of their disability, race, religion 
or belief, sexual orientation, gender identity or other aspects of their 
identity.  

The report does not attempt to investigate what motivates this or provide 
a definition for this behaviour. Instead, it focuses on the responses of 
public authorities working in partnership with each other and their local 
communities to tackle this problem within local authority areas in the 
North East of England. 

This survey was carried out by the Equality and Human Rights 
Commissionôs North East regional team and focuses specifically on 
responses to disability, homophobic, racist, religious and transphobic 
hate incidents. 

It aims to support both the work of regional stakeholders trying to 
address these problems and meet their statutory duties to promote good 
relations as well as support the wider good relations work of the 
Commission. 

Regional aims include: 

 Provide an overview of the current partnership activity by the police, 
CDRPs and local authorities to tackle hate incidents in local areas 
throughout the North East.  

 Identify promising practice, areas for improvement and potential 
interventions that could strengthen local partnership approaches to 
tackling hate incidents and ensure CDRPs are best placed to respond 
to the Governmentôs hate crime strategy in 2009.   

National aims include: 

 Inform and support the wider good relations work of Commissionôs as 
outlined in Bringing People Together, the Equality and Human Rights 
Commissionôs Business Plan 2008/9. 

4. Context 

This section explains why the review examined the responses to hate 
incidents within local areas and why it focuses on partnership activity 
within those localities. It also outlines some relevant information about 
the North East of England to provide the regional context to the review.   
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4.1. Why local? 

Local areas throughout the UK and within the North East of England 
face many common challenges. But it is important to recognise that each 
local area is different and may require different locally developed 
solutions to address those challenges. Over recent years a wide range 
of central government policy has recognised this and moved away from 
a centralised óone size fits allô approach.   

In the past 18 months the Government has produced numerous national 
strategies and action plans detailing how it wants the Criminal Justice 
System to work over the next 3 years. Delivery of all these national plans 
will be locally led and will require closer partnership working between 
Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnerships (CDRPs), Local Strategic 
Partnerships (LSPs) and Local Criminal Justice Boards (LCJBs). 

Alongside this policy development there has been ongoing reform and 
review of policing. Neighbourhood Policing has been rolled out within 
every local area in England and Wales in an effort to provide dedicated, 
visible, accessible and responsive policing teams for every 
neighbourhood.  

The Independent Review of Policing, led by Sir Ronnie Flanagan, and 
the Engaging Communities in Fighting Crime Review, led by Louise 
Casey, have both helped shape the Policing Green Paper. This and the 
new Policing and Crime Bill also have a focus on the local dimension 
and outlines proposals aimed at giving people more opportunity to drive 
local priorities and more information on what is being achieved in their 
local area. 

Regional and sub regional organisations such as Government Offices, 
police forces and LCJBs will play an important role in addressing the 
problem of hate incidents. However, this review proposes that it is the 
activity of these and other organisations in partnerships at a local level 
that need to be the focus of intervention to improve responses to hate 
incidents.  

The Government will publish a new hate crime strategy in 2009 as part 
of its three year action plan for tackling violence. Delivery of this strategy 
will again be locally led and CDRPs will have to respond to this and 
develop appropriate responses for their local area.   

This review examines what is currently happening in local authority 
areas in the North East of England. It attempts to provide evidence that 
different localities can apply to their local area to ensure they are best 
placed to respond to the Governmentôs hate crime strategy in 2009.   
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4.2. Why Partnerships? 

Strategic partnerships have emerged as increasingly important 
mechanisms for addressing the complex challenges that local areas face 
across a wide range of economic and social issues.  

An important aim of these partnerships is to improve joint working 
between local people and different public, private and voluntary and 
community sector (VCS) organisations. This cooperation between local 
communities and organisations increases the chances of success in 
overcoming problems that none can achieve alone. 

Multi-agency partnership working to tackling crime is now a well 
established and valued approach. The 1998 Crime and Disorder Act 
established CDRPs in local areas throughout England with the aim of 
strengthening local multi-agency work on community safety.   

There has subsequently been a national review and reform of CDRPs in 
order to improve performance, further strengthen partnership working 
and ensure that CDRPs become more accountable to local people and 
local communities become more engaged in CDRPs. CDRPs must now 
engage with local people in preparing an annual strategic assessment to 
get a better understanding of community safety issues and what needs 
to be done by the CDRP to address these.    

The majority of existing evidence also indicates that the most effective 
responses to dealing with hate incidents involve a coordinated and 
holistic multi-agency partnership approach.  

This review acknowledges this and therefore focuses on partnership 
responses to hate incidents. Again, it attempts to provide evidence that 
different partnerships can use in their local area improve their responses 
to hate incidents and ensure they are best placed to respond to the 
Governmentôs hate crime strategy in 2009.     

4.3. The North East of England 

The North East is the smallest of the English regions in area and in 
population. Its four sub-regions (Northumberland, Tyne and Wear, 
County Durham and Tees Valley) are differentiated as either mainly 
urban or mainly rural.  

68% of the population live in the predominately urban areas of Tyne and 
Wear and Tees Valley. In the majority of districts in Northumberland and 
County Durham, at least half the population live in rural settlements or 
market towns. This proportion increases to 80% in a number of districts. 
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The Index of Deprivation 2007 indicates that the North East has the 
greatest proportion (34%) of Lower Super Output Areas (LSOAs) in the 
most deprived 20% of LSOAs.       

Within the region there are currently 25 local authority areas. Two are 
county local authority areas which are comprised of 13 district local 
authority areas. Ten are unitary or metropolitan local authority areas.  

There are currently 23 CDRPs in the region. The majority mirror local 
authority areas, but in certain cases two neighbouring areas may have a 
merged their CDRPs into one (as with Wear Valley and Teesdale). 

The region is divided into three police force areas which also mirror the 
three LCJB areas. These areas are Northumbria Police, Durham 
Constabulary and Cleveland Police. 

Figure 1 shows the North East of England broken down by local 
authority areas. Figure 2 shows the North East of England broken down 
by police force/LCJB areas. 

                   Figure 1        Figure 2 

 

It is important to note that as a result of local government review, both 
Northumberland and Durham will change from two-tier to single-tier 
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unitary authorities. This means that, from 1 April 2009, there will be 12 
local authority areas and 12 CDRPs within the region. 

4.4. Crime and hate incidents in the North East 

The statistics from Crime in England and Wales 2007/81 show that: 

 Overall recorded crime fell by 11% in the North East between 2006/7 
and 2007/8.  

 Crime fell in all of the police force areas in the region (15 % in 
Northumbria, 10% in Durham and by 3% in Cleveland).    

 Recorded offences of violence against the person fell by 15% in the 
North East between 2006/7 and 2007/8.  

 Total recorded crime rate in the North East (88 offences per 1,000 
population) was below the average for England and Wales (91 per 
1,000).  

The 2007/8 British Crime Survey also found that, nationally, the risk of 
being a victim of crime was higher in urban areas than in rural areas. 
The risk is also higher in the most deprived areas compared to the least 
deprived areas. 

There are few consistent methods of collecting and presenting data on 
hate incidents or hate crime among different local authority areas within 
the region. 

Since 2001, every local authority has been required to collect data on 
racist incidents as part of their Best Value Performance Management 
Framework. The two statutory, Best Value Performance Indicators 
(BVPI) that relate to racist (óracialô) incidents are: 

 BVI 174: The number of racial incidents reported to the local 
authority, and subsequently recorded, per 100,000 of population.  

 BVI 175: The percentage of racial incidents reported to the local 
authority that resulted in further action. 

A table showing BVPI data on racist incidents (i.e. BVI 174 and BVI 175) 
for North East local authority areas between 2001and 2008 can be found 
in appendix A.  

The Audit Commission provides definitions of both indicators in their 
2007/8 guidance2. These indicators only relate to óthose incidents where 
the local authority has some measure of direct involvement in remedying 
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the situationô and may not include óattacks in the street or complaints 
about an outside bodyô. Therefore, the indicators do not provide a 
comprehensive measure of all racist incidents perpetrated in a local 
area. There are no similar BVPIs for other types of hate incidents.  
 
It is also important to note that the way the performance of local 
authorities (and its partners in the local area) is assessed has now 
changed. The new Comprehensive Area Assessment (CAA) will be 
introduced in April 2009 and BVPIôs have been replaced by the national 
indicator set. The national indicator set does not include any indicators 
with a specific focus on hate incidents.  
 
The following perception-based data relating to racist and religious 
incidents was collected in the 2003/4 Best Value General Survey:   

 Percentage of residents who think that people being attacked 
because of their skin colour, ethnic origin or religion is a very big or 
fairly big problem in their local area. 

 Percentage of residents who think that for their local area, over the 
last three years, that race relations has got better or stayed the same. 

No similar data was collected in relation to other types of hate incidents.  

A table showing indicators relating to racist and religious incidents for 
North East local authority areas taken from the 2003/4 Best Value 
General Survey can be found in appendix B.   

The 2006/7 Best Value General Survey did not collect data relating to 
racist or other types of hate incidents. Instead it collected the following 
community cohesion related perception-based data: 

 Percentage of residents who think that people not treating other 
people with respect and consideration is a very or fairly big problem in 
their local area. 

 Percentage of residents who agree that their local area is a place 
where people from different backgrounds get on well together. 

A table showing indicators relevant to community cohesion for North 
East local authority areas taken from the 2006/7 Best Value General 
Survey can be found in appendix C. 

The 2003/4 and 2006/7 Best Value General Surveys provide some local 
indicators that are potentially relevant to hate incidents. But at best these 
can only be considered proxy indicators. Neither of the surveys 
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accurately quantified the volume or impact of hate incidents within local 
areas as they only collected perception-based data. 

2003/4 data is now quite old and only provides data in relation to racist 
incidents. There are also limitations to the extent that the 2006/7 
cohesion-related indicators can be used in relation to hate incidents. 
These do not specifically focus on hate incidents and a number of other 
factors (besides the perpetration of hate incidents) could influence the 
perception people had of whether people treated each other with respect 
or the extent that people from different backgrounds got on well 
together.    

At a police force/LCJB level, there is publically available data for racially 
and religiously motivated crime. The statistics that are currently 
publically available are not as up-to-date as the general crime statistics 
outlined above.  

Figure 3 shows the number of racist incidents reported to the regionôs 
police force areas from 1998/9 to 2006/73. 

Figure 3 

 
In 2006/7, 3.7% of all racist incidents, reported to the police, in England 
and Wales were perpetrated in the North East4. Yet only 1.3% of all 
people in England and Wales, from a non-White background, live in the 
North East5.  

Police performance assessments also provide some data on racist 
incidents. Figure 4 shows that for 2007/8, there were high levels of 
satisfaction with the overall service of the regionôs police forces but 
victims of racist incidents were less likely to be satisfied6. In 2007/8 all 
three police forces improved on their previous yearsô performance for 
both satisfaction with overall service and satisfaction of victims of racist 
incidents.  
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Figure 4 

 

It is important to note that the way in which the performance of the police 
and other community safety partners is managed has now changed with 
the introduction of the Assessment of Policing and Public Safety 
(APACS) framework in April 2008.  

Statistics show that there are much fewer incidents of religiously 
motivated crime than racially motivated crime (zero in 2005/6 and 5 in 
2006/7)7.  

As with local authority areas, there is no readily available data for 
disability, homophobic or transphobic hate incidents or hate crime that is 
comparable across police force/LJCB areas. However, this data is 
collected in some form by all three police forces and by partnerships in 
some local areas in the region, but is not always easily accessible or 
made publically available. 
 
In recent years there have been a number of high profile crimes 
committed against disabled people in the North East. Two of these 
resulted in the death of people with learning difficulties8. 
 
As with other forms of crime, hate incidents and hate crime are under-
reported and there are many reasons for this. It is therefore important to 
note that any statistics that are available do not accurately capture the 
true extent of hate incidents or hate crime in the region.  
 
It is also important to note that statistics do not accurately assess the 
impact of hate incidents on individuals, their family and friends and local 
communities.  
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5. Methodology 

All the evidence for this survey was gathered from questionnaires. 
These were developed by the Commissionôs North East regional team 
with support and input from key regional stakeholders. 

Three different questionnaires were developed for the following: 

 Police forces. 

 CDRPs. 

 Local authorities (targeted at cohesion or equality and diversity 
staff). 

Each of the different questionnaires was tailored to the functions of that 
organisation (or partnership of organisations in the case of CDRPs). 
However, all were designed to capture similar themes of information. 

The purpose of requesting information from both CDRPs and cohesion 
or equality and diversity staff in local authorities was to attempt to clarify 
the linkages between the two, the wider Local Strategic Partnership and 
any wider cohesion or equalities-related activity in local areas.   

CDRPs and local authorities were contacted separately. This approach 
caused some confusion as there was some duplication in the 
questionnaires and some recipients were not aware that two different but 
related responses were required. 

Questionnaires were sent out to all 3 of the regionôs police forces, 23 
CDRPs and 25 local authorities. These were accompanied by a letter 
which introduced the Equality and Human Rights Commission and 
outlined the background and aims of the questionnaire.  

Copies of the three questionnaires and the introductory letter can be 
found in appendices D, E, F and G. 

Questionnaires were not sent out to other organisations working to 
tackle hate incidents such as VCS organisations or the CPS. It was 
assumed that, where such organisations were active in a locality, the 
responses of the relevant police force, CDRPs or local authorities would 
highlight this.  

No follow-up validation interviews were conducted once the 
questionnaires were sent out. But contact was made with some police 
forces, CDRPs and local authorities in order to further explain the 
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background and purpose of the questionnaire answer, questions or 
encourage a response.    

6. Regional overview  

This section provides an overview of the responses that were received. 

A total of 27 responses were received, three from police forces, 15 from 
CDRPs and nine from local authorities. Eighteen of the 25 local authority 
areas, in the region, contributed some form of response.  

Both the CDRP and local authority responded separately on behalf of a 
number of areas. In other areas only one response was received (either 
the CDRP or the local authority) or alternatively only one response was 
received, but it was made clear it was a joint response from the CDRP 
and the local authority.  

 A full list of respondents can be found in appendix H.  

The table below provides an analysis of the responses that were 
received, broken down by type of area and the source of the response. 

Type of area Number of 
CDRP 
responses 

Number of 
local authority 
responses 

Total number 
of responses 

County 1 2 3 

Metropolitan/ 
Unitary  

9 5 14 

District  5 2 7 

Police Force N/A N/A 3 

Totals 15 9 27 

 

The introduction to each questionnaire requested that respondents, 
completing the questionnaire, highlight specific information about the 
way different types of hate incident (specifically: racist, homophobic,, 
religious, disability and transphobic) were tackled.  

Each of the three police forces stated that they dealt with racist, 
homophobic, religious, disability and transphobic as well as other hate 
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incidents. However, not all the responses from CDRPs and local 
authorities specified which types of hate incident were tackled.   

The following table shows the percentage of CDRPs that stated they 
were addressing the different types of hate incidents. 

Racist Homophobic Religious Disability Transphobic Other 

93% 60% 20% 27% 27% 7% 

 

The following table shows the percentage of local authorities that stated 
they were addressing the different types of hate incidents. 

Racist Homophobic Religious Disability Transphobic Other 

89% 67% 56% 56% 22% 22% 

 

Please note:  

 The two tables may not provide an exhaustive list. They were 
produced solely using information taken from completed CDRP and 
local authority questionnaires. Therefore, if a response did not specify 
a particular type of hate incident was addressed or did not outline 
activity relating to a specific type of hate incidents it was assessed as 
not addressing that type of hate incident for the purposes of 
producing these tables.   

  óOtherô includes age, gender and sectarian hate incidents. 

Questionnaires also asked respondents to highlight the support needs 
they had identified were required to improve the way they prevented 
hate incidents; encouraged the reporting of hate incidents and 
responded to hate incidents.  

The support needs that were highlighted by respondents are 
summarised in tables alongside current activity outlined in the themes of 
prevention, reporting and responding that can be found in the next 
section. 

It is important to note that some respondents did not identify support 
need or stated categorically that no support needs had been identified. 
Other responses outlined improvements that had already been made. 
These improvements are not included in the tables but, where relevant, 
this practice is outlined in the next section.  



25 

 

7. Local approaches to tackling hate incidents 

This section outlines examples across a number of thematic areas to 
highlight what is being done in local areas to tackle hate incidents. Key 
points and key challenges are outlined following each thematic area. 

7.1. Local partnership activity  

Every response highlighted some form of partnership activity at a local 
level and the scale and nature of this activity was different in every local 
area.  

This partnership activity ranged from ad hoc partnership working among 
local agencies that responded to general anti-social behaviour and 
community safety issues (including isolated individual hate incidents) to 
more formalised multi-agency approaches specifically focussed on 
tackling hate incidents. 

The police were key partners in each of the local areas. Responses 
suggested that they often play a lead role in partnerships and this was 
reflected in the fact that it was police officers that completed 
questionnaires on behalf of a number of CDRPs.  

All three police forces have slightly different organisational structures. 
This means that there are different methods of working in partnership 
with local areas both between the three forces and often within individual 
force areas. 

Seven of the 18 local areas that responded had established multi-
agency groups or systems specifically to deal with hate incidents. These 
were the following local areas:   

 Gateshead: The Racist Incident Management Group (RIMG) brings 
together the local authority, Gateshead Housing Company and 
Northumbria Police to deal with racist incidents. This group plans to 
expand to address all forms of hate incidents.  

 Middlesbrough: The Safer Middlesbrough Partnership coordinates a 
monthly Hate Crime Case Group for racist and homophobic incidents 
but intends to develop to address all forms of hate incidents. It 
ensures cases are reviewed and issues are raised and addressed by 
partners. A monthly Hate Crime Theme Group addresses strategic 
issues. Partners include Cleveland Police, CPS, the local authority, 
Fabrik Housing and a range of VCS organisations including 
Middlesbrough BME Network, Middlesbrough Voluntary Development 
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Agency, North of England Refugee Service (NERS) and Victim 
Support.  

 Newcastle: ARCH Newcastle currently deals with racist and 
homophobic incidents as well as bullying and has plans to expand to 
address religious and disabled hate incidents. Partners include the 
local authority, Northumbria Police, Your Homes Newcastle, other 
accommodation providers including the private rented project, 
MESMAC and a range of VCS organisations including Victim 
Support, NERS and Newcastle Lesbian Counselling Service.  

 Redcar and Cleveland: A quarterly Hate Incident/Crime Case Group. 
Housing providers and the local authority attend to discuss matters 
reported to each agency. Information is shared on each incident, with 
a view of providing support and action as appropriate.  

 Sedgefield: The CDRP has a sub-group focusing on hate crime. This 
was formed from the Ethnic Minority Liaison Group which was initially 
set up to engage with ethnic minority residents in the district. The 
response highlighted that experience and learning had led this 
change as not all problems experienced by ethnic minorities can be 
solved by one group and hate crime is a specific problem that 
requires individual attention. The terms of reference and name of the 
Ethnic Minority Liaison Group were changed to create the Hate Crime 
Group in order to address this problem more effectively. 

 Stockton: The Race/Hate Action Group meets every month and 
addresses all forms of hate incidents. Cleveland Police, Tristar 
Homes and local authority community cohesion and anti-social 
behaviour staff attend to discuss incidents that have been reported. 
The group has acknowledged that this partnership approach has 
proved vital in responding effectively to reported incidents. 

 Sunderland: ARCH Sunderland currently deals with racist incidents 
and will be enhanced to deal with other forms of hate incidents as 
well as bullying in 2009/2010. Thirteen partner agencies are involved, 
including the local authority, Northumbria Police, Gentoo, Home 
Housing, University of Sunderland and City of Sunderland College, 
City Hospitals Sunderland NHS Foundation Trust and a range of VCS 
organisations including Victim Support, Sunderland Bangladeshi 
Community Centre, Young Asian Voices, NERS and UNITE. 

There is no specific hate incident group in Easington but hate incidents 
are dealt with at the Migrant Residents Support Group. This group was 
set up to try help agencies work together to address issues faced by 
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migrants arriving in the district. Partners include CPS, health, housing 
and mental health workers VCS organisations, Durham Constabulary, 
Police Community Support officers (PSOs), Durham County Council, 
education providers and local councillors.       

A number of responses highlighted that partnership activity was under 
review or developing in a number of local areas. Some areas stated that 
this would establish more formalised multi-agency hate incident 
management systems/groups where none currently existed.  

Other responses also highlighted plans to improve existing multi-agency 
hate incident management systems further in order to tackle other forms 
of hate crime or coordinate more effectively with local tension monitoring 
requirements and LSPs. 

A number of responses from CDRPs and local authorities in 
Northumberland and County Durham highlighted that the ongoing 
process of local government review was under way. This meant that all 
services provided in those areas were under review including the way 
that hate incidents are addressed in local areas.  

 

Key points:  

 It is essential to take a multi-agency partnership approach in 
order to tackle hate incidents effectively. 

 Specific multi-agency partnership arrangements to tackle hate 
incidents were in place in 7 out of 18 local areas. Six in mainly 
urban local areas and 1 in a mainly rural local area.  

 Key partners that are present in all of these seven multi-agency 
partnerships are police, local authority and accommodation 
providers.  

 The way hate incidents are tackled in many local areas is 
changing with a range of improvements currently being reviewed, 
planned or implemented. 

Key challenges:  

 All local areas need to ensure that they take a multi-agency 
partnership approach to tackling hate incidents.   

 Ensuring that the VCS play an appropriate role in tackling hate 
incidents. VCS organisations were only identified as existing 
partners in three local areas. 
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7.2. Strategic assessment and strategy 

The table below summarises the number of CDRPs that identified hate 
incidents as a priority issue through their strategic assessment; the type 
of data used in strategic assessments and whether or not CDRP 
strategies included action to tackle hate incidents. 

Hate 
incidents 
highlighted 
as  a priority 
by strategic 
assessment 

Action to 
tackle hate 
incidents is a 
priority in 
CDRPôs 
strategy 

Number 
of 
CDRPs 

Examples of data 
sources used in 
strategic assessment 
and planning processes 

Yes Yes ï specific 
focus on hate 
incidents 

4 Police data, BVPI data,  
multi-agency 
systems/groups data and 
evaluation, resident 
consultation, local 
research 

No Yes ï hate 
incidents 
addressed as 
an aspect of 
other priorities 
(for example 
protecting 
vulnerable 
people etc) 

6 Police data, CDRP fear of 
crime surveys, multi-
agency systems/groups 
data and evaluation, óface 
the people sessionsô with 
disabled, ethnic minority 
and Lesbian, Gay, 
Bisexual and Transgender 
(LGBT) communities, local 
research 

No Yes ï specific 
focus on hate 
incidents 

1 Police data 

No No 4 No details provided, police 
data, no strategic 
assessment undertaken 

 

Eleven of the 15 CDRPs stated that their crime and disorder reduction 
strategy outlined some form of action to tackle hate incidents. In some 
cases this addressed specific types of hate incidents or involved 
continued activity by the multi-agency hate incident group. All but one of 
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these CDRPs stated that they had used a range of data sources in their 
planning process and to produce their strategic assessment.   

Six of the CDRPs stated they were taking action to tackle hate incidents 
even though this was not highlighted as a priority issue in their strategic 
assessment.  

This action was included in the strategy as an element of a wider 
community safety theme such as community cohesion, reducing repeat 
victimisation, protecting vulnerable people or improving engagement 
with diverse groups. 

Four CDRPs stated that hate incidents were not identified as a priority 
issue in their strategic assessment and were not a priority in their 
community safety strategy. Responses from these CDRPs only 
highlighted the use of police data in planning and the strategic 
assessment. 

All these areas stated that there were low levels of hate incidents in their 
area. It is not entirely surprising that police data did not highlight hate 
incidents as a major issue given that hate incidents do not all necessarily 
constitute crimes and will probably be under reported. 

Considering this it is doubtful that using police data alone is sufficient to 
be able to accurately assess the true extent of the volume of hate 
incidents and the impact these have on victims in the local area.  

A number of responses did not provide any details of the data sources 
used and one stated that it did not currently have the analytical capacity 
to carry out a strategic assessment.   

District of Easington Community Safety Partnership identified the need 
to improve their data collection and use more data from different 
agencies (for example data from hospital admissions, data from accident 
and emergency departments of hospitals, local authority data, Probation 
Service and prison data, and data on hate crime in local work places). 

In Newcastle, a specific hate crime strategy and action plan has been 
developed as a sub-plan of the Safe Newcastle Strategy 2008ï11. This 
strategy and action plan forms appendix 5 of the Safe Newcastle 
Strategy and can be accessed via the following link: 

http://www.newcastle.gov.uk/wwwfileroot/safenewcastle/SafeNewcastles
trategy_Apendices.pdf  

The process that created this action plan followed an independent 
evaluation of the ARCH system. The ARCH team then invited partners 

http://www.newcastle.gov.uk/wwwfileroot/safenewcastle/SafeNewcastlestrategy_Apendices.pdf
http://www.newcastle.gov.uk/wwwfileroot/safenewcastle/SafeNewcastlestrategy_Apendices.pdf
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to an action planning event at which they outlined the key findings of the 
evaluation and highlighted proposals to respond to the evaluation and 
improve the way ARCH worked.  

Facilitated table discussions gave partners the opportunity to provide 
their feedback on the ARCH system, identify its shortcomings and what 
more needed to be done, by who, to improve this. 

Critically partners were asked to highlight what they would be prepared 
to do ensure this happened. Discussions and action points were 
captured and used to produce an action plan that assigned actions to 
particular partners and identified the resources that have been 
committed to achieve these actions. 

Future events are planned in order to review actions and monitor 
progress to achieving the action plan.    

A hate crime strategy for 2008ï11 has also been developed in 
Gateshead. This seeks to improve performance in terms of reducing, 
recording, investigating and detecting hate crime and incidents.  

These improvements are intended to inspire confidence of victims and 
local communities. A copy of this strategy can be accessed by following 
the link: 

http://www.gateshead.gov.uk/DocumentLibrary/People/Strategies/HateC
rime.pdf 

Of the nine local authorities that responded, four stated that they did not 
have a hate incident policy or strategy.  

The other five stated that they had either developed stand alone hate 
incident policy or had integrated this into in a range of other relevant 
policy, for example equality schemes and strategies or plans on bullying, 
community safety or community cohesion. 

http://www.gateshead.gov.uk/DocumentLibrary/People/Strategies/HateCrime.pdf
http://www.gateshead.gov.uk/DocumentLibrary/People/Strategies/HateCrime.pdf
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7.3. Leadership 

It was clear from all responses that the police play a key role in local 
partnership activity to tackle hate incidents and at times lead on this 
work within local areas. 

Area command structures vary both within and between the three police 
force areas. The diversity units of Durham Constabulary and Cleveland 
Police provide a strategic overview of hate incident/crime policy and 
service delivery for these two forces. The Crime Department provides 
this strategic lead for Northumbria Police.  

Within the Cleveland Police area, there is a dedicated Hate Crime 
Officer in Stockton, a Multi-Issues Officer (located with the NHS) in 
Middlesbrough and a Minority Liaison Officer in Redcar and Cleveland.  

There are also individuals who monitor hate incidents and how they are 
policed as part of their role in each area command of the Northumbria 
Police area.    

Durham Constabulary employs two PCSOs who have the role of Hate 
Crime Officers. One is based in the north area command and the other 
in the south area command. Hate crime officers work closely with 
CDRPs and partners in local areas within the force area.  

Local authorities also play an important leadership role in addressing 
hate incidents in local areas.  Four of the nine local authorities that 
responded stated that community safety teams lead on hate incidents. 

Key points: 

 4 out of 15 CDRPs had identified hate incidents as a priority in 
their strategic assessment. 

 11 out of 15 CDRPs had included action to tackle hate incidents 
in their 2008ï2011 strategy.  

 10  of the 15 CDRPs had used a range of data sources in their in 
strategic assessment and planning processes 

Key challenges: 

 CDRPs need to ensure that their strategic assessments and 
planning processes are capable of providing a better 
understanding of the volume of hate incidents and the impact of 
these on local people  
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Responses from the five other local authority highlighted that there was 
no single lead department for hate incidents. This was a shared role 
between community safety and equality and diversity, cohesion or social 
inclusion teams in these local authorities. 

Little information on the role of councillors or chief executives was 
highlighted in the responses. Where it was mentioned it outlined that 
their role was limited to providing overview or scrutiny on local authority 
performance. 

Durham County Council stated that there is a nominated senior officer 
within each council service that must monitor hate incidents and ensure 
that appropriate action is taken. Stockton Borough Council also stated 
óthat is up to all services to take responsibility of hate incidentsô. 

These two responses highlight an important point as there needs to be 
strong leadership on addressing hate incidents both from and within 
local authorities. In order to achieve this, action will need to be taken by 
staff through a local authority not just by community safety, equality or 
cohesion staff who may have more specific expertise on this issue.        

 

7.4. Prevention of hate incidents 

The scale of this challenge was outlined by one respondent: 

ñTo prevent hate incidents requires engagement of prejudices held by 
perpetrators and potential perpetrators with a view to the elimination of 
this prejudice. This is an educative and engagement process which can 
only be achieved with the commitment and energy of a range of 
educative and social agencies.ò 

Key points: 

 Police forces and local authorities both play a key leadership role 
in addressing hate incidents. 

 Leadership from senior management or specific teams needs to 
be supported by action of staff throughout local authorities in 
order to tackle hate incidents effectively. 

Key challenges: 

 Councillors and senior management as well as staff in all local 
authority services (and other agencies) need to play a greater 
role in tackling hate incidents.   
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The majority of the work to prevent hate incidents outlined in responses 
focused on challenging racism. Responses highlighted less work to 
tackle homophobic hate incidents; even less work to prevent religious or 
disability hate incidents and no examples of work to prevent transphobic 
hate incidents.  

Responses outlined a wide range of local activity that was being 
undertaken within the region to attempt to prevent hate incidents. This 
includes the following examples of work in schools and with young 
people: 

 All schools in Newcastle have adopted the ARCH system to provide a 
mechanism for pupils to report racist and homophobic bullying. 
Response is Newcastleôs anti bullying team. The team offers training, 
support and guidance to schools, communities, young people and 
their families. They recently organised a regional conference focusing 
on óSpecial Educational Needs and Disabilist Bullyingô.   

 A pilot scheme is being undertaken in a Darlington secondary school, 
under the Safer Schools Project in which a police officer works full 
time in the school to raise awareness of all forms of hate and bullying. 
Safer Schools pilots are also being developed in Northumberland. 

 Specific training sessions for dealing with racist incidents was 
provided for head teachers and governors in North Tyneside schools. 

 A sub group of Middlesbroughôs Hate Crime Theme Group is 
currently in the early stages of developing an audit tool for schools on 
hate crime in line with the new duty to promote cohesion in schools. 

 Easington District Councilôs Youth Strategy Officer has carried out 
awareness raising courses on bullying, race and homophobia via the 
Youth Forum. 

 The anti-social behaviour coordinator for Wear and Tees Valley 
CDRP works in schools covering hate incidents and other issues 
such as anti-social behaviour and criminal damage. 

 Cleveland Police highlighted the role of School Liaison Officers. In 
Redcar and Cleveland, the districtôs Schoolôs Liaison Officer, and the 
Behaviour, Attendance and Truancy team work closely with the 
educational establishments to challenge unacceptable behaviour and 
language and send a positive message. The Youth Inclusion 
Programme has also worked with young people in areas where 
issues concerning hate incidents have arisen. 
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Responses also highlighted training was being delivered to front line 
staff within local authorities and other organisations in a number of local 
areas. Examples of training provided included training in equality and 
diversity, anti discriminatory, hate incident (theory and procedural) or 
conflict management.  

Training had also been provided to senior staff and councillors in local 
authorities. Senior managers at Wansbeck District Council and Blyth 
Valley District Council jointly undertook Islamic awareness training and 
Easington District Council had provided community cohesion training for 
councillors and this included raising their awareness of hate incidents. 

The following examples highlight some of the other ways that local areas 
are trying to prevent hate incidents: 

 A lot of local areas used local television, radio and print media, police, 
local authority and a range of other agenciesô leaflets, newsletters 
and websites to raise awareness of hate incidents. 

 Through social and cultural events such as Refugee Week, 
Sunderland Together Against Racism family festival, NortherN Pride 
in Newcastle or óBan Bullying in Work Dayô in Durham.  

 The work of VCS organisations such as Show Racism the Red Card, 
Gay Advice Darlington and Durham, MESMAC and others was 
referenced in a number of responses. 

 Myth-busting on asylum and migration issues, either through leaflets 
or through awareness raising sessions.  

 Challenging stereotypes and prejudice through drama such as the 
Asylum Monologues in Stockton and the work of the Open Clasp 
Theatre Company. 

 Darlington Borough Council has identified the need to raise 
awareness of disability hate incidents and has employed an officer to 
develop this area of work. 

 Easington District Council highlighted engagement with both local 
residents and the Travelling Community prior to Gypsy and Traveller 
events taking place in the area to try to prevent hate incidents. 

The following table summarises support needs that respondents 
identified were required to improve the way they prevented hate 
incidents in their local area.  
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Number of 
responses 

Support need 

3 Training 

2 More staff 

2  Preventing disability hate incidents 

1 ARCH 

1 Improving proactive work 

1 Closer working with the LSP 

1 Improved links with ethnic minority groups 

 

 

7.5. Reporting hate incidents 

There was some form of mechanism for reporting hate incidents within 
each of the 18 local areas that responded. 

The following table summarises the available reporting mechanisms and 
the types of hate crime that can be reported (excluding police systems) 
in the 18 local areas that responded to the review. 

Key points: 

 There is currently a lot of valuable work being undertaken with 
young people aimed at preventing bullying and challenging 
prejudice such as racism and homophobia. 

 It is important for frontline staff and senior managers in all 
organisations to receive appropriate training on tackling hate 
incidents.    

Key challenges: 

 Ensuring that activity aimed at preventing hate incidents and 
challenging prejudice is proactive, adequately resourced and 
undertaken as a sustained, long-term approach.  

 Ensuring there is more activity, especially with young people, to 
prevent disability religious and transphobic hate incidents by 
promoting positive attitudes to disabled people and challenging 
prejudice such as religious intolerance and transphobia,  
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Area Police systems Local systems 

Mainstream 
reporting  

True 
Vision 

Third party 
reporting 
centres  

Council 
reporting  

By 
phone 

Online ARCH  Third party 
reporting 
centres 

Types of hate 
crime addressed 
(excluding police 
systems) 

Blyth Valley Yes Yes  Yes     Racist 

Northumberland Yes Yes  Yes Yes    Racist 

Wansbeck Yes Yes  Yes: via 
ASB 
system 

    Racist, Religious 

Gateshead Yes Yes Yes Yes    Yes Disability, 
Homophobic, 
Racist, Religious, 
Transphobic 

Newcastle Yes Yes Yes: via 
ARCH 

 Yes: 
24/ 7 & 
free 

Yes Yes Yes Homophobic, Racist 

North Tyneside Yes Yes  Yes Yes    Racist 

South Tyneside Yes Yes  Yes: via 
ASB unit 

Yes Yes   Racist 

Sunderland Yes Yes Yes: via 
ARCH 

 Yes: 
24/ 7 & 
free 

Yes Yes Yes Racist 
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Area Police systems Local systems 

Mainstream 
reporting  

True 
Vision 

Third party 
reporting 
centres  

Council 
reporting  

By 
phone 

Online ARCH  Third party 
reporting 
centres 

Types of hate 
crime addressed 
(excluding police 
systems) 

County Durham Yes Yes Yes Yes     Disability, 
Homophobic, 
Racist, Religious, 
Transphobic, other 

Easington Yes Yes  Yes  Yes   Disability, 
Homophobic, Racist 

Sedgefield Yes Yes  Yes Yes: 
24/ 7  

   Homophobic, Racist 

Teesdale and 
Wear Valley 

Yes Yes Yes Yes     Homophobic, 
Racist, Religious 

Darlington Yes Yes Yes Yes     Disability, 
Homophobic, 
Racist, Religious 

Hartlepool Yes Yes Yes Yes: via 
ASB unit 

Yes   Yes Disability, 
Homophobic, 
Racist, Religious, 
Transphobic, other 

Middlesbrough Yes Yes Yes: via 
True Vision 

 Yes Yes  Yes Homophobic, 
Racist, Transphobic 
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Area Police systems Local systems 

Mainstream 
reporting  

True 
Vision 

Third party 
reporting 
centres  

Council 
reporting  

By 
phone 

Online ARCH  Third party 
reporting 
centres 

Types of hate 
crime addressed 
(excluding police 
systems) 

Redcar and 
Cleveland 

Yes Yes Yes Yes    Yes Homophobic, Racist 

Stockton Yes  Yes Yes: 
offensive 
incidents 

Yes: 
24/ 7 & 
free 

Yes  Yes Disability, 
Homophobic, 
Racist, Religious, 
Transphobic, other 

 

Please note:  

 The two tables may not provide an exhaustive list. They were produced solely using information taken from 
completed police, CDRP and local authority questionnaires. Therefore, if a response did not specify a particular 
type of hate incident was addressed or did not outline activity relating to that specific type of hate incidents; it was 
assessed as not addressing that type of hate incident for the purposes of producing these tables.   

 ASB: Anti-social behaviour 

 óOtherô includes age, gender and sectarian hate incidents. 
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The following table shows the percentage of the 18 local areas in which 
different types of hate incidents can be reported  

Racist Homophobic Religious Disability Transphobic Other 

100% 61% 39% 33% 28% 17% 

 

Responses highlighted that reporting mechanisms were advertised and 
promoted in the following ways: 

 Publicity campaigns, word of mouth, leaflets (including those 
translated into different languages), posters, branded merchandise, 
newsletters, specific websites or those of the police, local authority or 
other partners. 

 Targeted marketing at specific events such as fresherôs week in 
Durham or at Middlesbroughôs Mela. 

 Through awareness raising and training sessions for staff and at 
public meetings. 

 Wansbeck had publicised positive outcomes in the local media to try 
and encourage further reporting. 

Eleven of the 18 local areas stated there were third party reporting 
centres in their area and other areas had plans to put these in place 
where none currently existed. Third party reporting centres were located 
in a range of different venues including council buildings such as schools 
and libraries to a range of different community venues. In Darlington, a 
local Mosque has agreed to become a third party reporting centre.  

Free, 24 hour phone lines are operated in Stockton, Sedgefield, 
Newcastle and Sunderland and some provide a translation service for 
callers whose first language is not English.   

Responses from police forces indicated that most hate incidents are 
reported to them through mainstream reporting systems. True Vision or 
other third party reporting mechanisms can also be found throughout the 
region.  

Northumbria Police recently reviewed True Vision and this indicated that 
levels of responses through True Vision had been very low. Police in 
Hartlepool also stated they were not currently receiving any reports via 
third party reporting systems. In Middlesbrough, 4.5% of all hate 
incidents were reported through True Vision in 2007 
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Each of the three police forces described slightly different procedures for 
recording and managing data within the force. There was also variation 
in what data is shared with local partner agencies both between the 
three different forces and also within force areas. This seemed to be 
dependent on local factors, systems or issues.  

Not all local areas had developed the capability to manage and share 
data on reported incidents effectively. However the presence of multi-
agency groups or systems in local areas provided such mechanisms and 
all fulfilled this role as one of their functions. 

Middlesbroughôs Hate Crime Case Group has developed a hate crime 
monitoring system. This records all the incidents that are recorded and 
appear at the Hate Crime Case Group.  

The ARCH systems in Newcastle and Sunderland use a secure online 
electronic reporting and case management system and have been 
acknowledged as an example of national good practice. Implementation 
of these systems was supported by training and evaluation and the IT 
systems help facilitate information sharing among partners. 

Where they existed, multi-agency systems or groups helped facilitate the 
sharing of information between partner agencies. Responses from local 
areas that had not established multi-agency systems/groups indicated 
that there was either no or ad-hoc information sharing between partners. 

The following table summarises support needs that respondents 
identified were required to improve hate incident reporting mechanisms 
in their local area. 

Number of 
responses 

Support need 

5 Increased community confidence 

4 Better reporting systems 

3 Training for frontline staff 

3 Better data sharing 

3 Increased reporting 

2 More promotion of reporting systems 

1 ARCH 

 



41 

 

Under-reporting of hate incidents was acknowledged as an important 
issue in many of the responses. One respondent stated: 

ñCreative and multiple reporting mechanisms can only contribute to 
increase reporting and should not be considered as the solution. The 
solution requires a change of belief amongst communities about what is 
acceptable, what should be reported, and what action can be taken 
when it is reported. Focus on reporting mechanisms should not be 
disproportionately resourced. Efforts are needed to encourage victims to 
report hate incidents, and to help them to understand what kind of 
response they can expect from police and partner agencies.ò 

A number of responses also acknowledged that it was vital for police 
and partner agencies to ensure that, once hate incidents were reported 
to them, their responses were effective and met the needs of all victims.  

The true value of multi-agency systems/groups lies not only in ensuring 
that people can report hate incidents easily, but in providing a vital link 
between the reporting of hate incidents and the referral for actions to 
partners in order to effectively respond to these incidents by supporting 
victims and dealing with perpetrators.  



42 

 

 

7.6. Responding to hate incidents 

Local areas that had established a multi-agency system or group to 
tackle hate incidents all stated that the system or group helped facilitate 
a holistic joined up approach in responding to hate incidents. 

The following examples highlight some of the ways that victims of hate 
incidents are supported within the region:  

 Northumbria Police stated that they use interpreters where 
appropriate and have established protocols with a number of local 
authorities in order to have racist graffiti removed within 24 hours of it 
being reported.  

 Northumbria Police have also trained Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and 
Transgender (LGBT) liaison officers are posted in each area 

Key points:  

 All three police forces have mechanisms in place that allow all 
types of hate incidents to be reported.     

 All 18 local areas have mechanisms in place that allow racist 
incidents to be reported. However, this is not currently the case 
for homophobic, religious, disability or transphobic incidents.  

 Multi-agency partnerships help facilitate a range of reporting 
mechanisms, information sharing between partners and provide 
an essential link between reporting and effective action being 
taken by partners to tackle hate incidents.    

Key challenges: 

 All local areas need to ensure that there are mechanisms in place 
(in addition to police mechanisms) that allow all types of hate 
incident to be reported.   

 Improving the confidence of local people in the value of reporting 
hate incidents by clearly outlining realistic expectations of each 
agency; ensuring these are met and that feedback is provided to 
local people. 

 Acknowledging that an increase in the number of hate incidents 
reported (especially religious, disability and transphobic) can, in 
the short term, be an indicator of success. 
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command and can provide guidance to officers who are dealing with 
homophobic or transphobic incidents or crime. 

 Within the Durham Constabulary area, Sensitive Case Courts have 
been established to help support victims of hate crimes.  

 A number of responses highlighted the use of target hardening 
measures such as fire-resistant letter boxes and CCTV at addresses 
that experienced repeat victimisation, attack alarms being given to 
ethnic minority and LGBT groups.   

 In Newcastle and Sunderland each ARCH partner has a tailored 
service level agreement that sets out the standards of service they 
are able to provide in terms of supporting victims of hate incidents. 
The ARCH system allows for victims and witnesses to be visited in 
person by appropriate agencies following a referral. These visits allow 
agencies to provide support to victims and witnesses where 
appropriate, and to keep them up to date on the progress of their 
case.  

 In Stockton, as with any anti-social behaviour case, support is given 
to those who had given information used to take action against 
perpetrators of hate incidents. Support would consist of regular 
contact, advising what is happening with the case, and if needed 
attending court with the resident. 

 The Safer Sunderland Partnership has commissioned the Safer 
Homes Initiative. This provides free home security for victims of hate 
crime, burglary and domestic violence in order to improve feelings of 
safety and reduce repeat victimisation.  

 In Middlesbrough, the Hate Crime Case Group provides a forum for 
partners to get together to identify who needs to do what to support 
that victim. In addition the police Multi-Issues Officer will stay in 
contact with the victim throughout the case.  

 Every victim of Youth Crime in Sedgefield is contacted and support 
offered through a victim liaison officer, wherever possible mediation is 
organised and a Restorative Justice approach adopted. This allows 
the victim to inform the young person of the impact of their actions or 
words and provides an opportunity for apology and an agreement on 
what the young person can do as an appropriate way of making 
restitution. 
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Many responses from local areas stated that Victim Support was a key 
partner in offering support to victims. This was the case both where 
multi-agency systems/groups existed and also where they did not.  

A number of multi-agency systems/groups also include partners (for 
example NERS, Newcastle Lesbian Counselling Service and 
Middlesbrough Voluntary Development Agencyôs LGBT Inclusion 
Officer) whose core business does not focus solely on hate incidents but 
will support or advocate for victims of hate incidents.  

However, there is a lack of specialist support or advocacy available to 
victims of hate incidents within the region. From the responses, the 
following specialist support for victims of hate incidents was identified: 

 Racial Harassment Prevention Team: Two dedicated caseworkers at 
Newcastle City Council who provide one-to-one support and advice to 
victims of racial harassment.  

 Gay Advice Darlington/Durham: One criminal justice worker who 
supports victims of homophobic and transphobic hate incidents as a 
significant (but not the entire) proportion of her role.  

Five areas said that having a specialist hate incident support worker 
would improve the way victims were supported in their local area. The 
following examples highlight some of the response to dealing with the 
perpetrators of hate incidents within the region:  

 Cleveland Police stated that investigating officers liase with all victims 
to ensure their welfare and that they are updated in accordance with 
the Victimsô Code of Practice. 

 Within the Durham Constabulary area, Sensitive Case Courts have 
been established to deal with offenders charged with hate crimes.  

 Probation and the Youth Engagement Service are members of 
Sedgefield hate crime group. This enables appropriate prevention 
plans to be put in place which includes enforcement as well as 
education, reparation and victim awareness for perpetrators.  

 In Newcastle and Sunderland each ARCH partner has a tailored 
service level agreement that sets out the standards of service they 
are able to provide in terms of taking action against perpetrators. This 
varies depending upon the nature and work of the partner in question. 

 The Safer Middlesbrough Partnership work closely with the CPS on 
Hate Crime incidents to ensure that appropriate action is taken 
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against the perpetrators of hate incidents. The CPS is committed to 
the Hate Crime agenda and the Area Business Manager of the CPS 
chairs the Hate Crime Case Group 

 Stockton stated that they take a multi-agency approach to responding 
to hate incidents. Incidents will be discussed at the hate incident 
group and also raised at the community safety joint action group to 
look at seeking to impose ASBO/CRASBO on perpetrators where 
evidence of a pattern of incidents has occurred.  

 The Safer Gateshead Partnership highlighted plans to learn from the 
work that has been done in relation to perpetrators of domestic 
violence to develop work with perpetrators of hate crime and 
harassment in order to prevent future offending. 

 A number of responses stated that registered social landlords and 
other accommodation providers were partners within multi-agency 
groups or systems. It was also highlighted that these organisations 
could use their tenancy management and enforcement powers to 
sanction perpetrators of hate incidents where appropriate.   

The following table summarises support needs that respondents 
identified were required to improve responses to hate incidents in their 
local area 

Number of 
responses 

Support need 

5 Specialist hate incident support worker 

2 Improved multi-agency responses 

2 Training for frontline staff 

2 Investment in the capacity of the VCS 

1 Target hardening measures for victims 

1 Involving local communities in responses 

1 Improved communication with victims and witnesses 

1 More staff 

1 Extending responses to deal with all types of hate incidents  

1  Developing links with communities in rural isolated areas 



46 

 

 

7.7. Thematic analysis of hate incidents 

Responses indicated that thematic analysis of hate incidents was 
undertaken in the majority of local areas that had multi-agency systems 
or groups. This was acknowledged as a critical function of the multi-
agency system/group.      

In Middlesbrough, themes that are identified within the Hate Crime Case 
Group are taken to the Hate Crime Theme Group in order to discuss the 
issue and identify the required intervention to address this. Examples of 
issues that analysis has identified include taxi drivers being victims of 
hate incidents and hate incidents in schools. Information from the Hate 
Crime Case Group is also used to produce an annual Hate Crime 
Monitoring Summary Report, which is circulated to all relevant agencies. 

Stockton also stated that thematic analysis of reported hate incidents are 
collated and shared with key partners each month.  

In Newcastle data on incidents is incorporated into four weekly 
summaries and analyses of crime and disorder data within Newcastleôs 
wards. In addition, the Police Community Cohesion Unit and ARCH 
provide a joint fortnightly report to support the police Tasking and Co-
ordination Group. 

Key points:  

 A more holistic and effective approach to supporting victims and 
dealing with the perpetrators of hate incidents was evident in 
areas that have established multi-agency partnerships for tackling 
hate incidents when compared to local areas where these were 
not in place.     

 There is currently a lack of specialist support or advocacy 
available to victims of hate incidents in almost all local areas 
within the region. 

Key challenges: 

 All local areas need to ensure that they take a holistic and joined-
up multi-agency partnership approach to supporting victims and 
dealing with the perpetrators of hate incidents. 

 All local areas need to ensure that there is appropriate and 
adequately resourced specialist support or advocacy available to 
victims of all types of hate incidents.  
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In Sunderland, information from ARCH is analysed within the Councilôs 
Diversity and Inclusion Team and reported to the LSPôs Community 
Cohesion Working Group each quarter. The Safer Sunderland 
Partnership has also produced a Hate Crime profile of the city which 
been used to influence the work of the LSP. 

Responses from local areas which had not established multi-agency 
systems or groups suggested that analysis of hate incidents was not 
always undertaken.  

However, responses from the police and local areas in Durham and 
Darlington stated that the police had employed analysts and researchers 
in CDRP areas. They produced fortnightly tasking and coordinating 
documents that compiled data on hate incidents and hate crimes from all 
CDRP partners. Through this mechanism, neighbourhood teams held 
tasking and coordinating meetings which identified problems and 
monitored them using the National Intelligence Model. 

 

7.8. Links to tension monitoring, community cohesion and LSPs 

Hate crime can be a significant (but not the only) indicator of community 
tensions. Both police and local authorities play a role in monitoring 
community tensions in local areas.  

Police forces monitor local tensions and report this to ACPO via the 
National Community Tension Team (NCTT) which then reports tensions 
to central government.  

Key points:  

 Thematic analysis of hate incidents is an important element of 
most multi-agency partnership approaches to tackling hate 
incidents. It helps partners to work more proactively to address 
key issues and provides vital intelligence and evidence for the 
partnership, the LSP and for local people.  

 Thematic analysis of hate incidents in not currently undertaken in 
every local area in the region. 

Key challenges: 

 All local areas need to ensure that thematic analysis of hate 
incidents is undertaken and that appropriate and proactive action 
is taken to address the issues identified by the analysis. 
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Local authorities should also collect information on community tensions 
and should then report this to Government Office North East (GONE) 
which in turn reports this to central government (for example the Faith 
and Cohesion team in Communities and Local Government).  

Figure 5 provides an overview of the flow of information from (and 
between) local level tension monitoring systems to regional and national 
levels. This information flow is represented in the figure below as thick 
black arrows. 

Figure 5 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Responses from police forces, local authorities and CDRPs provided an 
indication that, in some local areas, there is information sharing on 
community tensions between the police and local authorities and also 
between some police forces and GONE. This information flow is 
represented in the figure above as thin arrows. It is important to note that 
this is not the same for every police force or in every local area. 
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A fortnightly force-wide community tension report is produced and 
circulated within Northumbria Police and also copied to GONE.  
Northumbria police also stated that where incidents and intelligence 
suggest that tensions are increasing in any given area, or when critical 
incidents take place (locally, nationally or internationally) critical incident 
IAGs can be convened in each area command, or centrally to discuss 
policing options. Such events may also require established local multi-
agency problem solving groups to meet and address issues in a 
coordinated manner.   

The responses from local areas highlighted the importance of ensuring 
that policy and procedure on hate incidents was closely coordinated with 
other relevant policy and procedures such as community cohesion.  

Responses also highlighted that this was most effectively achieved when 
specific teams or individuals took lead responsibility for facilitating the 
link between tackling hate incidents and the wider cohesion work of the 
local authority and the LSP. Responses suggest that these links were 
stronger in areas which had established multi-agency systems/groups.   

The following examples highlight some of the ways in which multi-
agency systems/groups link into local tension monitoring systems and 
the wider cohesion work of LSPs: 

 Safe Newcastle is a part of the LSP structures and on its behalf, 
ARCH leads on tension monitoring for the LSP. In addition óSafe, 
Inclusive and Cohesive communitiesô is one of the four strands of 
activity being promoted within the Newcastleôs Community Cohesion 
Strategy. ARCH Newcastle has been working to develop a model of 
tension monitoring and community conflict management for the city. 
This has been supported by an extensive training programme for key 
individuals in community facing positions in the city and with identified 
young people at West Gate Community College.  

 Sunderland City Councilôs Diversity and Inclusion Teamôs 
responsibilities include the coordination of the Sunderland 
Partnershipôs Community Cohesion Working and Thematic Groups, 
IAGs, the Councilôs Community Cohesion Officerôs Group and the 
ARCH system. It is also responsible for the collection of tension 
monitoring information from the above and other sources. Information 
from all of these feed into a range of Council and Partnership plans 
and strategies. 

 In Stockton, hate incidents are inter-linked to all the councilôs 
strategies. Community tension monitoring issues are picked up at the 
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Corporate Policy and Performance Centre and monitored each month 
and this then feeds into the LSP.     

 Redcar and Clevelandôs Hate Crime Group links directly with the 
Community Cohesion Partnership and the CDRP Crime Co-ordinator 
updates the community tension monitoring systems for the LSP each 
month.  

 Regular meetings are held between Hate Crime Officers and 
Community Cohesion Officers in Gateshead who are responsible for 
inputting into the tension monitoring reports. 

Responses also highlighted the important link between CDRPs and 
LSPs in most local areas. As outlined above, some local areas have 
developed or are developing this link to be able to address hate 
incidents, tension monitoring and community cohesion through the work 
of the CDRP and the LSP.  

Local areas that had not established multi-agency systems/groups to 
tackle hate incidents indicated there were much more ad hoc links and 
responses to hate crime, tension monitoring and cohesion in these 
areas. The rationale provided for this in a number of responses was 
there were low levels of community tensions in these areas.    

 

7.9. Monitoring and evaluation:  

All police forces stated that they had internal systems in place for 
monitoring general performance and these enabled performance relating 

Key points:  

 Multi-agency partnerships not only help facilitate thematic 
analysis of hate incidents but also provide a vital link for sharing 
this important intelligence and evidence, locally, between 
partners and the wider LSP, as well as regionally with GONE. 

 This link is not as strong in the local areas that do not have multi-
agency partnerships for tackling hate incidents.   

Key challenges: 

 All agencies in all local areas (including those that experience 
lower levels of community tensions) need to ensure that they are 
capable of monitoring and responding effectively to community 
tensions and other cohesion issues both individually and in 
partnership through the CDRP and the wider LSP. 
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to hate incidents and hate crime to be monitored. An example of this is 
the supervisory checks and dip sampling conducted on hate incidents by 
Northumbria Police to support appropriate service delivery. 

A hate crime audit is currently being undertaken in the Durham LCJB 
area. Funded by the Office for Criminal Justice Reform, the audit will 
scrutinise 100 cases of hate crime from end to end through the criminal 
justice system. Findings and recommendations will inform future practice 
and procedures in order to improve the way the force tackles hate crime. 

Cases that appear at the Sensitive Case Courts in Durham are also 
examined in detail at the LCJB óNo witness, no justiceô Delivery Group. 
Many cases have highlighted concerns about the early release of hate 
crime perpetrators or the granting of bail for perpetrators who pose a 
serious risk of harm to victims and repeat victims. Durham Constabulary 
is working with the CPS and the Court Services to address this issue. 

Responses from local authorities and CDRPs highlighted that action to 
tackle hate incidents was not always monitored in local areas. This was 
particularly the case in local areas which had not established multi-
agency systems or groups to tackle hate incidents. 

A number of local authorities highlighted how they monitored the way 
they tackled hate incidents. Northumberland County Council stated that 
they evaluate performance through service level agreements and 
internal performance management systems. At Durham County Council, 
numbers of incidents are reported quarterly to the Corporate 
Management Team and Cabinet for scrutiny as part of the equality and 
diversity report. 

Responses showed that where they existed, multi-agency 
systems/groups provided a good mechanism for monitoring and 
evaluating the way police and other partners tackled hate incidents 
together. The ARCH systems in Newcastle and Sunderland have the 
provision within the system for all agencies to add feedback on the case. 

The following examples highlight some of the ways that multi-agency 
systems/groups monitor and evaluate their performance: 

 In Newcastle, the ARCH Operational Support Groups meet every two 
months to dip sample cases from the system to ensure the quality of 
agency and partnership responses. The reporting and case 
management system has also been independently evaluated by the 
Community Safety Research Unit of Northumbria University. 
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 Sunderland City Council underwent a diversity peer challenge 
(organised by IDeA in July 2008) as part of the requirements of 
reaching level three of the Equality Standard. Hate incident reporting 
and in particular the effectiveness of the ARCH system was examined 
and the final assessment concluded that this was ñvery effectiveò. 

 In Sunderland the ARCH Operational Support Group meets regularly 
to evaluate cases upon their conclusion. This helps to ensure that any 
issues surrounding the case can be discussed in confidence; any 
failings can be identified and acted upon. There was also an external 
evaluation in May 2008 by Primetrics Ltd. This was generally positive 
and most of the recommendations for improvement were already 
completed or due to be undertaken in the near future.  

 As part of the True Vision processes in Middlesbrough the 40 
reporting centres are visited quarterly and are scored on staff 
awareness, whether posters and packs are on display, awareness of 
website for reporting and awareness of the Theme Group and Case 
Group. Feedback letters are sent out to all reporting centres and 
additional training is offered to all. 

Responses did not all highlight how victims or communities who may be 
vulnerable to hate incidents were involved in monitoring and evaluating 
performance. A number of responses also categorically stated that 
victims and local people were not directly involved in monitoring action to 
tackle hate incidents.  

 

Key points:  

 It is essential that the effectiveness of action taken by different 
agencies and multi-agency partnerships to tackle hate incidents 
is monitored and evaluated. However this is not currently being 
done in all local areas. 

 Multi-agency partnerships help facilitate the monitoring and 
evaluation of partnership and individual agency action to tackle 
hate incidents.  

Key challenges: 

 All agencies in all local areas need to ensure that action to tackle 
hate incidents is monitored, regularly evaluated, ideally through a 
multi-agency partnership approach and that appropriate action is 
taken in response to this.   
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7.10. Involving victims and communities  

Police IAGs are present in all three police force areas and responses 
stated that these comment on how police respond to a range of issues, 
including hate incidents.  

In Stockton, responses to hate incidents are monitored and evaluated 
through the police district IAG. Hate incidents are a regular standing item 
for this group and other network groups. 

Sunderland has established Faith, BME, Gender, Disability, Young 
People, Older People and Lesbian, Gay and Bi-sexual IAGs primarily to 
advise the LSP. These provide a forum for consultation on a range of 
issues including community safety.       

The following examples highlight other ways in which victims or 
communities, that may be vulnerable to hate incidents, are involved in 
monitoring responses to tackling hate incidents: 

 The Supporting Victims of Crime Group is a subgroup of Safer 
Gateshead. It is responsible for the implementation of the Hate Crime 
Strategy and its priorities. This group brings together senior 
professionals from a range of partner agencies as well as 
representatives of the Diversity Forum, thus ensuring the project is 
embedded throughout partners but also remains owned and steered 
by the community. 

 A short satisfaction survey has been developed by the Safer 
Middlesbrough Partnership in order to monitor the victimôs 
satisfaction. It has been funded by the CPS and was sent out to all 
cases closed during 2008. This has formed part of the Annual Hate 
Crime Monitoring Report for 2008. 

A number of areas stated that they had attempted to involve local 
communities in monitoring action to tackle hate incidents. Some these 
responses highlighted potential problems around data sharing and the 
importance of ensuring confidentiality and meeting data protection 
requirements by sharing depersonalised data.  

Other areas stated that they had attempted to encourage local people to 
get involved in multi-agency systems/groups through promotion and 
holding meetings in community venues but this had not always been 
successful.   
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The following examples highlight some of the other ways that victims or 
communities who may be vulnerable to hate incidents are consulted or 
engaged: 

 General victim surveys are conducted by Northumbria Police, and the 
Police Authority to assess and evaluate customer satisfaction. 

 Durham LCJB has conducted research into the confidence of ethnic 
minorities and findings are being used to improve Durham 
Constabularyôs service delivery. The response did not details of the 
research, its findings or outline how this would be communicated to 
people in the area. 

 The Safer Sunderland Partnership sends out a ófear of crimeô survey 
every six months. Data can be disaggregated to define gender, 
ethnicity and disability. 

 In Blyth Valley, the District Council asks every victim for feedback on 
how their case was dealt with and whether or not they feel the 
situation is improved. They also stated that each return is carefully 
monitored and recorded with the feedback acted upon if necessary. 

 There is a well established community liaison group in Darlington. It 
aims to be representative of the diverse community within the 
borough and can raise any significant issues with representatives 
from the CDRP. Work is underway to establish similar groups 
throughout the Durham Constabulary area. For example, a 
community liaison group is being established in Bishop Auckland. It is 
hoped that this group will help support victims who do not feel 
confident with either the police or the council. 

 The Safer Middlesbrough Partnership held óFace the Peopleô 
sessions with a range of groups including LGBT communities, ethnic 
minority communities and disabled people. These have helped to 
broaden the knowledge of the partnership and the information from 
the sessions was used in planning processes along with data from 
other sources. 

Responses from some local areas also highlighted issues such as, in 
their area, there were very small numbers of people who may be 
vulnerable to hate incidents or there were no real communities who may 
be vulnerable to hate incidents, or that these were óhiddenô. Gateshead 
Council stated that they were attempting to address this problem by 
looking at engaging with the LGBT communities in Newcastle, where 
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people who lived in Gateshead (but did do not engage via structures 
within Gateshead) spent time socialising. 

The challenge of engaging with small, dispersed and isolated individuals 
rather than ócommunitiesô was a particular problem raised by rural local 
areas. A number of these responses stated that engaging with ethnic 
minorities and religious communities in such areas was difficult. Wear 
and Tees Valley Community Safety Partnership highlighted that they had 
been working to engage with people in the Darlington area as this was 
where the main place of worship was for some ethnic minority 
communities in South Durham.   

It is interesting to note that no similar challenges were identified around 
engaging with disabled people or LGBT people in rural areas. 
Unfortunately, because of the low response rate from rural local areas 
and the lack of detail provided in some responses, it was not possible to 
establish the reasons behind this.   

 

Key points:  

 IAGs or similar groups and surveys are the most common 
methods of consulting people in local areas on a range of 
community safety issues, including hate incidents. 

 Few local areas appear to currently directly involve local people 
in shaping policy or in the scrutiny of action to tackle hate 
incidents.  

 Despite the Governmentôs aim of putting victims at the heart of 
the criminal justice system, victims do not currently appear to be 
involved in tackling hate incidents in the majority of local areas. 
Where they are involved, this role is generally limited to one of 
responding to consultation. 

Key challenges: 

 All local areas need to ensure that they help empower local 
people, especially victims, to play a greater role in shaping policy 
and the scrutiny of action to tackle hate incidents. 

 A number of the challenges in engaging local people in tackling 
hate incidents were highlighted in responses. This is a greater 
challenge in rural local areas where the population is generally 
lower and more dispersed than in urban local areas.  
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8. Conclusions 

Responses from local areas highlighted that there is currently a wide 
range of partnership activity going on in the North East to try to address 
the problem of hate incidents.  

They also suggest that a process of development was underway in a 
number of local areas. A number of police, local authorities and CDRP 
responses stated that the way they tackled hate incidents was currently 
under review or undergoing various processes of improvement or 
enhancement. In the main, this development was driven by local 
leadership in response to local situations. But this is this is also 
influenced by sub-regional, regional and national factors. 

All local areas stated that they addressed racist incidents. However 
many stated that they did not currently address all types of hate incident 
and the biggest gaps appear to be around tackling transphobic, disability 
and religious hate incidents. This may be partially explained by a greater 
volume of racist and homophobic incidents currently being reported. It is 
also probable that some religious hate incidents are addressed as racist 
incidents and some transphobic incidents will be addressed as 
homophobic incidents. Whatever the caveats are to these findings, it is 
vital that all local areas have the knowledge and capability to tackle all 
types of hate incidents. 

Just under half of the local areas that responded indicated that they had 
established and resourced multi-agency partnership approached aimed 
at tackling hate incidents. The majority of these are found in the mainly 
urban local areas of Tyne and Wear or Tees Valley. They were generally 
local authority or CDRP led and were initially established to address 
racist hate incidents. A number had developed beyond only addressing 
this problem to tackle other types of hate incident.  

Responses from local areas in Durham and Northumberland showed 
that a number of areas had identified that the problem of hate incidents 
needed to be addressed and were working to try and tackle this. 
However, in these mainly rural local areas, there were fewer multi-
agency systems aimed at tackling hate incidents and partnership activity 
tended to be more ad hoc and often police led. 

It is not entirely surprising that more is being done to address racist 
incidents given that there are many more racist incidents reported in the 
region than other types of hate incident. It is also logical that this activity 
is generally better established and more resourced in the mainly urban 
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areas of Tyne and Wear and Tees Valley where the ethnic minority 
populations are larger and more concentrated.  

However this urban rural split is not absolute. Responses from a number 
of rural local areas showed that there was often good work being done 
to tackle hate incidents and responses from certain mainly urban local 
areas showed much less activity than would necessarily be expected  

Hate incidents and the attitudes that motivate this behaviour are 
problems that need to be tackled in every local area in the region, be 
they urban or rural. The impact on victims of hate incidents in rural areas 
is no lower than in urban areas and can potentially be much greater 
given that individuals may be very isolated. Also, agencies in rural areas 
may not always have the same level of understanding, experience or 
resources that are sometimes found in urban local areas and the 
effectiveness of their responses may reflect this.  

The volume of hate incidents being perpetrated may be lower in some 
local areas than in others and may also be lower than the volume of 
other crimes. However hate incidents can often have a much greater 
impact, both on individual victims and through the óripple effectô on local 
communities and this is difficult to quantify. 

As not all hate incidents will necessarily be reported to the police the 
true volume and impact of hate incidents cannot be thoroughly quantified 
by using police data alone. CDRPs that rely solely on police data in their 
strategic assessments and planning do not have enough evidence to 
claim that hate incidents are not an important community safety issue in 
their local area. 

A number of CDRPs have recognised this and have started to use the 
range of evidence that can help them build a better picture of how hate 
incidents affect the lives of local people in their area. It is essential that 
all CDRPs recognise and adopt this good practice so that policies, 
practice (and the resources needed to deliver these) are shaped by a 
more comprehensive evidence base.  

Responses highlighted both the scale of the challenge and some of 
activity aimed at trying to prevent hate incidents. Again, the majority of 
this activity appeared to address racism with less activity to challenge 
homophobia and less again around other forms of prejudice or 
stereotypes. 

The long term interventions required to prevent hate incidents does not 
lie solely within the remit of CDRPs. However CDRPs can help target 
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and prioritise these interventions through the wider education, 
citizenship, equalities, cohesion and other good relations work of its 
partners and its links to the LSP. They can do this more effectively if 
their strategic assessments provide more comprehensive evidence on 
the scale and impact of hate incidents in the local area. 

Responses suggested that local areas that have established multi-
agency systems or groups appeared to take a more holistic and effective 
approach to encouraging the reporting of hate incidents, supporting 
victims of hate incidents and dealing with the perpetrators of hate 
incidents than areas where partnership activity is more ad hoc.  

Therefore it is logical to suggest that establishing a multi-agency 
system/group where none currently exists will lead to improvements in 
the way a local area addresses hate incidents. 

Given that all types of hate incidents are under reported, trying to 
increase the number of hate incidents that are reported does not 
automatically signify that more hate incidents are being perpetrated. A 
number of responses recognised this and identified that increased 
reporting would indicate an improvement of reporting mechanisms.  

The critical factor in increased reporting was identified as increased 
community confidence. This can only be achieved through a 
combination of awareness raising and building trust in the value of 
reporting, by ensuring that victims get access to appropriate support and 
redress and perpetrators are appropriately sanctioned.    

Responses highlighted that there is currently a lack of specialist support 
available to victims of hate incidents in the region. This was also 
identified as the most common factor that would improve the way victims 
were supported. It is therefore important to explore how this can be 
established in more local areas to further strengthen multi-agency 
partnership approaches to supporting victims. 

The best examples among multi-agency systems/groups have not only 
established mechanisms to ensure that partners work together to tackle 
individual hate incidents. They have also established mechanisms to 
jointly conduct regular analysis of all incidents and have attempted to 
respond to the themes and issues this has identified.      

It is important that all local areas develop the capacity to do this. This 
analysis will help partners target activity to tackle hate incidents to where 
it is most needed; can help identify and monitor community tensions and 
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can also provide valuable evidence for the wider community cohesion 
work of CDRP partners and for LSPs. 

A number of responses stated that there were low levels of community 
tensions in their local area. The majority of these were mainly rural local 
areas that had not established multi-agency system/groups to tackle 
hate incidents and did not always outline clear links between action to 
tackle hate incidents and community tension monitoring or wider 
community cohesion issues.   

It is unclear from these responses the extent that the respondents 
associated community tensions and cohesion with ethnicity or faith. If 
they had made this assumption then their statement may partially be 
explained by the small ethnic minority populations in rural areas in 
comparison with some urban local areas.  

However, this would not take into account the fact that a number of 
mainly rural local areas in the region have recently experienced the 
impact on community tensions of far right political activity or tensions 
involving Gypsies and Travellers or seasonal migrant workers.    

It is important to note that hate incidents are just one indicator of 
community tensions and there are many others. Equally important, there 
are many factors relating to age, gender, gender identity and sexual 
orientation that affect community cohesion.  

These issues can affect both rural and urban local areas in similar ways. 
It is therefore important that all local areas are capable of monitoring and 
responding to community tensions and address the cohesion issues that 
affect their local area, whatever its characteristics or location.        

Most multi-agency systems or groups stated that they have monitoring 
and evaluation mechanisms in place. However, not all of these ensured 
that victims of hate incidents were at the heart of this. Responses 
highlighted some of the challenges in working to engage and empower 
local people to get involved in partnership activity to tackle hate 
incidents. They also highlighted what is being done in some local areas 
to try and meet these challenges.  

It is important that this community empowerment and engagement 
activity continues and increases in order to give victims more 
opportunities to evaluate current activity to tackle hate incidents and 
more opportunities to help shape more effective practice.  

The VCS plays an important role in working with victims of hate incidents 
and engaging with local communities. Although the role of the VCS was 
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highlighted in a number of responses, this survey focused predominately 
on the statutory sector, Therefore it does not capture the full role the 
VCS play in addressing hate incidents in the regionôs local areas or the 
extent of current practice within North East VCS organisations. 

9. Recommendations  

This section proposes some of the key issues that need to be addressed 
to improve the way that hate incidents are tackled in local areas within 
the region. Recommendations are based on the evidence provided by 
local areas on what they are currently doing to tackle hate incidents.  

The recommendations apply to all local areas in the North East, 
although it is acknowledged that no two local areas are the same. They 
are aimed at local partnerships (CDRPs in particular) and where 
relevant, specific organisations within these partnerships. Improvements 
can only realistically be achieved if those individual organisations (for 
example police forces, local authorities, VCS organisations etc) respond 
accordingly and play their required role within a partnership approach.  

9.1. Tackling the impact of all types of hate incidents 

Both individual agencies and multi-agency partnerships in local areas, 
throughout the North East, need to ensure that they respond to all types 
of hate incidents in a way that addresses both human rights and specific 
equality concerns.  

This will require both individual agencies and multi-agency partnerships 
to further develop their understanding of transphobic, disability and 
religious hate incidents and ensure that they address the apparent lack 
of current activity aimed at tackling these types of hate incidents.  

It is important to acknowledge the equal seriousness of all types of hate 
incident as well as ensuring that all types of hate incidents are 
addressed from the victimôs perception of the nature of the incident and 
not simply dismissed because of the victimôs age, disability, gender, 
gender identity, ethnicity, religion or belief or sexual orientation.  

There also needs to be a greater focus, by individual agencies and multi-
agency partnerships, on the significant impact that hate incidents have 
on the victim, rather than just the volume of incidents being perpetrated 
in a local area.  
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9.2. Involving victims and local communities 

Both individual agencies and multi-agency partnerships need to take a 
more proactive role in empowering local people (especially victims) to 
play a greater role in tackling hate incidents.  

Examples of this activity could include a greater role for victims in 
training of staff in community safety agencies; victim-led guidance or 
training for other people (who may also be vulnerable to hate incidents 
on what constitutes a hate incident, for example people with learning 
difficulties) or empowering and training volunteers, who had been victims 
of hate incidents, to provide support or advocacy to other victims. 

This recommendation equally applies to victims playing a greater role in 
shaping, individual agency and multi-agency partnership, policy on hate 
incidents. It is supported by the Governmentôs desire to put the victim at 
the heart of the criminal justice system and the wider agenda of 
empowering local people to make stronger, safer, more prosperous local 
communities.  

9.3. Hate incidents in rural local areas  

Rural local areas face a number of different needs and challenges (to 
urban local areas) in addressing many issues, including hate incidents.  

Currently, multi-agency partnership approaches to tackling hate 
incidents are generally less established and resourced in the regionôs 
rural local areas. Work needs to be done to develop more effective, 
proportionate, multi-agency partnership approaches to tackle hate 
incidents in rural areas.  

This will be a major challenge faced by the new Northumberland and 
Durham unitary authorities and CDRPs. However both would benefit 
from the experience and support of some of the more established multi-
agency partnership approaches found in some the regionôs urban areas.   

9.4. Regional standards of achievable good practice for 
partnerships 

A number of local areas in the North East have established mechanisms 
to ensure a multi-agency partnership approach is taken to tackling hate 
incidents. Other local areas have identified the need to do this and are 
starting to either strengthen or put these in place.  

A regional standard of achievable good practice, agreed by all key 
stakeholders in the region, would provide a framework around which all 
local areas could develop and implement the most appropriate 
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mechanisms and interventions to tackle hate incidents effectively in their 
local area.   

Standards should ensure that all type of hate incidents are tackled and 
address key issues including the following themes: 

 Partnership activity. 

 Strategic assessment. 

 Prevention of hate incidents. 

 Reporting of hate incidents. 

 Supporting victims of hate incidents. 

 Dealing with perpetrators of hate incidents. 

 Thematic analysis.  

 Links to community tension monitoring, cohesion and LSPs. 

 Monitoring and evaluation. 

 Involving victims and local people. 

9.5. A regional standard of expectations for victims of hate 
incidents 

This should be part of any future regional standards of achievable good 
practice in the way hate incidents are tackled in local areas. Although 
every local area in the region is different, many of the needs and 
expectations of victims of hate incidents will be similar throughout the 
North East.  

A regional standard of expectation for victims of hate incidents, agreed 
by all key stakeholders in the region, should be developed using a 
human rights approach.  

A standard should not attempt to duplicate the code of practice for 
victims or similar initiatives. Instead, it should add value to these and 
focus on the needs of victims of hate incidents. It could include 
information on the following issues: 

 The role of different agencies and what they will do once an incident 
is reported to them. 

 The range of support available from different agencies. 
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 The steps victims can take to help agencies tackle the incident 
effectively. 

 Personal safety. 

 Feedback. 

 Complaints.  

The standard would provide a very strong message to victims about 
what they can expect from the different agencies within a partnership in 
their local area. It would also provide an agreed standard against which 
agencies can be accountable to, to victims in their area.  

9.6. A regional standard of consequences for perpetrators of hate 
incidents 

This should be part of any future regional standards of achievable good 
practice in the way hate incidents are tackled in local areas. Although 
every local area in the region is different, the way in which perpetrators 
of hate incidents should be dealt with should be consistent throughout 
the North East.  

A regional standard of consequences for perpetrators of hate incidents, 
agreed by all key stakeholders in the region, should be developed by 
taking a human rights approach to ensure the rights of perpetrators are 
balanced with the rights of wider society. 

It would provide a very strong message to perpetrators about what they 
can expect will happen to them if they perpetrate a hate incident. This 
would also send a strong message to individuals or communities who 
may be vulnerable to becoming victims of hate incidents, that 
perpetrators will be sanctioned.  

A standard could outline an expectation of sanction from a range of 
organisations within local partnerships including the following: 

 Police (for example arrest, criminal proceedings etc). 

 Accommodation providers (for example eviction etc). 

 Local authorities (for example ASBOs or CRASBOs etc). 

 CPS/Court service (for example details/implications of conviction etc). 

 Prison service/probation (for example Restorative Justice etc).
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Appendix A: Table showing BVPI data on racist incidents for North East local 
authority areas between 2001 and 2008

9
 

 

Local 
authority 
area 

2007/8 2006/7 2005/6 2004/5 2003/4 2002/3 2001/2 

174 175 174 175 174 175 174 175 174 175 174 175 174 175 

Alnwick  0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 

Berwick 0 - 0 - 0 - 0.08 0 0 - 0 - 1.1 100 

Blyth 2.46 100 4.90 100 0.04 100 0 - 0* 0* # # # # 

Castle 
Morpeth 

0 - 0 - 2.01 0 2.02 100 0 - 4.1 100 3.9 50 

Chester-le-
Street 

3.76 100 5.64 - 1.87 100 65.66 100 56.28 100 # # 8.7 100 

Darlington 77.51 100 94.78 100 109.6 100 90.60 100 74.60 100 49.0 100 35 100 

Derwentside 0 - 5.79 100 3.48 100 2.34 100 1.17 100 2.4 100 1.2 100 

Durham City 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 

Durham 
County 

25.76 100 38.22 100 28.58 100 28.12 100 6.7 100 6.9 100 5 100 



65 

 

Easington 2.12 100 4.29 100 5.38 100 4.30 100 4.27 100 0 - 0.9 100 

Gateshead 86.60 100 131.6 100 86.3 100 78.00 100 50.34 100 10.3 100 24 100 

Hartlepool 52.69 97.92 63.33 100 58.82 98.11 40.00 85.70 42.00 81 49.6 78 41 73 

M.brough 80.20 100 83.50 100 89.92 100 82.00 100 115 99 # # # # 

Newcastle-
upon-Tyne 

66.92 100 51.74 88.81 66.43 72.07 31.13 77.11 21.51 94.64 225 37 251 100 

North 
Tyneside 

7.20 100 6.20 100 5.24 100 42.5* 100 24.57 100 4.7 100 7 100 

N.berland 30.91 100 18.97 100 19.62 100 13.58 100 10.37 100 0.32* 100* 51.87* 100 

Redcar and 
Cleveland 

15.05 100 32.47 100 58.95 73.17 4.31 100 7.17 100 14.4 100 44 100 

Sedgefield 3.43 100 3.43 100 4.50 100 3.43 100 48.70 100 31.0 100   

South 
Tyneside 

59.59 100 40.32 100 33.01 100 52.08 100 41.35 100 58.9 100 9.17* 100* 

Sunderland 29.93 100 27.14 100 26.18 100 39.17* 98.19* 0* 0* # # # # 

Stockton-on-
Tees 

92.54 100 126.4 100 155.9 100 126.7 100 135.2 100 142.8 100 103 99 

Teesdale 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0.6 100 
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Tynedale 0 - 0 - 1.67 100 0 - 1.69 100 1.0 100 0 - 

Wansbeck 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 1.6 0 

Wear Valley 0 - 3.22 100 1.63 100 0.63 100 3.20 100 0 - 0 - 

 

Please note: 

 BVI 174: The number of racial incidents reported to the local authority, and subsequently recorded, per 100,000 of 
population.  

 BVI 175: The percentage of racial incidents reported to the local authority that resulted in further action. 

 *: Doubts expressed by the Audit Commission about the reliability of the local authorityôs arrangements for 
producing the data 

 -: Data is not applicable 

 #: Data not provided 

 M.brough: Middlesbrough 

 N.berland: Northumberland 
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Appendix B: Table showing indicators relating to 
racist and religious incidents for North East local 
authority areas taken from the 2003/4 Best Value 
General Survey

10
  

Local authority 
area 

Percentage of residents 
who think that people 
being attacked because 
of their skin colour, 
ethnic origin or religion is 
a very big or fairly big 
problem in their local 
area 

Percentage of 
residents who think 
that for their local area, 
over the last three 
years, that race 
relations has got better 
or stayed the same 

 

Alnwick  4.37 92.73 

Berwick 8.31 91.61 

Blyth 19.52 89.38 

Castle Morpeth 5.1 92.44 

Chester-le-
Street 

16.7 86.46 

Darlington 22.39 86.24 

Derwentside 24.11 87.18 

Durham City 10.68 90.04 

Durham County 16.93 85.24 

Easington 26.47 84.57 

Gateshead 26.59 82.22 

Hartlepool 28.63 84.32 

Middlesbrough 36.43 75.16 

Newcastle-
upon-Tyne 

19.61 82.56 

North Tyneside 7.32 83.17 
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Local authority 
area 

Percentage of residents 
who think that people 
being attacked because 
of their skin colour, 
ethnic origin or religion is 
a very big or fairly big 
problem in their local 
area 

Percentage of 
residents who think 
that for their local area, 
over the last three 
years, that race 
relations has got better 
or stayed the same 

 

Northumberland 11.19 91.15 

Redcar and 
Cleveland 

27.38 81.74 

Sedgefield 18.1 89.96 

South Tyneside 31.63 86.26 

Sunderland 13.99 78.84 

Stockton-on-
Tees 

42.46 61.34 

Teesdale 4.25 95.02 

Tynedale 6.7 94 

Wansbeck 20.14 90.51 

Wear Valley 13.73 85.82 
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Appendix C: Table showing indicators relevant to 
community cohesion for North East local authority 
areas taken from the 2006/7 Best Value General 
Survey

11
   

 Local 
authority area 

Percentage of residents 
who think that people not 
treating other people with 
respect and 
consideration is a very or 
fairly big problem in their 
local area 

Percentage of 
residents who agree 
that their local area is 
a place where people 
from different 
backgrounds get on 
well together 

Alnwick  33 84 

Berwick 37 74 

Blyth no data 81 

Castle Morpeth 35 83 

Chester-le-
Street 

58 78 

Darlington 50 79 

Derwentside 58 72 

Durham City 43 82 

Durham County 56 74 

Easington 65 72 

Gateshead 63 76 

Hartlepool 58 76 

Middlesbrough 57 74 

Newcastle-
upon-Tyne 

53 76 

North Tyneside 59 76 

Northumberland 41 82 
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 Local 
authority area 

Percentage of residents 
who think that people not 
treating other people with 
respect and 
consideration is a very or 
fairly big problem in their 
local area 

Percentage of 
residents who agree 
that their local area is 
a place where people 
from different 
backgrounds get on 
well together 

Redcar and 
Cleveland 

60 70 

Sedgefield 60 70 

South Tyneside 61 85 

Sunderland 62 73 

Stockton-on-
Tees 

65 76 

Teesdale 35 83 

Tynedale 29 84 

Wansbeck 59 71 

Wear Valley 58 77 








































