Crime and Disorder
Reduction Partnership

Perception of Crime and Safety

Report 2006

Prepared by:
Priority Research Ltd

© Priority. Researc h.Ltd - 2006

Priority
Research On behalf of:

L)
49 I\ﬁr%e and Disorder Reduction Partnership



Priority
Research

PROVIDERS OF PUBLIC CONSULTATION AND RESEARCH

Priority Research Ltd, Craven House,
Manse Lane, Knaresborough HG5 8ET

Tel: 0845 051 1006

Fax: 01423 869876

e-mail: info@priority-research.com
internet: http://www.priority-research.com



| Contents

1. Introduction

2. Summary of Main Findings

3. Survey Results
- 3.1
-3.2
- 3.3
- 34
-35

- 3.6

- 3.7
4. Appendices
- 4.1

Demographic information
The local area

Perception of crime
Experience of crime
Tackling crime

Crime and Disorder Reduction
Partnership

Priorities for the future

Methodology

Page

15
23
33
41

43

45

53

Perception of Crime and Safety

SURVEY 2004



2 Perception of Crime and Safety
SURVEY 2004



1. Introduction

Perception of Crime and Safety
SURVEY 2004



4

|1. Introduction

The Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnership engaged Priority Research to conduct a
survey of residents during the 2006 on the subject of the crime and disorder. This survey
was intended, as part of the Crime and Disorder Audit, to provide a baseline of data to
help ensure that the opinions and experiences of local residents are fully taken into
account within the Community Safety Strategy 2005-2008.

The main objective was to assess current opinion regarding:

Perceived problems in people’s neighbourhoods
Actual occurrence of fear of crime

Experience of crime (including repeat victimisation)
Precautions taken against crime

Community Street Wardens and community policing

In addition, PRL's unique “Priority Search” methodology would help to establish residents’
priorities for making them feel safer in the future.

The survey was conducted by 5000 postal questionnaires mailed during May 2006.
Questionnaires were sent to a random sample of those on the electoral register who had
not made it known that they did not wish their address to be used for such mailings. The
sample size in each ward was proportional to its population, and weighted by each ward’s
Index of Multiple Deprivation to ensure that returns were representative.

A total of 1454 completed questionnaires were received, a response rate of 29.1%

Readers should take care when considering percentage results from some of the sub
groups within the main sample, as the base figures may sometimes be small. Due to
rounding some graphs may not add up to 100%. Unless otherwise stated, all statistically
significant differences are reported at the 95% confidence level.

Further details of the methodology can be found in section 4.1.

Perception of Crime and Safety
SURVEY 2004



2. Summary of main findings

Perception of Crime and Safety
SURVEY 2004



6

|2. Summary of main findings
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Demographic information

As is usual with postal surveys there was a slight predominance of female respondents, but at
55% this was not marked.

Age was well distributed across the age ranges.
Half (53%) were employed, and 28% retired.
White British respondents accounted for 93% of the sample.

A quarter (24%) said that they or someone in their household had a long term illness, health
problem, or disability.

Under half (43%) owned one vehicle; a further 27% owned two, 7% owned three or more and
22% did not own a vehicle.

The majority (74%) were owner occupiers. Three percent rented from a Housing Association,
a similar percentage from a private landlord, and 17% from the Council.

Perceptions of The local area

Respondents were asked to rate how much of a problem various crimes and problems were
in their local area. The largest was Car break-ins/vandalism to cars, with 52% saying this was
either a very or fairly serious problem.

There were large variations by ward in the levels of perceived problems.

These opinions did not necessarily correlate with actual reported occurrences of crime.  For
example, theft from or damage to cars was both seen to be high and actually is so, but while
theft of (as opposed to from) cars was low at 3.6%, it was perceived as being the second
most common problem.

While location (ward) accounted for most of the variation in levels of perceived problems,
other variations were:

o The oldest respondents (75 years and over) tended to report lower levels of problems,
and this was independent of the ward in which they lived. The only issue which this
age group rated as being worse than average was Rubbish and litter (51% vs. 42%).

e Respondents in Council properties consistently rated problems as being worse than
average, but this is accounted for by unequal distribution of Council properties
between wards.

o BME respondents rated two problems worse than the average. These were Racial or
religious abuse (24% vs. 8%) and Problems associated with public drunkenness (30%
vs. 17%).

Respondents were asked how they thought their area compared with the rest of the area and
elsewhere for crime levels. There was a very close correlation between this rating and the
level of deprivation existing in the ward.

Perception of crime

Respondents were asked to recall if they had actually worried about particular crimes or
problems during the previous year, and if they had, how often and to what extent.

While the most common worry was house burglary, it was not the most frequent worry, and it
was far from being the most intense.

Perception of Crime and Safety
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|2. Summary of main findings

3.3 The most intense levels of worry were about speeding traffic and drug-related activity,
although the last of these was a much less frequent a worry.

3.4 Combining percentage of reports with the frequency and intensity of worry gave an overall
index in which the top concern emerged as Danger from speeding traffic.

3.5 The most frequent reason given for worry about becoming a victim of crime was Lack of a
visible police presence, (58%) and this is a very common finding elsewhere in the country.
The most common reasons after this related to personal experience (40%) or hearing of the
crime happening to someone else (38%). Local media scored higher than national media
(27% vs. 14%).

3.6 Respondents were asked to say what they thought were the top three causes of crime in the
local area. Receiving the most votes was Young people with nothing to do (38%), followed
by Not enough police presence (33%), Drug dealing (33%), and Other drug related reasons
(32%).

3.7 Personal feelings of safety varied according to the situation, from 86% feeling safe outside in
the day to 27% feeling safe in the area city centre at night. The only variables consistently
affecting this were the sex of the respondent, with men generally feeling safer than women,
and the ward people lived in.

4.0 Experience of crime
4.1 As noted above, experience of crime did not necessarily match people’s concerns or worries.

4.2 Young people hanging about was the most frequently reported problem (39%) followed by
Rubbish and litter (38%) then Speeding traffic (32%).

4.3 Car crime was relatively high at 22%.

4.4 Respondents who had experienced a crime were asked if they had done so more than once.
The top three had been experienced more than once by two thirds of respondents.

4.5 The proportion of crimes which were reported to the authorities varied widely between the
different types. The top three concerns (youth nuisance, litter and speeding traffic) were
among the less frequently reported problems. As might be expected, the more serious
crimes were reported much more often .

4.6 For those who had reported an incident to the police, 62% were satisfied with courtesy of
the response they received, 44% with the speed of response, 32% with its effectiveness, and
28% with the follow-up information and support received. Regarding this last item, over a
third (37%) said they had been very dissatisfied.

4.7 The most frequent reasons given for not reporting an incident were It was unlikely anyone
would get caught (38%), The police wouldn’t be able to do anything (35%), The police
wouldn’t take it seriously (34%) and | did not think it was serious enough (31%). A fifth (19%)
said they were afraid of reprisals.

5.0 Tackling crime

5.1 Respondents were presented with eight common types of crime and asked to rank the top
three to be tackled. Top was Drugs and alcohol, voted for by 52% of respondents, followed
by Antisocial behaviour (43%) and Burglary (43%). Fourth was Violent crime (37%) then
Vehicle crime (26%). The remaining three were much lower priorities.

5.2 Eleven percent had heard of the Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnership prior to the
survey.

Perception of Crime and Safety
SURVEY 2004



|2. Summary of main findings

6.0 Priorities for the future

6.1  The top priority by a significant margin was Greater police presence on the streets. Where
an item of this nature is offered for prioritisation it is usual for it to come top.

6.2 There were six other significant priorities:

o Combating the drugs problem

« Stiffer sentences for offenders

« Address alcohol related crime and anti-social behaviour

e More use of anti-social behaviour powers

 Intensive supervision of known prolific offenders

o Education programmes for young people at risk of being involved in crime & ASB

6.3 Four of the seven significant priorities relate to enforcement.

6.4 Despite the high level of concern about the dangers of speeding traffic, improved safety
features on cars were the bottom priority, suggesting that the concern is not about dangers
to the drivers or passengers of the vehicles, but rather to other road users.

Perception of Crime and Safety
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I3.1 Demographic information

3.1.1 Ward

Ward 22
Ward 15
Ward 3
Ward 9
Ward 12
Ward 18
Ward 28
Ward 13
Ward 21
Ward 25
Ward 1
Ward 2
Ward 27
Ward 6
Ward 23
Ward 4
Ward 8
Ward 14
Ward 17
Ward 24
Ward 11
Ward 16
Ward 10
Ward 26
Ward 19
Ward 5
Ward 7

Ward 20

Perception of Crime and Safety
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5.2%
4.7%
4.5%
4.4%
4.3%
4.3%
4.3%
4.2%
4.1%
4.1%
3.9%
3.9%
3.9%
3.8%
3.7%
3.4%
3.4%
3.4%
3.2%
0 Note: The mail out was weighted by
3.1% each ward's Index of Multiple
0 Deprivation in order to compensate
3.0% for lower returns from more deprived
o areas. This was very successful; a
2.9% statistical analysis shows that less than
2 8¢ 2% of the variation in returns across
070 wards is accounted for by their IMD.
2 70/ The percentage returns in this chart
70 largely reflect actual populations of
2 4% the wards.
2.3%
2.2%
Base: 1454.
2.1%
0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14%



I3.1 Demographic information

3.1.2 What is your gender?

100% ~

Base: 1454
80% A

60% - 55%

43%
40% -

20% A

2.0%

0%

Female Male NR

3.1.3 How old are you?

100% -
Base: 1454
80% A
60% A

40% - A
23% 22%

20% - 7 8% 12%

1.8%
0%

16- 25 26 - 40 41 -59 60 - 74 75 years + N/R

3.1.4 Employment status

100% -
Base: 1454
80% -
60% A 53%
40% A 28%
20% 4
0%

5.5%

1.4% 0.6% 2.1% 5.4% 1.0% 3.2%

Employed Retired Not working Unemployed Unemployed Student/ Disabled/ Other N/R
(incl. full but and and not Training long term
time, part responsible currently looking for
time or self for looking looking for work
employed) after home/ work
dependants

sick

3.1.5 Ethnicity

100% - Base: 1454

Asian or Asian British Black or Black British Other

93%

White Mixed

80% -

60% -

40% -

20% ~

0.9%
0.2%
0.0%
0.1%
1.4%

0.1%
0.2%
0.9%

0.3%
0.2%
1.9%

0% T

Irish | 0.4%
Indian |0.3%

British
White &
Black
White and
Black
White &
Asian
Pakistani
Caribbean
African
Chinese |0.3%
N/R

Other white
Other mixed | 0.1%

Bangladeshi
Other Asian
Other black | 0.0%
Other ethnic
group

Perception of Crime and Safety
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In your household:

3.1.6 Is anyone aged 65 or over?

3.1 Demographic information

3.1.7 Do you live on your own?

Base: 1454

No/N.R.
2%

Yes
28%

3.1.8 Do you have a child/children aged under 16?

Base: 1454

Yes
17%

No/N.R.
83%

3.1.9 Do you have a child/children aged 16 or over?

Base: 1454
Yes
No/N.R. 24%
76 %

3.1.10 Would you describe yourself as a single parent
family?

Base: 1454

Yes
17 %

No/N.R.
83%

3.1.11 Do you, or anyone in your household, have any
long-term illness, health problem or disability which
limits your daily activities or the work you can do?

Base: 1454

Perception of Crime and Safety
SURVEY 2004

Base: 1454
Yes
No/N.R. 24%
76 %




3.1 Demographic information

3.1.12 How many vehicles do you and members of your household park on or near your property?

100% -
Base: 1454
80% -
60% -
43%
40% -
0,
2204 27%
20% -
6.5% 2.7%
0% r r r r ]
None One Two Three or more N/R
3.1.13 Property type
100% -
Base: 1454
80% -
60% -
42%
40% - 26%
15%
20% 1 8.0%
’ 1.2% 00 0.1% 1.1% 2.2%
0% T T T T T T T T 1
Detached Semi-  Terraced Flat Maisonette Bungalow Mobile Other NR
house detached house home
house
3.1.14 Housing Tenure
100% -
80% - U Base: 1454
60% -
40% -
200 17%
. 3.1% 3.3% 0.2% 0.6% 2.0%
0% T T T T T T )
Owned by Rented from Rented from Rented Provided by Other N/R
you or your a Housing the Council privately your
family Association employer

Perception of Crime and Safety 3
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Survey results

3.2 The local area
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I3.2 The local area

The chart opposite shows the extent to which people regard various crimes as
being problematic in their local area; on pages 19 and 20 there are tables which
compare this information by ward, showing the percentages of people rating each
as either a very or fairly serious problem. As would be expected, there are large
and consistent variations between wards.

It is interesting to compare these opinions with actual occurrences of crime as
shown on page 35. For example, theft from or damage to cars is both seen to
be high and actually is so, while theft of (as opposed to from) cars is actually low at
3.6%, it is perceived as being the second most common problem.

Location (ward) accounted for most of the variation in levels of perceived
problems. Other variations were:

o The oldest respondents (75 years and over) tended to report lower levels of
problems, and this was independent of the ward in which they lived. The
only issue which this age group rated as being worse than average was
Rubbish and litter (51% vs. 42%).

e Respondents in Council properties consistently rated problems as being
worse than average, but this is accounted for by unequal distribution of
Council properties between wards.

e« BME respondents rated two problems as being worse than the average.
These were Racial or religious abuse (24% vs. 8%) and Problems associated
with public drunkenness (30% vs. 17%).

Perception of Crime and Safety
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I3.2 The local area

3.2.1 How much do you think the following are problems in the local area? - summary of opinion

%

Issue Rating problem

Car break ins/vandalism to vehicles 52

Car theft 49

Speeding traffic 48

Vandalism or dama}ge to.properti.e_s 46
(including graffiti)

Theft from grounds or outbuildings (e.g. 44
shed/garage)

Young people hanging about 43

Residential burglary 43

Rubbish and litter 42

Drug dealing 36

Drug use 35

Street robbery (mugging) 19

Violent crime/other assaults 18

Commercial burglary 17

Abandoned/burnt out vehicles 17

Problems associated with public 17
drunkenness

Nuisance neighbours 16

Domestic violence 9

Racial or religious abuse 8

Sexual assault 8

Victimisation because of sexuality or 6

disabilities

Key: Don’t know / N.A./ N.R. Not a problem at all A slight problem A fairly serious problem A very serious problem

Perception of Crime and Safety

SURVEY 2004 e




18

3.2 The local area

3.2.2 How much do you think the following are problems in the local area? - detailed response

Percentages Further details
(oow/_probiem s Aminor L S e Bose
NA/NR.  all  PoPle™ o oblem  problem
Residential burglary | 16 4 38 35 8 1454
Commercial burglary 44 10 29 14 4 1454
Theft from grounds or outbuildings (e.g. shed/garage) 17 4 34 33 11 1454
Vandalism or damage to properties (including graffiti) 11 9 34 32 14 1454
Cartheft | 17 5 28 32 17 1454
Car break ins/vandalism to vehicles 15 5 28 33 19 1454
Street robbery (mugging) 23 22 35 14 5 1454
Sexual assault 37 29 26 6 2 1454
Violent crime/other assaults 31 24 28 13 5 1454
Racial or religious abuse 32 35 24 6 2 1454
Drug dealing | 27 15 22 19 17 1454
Victimisation because of sexuality or disabilities 39 34 21 5 2 1454
Domestic violence 53 19 18 7 2 1454
Druguse | 31 12 23 19 16 1454
Speeding traffic 11 10 32 29 19 1454
Nuisance neighbours 14 41 30 9 7 1454
Problems associated with public drunkenness 19 30 34 12 5 1454
Young people hanging about 9 15 34 24 19 1454
Abandoned/burnt out vehicles 16 41 25 10 7 1454
Rubbish and litter 7 14 37 22 20 1454

Perception of Crime and Safety
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I3.2 The local area

3.2.3 Problems in the local area - analysis by ward

>
sl=l=l=slsl=sl=l=sl=s|=15|5|5|58]%
szl lelele]lalalala]lse
o rol o a g o a g g o - A s - -
o - N w L) (8] o~ ~N oo O o —_ N w £
Residential
burglary 43 62 48 41 54 59 67 44 55 57 49 43 78 57
Commercial
burglary 17 56 41 29 31 24 32 57 44 24 29 56 14
Theft from
grounds or
outbuiines oo | 44 | 72 58 53 4 | 67 | 23 | 60 @59 | 67 73 | 49
shed/garage)
Vandalism or
damage to
properties 46 56 53 56 57 55 62 68 72
(including graffiti)
Car theft | 49 70 51 49 58 68 71 70 60 88 60
Car break ins/
vandalismto | 52 79 52 63 52 57 70 71 64 59 91 53
vehicles
Street robbery
oo 19 | 46 21 | 21 83 19 50 | 46 39 | 22 | 31 58
Sexual assault | 8.1 32 17 12 19 28 19 9.1 18 40
Violent crime/
other assaults 18 47 29 46 61 25 21 61
Racial or religious
gl g4l 16 11 18 23 | 43 25 14 | 89 24
Drug dealing | 36 67 63 39 47 79 62 54 50 80
Victimisation
because of
oo 62 17 15 86 10 | 10 20 11 13 23
disabilities
Domestic violence | 9.3 | 24 15 31 11 19 27 24 11 15 41 13
Druguse | 35 76 61 45 38 71 67 60 59 73
Speeding traffic | 48 63 56 52 56 59 49 59 78
Nuisance
o] 16 | 23 25 23 | 17 | 18 | 32 26 34
Problems
associated with | 17 20 17 21 43 24 40 10 24
public drunkenness
Young people
hanging about 43 49 57 57 45 47 70 69 76
Abandoned/burnt
onedibuntl 17 | 39 21 36 | 30 26 18 46
Rubbish and litter | 42 54 47 50 49 50 62 55 51 55 69

Note: The blue column gives the average figure overall. Wards with higher ratings are shown in red, those with lower ratings, in green

Perception of Crime and Safety 9
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|3.2 The local area

3.2.3 continued Problems in the local area - analysis by ward

Zlslzslslsls|lslslsls|ls|l=s|s)=s]:z
AR R R B R R R B R
3 o o o o o o o o o o o o o o
«Q - - - - - N N N N N N N N N
()] Ul o ~N oo O (@) - N w £ (&) o~ ~N oo
Residential
burglary | 43 | 56 43 57 51 | 61 | 51 46 | 53 | 65 | 45
Commercial
oo | 17 | 39 28 | 38 | 33 20 | 55 34 25 21 23 29 20
Theft from
grounds or
outbuildings (e.g. 44 60 45 61 50 63 68 55 44 44 52 65 57
shed/garage)
Vandalism or
damage to
o] 46 | 53 49 60 | 57 49 71 | 57 56 | 61 56 | 60
(including graffiti)
Cartheft | 49 71 59 81 65 58 74 61 55 62 58 68
Car break ins/
vandalismto | 52 73 54 80 67 58 72 66 58 63 61 64 62
vehicles
Street robbery
g ] 19 | 31 46 | 19 23 | 30 | 31 32 | 22 21
Sexual assault | 8.1 8.6 7.1 22 10 13 14 17 17 21
Violent crime/
iolentcrime/| 18 | 21 52 | 26 26 | 42 | 26 25 | 23 | 24
Racial or religious
gousl 84| 17 | 15 19 16 | 27 | 1
Drug dealing | 36 70 38 68 48 46 74 59 46 46 50 50 57
Victimisation
because of
iy 62| 24 83 59 18 17 | 15 | 13 | 94 87 | 14
disabilities
Domestic violence | 9.3 | 24 19 26 14 37 30 38 11 13 15 23 13
Druguse | 35 64 37 73 50 50 73 59 48 42 44 50 51
Speeding traffic | 48 49 48 71 52 55) 76 54 63 55 61
Nuisance
e 16 | 29 41 33 | 24 21 23
Problems
associated with | 17 25 30 30 23 31 24 30 25 17 33
public drunkenness
Young people
b soo: | 43 | 45 46 | 64 50 74 54 | 55 | 53 54 | 57
Abandoned/burnt
oneabuntl 17 | 27 57 | 17 37 | 28 18 | 23 18 | 19
Rubbish and litter | 42 52 67 67 60 44

Note: The blue column gives the average figure overall. Wards with higher ratings are shown in red, those with lower ratings, in green

20 Perception of Crime and Safety
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3.2 The local area

3.2.3 Levels of crime in the local area - summary of opinion

Comparison Rating %biiﬂr:g
Compared with the rest of the 53
area
Compared with the rest of 51
South Yorkshire
Compared with the rest of 50

Britain

——
Key: About the same A little better
—

3.2.4 Levels of crime in the local area - detailed response

Percentages Further details
Véolr‘; ev c';:g: Neither ﬁ;'ttttelf kﬁt':’etr Base  NR opEEm/ Response Total base
Compared with the rest of the 19 35 29 13 5 1337 | 29 52 920 | 1454
area
C°mparedsv(‘;i$?htbi:f:;i:’; 20 32 37 9 3 1145 81 131 787 1454
Compared with the rBeris:a?: 21 29 37 10 3 1084 81 173 746 1454

Notes on the presentation of data

The chart above summarises the feelings reported with crime levels in the local area compared with the surrounding area.

Respondents were asked to rate each aspect on a five-point scale, marked ‘A lot better’ through to ‘A lot worse’. The bar
chart shows the proportions of respondents who ticked each of the categories, omitting those who did not respond.

The first column of figures at the right of the chart shows the percentage of respondents who responded either a little or a
lot better.

Following the chart is a table that shows the responses in more detail, including those who did not respond.

Commentary

The chart above shows how people rate their local area with respect to crime levels compared with
the rest of the area, the rest of South Yorkshire and the rest of the UK.

On the following page, the comparisons for the rest of the area are shown by ward. The final
column of figures in blue gives the national rank of the Index of Multiple Deprivation for each
ward, in which a large number indicates low deprivation and vice versa. The correlation between
these figures and respondents’ ratings is obvious.

Perception of Crime and Safety 1
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I3.2 The local area

3.2.5 Perception of crime in the local area - comparison by ward

Ward

Ward 22
Ward 15
Ward 3
Ward 9
Ward 12
Ward 18
Ward 28
Ward 13
Ward 21
Ward 25
Ward 1
Ward 2
Ward 27
Ward 6
Ward 23
Ward 4
Ward 8
Ward 14
Ward 17
Ward 24
Ward 11
Ward 16
Ward 10
Ward 26
Ward 19
Ward 5
Ward 7

Ward 20

Rating

% saying
better

94
94
93
82
82
73
72
72
71
70
66
65
62
61
57
57
51
48
40
38
37
36
35
31
25
19
14

11

IMD

28111
28487
30531
27073
20571
24077
19897
12060
12151
14785
17134
16102
10947
16183
13814
14238
18823
8145
4720
5686
7974
9626
4390
5594
2761
4442
2664

2326

Key: _ lot worse About the same _ little better

Perception of Crime and Safety
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3.3 Perception of crime
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I3.3 Perception of crime

This section sheds light on what people worry about, why they worry, and how
safe they feel.

Firstly, on pages 26 and 27 there are summaries of the extent of respondents’
worries about various crimes and social problems.

This is followed on page 29 by the reasons people give for being worried about
crime.

Next, on pages 30 and 31 there are ratings of feelings of personal safety in various
situations.

Finally, on page 32, respondents rate what they think are the principal causes of
crime in the local area.

Note:

Recent research by Farrall & Gadd (2003)" has suggested that fear of crime surveys
may have over estimated the levels of concern due to the format of the questions.
The current survey has taken into account some of their suggested amendments
to question wording, notably by asking respondents if they actually remember
specific fearful episodes during a given time period, rather than asking about a
general emotional state (“Do you worry about...”) which may be considered
leading or difficult to define. The assumption is that those who cannot remember
specific occasions would be unlikely to have experienced any intense fearful
episodes.

[1] Farrall, S. and Gadd, D. , Fear Today, Gone Tomorrow: Do Surveys Overstate Fear Levels?, University of Keele Publications (2003).

Perception of Crime and Safety
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I3.3 Perception of crime

On the following two pages a pair of charts summarises the information gathered
on levels of worry about various crimes.

The chart on the left hand page summarises data from the various questions

asked.

o The length of the right hand bars (and the numbers at the end) shows the
percentage of respondents who said that they could remember actually
worrying about each particular issue in the last year.

e The shading in the right hand bar shows how often they said that they
worried about each.

e The left hand bars, coloured red/green, show how worried they said they
were on the most recent occasion that they remembered worrying about it.
The red portion of the bar indicates the proportion of respondents who
described themselves as very worried.

The chart shows, for example, that:

e While the most common worry is house burglary, this is neither the most
frequent nor the most intense worry

e The most intense levels of worry are about speeding traffic and drug-related
activity
« People worry most often about speeding traffic and vandalism

The chart on the right of the two page spread combines all of this information into
a single index, showing that the top overall worry (combining intensity, frequency
and the number of people reporting them) is Danger from speeding traffic.

Perception of Crime and Safety
SURVEY 2004
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I3.3 Perception of crime

3.3.1 In the last year, can you remember ever feeling worried about the following actually happening to you in
your area? If so, how worried were you and how many times in the last year have you actually felt like this?

Issue the worry is Intensity of the Frequency of the Percentage of respondents
about worry worry who said they remembered
worrying about the issue

Having your home burgled 18% 58%
Being bothered by young people o 0
hanging about 28% 49%
Having a car broken into/vandalised 31% 48%
Theft from your grounds or 19% 45%
outbuildings (e.g. shed/garage) °
Having a car stolen 26% 45%
Being in danger from speeding traffic 38% 43%
Vandalism or damage to your 23% 34%
property
Street robbery (mugging) 23% 28%
Problems from drug-related activity 28% 26%
near your home
Drug dealing 36% 23%
Violent crime/other type of physical 20% 2204
assault
Being bothered by drunks in public 21% 21%
Being bothered by rjuisance 27% 20%
neighbours
Drug use 39% 20%
Being sexually assaulted 27% 13%
Being a victim of racial or relﬁ)lﬁs: 17% 5.9%
Having your business burgled 19% 5.2%
Being victimised due to sexuality or o 5.0%
disabiliies 18% : Base: 1454

- Less than very . Once a month

Note: Respondents could give more than one answer. Some respondents did not state how often they were worried

Notes on the presentation of data

The charts above gives detailed information about the numbers of respondents who report worrying about crime, the
frequency with which they worry and the reported intensity of that worry.

The chart on the page opposite combines all of that information into a single score, weighting the percentage of people
reporting worry by both the frequency and intensity of this. Frequency was banded into Daily/At least once per fortnight/Once
a month or less. Weights were applied to the proportions in each category, and a frequency index calculated by summing
the proportion saying Daily, two thirds of the proportion saying fortnightly and one third of the remainder. A similar calculation
was done with intensity of worry to give an intensity index. The overall worry index was calculated by multiplying the
percentage of respondents who said they recalled actually worrying by both the frequency index and the intensity index.
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3.3 Perception of crime

3.3.2 Overall worry index combining number, frequency and intensity

Being in danger from speeding traffic 24.4
Having a car broken into/vandalised 225
Being bothered by young people hanging about 22.1
Having your home burgled 21.3
Having a car stolen 19.6
Theft from your grounds or outbuildings (e.g. shed/garage) 17.2
Vandalism or damage to your property 14.2
Problems from drug-related activity near your home 13.5
Drug dealing 10.9
Street robbery (mugging) 10.7
Drug use 10.1
Violent crime/other type of physical assault 8.7
Being bothered by nuisance neighbours 8.2
Being bothered by drunks in public 7.2
Being sexually assaulted 4.4
Having your business burgled 1.8
Being a victim of racial or religious abuse 1.7

Being victimised due to sexuality or disabilities 15

Note: The numbers in this chart are weighted overall scores, not percentages.

The charts on the previous page give detailed information about the numbers of respondents who
report worrying about crime, the frequency with which they worry and the reported intensity of
that worry.

The chart above combines all of that information into a single score, weighting the percentage of
people reporting worry by both the frequency and intensity of this .

Speeding traffic now comes top, higher than burglary, because although fewer people report
worrying about it than about burglary, those who do say that they worry about it more frequently
and the intensity of the worry is higher than for burglary.
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I3.3 Perception of crime

3.3.3 Worry about crime - detailed response

% frequency of worry

Once a At least

Very

% strength of worry

Fairly Not very

molreV;: or foer;/;;yht Daily  N/R | oo oy womed NR | Base

Having your home burgled | 57 14 24 5.8 18 53 19 10 849

Having your business burgled | 49 16 21 13 19 29 29 23 75

Theftiromyourgrouns o o ey 52 18 25 54|19 51 20 10 | e

Vandalism or damage to your property | 46 20 28 6.5 23 49 15 13 490

Having a car stolen | 46 18 31 5.6 26 47 15 12 658

Having a car broken into/vandalised | 43 17 33 6.7 31 43 13 12 702

Street robbery (mugging) | 53 18 23 5.8 23 43 21 14 413

Being sexually assaulted | 61 18 18 3.7 27 34 29 11 188

Violent crime/other type of physical 51 23 21 53 29 40 20 1 322
assault

Being a victim of racial or religious abuse | 64 11 17 8.1 17 24 43 15 86

Being victimised due tosexwality o 55 43 25 49 | 18 24 47 11 | 2
isabilities

Drug dealing | 41 24 29 6.3 36 41 9.4 15 331

Druguse | 37 24 33 65 39 38 10 13 291

Being in danger from speeding traffic | 27 23 45 54 38 38 11 13 631

Being bothered by nuisance neighbours | 45 21 26 7.4 27 33 26 14 296

Being bothered by drunks in public | 51 27 15 6.6 21 38 27 14 301

Being bothered by young people | 4 55 31 66 | 29 43 16 13 | w9
anging about

Problems from drug-related activity near 36 25 33 6.5 38 39 9.1 14 385

your home
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3.3 Perception of crime

3.3.4 Why is it that you are worried about these crimes happening to you?

A lack of a visible police presence

| have experienced it before

| know someone who has experienced it
before

| have heard stories of it happening to
other people

Local media reports

Because there is no CCTV locally

Because of specific individuals in this
area

| feel vulnerable because of my age

| feel vulnerable because of the
property | own (e.g. type of car or
house)

The reputation of the area

The area is badly lit

National media reports

| feel vulnerable because of my gender

Other

This area is isolated

| feel vulnerable because of my colour,
race, religion or sexual orientation

No response

58%
40%
38%
36%
27%
26%
26%
23%
23%
21%
14%
14%
12%
8.0%
5.3%
1.9%
13% Base: 1454
0% 1(;% 2(;% 3(;% 4(;% 5(;% 6(I)%

Note: Respondents who in the last year can remember ever feeling worried

It is very usual in this type of survey for a lack of a police presence to be given as the top reason for
worrying about crime, often by a large margin. Apart from this, personal and vicarious experience
are the largest determinants of worry about crime.
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I3.3 Perception of crime

3.3.5 Feeling of safety - summary of opinion

Statement Rating el
Outside in the area where you 86
live during the day
On public transport during the 85
day
Outside in the City Centre 81

during the day

Outside in the area where you
live at night

On public transport at night - 36

52

Outside in the City Centre at

night 27

Rating increased, Rating increased, change Rating decreased, change Rating decreased,
change is for the better is for the worse is for the better change is for the worse

(+) -+ @ @

3.3.6 Feeling of safety - detailed response

No significant change

Percentages Further details
Ver Fairl No
Y y Neither Fairly safe Very safe Base N/R opinion Response Total base
unsafe unsafe UNA
Outside in the City Centre during 1 5 13 56 26 1323 6.3 27 91.0 1454
the day
e in the Ci
Outside in the City Centr:iegﬁi 23 27 22 26 2 1177 86 105 80.9 1454
Outside in the area where you live
during the day 1 4 9 43 43 1345 6.5 1.0 925 1454
Outside in the area where you live 9 19 20 41 11 1317 67 27 906 1454
at night
li i h
On public transport during ;a‘; 1 3 1 46 39 | 1144 96 118 787 1454
On public transport at night 14 28 22 31 5 1031 10.0 19.1 709 1454

Notes on the presentation of data

The chart above summarises how safe respondents feel at various times of day and in various places.

Respondents were asked to rate each aspect on a five-point scale, marked ‘Very safe’ through to ‘Very unsafe’. There was
also a category for ‘Don‘t know'. The bar chart shows the proportions of respondents who ticked each of the categories,
omitting those who did not respond or express an opinion.

The column of figures at the right of the chart shows the percentage of respondents who responded either very or fairly
safe.

Below the chart is a table that shows the responses in more detail, including those who did not respond.
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3.3 Perception of crime

3.3.7 Feeling of safety - analysis by ward

>
Sl=l=l=sl=sl=sl=l=slsl=1518|5|5]|3
= = 2 = 2 = 2 = e = g a g g | 4
) o o o o o o o o o R PN - o —
(] - N w £ (] o~ ~N (o) O o - N w B
Outside in the City
Centre during the | 81 77 67 78 78 66
day
Qusidente ] 27 | 18 12 21 26 20 7.8

Centre at night

Outside in the area

where you live | 86 80 86 86 71 78 77 83 69
during the day

Outside in the area

where you liveat | 52 38 46 43 30 46 21
night
On public
transport during | 85 84 78 74 82 82 81 83 76
the day
Onpublic | 34 | 34 34 | 28 30 31 20

transport at night

Zls|lslsls|s1slsls|ls1sl=s|ls]=s|z=z

sl le|lgles]le]lglele]|la|e

o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o

(] _ _ - - —_ N N N N N N N N N

(] (6] o~ ~N oo O o — N w B (6] o~ ~N (o]
QOutside in the City

Centre during éhe 81 79 79 76 81 80 77 80
ay

Qutside in the City 27 24 21 5 24 22 17

Centre at night

Outside in the area

where you live | 86 83 75 82 86 86
during the day

Outside in the area

where you live at | 52 41 39 50 39 42 44 36
night
On public
transport during | 85 80 78 85 80
the day
Onpublc| 36 | 36 34 22 24 | 32 22 33 29

transport at night

Commentary

The chart on the previous page summarises overall feelings of safety in various situations.

The tables above compare these figures across wards. Where a figure indicates a perception of
greater safety, it is in green, while red figures indicate a lower feeling of safety for that particular
ward.
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3.2 The local area

3.3.7 What do you think are the top three causes of crime in the local area?

Drug dealing 28

Other drug related reasons 24

Young people with nothing to 03
do

Not enough police presence 20
Unemployment/low incomes 9.6
Drunkenness 9
Professional criminals 5.4

Easy opportunities 4.3

Lack of community co-

operation 23
Other 0.8 Base: 1454
0 %IS 1I0 ll5 2I0 2I5 3I0 3I5 4IO 4I5
Note: The numbers in this chart are weighted scores, not percentages. See below for details of calculation.
3.3.8 Detailed response
Percentages

i e Coe Lower | s
Drug dealing 23 6.7 3.1 68 473
Other drug related reasons 14 12 6.4 68 469
Unemployment/low incomes | 3.6 5.9 6.3 84 230
Young people with nothingto do| 8.7 15 15 62 553
Easy opportunities 1.3 2.5 4.0 92 113
Professional criminals | 1.6 34 4.8 90 143
Not enough police presence | 8.1 11 13 67 476
Lack of community co-operation| 0.6 1.1 3.6 95 77
Drunkenness| 3.2 55 6.6 85 223
Other| 0.4 0.2 0.7 99 19
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Survey results

3.4 Experience of crime
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I3.4 Experience of crime

The chart opposite summarises the frequency with which people reported experiencing various
crimes and problems in the last year.

The column of blue figures to the right of the graph gives the percentage of people who had
experienced each crime or problem at least once in the last year, while the figure given by the
darker shaded portion of each bar shows the percentage who had experienced each more than
once.

The inset table shows a breakdown of the numbers of respondents who had experienced a single
incident (17%), two incidents (16%), etc. Nearly three quarters (71%) had experienced at least one
incident, but it must be remembered that this includes matters such as speeding traffic which will
be widely experienced.

Again, youth nuisance and speeding traffic feature strongly, and rubbish and litter were often
mentioned.

Following this chart, on pages 36 and 37, tables show the numbers of respondents who had
experienced each crime or problem in the last year analysed by ward.

Perception of Crime and Safety
SURVEY 2004



3.4 Experience of crime

3.4.1 Have you or any members of your household been a victim of any of the following in the local area within
the last 12 months and have you experienced this more than once?

Percentage of respondents who
experienced it in the last year

Young people hanging about 39%
Rubbish and litter 38%
Speeding traffic 32%
Car break ins/vandalism to vehicles 22%
Nuisance neighbours
Abandoned/burnt out vehicles
Theft from grounds or outbuildings (e.g. shed/
garage)
Vandalism or damage to properties (including
graffiti)
Problems associated with Public drunkenness
Residential burglary 0.7% 5.8%
Drug dealing 3.7% 5.8% Number of incidents %
experienced
One 17%
Drug use 3.4% 52%
Two 16%
Car theft 1.4% 5.0% Three 15%
Four 9%
Violent crime/other assaults 0.6% 2.3% .
Five 6%
) Six 4%
Street robbery (mugging) 0.3% 2.2%
Seven 2%
Commercial burglary 0.6% 2.0% Eight 1%
Nine 1%
Racial or religious abuse 9 9
9 I 1.0%  1.7% Ten+ 1%
L . o At least one incident 71%
Victimisation due to sexuality or disability 0.5% 0.8%
No incidents 29%
Sexual assault | 0.0% 0.6% Base: 1454

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%

Note: Respondents could give more than one answer

Perception of Crime and Safety 5
SURVEY 2004



I3.2 The local area

3.4.3 Experience of crime analysed by ward

>
sl=sl=sl=sl=l=slsl=l=|=s|5|5|5|5|5
5 = 2 = 2 = 2 = 2 = 3 o ol 3 3
3 o o o o o o o o o N - — —_ -
()] - N w B (] o~ ~N (o) O o - N w ESY
Residential burglary | 5.8 6.2 12 9.1 19 9.4 7.3 6.5 15
Commercial burglary | 2.0 3.1 2.0 3.1 4.9 4.9 | 4.0
Theft from grounds/
oiama | 12 | 158 154 16 | 16 15 13 16 21 13
Vandalism/damage
el 12 | 16 15 12 | 61 20 13 14 16 | 22
Cartheft | 5.0 5.4 6.0 6.1 6.3 7.0 13 2.0
Car break ins/
vandalism 22 32 25 26 28 36 26
Street robbery
g | 22 | 35 34 4.0 63 | 40 24 | 23 4.9
Sexual assault | 0.6 1.8 1.8 24 3.3
Violent crime/other
assaults 2.3 3.0 5.5 11 4.0
Racial/religious
gousl 1.7 | 35 40 | 3.0 63 6.3 2.3 33 | 20
Drug dealing | 5.8 9.2 18 9.4 13 7.0
Druguse | 5.2 9.2 9.1 19 9.4 9.3 11
Victimisation-
sexuality/disab. 0.8 3.1 3.0 1.8 4.9 2.0
Speeding traffic | 32 40 43
Nuisance neighbours | 13 17 16 15 15 28 16 16
Problems-public
drunkenness 10 24 21.9 16
Young people
hanging about 39 46 42 61 53 52
Abandoned/burnt
out vehicles 13 18 14 12 15 16 0.0 15.6 23
Rubbish and litter | 38 38 42 42 44 41 46 41 42 19 46 32

Note: The blue column gives the average figure overall. Wards with higher incidences are shown in red, those with lower ratings, in green
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I3.2 The local area

3.4.3 continued  Experience of crime analysed by ward

Zls=l=sls|sl|s|lslsls|lsls|ls|1s|=s|¢:z
o 2 g g 2 2 g g 2 2 g g 2 g e
3 o o o o o o o o o o o o o o
Q —_ —_ - — —_ N N N N N N N N N
(] (9] o~ ~N oo O o = N w S o o~ ~N oo
Residential burglary | 5.8 6.5 10 8.5 7.4 6.7 7.7
Commercial
boreoy | 20 29 | 33 37 | 22 | 67 3.2
Theft from
grounds/ | 12 7.4 21 13 15 16 17 19 15
outbuilding
Vandalism/damage
to property 12 29 17 13 18 13 16 19
Cartheft| 5.0 | 8.8 6.5 5.7 5.0 13 7.0 9.7
Car break ins/
b/l 22 | 28 | 31 23 26 | 23 | 22 27 24 23 27
Street robbery
oo | 2:2 2.4 67 | 3.4 3.7 2.6 3.2
Sexual assault | 0.6 2.4 1.6 3.3 1.9
Violent crime/other
comer] 2.3 48 | 43 34 53 56 3.2
Racial/religious 1.7 29 24 17 27 19
abuse o . . . . .
Drug dealing | 5.8 7.4 8.1 6.7 9.3 7.7
Druguse | 5.2 8.1 5.7 6.7 8.5 5.3 7.4 4.4 7.7
Victimisation-
sexuality/disab. 0.8 2.9 1.9
Speeding traffic | 32 38 31 47 37 40 39 36 37 44 39
Nuisance
negrbone] 13 | 13 16 20 19 | 16 31
Problems-public
Semepuiel 10 19 10 12 22 | 12 18 | 18 | 11
Young people
hanging about 39 46 43 44 53 46 56 49 45
Abandoned/burnt
oned/oantl 13 | 18 26 | 20 14 | 20 @ 20 15 | 13 13
Rubbish and litter | 38 42 40 41 44 46 47 38

Note: The blue column gives the average figure overall. Wards with higher incidences are shown in red, those with lower ratings, in green
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I3.4 Experience of crime

3.4.2 Did you report this to the authorities?

Base
Residential burglary 84 o 62%
Commercial burglary 29 . 64%
Theft from grounds or outbuildings 63%
(e.g. shed/garage)
Vandalism or damgge to.properti.e.s 177 67%
(including graffiti)
Car theft 73 45%
Car break ins/vandalism to vehicles 320 40%
Street robbery (mugging) 32 50%
Sexual assault 9 36%
Violent crime/other assaults 33 67%
Racial or religious abuse 24 37%
Drug dealing 85 38%
Druguse 75 69%
Victimisation due to sezt;:;ig“(:; iy ’ 78%
Speeding traffic 458 31%
Nuisance neighbours 195 38%
Problems associatezx:teital:;lsicsz 140 37%
Young people hanging about 572 34%
Abandoned/burnt out vehicles 186 67%
Rubbish and litter 551 34%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Note: Respondents who have been a victim of crime in the local area in the last 12 months.
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3.4 Experience of crime

3.4.3 Satisfaction with the authorities’ response - summary

%

Statement Rating satisfied
Courtesy of the authorities I 62
Speed of response . 44
Effectiveness of response . 32
The follow-up information‘and - 28
support you received

Note: Respondents who reported crimes to the authorities

NGAll Very dissatisfied Neither

3.4.4 Satisfaction with the authorities’ response - detailed response

—
Fairly satisfied
———

Percentages Further details
diss\get!irs):‘ied dis's:aatiirsli‘(ied Neither saFtiasi;iZd sa\t/i:[iyed Base N/R DIVNA - Response Total base
Courtesy of the authorities 8 9 21 34 28 250 127 1.4 859 291
Speed of response | 26 17 13 26 18 245 144 14 842 291
Effectiveness of response | 32 18 18 21 11 244 144 1.7 838 291

The follow-up information and 37 17 18 17 1

. 229 14.8 6.5 78.7 291
support you received

Notes on the presentation of data
The chart above summarises how satisfied respondents were with various aspects of the response when they last contacted
the authorities.

Respondents were asked to rate each aspect on a five-point scale, marked ‘Very satisfied’ through to ‘Very dissatisfied'.
There was also a category for ‘Don’t know/NA'. The bar chart shows the proportions of respondents who ticked each of
the categories, omitting those who did not respond or express an opinion.

The first column of figures at the right of the chart shows the percentage of respondents who responded either very or
fairly satisfied, Following the chart is a table that shows the responses in more detail, including those who did not respond.

Commentary

Respondents who had experienced a crime were asked if they had reported it to the authorities
(which authorities was not specified), and the chart on the previous page shows the proportions
who had done so. The figures in the column to the left of the graph gives the numbers of people
who had experienced each crime or problem. It is assumed that those who did not respond did
not report the incident to the authorities.

The proportion of crimes which were reported varied widely between the different types, being
highest for burglary and theft.

Although the top three on page 35 are problems with young people, litter and speeding traffic,
these are all relatively infrequently reported.

The order of the four satisfaction ratings on this page is the same as is found everywhere.
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I3.4 Experience of crime

3.4.5 Why did you not report this crime/incident to the police or other agency?

It was unlikely that anyone would
get caught

They wouldn’t be able to do
anything

They wouldn't take the crime
seriously/would not be interested

| did not think that it was serious
enough

Scared of revenge attacks/
reprisals/ intimidation

The authorities don’t respond
quickly enough

Didn’t think the court would do
anything/courts too lenient

| was able to sort the problem out
myself

The authorities were too busy

Did not wish to claim on the
insurance

Other

| reported it to someone else

Couldn't be bothered to report it

Didn’t want to attend court

| don't like the authorities

No response

38%
35%
34%
31%
19%
18%
15%
9.1%
6.4%
6.2%
4.8%
3.5%
2.6%
2.2%
0.5%
20% Base: 1454
1(;% 2(;% 3(;% 4(;% 5(;%

Note: Respondents who did NOT report a crime/incident. Respondents could give more than one answer

Lack of seriousness of the incident and the low probability of a result are the main reasons for not

reporting crime.

Perhaps worryingly, fear of reprisals was given as a reason for not reporting by nearly a fifth (19%)

of respondents.
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3.5 Tackling crime

Perception of Crime and Safety
SURVEY 2004



3.5 Tackling crime

3.5.1 Below is a list of the eight most common types of crime that we know have to be tackled in order to make
it an even safer city. Which three crimes should be tackled in the local area?

Total
Votes
Drugs and alcohol 755 =
Anti-social behaviour 632 29
Burglary 625 27
Violent crime 537 27
Vehicle crime 382 15
Domestic violence 112 4.3
Racial and religious abuse 102 3.6
Victimisation because of
. 39 14 Base: 1454
sexuality
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45
Note: Respondents could give three answers
3.5.2 Detailed response
Percentages
Main 2nd 3rd Lower Base
Cause Cause Cause
Drugs and alcohol 13 14 16 57 625
Anti-social behaviour 4.3 11 11 74 382
Burglary 15 14 14 57 632
Violent crime 16 13 8.7 63 537
Vehicle crime 1.2 2.9 3.6 92 112
Domestic violence 0.9 2.1 4.0 93 102
Racial and religious abuse | 0.5 0.5 1.7 97 39
Victimisation because of sexuality 26 14 12 48 755

Respondents were asked to say top three crimes should be tackled to make the area a safer place, ranking these first,
second and third in importance.

The chart above displays a weighted average for each - to the percentage who place each item first is added two thirds of
the percentage who place it second and one third of the percentage who placed it third.

The column of figures to the left of the chart shows the numbers of people who nominated each item (in any position, first
second or third).

Below the chart is a table giving details of all votes.
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3.6 Crime Reduction Partnership

3.6.1 Have you heard of the Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnership?

100% -
Base: 1454
80% 1 67%
60% -
40% -
20% - 11% 8.3% 14%
0% T T T )
Yes No Unsure N/R

Respondents were asked if they had heard of the CDRP; only 11% were sure that they had. This is
a relatively low figure which suggests that more could be done to publicise the Partnership and its
work.
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Survey results
3.7 Priorities for the future
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I3.7 Priorities for the future

Notes on the presentation of data

The chart opposite represents the prioritised agenda of respondents to the ‘Priority Search’ paired
comparison section of the questionnaire. It shows the relative importance that they as a whole placed on
each of the issues they were asked to rank.

The numbers at the end of each bar show the percentage of respondents who placed that item in the top
third of their preferences, minus the percentage who placed it in their bottom third. The result is that if a bar
projects to the right, the respondent group illustrated favours that item. If the bar projects to the left, the
item is regarded as less important by that group.

The “least significant differences” (LSDs) quoted give the minimum figure by which any two values must differ
in order for the difference to be statistically significant at the 99.9%, 99% and 95% confidence levels.

For a more detailed explanation of the ‘Priority Search’ methodology, please see appendix section 4.1.

Commentary

The top priority by a significant margin was Greater police presence on the streets. Where an item
of this nature is offered for prioritisation it is usual for it to come top.
Four of the seven significant priorities relate to enforcement.

Despite the high level of concern about the dangers of speeding traffic, improved safety features
on cars are the bottom priority, suggesting that the concern is not about dangers to the drivers or
passengers of the vehicles, but rather to other road users.
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3.7 Priorities for the future

3.7.1 Overall priorities for the future

Less of a priority More of a priority

Greater police presence on the streets 62.2
Combating the drugs problem
Stiffer sentences for offenders
Address alcohol related crime and anti-social
behaviour
More use of anti-social behaviour powers
. .. .re P Least
Intensive supervision of known prolific offenders 18.9 R Significant
. ) 99.9% 7.2
Education programmes for young pegple at risk 171 99.5% -
of being involved in crime & ASB : :
95.0% 3.9
Increasing access to drug treatment for
1.0 N.S
offenders

06 Greater support for victims throughout
7 || prosecutions

-0.6 [ CCTV

Stricter controls on alcohol sales and
consumption

Neighbourhood wardens

Quicker removal of grafitti, litter, abandoned
vehicles

Better burglary security as standard to council
rented homes

Work on improving community involvement

Greater awareness/education about crime
prevention

Environmental improvements

Improved security features from car

-56.2
manufacturers
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I3.7 Priorities for the future

Notes on the presentation of data

The charts below and on the following pages show how different demographic groups relate to the items in
the Priority Search about possible future developments. The information displayed is calculated as for the
bipolar chart shown on page 45, and shows how different groups relate to each item. The average value for
the population overall is shown as a yellow bar. Groups which attach a higher importance to this item to a
statistically significant extent are shown in green, while those who rate the item as significantly less important
are shown in red.

1) The charts display differences which are statistically significant. If a group does not appear in a chart
(those in a certain age group, for example) it is because the importance they attached to the item did not
differ significantly from average.

2) Figures in grey represent the total number of respondents who gave each particular answer.

3) Not all the items are shown in this section, since some showed little variation of interest.

3.7.2 Stiffer sentences for offenders

Ward - 21 46 69.6
Ward -9 49 69.4
Male 523

Average value 1206

Female 661 38.4

Men and women differ
in their ranking of this
item, and it is less of a
priority to younger
11.9 respondents. BME in
general, and Chinese
in particular, do not
prioritise this.

Aged 16-25 104
Ward -8 42

BME 59

Ward - 20

5.4 37 Ward - 17

-6.7 30 Ward - 16
-13.3 15 Chinese
3.7.3 More use of anti-social behaviour powers
Ward - 12 42 54.8
Ward -5 48 47.9
At least one child living in the home under ; 353
the age of16 : Again, men and

women differ in their

Male 523 33.3 ranking of this item.

It is also a higher
Average value 1206 28.2 priority to families with

younger children
Female 661 -23.6

Ward-20 27 |0.0

2.4 42 Ward - 17

-6.5 46 Ward - 16

Perception of
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I3.7 Priorities for the future

3.7.4 Address alcohol related crime and anti-social behaviour

Ward -3 40

Single parent family 73

At least one child living in the home over
the age of16

At least one child living in the home under
the age of16

210
317

Average value 1206
Aged 75 years + 110
Ward - 6 46

Ward - 21 48

3.7.5 Work on improving community involvement

62.5

The presence of
children in the family (of
whatever age) increases
the priority attached to
this item.

34.6

14.5

13.0

It is less of a priority to
the oldest respondents.

12.5

Chinese 15

BME 59

Paralleling the
differences noted in
3.7.2, thisitemis a
higher priority for BME
respondents, and
again particularly for
the Chinese.

-61.4

40.0

42 Ward - 16

50 Ward -4

1206 Average value
1124 White

48 Ward - 5

44 Ward - 13

3.7.6 Education programmes for young people at risk of being involved in crime & ASB

Ward - 12 30
Ward - 16 42
Ward - 17 46
Aged 26-40 303
Female 661
Average value 1206

Male 523

-17.5

53.3

39.1

This is more important
to the younger
respondents, and a
gender split is again
apparent.

22.1

17.1

10.9

53 Ward - 19

40 Ward - 21
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I3.7 Priorities for the future

3.7.7 Combating the drugs problem

Property type - detached house 200 66.0
Ward -5 56 62.5
Three or more vehicles park on or near " 58.0
property
At least one child living in the home under 417 56.5
the age of16
Aged 26-40 303
Average value 1206
Combating drugs is
Aged 60-74 242 more important to
younger respondents,
N hicl k 213 39.0 and to those who are
o vehicles park on or near property better off. s indicated
by car and property
Ward - 13 42 ownership.
3.7.8 Greater police presence on the streets
Employment status - disabled/long term 86.4
sick
Ward - 15 49
Aged 60-74 242
White 1124
Average value 1206
Less popular
Aged 16-25 104 50.0 with the
young and
BME
BME 59 respondents.

3.7.9 Greater support for victims throughout prosecutions

Aged 60-74

Support for this item
varies in proportion to
the age of the
respondent. It is also
not a priority for BME
respondents.

Perception of Crime and Safety
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I3.7 Priorities for the future

3.7.10 Stricter controls on alcohol sales and consumption

Ward - 13 42 26.2
75 years+ 110

Female 661 | 1.3

1206 Average value
In contrast to the
priority attached to
tackling drug
problems, controls on
alcohol are more
favoured by older
respondents.

523 Male

303 Aged 26-40

42 Ward - 16

40 Ward - 17
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I4.1 Methodology

Overview

The research methodology employed by Priority Research Ltd originated from
dissatisfaction with existing methods, which can broadly be divided into two groups
depending on whether they are qualitative or quantitative in nature. Each method has its
particular strengths and weaknesses:

Quantitative methods have the advantage of numerical accuracy and ease of analysis, but
they tend to be reductionist in nature, and when applied to research areas involving
human experience can miss or lose much of the available information.

Qualitative methods are more applicable to human phenomena, but are often
operationally difficult - and hence expensive - to carry out, and they tend to yield large
quantities of data which can then be difficult and time-consuming to analyse.

Priority Research’s methodology involves the application of specialised numerical methods
to qualitative data.

It was agreed that the survey would be postal, with a total of 5,000 questionnaires to be
mailed to a random sample of residents. Because social deprivation is known to affect the
numbers of returns, the sample was weighted by ward to reflect the Index of Multiple
Deprivation, with proportionally more questionnaires being sent to the more deprived
wards.

The Questionnaire

A Priority Search questionnaire is divided into two parts. Part One of the questionnaire
gathered demographic information and collected respondents’ opinions on various
aspects of crime and safety, including worry about crime and actual experience of this.

Part Two, the sequential paired comparison section (details of which are given on the
page after next), comprised a set of 18 possible actions to improve safety which are
frequently mentioned by residents. The paired comparisons allow respondents to
establish their personal agenda from these items. In this section, respondents were asked
to read each of the paired statements and to indicate their relative preference for the two
items. Each item appeared three times, each time paired with a different item. The
Priority Search software then ranked all the items for each individual, and the preferences
of the whole population, and subgroups of this, were thereby established.

Fieldwork

In order to increase the response rate, an incentive was offered of a prize draw with three
prizes of vouchers for the local shopping complex. Questionnaires were mailed out by
PRL, and a freepost envelope was included so that the returns would be delivered directly
to PRL, thereby ensuring anonymity.

Data Entry and Analysis

Data entry was conducted using a method developed by Priority Research Limited which
employs the use of a personal computer and a digitising tablet. This method is both quick
and accurate. Accuracy checks are built in at various stages of the data entry process.
Results for rating scales are based on the whole sample of 1454, whilst the Priority Search
section is necessarily based on the slightly smaller sample of the 1206 who correctly
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completed the paired comparison section.

Priority Search software then analysed the data to aggregate the information and produce
respondent priorities overall and by subgroup.

Calculating the overall index of worry (page 27)

Respondents gave detailed information about whether they actually remembered
worrying about specific crimes, the frequency with which they worried and the intensity of
that worry. These three figures were combined into a single number as follows:

Frequency was banded into Daily/At least once per fortnight/Once a month or less.
Weights were applied to the proportions in each category, and a frequency index
calculated by summing the proportion saying Daily, two thirds of the proportion saying
fortnightly and one third of the remainder. A similar calculation was done with intensity of
worry to give an intensity index. The overall worry index was calculated by multiplying the
percentage of respondents who said they recalled actually worrying by both the frequency
index and the intensity index.
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The Priority Search algorithm

The use of paired comparison as an aid to prioritisation is relatively well known. However,
dichotomous choice is usually used, which requires the comparison of all possible pairs.

The Priority Search process allows respondents to compare each pair not dichotomously
but using a Likert scale. This tool is commonly used to measure subjective phenomena,
for example pain or mood. The addition of this scale gives more information per pair, and
as a result the number of pairings needed is reduced considerably:

A uniquely ranked list of n items comprises log,(n!) bits of information.

A set of 3 pairings per item on a scale of P points comprises log,(P*"bits, and for even
small values of P the value of P™*" exceeds n! over a usable range of items.

In order to extract a rank order from the resulting partial set of all possible pairings it is
necessary to be able to relate each item to all the others. Consider a set of ten items
paired as follows:

In this case, we know how A relates to F, B to G, etc, but we
— have no information about how A relates to any item other
than F, or B to any item other than G, etc

If the order of the pairings is altered and replicated, the following arrangement can be
reached:

By creating a second set of pairings with the left hand column frame shifted, a chain
results: On the left, A is compared with F, which on the right is compared with B; B is
compared with G, which is compared with C, and so on. In this way the position of any
item relative to any other can be determined.

Such a design is known as a reduced subset cyclic design. Two sets of pairings arranged
as above will allow a perfect rank order to be calculated if the input to the system
comprises mathematically precise data. The Priority Search process adds a third, different
set of pairings; this allows more information to be extracted and is sufficient to cope with
the imprecision which is inherent in subjective ratings.
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