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Businesses Experiencing Crime – By Sector

As Figure 1 indicates, the hotel and restaurant and motor vehicle sales and repair sectors had the greatest 
percentage of respondents experiencing crime to at least some extent. These were followed by the 
wholesale and retail, and transport, communications and utilities sectors. 

The specifi c types of crime experienced by business in the 2008 survey of FSB members varied 
considerably across sectors.6  Vandalism dominated the 2008 survey, with all sectors stating that 
they suffered from this crime above almost all other. Hotels and restaurants experienced the most 
vandalism (53%).  Motor vehicle sales and repair (48.7%) and transport, communications and utilities 
(46.7%) also reported considerable levels of vandalism. It is also worth noting that businesses in the 
wholesale and retail (43.8%), consumer & personal services (42.3%), manufacturing (41.6%) and mining 
and construction (41.8%) sectors experienced vandalism to a signifi cant degree.  The lowest level of 
vandalism was reported by the business services sector (30.1%). 

Graffi ti was mostly a problem for the hotels and restaurants (36.9%), mining and construction (35.3%) 
and manufacturing (33%) sectors. Remaining sectors also experienced substantial incidences, with the 
business services sector again experiencing the lowest level of this type of crime (26.6%).  Vehicle theft 
and vehicle damage were experienced mostly by transport, communications and utilities (35.3% and 
47.4%) and motor vehicles sales and repairs (41.6% and 47.8%).  The results indicate that this seems to 
be a common area of concern for all small businesses, with the lowest levels of this type of crime still 
experienced by at least one in fi ve businesses in each sector. 

Considerable incidences of threatening behaviour occurred in the hotels and restaurants sector 
(45.3%).  The results indicate that across most other sectors this was a problem for more than 30% 
of businesses. The wholesale and retail sector suffered considerable levels of shoplifting (49.1%) with 
almost one in two businesses in this sector having experienced this form of crime.  Signifi cant levels were 
also reported by motor vehicle sales and repairs (36.3%) and hotels and restaurants (33.6%). The highest 
incidences of fl y tipping were in the agriculture, forestry and fi shing (37.2%), and motor vehicle sales and 
repair (35%) sectors, with over 30% of the manufacturing, transport, communications and utilities, and 
hotel and restaurant businesses reporting this type of crime.  

Figure 1
Experiencing 
crime by sector
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Arson was experienced by more than 20% of businesses in all sectors, and burglary was a 
problem for almost one in three in all business sectors.  Motor vehicle sales and repair (32.7%), 
mining and construction (32.7%), agriculture, forestry and fi shing (31.4%) and hotels and restaurants 
(30.6) experienced the highest levels of robbery. This particular problem was of great concern for all 
remaining sectors, affecting over one in fi ve businesses. Assault on owners and staff was more likely to be 
experienced by hotels and restaurants (31.8%) and mining and construction sectors (29.4%). Hotels and 
restaurants also experienced the highest level of employee fraud (32.5%) and employee theft (36.6%).  
Cheque fraud was experienced mostly by motor vehicle sales and repair (35.8%) whilst credit card fraud 
mainly affected mining and construction (33.4%) and transport, communications and utilities (32.3%). 
Episodes of e-crime (29.8%) and identity fraud (30.5%) were mostly experienced by the mining and 
construction sector, possibly the because of the transient nature of the employment in the construction 
industry.  

Businesses Experiencing Crime – By English Regions and Countries 

 

Figure 2 shows that, overall, Northern Ireland and London had the highest percentage of fi rms 
indicating that they had experienced crime to at least some extent. Different crimes were more 
prevalent in different regions and countries, however. 7  The highest level of vandalism, for example, 
was experienced in Northern Ireland (45.9%), closely followed by Scotland (44.7%) and Yorkshire and 
Humberside (44.6%). The lowest incidence was in the East of England (35.6%).  Graffi ti was a problem in 
all regions, especially in London (38.8%), Northern Ireland (38.1%) and Scotland (37.7%). All other regions 
experienced around the UK average of 32.5%. Vehicle theft and vehicle damage were experienced by 
growing numbers of respondents in all geographical areas, with Scotland, London and Yorkshire and 
Humberside all experiencing above-average occurrences of vehicle damage.  

London experienced the greatest level of threatening behaviour (41.3%), whilst Northern Ireland and 
Scotland also experienced episodes above the UK average.  High levels of shoplifting affected businesses 
in Northern Ireland (39.8%) and Scotland (37.9%). All other regions showed much lower occurrences, 
around the UK average. Fly tipping was particularly troublesome in the North East (34%) and Scotland 
(33%).  Arson was a problem for around 25% of all businesses, with Scotland scoring the highest (29.1%) 
and the East of England the lowest (22.3%).  Around a third of businesses in each region were victims of 
burglary. Only three areas registered considerably lower amounts, these being the South East (28.2), the 
East of England (28.8) and the South West (29.8).
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The East of England experienced signifi cantly lower levels of robbery (23.6%) than the UK average 
(27.1%), with Scotland having the highest number of incidences (30.9%), as well as the most assaults on 
owners/staff (29.1%).  The least incidences of this type of crime were in the South East (23.7%).  Northern 
Ireland showed high levels of employee fraud ( 30.3%), employee theft (32.9%) and cheque fraud (36.8%), 
whilst credit card fraud(33.4%), e-crime (30.2%) and identity fraud (29.9%) were most prevalent in 
Scotland.

Businesses Experiencing Crime – Urban/Rural

 

 

In comparing the incidence of crime in urban and rural businesses, there was a higher level of 
‘some experience of crime’ for urban businesses (65%) than for rural businesses (59%).  There was 
also, however, a great difference in the incidence of certain crimes (see Figure 3) .The most signifi cant 
difference can be seen with regard to vandalism, which was experienced by 42.8% of urban businesses, 
but only 36.7% of rural businesses.  A considerable variation also occurred with graffi ti, vehicle damage 
and threatening behaviour, with differences of more than 3%. The results indicate that all other crimes 
showed a lesser variation. 

Businesses Experiencing Crime – By Types of Premises

There is a considerable difference in the incidences of certain types of crime occurring in different 
types of business.  It is worthy of note, though perhaps unsurprising, that businesses operating from 
home experienced the lowest levels of all crimes except for e-crime and identity fraud. These crimes were 
least experienced by retail/shops. Conversely, the highest levels of credit card fraud, e-crime and identity 
fraud occurred in warehouse/factory businesses. These businesses also experienced the highest levels 
of other crimes such as vehicle theft (34.3%), vehicle damage (41.3%), fl y tipping (36.2%), arson (28.3%), 
burglary (38.4%), robbery (31.3%), assault on owners and staff and employee fraud.  The highest levels of 
shoplifting (51.5%), vandalism (49%), threatening behaviour (41%) and graffi ti (38.5%) were experienced 
by retail/shop businesses. 

Figure 3
Crime 
experienced 
urban/rural

■  Urban
■  Rural
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Reporting Crime

Offi cial crime statistics may understate the true incidence of business-related crime in the UK. The FSB 
initiative Every Crime Every Time (ECET) (www.fsb.org.uk/ecet) advises businesses to report crimes. The 
results of the 2008 FSB survey, however, indicate that many crimes against businesses were still not 
reported. More specifi cally, only around 45% of fi rms that experienced a crime actually reported 
at least one of these instances. Reporting levels differed, however, by crime type, sector and region / 
nation.

Reporting Crime – By Sector

 

The sectors that were most likely to report any crime they experienced were, as Figure 4 indicates, 
motor vehicles, sales and repair, followed by the hotel and restaurant and wholesale and retail 
sectors.  The reporting of types of crime also varied quite considerably across business sectors.8  
With regard to individual crimes, less than 20% of the businesses in the mining and construction and 
business services sectors reported vandalism. All other sectors reported it to a greater degree, with 
the highest being hotels and restaurants (35.4%), motor vehicle sales and repair (32.7%), consumer 
and personal services (30.5%) and wholesale and retail (32.1%). Transport businesses were most likely 
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to report vehicle damage.  Motor vehicle sales and repair were most likely to report vehicle theft but 
agriculture, forestry and fi shing, mining and construction and transport communications and utilities 
were still experiencing diffi culties in this area.  Financial insurance and real estate, consumer and personal 
services and wholesale and retail reported graffi ti-related crime more than other sectors. Wholesale 
and retail businesses reported shoplifting and e-related crime.  Threatening behaviour was mostly 
encountered and reported to the police in the hotel and restaurant and consumer and personal services 
sectors, with over one in fi ve businesses reporting such behaviour when it occurred. 

Assaults on owners and staff were also reported more often by hotels and restaurants than other sectors. 
Shoplifting was mainly reported by those businesses in the wholesale and retail sector (22.7%).  Burglary 
was reported by over 30% of those in agriculture, forestry and fi shing, manufacturing and the transport 
businesses. All remaining sectors also reported a high degree of burglary (over 20%), with the exception 
of business services and health, education and social services.  Robbery was reported by all sectors, with 
motor vehicle sales and repair, agriculture, forestry and fi shing and hotels and restaurants most likely to 
report it.  Hotels and restaurants and business services reported the most employee fraud. Hotels and 
restaurants, consumer and personal services businesses, transport, communications and utilities and 
fi nancial insurance and real estate also reported incidences of employee theft.  Wholesale and retail 
businesses reported the most signifi cant levels of cheque fraud and, along with hotels and restaurants, 
credit card fraud. Business services were also prone to report credit card fraud, with almost one in ten 
businesses reporting such crime.  Financial, insurance and real estate businesses reported the highest 
levels of identity fraud, with almost one in ten advising the police. 

 

Reporting Crime – By English Regions and Countries

 

As Figure 5 indicates, the reporting of crime was fairly consistent across regions and countries of the UK, 
with fi rms in Yorkshire and Humberside most likely to report and those in Northern Ireland least likely 
to do so. In respect of the specifi c crimes reported by respondents in this survey,9 only vandalism and 
burglary were fairly consistently reported to the police. With regard to the crimes reported, fi rms in the 
North East were particularly hesitant about reporting vandalism and graffi ti. Graffi ti, however, was rarely 
reported across all regions. Burglary was more likely to be reported in the West Midlands, the North West 
and London. It is worthy of note that there were relatively few regional variations in reported crime.

The crimes most frequently reported by members were vandalism (26.6%), burglary (24.7%), 
vehicle damage (22.1%) and vehicle theft (15.2%).  Robbery was reported to the police by only just 

Figure 5
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over one in eight (12.5%) of responding businesses. Many small businesses were reluctant to report crime 
and the 2008 survey provides similar results to the 2006 survey in relation to the respondents’ view that 
reporting crime would achieve very little. The results of the 2008 survey indicate that almost 30% 
of respondents doubt the ability of the police to solve the crime, especially those from the West 
Midlands (37.5%) and Scotland (36.3%). Almost one-quarter of businesses responding did not feel that 
the crime committed was serious enough (24.4%) and a signifi cant number felt that the police would 
not take the issue seriously (22.9%). Almost one in fi ve of respondents felt that they would not make an 
insurance claim (19.5%) in regard to the crime committed.

Reporting Crime – Urban/Rural

An analysis of rural and urban businesses, however, revealed that, overall, urban businesses were more 
likely to report crime than rural businesses (47.1% compared with 40.5%).  In some areas of crime 
reported (see Figure 6), such as burglary and credit card fraud, the fi ndings are that both rural and urban 
reported similar crime levels. Vandalism, vehicle damage, threatening behaviour, graffi ti, and shoplifting 
dominated the fi ndings for both rural and urban businesses.
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The Cost and Effect of Crime

The average cost of crime was £13,354 per UK business. There are very large differences in the 
average cost of crime for businesses in different regions (see Figure 7).  It is clearly evident that the 
average cost of crime in Northern Ireland was much higher than in the rest of the sampled regions and 
countries. It must be noted, however, that a very small number of crimes accounted for much of the 
overall cost of crime, distorting the averages for the regions in which these crimes took place. With the 
current economic down-turn being experienced by UK businesses, however, the cost of crime as a total 
proportion of a small-business owners’ effort in running a business should not be overlooked or ignored. 
Owning a business has its trials and tribulations, and in most cases the economic impact of crime is 
minor. Crime can, however, be an extremely upsetting and stressful experience for the victim. 

Unsurprisingly, therefore, many businesses continued to follow the trend of the 2006 FSB survey by 
increasing security measures. Across the UK the 2008 survey found that 27.6% of businesses had installed 
extra security alarms and 13.6% of respondents had installed additional or upgraded security systems. 
In response to the often increased levels of crime, many businesses also increased their level of CCTV 
security (16.4%). In addition, a relatively signifi cant percentage of businesses sought additional advice 
from the police (13.8%). The responses also varied by sector.  The motor vehicle sales and repair sector 
were most likely to have installed or upgraded security alarms together with those from the wholesale 
and retail (35.6%) sectors. Only the hotel and restaurants and wholesale and retail sectors seemed to be 
using, or setting up, Business Watch schemes (9.2% & 7.0% respectively) to any degree.

 

North East

East Midlands

South West

London

West Midlands

South East

East of England

England

North West

Yorkshire & Humber

Wales

Scotland

Northern Ireland

£0 £10,000 £20,000 £30,000 £40,000 £50,000 £60,000 £70,000 £80,000 £90,000

£1,192

 £1,938

 £2,320

       £4,9091

         £5,742

           £6,606

               £8,022

               £8,215

                                              £21,256

                                                       £25,108

                                                                   £30,197

                                                                                              £41,255

                                                                                                                                                                                 £76,715

Figure 7
Average cost of 
crime over past 
year by region 
/ country



P u t t i n g  t h e  e c o n o m y  b a c k  o n  t r a c k  C r i m e s  A g a i n s t  B u s i n e s s

p a g e  1 6  l i f t i n g  t h e  b a r r i e r s  t o  g r o w t h  i n  U K  s m a l l  b u s i n e s s e s  2 0 0 8

The Effectiveness of Crime-Reduction Methods

 

It is evident from Figure 8 that the perception of the respondents to this survey was that crime-
reduction methods were not tackling the problem to any signifi cant degree. Across the majority of 
sectors, faster police response and tougher sentencing were perceived to be the most effective methods 
of tackling crime. Increased levels of CCTV were also considered by many sectors to act as an effective 
measure in reducing crime levels. In addition, most sectors also considered Neighbourhood Policing 
Units to be a fairly effective method of tackling crime. The survey has also found that all sectors 
believed that a Grant Assistance Initiative for increasing the levels of security for businesses would be of 
value. This measure, of course, may also have the effect of increasing the business’ rateable value, which 
raises a secondary issue of whether the amount by which the business’ rateable value is increased should 
be discounted, in order to encourage take-up of Grant Assistance Initiatives. Small fi rms’ perception of 
crime-reduction initiatives should be of particular concern to government, specifi cally the ineffectiveness 
of crime-reduction initiatives, and whether they are perceived as something small businesses do not 
need to be involved with because they are seen as a waste of time and resources.
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Figure 8
Effectiveness 
of crime-
reduction 
methods (1 = 
not effective - 5 
= very
effective) by 
sector

■   Neighbourhood 
Policing 
Units / Police 
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Offi cers
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sentencing
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(anti-social 
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guard / patrol

■   CCTV 
surveillance

■   Grant assistance 
for security

■   Faster police 
response

■   More visible 
police presence

■   Crime and 
Disorder 
Reduction 
Partnership / 
Business Crime 
partnership

■   Business Watch 
/ Shop Watch

■   Crime 
prevention 
advice
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It is also clear that many owners do not consider that the criminal justice system is achieving 
positive results, which may of course seriously reduce the actual amount of crime being reported 
across all sectors and regions.  Initiatives such as Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnerships (CDRPs) 
are often viewed by business as ineffective.  Indeed, Figure 8 indicates that the view that CDRPs 
actually assisting in crime reduction is fairly rare across all sectors, as they are viewed by members 
as having less potential impact upon the reduction of crime than current initiatives such as 
Business Watch/Shop Watch schemes.   These fi gures are surprising, as government aims to increase 
the level of spending on CDRPs in the near future.  

Special Focus - Neighbourhood Policing Units

The survey results in respect of Neighbourhood Policing Units (NPUs)10 showed that, overall, around 
67% of the businesses surveyed were not aware that NPUs exist. In addition, whilst around 7% 
of businesses had been contacted by the NPU liaison offi cer, only 3.9% have regular contact 
with their NPU.  Of those who commented on their perception of the effectiveness of NPUs, opinion 
was more or less equally divided, and 10.5% of businesses believed there was no NPU in their 
area. This is of concern, as previous results indicated that many sectors felt that NPUs could be 
effective as a crime-reduction method.  

The sector with the highest percentage of NPU’s in their area was health, education and social services 
(Only 6.8% with no NPU).  This sector also scored the lowest in believing that NPUs are ineffective 
(2.5%).  Their scores were near average in other areas.  The sector least aware of NPUs was the mining 
and construction industry (72%) closely followed by motor vehicle sales and repair (71.6%), agriculture, 
forestry and fi shing (71.3%) and manufacturing (70.5%). The hotels and restaurants sector was the 
most aware of NPUs (though 60.8% were not aware) and had the highest percentage of regular 
contact with their local units. Interestingly, however, they were also the third-highest sector with no 
NPU in their area (15.4%).  The only other sectors with higher scores in this regard were agriculture, 
forestry and fi sheries (19.3%), and motor vehicle sales and repair (19.7%), both of which tend to 
operate in rural, or at least, non residential areas.  

Looking into this, the results in respect of urban/rural businesses in particular were similar in most 
regards, with 66.3% of urban businesses being unaware of NPUs, as opposed to 68.6% of rural 
businesses. The results for most of the other questions were near average.  The exception was the 
number of businesses with no NPU in their area.  The results for the rural businesses were notably 
higher, with 13.8% having no local NPU, as opposed to 9.2% of urban businesses.

Of the regions surveyed, the least aware of NPUs was the East Midlands (73.1%).  The North East 
also scored above 70%.  The most aware by far was London, with only 54.1% not aware. The types of 
premises least aware of NPUs were warehouses/factories (71.1%).  They also reported above average 
for having no NPUs in their area (13.2%).  Unsurprisingly, retail/shop premises were the most aware 
(61.9% not aware).  They also scored the highest for having been contacted by their liaison offi cer 
(12.6%) and for having regular contact with their local NPU (7.5%). They also scored the highest 
for believing that NPUs are effective (10.6%), though 8.1% believed that they were ineffective 
(average 6%).

Finally, as far as business size is concerned, owner-only businesses had the highest percentage not 
aware of NPUs (68.6%). The percentage decreased correspondingly as employee numbers increased, 
with businesses of 20 or more employees having the lowest score (64.9%). 

Overall, this highlights a clear problem for NPUs in that 60–70% of small businesses are not 
even aware of their existence. This is a consistent problem across sectors, regions and fi rm types.  
Of equal concern is that even in the retail/shop premises type with most contact, only around 1 in 8 
reported having had contact and 1 in 14 had regular contact. This suggests that the NPU initiative has 
a major task ahead if it is to connect with small business.

10See Tables 11 and 12 in 
appendix. Neighbourhood 

Policing Units operate in 
England and Wales only
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This survey reveals that most businesses have experienced crime to at least some extent in the past 
year. Vandalism was the crime most commonly experienced and reported by all sectors and regions and 
continues to be of significant importance to small businesses in the UK. The hotel and restaurant, motor 
vehicle sales and repair and transport, communications and utilities sectors were particularly susceptible 
to this type of crime. The highest rates of crime above the UK average were experienced by firms in the 
wholesale and retail, hotel and restaurant and transport, communications and utilities sectors. The most 
susceptible regions to the various types of fraud and e-crime were Northern Ireland and Scotland.

A contrast clearly exists between the experiencing and reporting of crime, with only 45% of firms that 
experienced a crime actually reporting at least one of these instances. Businesses regarded certain 
types of crime as more worthy of reporting to the police but not all crime experienced was reported.  
For example, burglary was the sixth most experienced crime by businesses, but only the second most 
reported.  Vehicle theft was the ninth most experienced but the fourth most reported.  In addition, 
robbery was the twelfth most experienced but the fifth most reported.

The issue of loss due to crime should not be ignored or minimised. It is reasonable to assume, on an 
individual, case-by-case basis, that the cost of crime may on the surface seem fairly small, and this may 
indicate why many businesses do not report it. This, of course, should not be trivialised, as the cost to a 
very small business would be viewed as being significant and can often mean the difference between 
a small profit on the one hand, and a yearly loss and in many cases significant increases in insurance 
premiums on the other. In addition to this, however, it has been reported that small firms do not seem to 
have faith in the policing of crime or that the legal system will provide positive results. Indeed, it could 
be argued that many businesses do not see the benefits of reporting crime as the opportunity cost of 
having to deal with the legal system may not be viewed as productive.  With many owners working 
between 60–80 hours per week, the reporting of crime may not be seen to provide any financial return or 
to prevent future crime from occurring. 

Businesses in this survey regard faster police response and tougher sentencing as the effective answers 
to crime reduction. It is fair to say that initiatives such as Every Crime Every Time are a positive step in 
assisting in the reduction of crime for small businesses in the UK. 

Across the UK, the survey also found that many businesses had installed extra security alarms, and 
additional or upgraded security systems. In response to the increased levels of crime, many businesses 
had increased their level of CCTV security. In addition, a relatively significant percentage of businesses 
sought additional advice from the police. The responses also varied by sector.  The motor vehicle sales 
and repair sector was most likely to have installed or upgraded security alarms, together with those from 
the wholesale and retail (35.6%) sectors. Only the hotel and restaurant and wholesale and retail sectors 
seemed to be using, or setting up, Business Watch schemes to any degree.

Finally, 67% of relevant business owners were not even aware of NPUs and the 2008 results show that 
only 7% of all businesses had been contacted by their local unit, the hotel and restaurant sector being 
most aware of this initiative.   This suggests that the NPU has a job to do as far as engagement and 
connection with small business are concerned.  

 

conclusions
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•  64% of businesses are the victims of crime and these crimes make up 20% or the ‘Forgotten Fifth’ of 
all recorded crime.  All police forces must adopt a national defi nition for crimes against business and 
set targets for its reduction through local policing plans.  A local business crime-reduction strategy 
agreed with the business community would set out how this should be achieved.

•  Local authorities should set local strategies and targets for reducing crimes against business through 
local structures such as Local Area Agreements (LAAs) and Local Strategic Partnerships (LSPs) which 
then fi lter their priorities down to the work of Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnerships (CDRPs).

•  Businesses have a lack of faith that crime-reduction measures such as Crime and Disorder Reduction 
Partnerships are able to deliver results for them.  CDRPs must engage directly with the business 
community in order to refl ect their concerns and work to address their issues at a local level.

•  Police authorities should include at least one member from the business community or an individual 
who can speak on behalf of the business community and consult, either formally or informally, in 
order to refl ect businesses’ views.

•  Police forces must make crime reporting easier by providing an easy-access online reporting 
mechanism for crime.

•  Businesses have some faith in Neighbourhood Policing Units (NPUs) to deliver on local issues but it 
is hugely important that NPUs engage directly with businesses, to seek their views on local priorities 
and to gather intelligence on the local area.
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North East £1,192 83

North West £21,256 412

Yorkshire & Humber £25,108 347

East Midlands £1,938 345

West Midlands £5,742 358

East of England £8,022 473

London £4,991 145

South East £6,606 812

South West £2,320 791

England £8,215 3997

Wales £30,197 192

Scotland £41,255 350

Northern Ireland £76,715 119

UK £13,354 4658

Table 1
Average of 
overall cost of 
crime over the 
last two years
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North East 31.3 10.8 25.3 13.3 7.2 3.6 8.4 0.0

North West 27.7 10.2 18.0 12.6 10.9 8.7 6.3 5.6

Yorkshire & Humber 28.0 11.8 21.0 15.0 9.2 6.9 6.1 2.0

East Midlands 27.2 7.5 22.6 16.2 11.0 7.8 4.9 2.6

West Midlands 24.9 9.8 21.8 11.7 8.7 10.6 5.6 7.0

East of England 35.3 12.5 16.3 12.1 7.8 5.3 3.8 7.0

London 32.4 9.0 18.6 7.6 11.0 12.4 5.5 3.4

South East 32.0 10.5 19.6 11.3 10.1 9.1 3.3 4.1

South West 30.6 12.6 23.4 11.1 9.1 7.7 2.7 2.8

England 30.3 10.7 20.4 12.2 9.4 8.4 4.4 4.3

Wales 24.0 12.0 15.6 6.8 6.3 9.9 4.2 21.4

Scotland 20.9 10.9 20.9 8.9 5.1 4.9 4.6 24.0

Northern Ireland 28.6 5.9 16.8 10.9 4.2 9.2 3.4 21.0

UK 29.3 10.6 20.1 11.7 8.8 8.2 4.3 6.9

Table 2
Percentages 
of overall cost 
of crime to 
business in 
last year (eight 
categories)
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Agriculture, Forestry & Fishing 38.0 31.4 33.3 34.1 32.2 29.5 37.2 27.9 35.3

Mining & Construction 41.8 35.3 35.0 42.5 35.4 29.0 33.1 29.4 36.2

Manufacturing 41.6 33.0 29.2 35.0 31.7 27.6 33.9 25.8 35.1

Transport, Communications & 
Utilities 46.7 32.7 35.3 47.4 38.6 30.6 32.3 28.0 33.8

Motor Vehicle Sales and Repair 48.7 35.0 41.6 47.8 35.0 36.3 35.0 28.8 37.6

Hotels & Restaurants 53.0 36.9 29.5 38.1 45.3 33.6 31.5 27.7 34.8

Financial, Insurance & Real 
Estate 36.0 30.8 23.4 28.1 29.3 22.8 25.1 21.0 24.6

Business Services 30.1 26.6 25.7 31.2 26.6 22.9 25.3 22.2 25.1

Health, Education & Social 
Services 39.2 31.9 26.5 30.2 30.8 24.3 23.9 22.8 27.1

Consumer & Personal Services 42.3 34.8 27.9 35.2 37.3 31.5 28.1 25.4 29.6

Wholesale & Retail 43.8 34.4 26.9 33.5 36.9 49.1 29.4 23.9 29.4

UK 40.8 32.7 29.2 35.7 34.1 32.1 29.6 25.2 30.8

Table 3
Percentage 
of members 
experiencing a 
crime by sector
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Agriculture, Forestry & Fishing 31.4 25.6 28.3 28.3 28.7 27.5 26.0 26.7

Mining & Construction 32.7 29.4 30.9 33.1 30.7 33.4 29.8 30.5

Manufacturing 29.2 25.6 27.6 29.3 26.5 28.0 26.3 25.7

Transport, Communications & 
Utilities 28.0 28.5 30.1 31.2 31.8 32.3 28.5 27.6

Motor Vehicle Sales and Repair 32.7 27.9 29.6 31.9 35.8 30.5 27.4 27.4

Hotels & Restaurants 30.6 31.8 32.5 36.6 31.8 31.1 28.0 27.3

Financial, Insurance & Real Estate 22.0 21.4 24.4 24.2 25.1 22.2 22.6 22.6

Business Services 23.1 22.4 23.6 24.5 23.9 28.3 24.5 23.4

Health, Education & Social Services 24.7 23.6 23.9 25.4 25.4 26.2 23.2 22.8

Consumer & Personal Services 27.5 25.6 27.5 31.0 29.8 27.9 25.6 25.0

Wholesale & Retail 26.5 24.7 26.8 29.1 32.7 31.2 26.1 24.7

UK 27.4 25.7 27.3 29.1 29.0 29.6 26.3 25.6

Table 4
Percentage 
of members 
experiencing 
a crime by 
sector (Table 3 
continued)
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Table 5
Percentages 
by region 
experiencing 
a crime by 
region and 
country

Ro
bb

er
y

A
ss

au
lt 

on
 o

w
ne

rs
/

st
aff

Em
pl

oy
ee

 fr
au

d

Em
pl

oy
ee

 th
ef

t

Ch
eq

ue
 fr

au
d

Cr
ed

it-
ca

rd
 fr

au
d

E-
cr

im
e

Id
en

tif
y 

fr
au

d

O
th

er
North East 29.4 28.8 30.7 30.7 32.0 30.7 28.8 28.1 25.5 

North West 27.6 25.7 27.5 28.7 27.8 29.4 25.2 25.1 21.7 

Yorkshire & Humber 26.9 24.4 26.4 28.2 28.5 28.7 26.3 25.7 19.9 

East Midlands 29.2 27.1 29.5 30.3 30.3 31.2 27.4 25.9 23.1 

West Midlands 28.0 25.4 27.7 30.5 29.6 29.3 26.3 25.4 23.4 

East of England 23.6 23.6 24.6 26.0 27.0 26.8 23.0 22.6 20.8 

London 29.6 27.5 26.3 30.4 32.5 30.4 27.9 27.9 21.7 

South East 25.3 23.7 25.5 27.5 26.9 28.7 24.7 24.4 20.6 

South West 26.9 25.6 26.8 27.9 28.2 29.0 25.9 25.5 22.5 

England 26.5 25.0 26.6 28.2 28.0 28.8 25.5 25.0 21.7

Wales 28.5 25.1 27.7 29.0 29.5 27.7 26.7 23.8 22.3 

Scotland 30.9 29.1 30.2 32.8 31.9 33.4 30.2 29.9 25.5 

Northern Ireland 29.9 26.4 30.3 32.9 36.8 29.9 26.0 25.1 23.8 

UK 27.1 25.5 27.1 28.8 28.7 29.2 26.0 25.4 22.2 
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North East 40.5 34.0 29.4 35.9 34.6 33.3 34.0 26.8 31.4

North West 42.3 34.0 30.2 36.8 34.8 31.8 29.9 24.9 31.5

Yorkshire & Humber 44.6 35.1 30.6 38.2 34.7 32.8 29.2 25.0 31.3

East Midlands 41.5 33.6 31.6 36.6 34.2 31.6 30.6 27.1 32.1

West Midlands 40.4 30.8 29.7 33.7 34.1 32.2 29.0 25.1 33.3

East of England 35.6 29.8 25.5 31.3 30.4 28.9 28.0 22.3 28.8

London 41.3 38.8 29.6 38.8 41.3 31.3 30.0 26.3 34.6

South East 37.9 30.3 27.1 34.1 32.1 29.2 27.4 23.4 28.2

South West 39.7 30.2 27.8 35.5 32.9 31.7 29.1 24.9 29.8

England 39.6 31.7 28.4 34.9 33.1 30.8 28.9 24.5 30.2

Wales 42.1 32.1 30.8 34.1 32.3 33.3 29.2 24.9 30.3

Scotland 44.7 37.7 31.9 39.1 38.4 37.9 33.8 29.1 33.2

Northern Ireland 45.9 38.1 31.6 34.2 39.8 39.0 29.0 25.5 32.0

UK 40.4 32.5 28.9 35.3 33.7 31.8 29.3 25.0 30.5

Table 6
Percentages 
by region 
experiencing 
a crime by 
region and 
country (Table 
5 continued)
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of businesses 
reporting a 
crime by sector
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Agriculture, Forestry & Fishing 21.2 6.2 22.1 18.2 14.5 5.3 13.5 6.9 33

Mining & Construction 19 6.4 21 26.3 7.5 2.4 4.8 2 22.7

Manufacturing 24.7 7.2 13.9 18.1 7.5 1.7 5.3 3.2 33

Transport, Communications & Utilities 27.9 6.4 25.1 32.7 12.7 3.1 6.4 2.7 28.5

Motor Vehicle Sales and Repair 32.7 7.6 31.9 33.3 6.3 6.1 5.1 7.7 34.1

Hotels & Restaurants 35.4 8.5 8.9 22.9 24.4 5.4 6.3 3 26.1

Financial, Insurance & Real Estate 29.4 11.9 6.1 22.5 13.2 0.9 6.5 1.9 19.8

Business Services 19.2 6.2 11.8 21 6.2 2.9 4.2 2.9 15.4

Health, Education & Social Services 26.3 9.8 11.1 14 9.6 3 1.5 3.2 18.4

Consumer & Personal Services 30.5 12 15.7 20.7 20.7 8.6 3.7 4.9 24.6

Wholesale & Retail 32.1 11.4 12.8 19.4 15.8 22.7 5.9 3.6 27.5

UK 26.7 8.5 15.2 22.1 12.5 9.5 5.3 3.3 24.7

Table 8
Percentage 
of businesses 
reporting 
a crime by 
sector (Table 7 
continued)
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Agriculture, Forestry & Fishing 17.3 3 2.7 4.1 1.4 4.2 4.5 1.4 5.4

Mining & Construction 11.8 1.7 2.6 4.2 6.5 5.3 2.7 2.9 4.1

Manufacturing 14.8 2.3 2.2 4.9 2.3 7.7 3.2 3.3 6.5

Transport, Communications 
& Utilities 10.8 6 4.4 7.9 7.7 7.6 4.6 2.7 7.4

Motor Vehicle Sales and Repair 17.6 1.4 6.2 1.4 3.2 1.6 5.2

Hotels & Restaurants 15.1 13 6.1 9.9 6.7 10.1 4.7 4.8 12.9

Financial, Insurance & Real 
Estate 9.3 3.8 5.8 7.6 8.9 1.8 2.7 9 5.9

Business Services 5.7 2.6 5 5.6 5.8 9.7 5.6 3.9 4.3

Health, Education & Social 
Services 11.9 4.7 4.6 7.2 7.2 5.6 4.8 1.6 5.9

Consumer & Personal Services 12.9 4.1 3.8 8.1 5.6 10.4 2.4 4.2 5.4

Wholesale & Retail 16.6 5.6 4.7 6.7 13.4 11.6 6 5.4 8.2

UK 12.5 4.5 4.0 6.1 7.5 8.3 4.4 3.9 6.4
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respondents 
reporting 
crime to police 
by region and 
country
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North East 14.5 3.8 11.1 20.0 9.4 9.8 5.8 0.0 22.9

North West 28.0 10.7 19.6 27.8 16.3 6.8 5.4 3.8 30.8

Yorkshire & 
Humber 30.6 9.9 18.1 20.4 13.4 6.8 5.3 2.8 28.2

East Midlands 29.6 8.0 20.9 24.6 11.0 7.6 5.9 6.1 25.7

West Midlands 28.2 8.0 19.2 24.2 14.0 9.6 3.7 4.3 31.0

East of England 25.2 9.2 11.7 22.1 9.8 9.5 8.1 3.2 24.5

London 26.3 16.1 18.3 21.5 16.2 10.7 4.2 3.2 30.1

South East 24.1 6.6 14.8 21.2 12.3 7.8 3.9 2.8 22.0

South West 23.5 5.6 11.6 19.7 10.0 12.1 3.7 2.2 20.5

England 26.1 8.3 16.1 22.5 12.4 9.0 5.1 3.3 25.4

Wales 33.5 8.8 20.0 28.6 15.1 16.2 8.8 5.2 24.6

Scotland 29.2 10.1 6.3 17.6 12.7 10.0 6.7 2.8 18.9

Northern Ireland 21.7 10.2 9.6 12.7 12.0 12.2 3.0 0.0 21.6

UK 26.6 8.6 15.1 22.0 12.5 9.6 5.4 3.2 24.6
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North East 4.4 0.0 2.1 6.4 10.2 0.0 4.5 2.3 5.1

North West 16.1 7.3 5.9 7.5 9.2 7.8 4.3 3.2 4.3

Yorkshire & 
Humber 11.5 3.5 3.9 8.0 7.9 10.2 3.3 2.7 7.0

East Midlands 16.4 5.0 4.6 5.0 8.9 10.6 5.5 2.9 6.5

West Midlands 14.8 3.0 5.0 8.6 5.7 6.3 4.7 1.8 7.2

East of England 12.1 5.6 5.3 4.1 10.6 10.7 3.1 3.2 9.2

London 14.1 4.5 4.8 4.1 9.0 11.0 4.5 10.4 3.8

South East 13.5 3.9 3.1 6.6 8.2 8.8 4.1 6.3 5.8

South West 9.7 3.9 2.0 3.6 4.5 7.0 4.9 3.2 6.0

England 12.8 4.4 3.9 5.9 7.6 8.4 4.4 4.0 6.5

Wales 15.3 6.1 8.3 8.8 12.2 8.3 9.6 2.2 8.0

Scotland 8.4 2.8 3.1 6.5 4.5 7.8 2.4 4.0 7.4

Northern Ireland 15.9 11.5 2.9 3.9 11.8 8.7 1.7 0.0 1.8

UK 12.5 4.5 4.0 6.0 7.6 8.4 4.4 3.8 6.5

Table 10
Percentage of 
respondents 
reporting 
crime to police 
by region and 
country (Table 
9 continued)
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North East
Mean 2.9 2.8 2.6 4.2 4.4a,b,c 3.9 3.8 3.0 1.9 4.1 3.6

N 62 45 36 101 92 67 86 56 69 86 91

North West
Mean 2.6 2.7 2.2 4.0 4.1 3.7 3.8 3.2 2.1 4.2 3.5

N 301 199 136 458 411 257 364 209 288 377 396

Yorkshire & 
Humber

Mean 2.6 2.7 2.2 3.9 4.0a 3.7 3.6 3.1 2.0 4.0 3.5

N 233 138 97 361 327 188 289 159 222 302 318

East Midlands
Mean 2.6 2.6 2.5 4.1 4.1 3.8 3.6 3.2 1.9 4.1 3.6

N 288 167 135 413 373 236 319 200 258 361 363

West Midlands
Mean 2.7 2.6 2.2 4.0 4.2 3.6 3.7 3.1 2.0 4.2 3.4

N 265 177 134 383 359 224 336 202 256 327 337

East of 
England

Mean 2.7 2.5 2.2 4.0 4.0b 3.7 3.6 3.0 1.9 4.0i 3.4

N 324 230 160 487 455 227 387 222 299 414 424

London
Mean 2.9 2.6 2.5 4.0 4.1 3.5 3.7 3.5 1.9 4.0 3.5

N 108 67 44 147 135 75 121 67 91 111 136

South East
Mean 2.7 2.7 2.3 4.0 4.0c 3.4d,e 3.6 3.1g 1.9 3.9j 3.5

N 523 360 255 840 773 401 668 390 500 689 745

South West
Mean 2.7 2.7 2.2 3.9 4.0 3.5f 3.6 2.9 1.9 4.0 3.5

N 552 379 242 878 777 442 677 393 528 736 766

England Mean 2.7 2.6 2.3 4.0 4.1 3.6 3.6 3.1 1.9 4.0 3.5

N 2807 1872 1324 4294 3901 2246 3428 2002 2656 3585 3795

Wales
Mean 2.5 2.7 2.1 4.0 4.0 3.9d 3.8 3.0 2.1 4.0 3.5

N 129 84 65 223 204 118 190 86 137 184 180

Scotland
Mean 2.9 2.7 2.4 4.1 4.1 3.7 3.7 2.7h 2.2 4.1

N 299 183 106 439 398 229 356 166 241 359

Northern 
Ireland

Mean 2.7 2.9 2.5 4.1 4.2 4.0e,f 3.9 3.6g,h 2.5 4.4i,j

N 86 54 34 138 138 94 118 56 73 123

UK
Mean 2.7 2.7 2.3 4.0 4.1 3.6 3.7 3.1 2.0 4.0 3.5

N 3321 2193 1529 5094 4641 2687 4092 2310 3107 4251 3975
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North East 4.4 0.0 2.1 6.4 10.2 0.0 4.5 2.3 5.1

North West 16.1 7.3 5.9 7.5 9.2 7.8 4.3 3.2 4.3

Yorkshire & 
Humber 11.5 3.5 3.9 8.0 7.9 10.2 3.3 2.7 7.0

East Midlands 16.4 5.0 4.6 5.0 8.9 10.6 5.5 2.9 6.5

West Midlands 14.8 3.0 5.0 8.6 5.7 6.3 4.7 1.8 7.2

East of England 12.1 5.6 5.3 4.1 10.6 10.7 3.1 3.2 9.2

London 14.1 4.5 4.8 4.1 9.0 11.0 4.5 10.4 3.8

South East 13.5 3.9 3.1 6.6 8.2 8.8 4.1 6.3 5.8

South West 9.7 3.9 2.0 3.6 4.5 7.0 4.9 3.2 6.0

England 12.8 4.4 3.9 5.9 7.6 8.4 4.4 4.0 6.5

Wales 15.3 6.1 8.3 8.8 12.2 8.3 9.6 2.2 8.0

Scotland 8.4 2.8 3.1 6.5 4.5 7.8 2.4 4.0 7.4

Northern Ireland 15.9 11.5 2.9 3.9 11.8 8.7 1.7 0.0 1.8

UK 12.5 4.5 4.0 6.0 7.6 8.4 4.4 3.8 6.5

Table 11
Effectiveness 
of crime 
reduction 
methods (1 = 
not effective 
– 5 = very 
effective)
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North East 70.2% 56.7% 7.8% 3.5% 3.5% 8.5% 9.9% 141

North West 66.4% 50.8% 7.0% 4.7% 7.0% 6.3% 8.2% 685

Yorkshire & Humber 68.7% 54.6% 7.3% 3.5% 7.1% 5.2% 10.4% 520

East Midlands 73.1% 53.2% 6.4% 2.8% 3.6% 4.6% 11.9% 607

West Midlands 67.1% 55.7% 7.5% 3.1% 5.9% 7.0% 11.4% 589

East of England 67.5% 51.6% 6.4% 3.3% 8.7% 5.9% 11.3% 762

London 54.1% 55.5% 11.9% 7.8% 13.3% 10.1% 6.4% 218

South East 67.1% 51.5% 6.2% 3.7% 7.7% 5.3% 8.5% 1359

South West 66.2% 49.7% 7.4% 4.9% 6.8% 7.1% 11.6% 1345

England 67.4% 52.0% 7.0% 3.9% 7.0% 6.1% 10.3% 6610

Wales 66.0% 44.0% 7.4% 3.1% 6.0% 6.3% 14.6% 350

England and Wales 67.3% 51.6% 7.0% 3.9% 7.0% 6.1% 10.5% 6960

Table 12
Experiences of 
Neighbourhood 
Policing Units
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