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anti-social behaviour as part of
a continuing campaign against
his former neighbours. The
Council obtained a number of
ASBIs, most recently in 2008.
D appealed against the most
recent injunction order, arguing
that his behaviour was not
"housing-related"

for

the

purpose of s.153A HA 1996
and that the court therefore had
no jurisdiction to make the
ASBI.

And finally…
Over the past few months
Emma, Adrian and Genevieve
have been giving a series of
seminars

upon

developments in homelessness
law to the members of the West
London Alliance.

If your

organisation

like

would

to

receive information about such
seminars please contact our
clerk Hayley Walker on 020
7405

HELD: Viewed as a whole,

recent

6114

or

Hayley.Walker@fieldcourt.co.uk

and in the light of his earlier
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housing law can be found at our
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practice

in

matter that D was no longer a
tenant of the Council at the date
of his most recent bout of antisocial behaviour.

Disclaimer: Whilst every care has been
taken to ensure the accuracy of this
newsletter, no responsibility for any loss or
damage occasioned to any person acting or
refraining from action as a result of any
statement in it can be accepted by the
authors, editors or publishers.
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