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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

This report presents the findings from research into Neighbourhood Watch schemes in 
Northern Ireland. The research was commissioned jointly by the Northern Ireland 
Policing Board (NIPB), the Community Safety Unit (CSU) within the Northern Ireland 
Office (NIO) and the Police Service of Northern Ireland (PSNI).  
 
The aims of the research were to establish the views and experiences of key partners 
and local stakeholders in relation to the impact and effectiveness of Neighbourhood 
Watch in: 
 
·  Preventing crime and anti-social behaviour;  
 
·  Reducing the fear of crime; 

 
·  Assisting local police in detecting crime; 

 
·  Enhancing the relationship between the police and the community; and, 

 
·  Promoting community spirit.  
 
The research was also asked to consider how Neighbourhood Watch should be 
developed in Northern Ireland.  The research is based on: 
 
·  a survey of residents living in Neighbourhood Watch areas in Northern Ireland 

(response rate, 46% of residents living in sampled Neighbourhood Watch 
schemes); 

 
·  a survey of representatives of key stakeholder organisations, namely: the 

District Policing Partnership Managers; the Community Safety Partnership Co-
ordinators; Neighbourhood Watch Sergeants; and, Neighbourhood Watch Co-
ordinators (response rate, 56%); 

 
·  nine focus groups with residents living in Neighbourhood Watch areas; and,  

 
·  an interview with the Neighbourhood Watch Administrator (The Neighbourhood 

Watch Administrator is responsible for the four areas within 'C' Police District, 
namely Castlereagh, Ards, North Down and Downpatrick. Further details of the 
Administrator’s role are provided in Section 4.7). 

 
The research was conducted by Social & Market Research, the Social Research 
Centre and the Institute for Conflict Research and was carried out between February 
and May 2007.     
 
Neighbourhood Watch was launched in Northern Ireland in June 2004 and by the end 
of July 2007, there were more than 280 accredited schemes covering over 26,000 
households. This research into the schemes indicates that they are considered a 
successful local innovation both by residents and representatives of the main statutory 
bodies involved with policing and community safety in Northern Ireland.  
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The people living in areas with Neighbourhood Watch schemes who were surveyed 
identified a number of positive benefits from the schemes:   

 
·  They believed there was less crime, felt safer and felt a greater sense of 

community in their home environment than people who did not live in a 
Neighbourhood Watch area; and; 

 
·  They believed that the scheme had contributed to making people feel safe and 

secure and had been effective in raising awareness of crime prevention and 
personal safety issues.  

 
Moreover:   
 
·  Ninety seven percent (97%) of people surveyed said that they would be more 

likely to look out for suspicious activities as a result of the Neighbourhood 
Watch scheme; and, 

 
·  Eighty two percent (82%) of respondents were supportive of the Neighbourhood 

Watch initiative.   
 
Representatives of stakeholder agencies were also positive about the impact that 
Neighbourhood Watch schemes could have. They believed that such schemes had 
been very effective at:  
 
·  Building relationships with the police and other key agencies; 
 
·  Empowering local communities to address crime and community safety 

concerns; and, 
 

·  Helping to promote community involvement in tackling crime.  
 
Ninety percent (90%) of stakeholders who responded to the survey said that their 
organisation gave the schemes a high or medium priority.  
 
These encouraging testimonies indicate that Neighbo urhood Watch should be 
considered as a successful initiative and one that contributes to increasing 
community safety and security, improving relationsh ips with the police and 
contributing to more cohesive and integrated commun ities.  
 

We therefore recommend that the Northern Ireland Policing Board, the Community 
Safety Unit and the Police Service of Northern Ireland consider how the 
Neighbourhood Watch initiative can best be promoted, developed, extended and 
supported across Northern Ireland, particularly to areas not currently covered by a 
scheme.  
 
Despite the generally positive findings from the research, there were also a number of 
responses that indicated that there is scope for reviewing existing practice in order to 
make the schemes more inclusive and more effective. For example:  
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·  It was noteworthy that there was less awareness of the Neighbourhood Watch 
schemes among younger people and among members of minority ethnic 
communities;  

 
·  Just ten percent (10%) of people surveyed were active in their Neighbourhood 

Watch scheme, but twenty eight percent (28%) of people expressed an interest 
in being more actively involved; and, 

 
·  The main reason given for a lack of support for a local Neighbourhood Watch 

scheme was a lack of knowledge of its existence.  
 
These findings indicate that there is a need to rev iew and improve the means of 
publicising the schemes locally, of informing local  residents about their aims 
and objectives, and considering the range of activi ties that might be undertaken 
by those involved in Neighbourhood Watch schemes.   

 
The surveys of residents and stakeholders, and the focus group discussions, all 
highlighted a variety of activities and actions that people believed would improve the 
effectiveness of, support for and participation in Neighbourhood Watch schemes as the 
initiative is developed and expanded in the future. These included:  

 
·  The provision of more police patrols  – This would increase opportunities for 

contact and relationship building and would provide greater reassurance to local 
communities;  

 
·  A more consistent relationship with the local polic e – Some DCUs had a 

dedicated officer responsible for supporting Neighbourhood Watch schemes, 
others did not.  There were also varying levels of communication and sharing of 
information. It was suggested that there should be a greater degree of 
standardisation of engagement with Neighbourhood Watch schemes across all 
DCUs.  

 
·  Greater clarity of the roles of the different polic ing and community safety 

agencies  – Co-ordinators and members of Neighbourhood Watch schemes 
were often unsure of the relationship between Neighbourhood Watch schemes 
and Community Safety Partnerships, the District Policing Partnerships and the 
local council, and the distinctive roles and responsibilities of each.  Clarifying 
these would create the potential for enhanced communication between all 
parties.   

 
·  Greater community involvement  – There needs to be consideration given to 

how to encourage more people to be involved and act as co-ordinators of 
Neighbourhood Watch schemes;  

 
·  Better support for Neighbourhood Watch schemes  – This included requests 

for more appropriate information, networking opportunities and the provision of 
appropriate resources. Some of this might be supplied by the local police and 
local partners, while some would be the responsibility of the NIPB, CSU and the 
PSNI. 

 
·  Smaller scale schemes  – The findings suggested that schemes of between 

twenty and fifty households were a) more manageable for the Neighbourhood 
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Watch Co-ordinator and b) had a greater sense of cohesion than schemes with 
a larger number of households. 

 
·  Networking across schemes  – Although in some areas there was some 

considerable networking among Neighbourhood Watch schemes, some of the 
current schemes appear to operate without reference to other schemes. There 
would appear to be opportunities to share experience and good practice by 
creating opportunities for networking across schemes.  

 
·  Responding to local context – Whilst there are clearly benefits in having a 

standard information pack and standards for operation of the Neighbourhood 
Watch schemes, ultimately, the schemes need to be tailored to the priorities and 
capacities of local people. Hence, the roll out of the scheme needs to ensure 
that it is supported by a variety of implementation approaches, albeit each 
needs to be conformant with the underlying principles and practices of 
Neighbourhood Watch. 

 
This research project indicates that the Neighbourhood Watch schemes have been 
successful in contributing to an increased sense of community safety, awareness of 
crime prevention and improving relationships with the police. We therefore offer the 
following recommendations as a means of developing, extending and consolidating the 
programme of Neighbourhood Watch schemes across Northern Ireland.  

 
Recommendations for the Northern Ireland Policing B oard, the Community 
Safety Unit and the Police Service of Northern Irel and 

 
Based on the findings of this research, we recommend that the Northern Ireland 
Policing Board, the Community Safety Unit and the Police Service of Northern Ireland:  
 
1. Actively promote Neighbourhood Watch as a means of:  
 

·  Reducing the fear of crime; 
·  Increasing community involvement in crime prevention;  
·  Providing a greater sense of community safety and reassurance;  
·  Increasing community cohesion, integration and responsibility; and, 
·  Developing more effective relationships between local communities and the 

PSNI. 
 

2.  Evaluate the impact of the NW Administrator post and consider if further roll-out 
across Northern Ireland. 
 

3. Review the registration process for new Neighbourhood Watch schemes to simplify 
and speed up the process. There should be a target to have 75% of schemes 
registered and up and running within one month of submitting their initial 
application. The review should determine how this process can be better simplified, 
and who should take responsibility for registration and monitoring.   

 
4. Develop a clear outline of the responsibilities for the District Policing Partnerships in 

relation to supporting the development of Neighbourhood Watch schemes and 
monitoring PSNI engagement and support for schemes in the district. 
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5. Clarify the nature of the relationships between the Community Safety Partnerships, 
the District Policing Partnerships, the PSNI and the Neighbourhood Watch 
schemes. This could include outlining key approaches to information sharing, 
reporting, networking and co-ordinating support for the Neighbourhood Watch 
programme. 

 
6. Explore the potential for extending the Neighbourhood Watch schemes to other 

socially appropriate environments (such as schools, farms, businesses/workplaces 
etc) and facilitate the creation of networks across the border with Neighbourhood 
Watch and Community Alert schemes in the Republic of Ireland where appropriate. 
(This has already begun with the recent introduction of School Watch on 12 June 
2007).  
 

7. Organise an annual Neighbourhood Watch conference. This could be used as a 
means of promoting the ethos and ideals of Neighbourhood Watch, an opportunity 
to promote wider networking among those already involved and a means of 
disseminating models of good practice.  
 

8. Create a Neighbourhood Watch Northern Ireland website to serve as the main 
portal for news, information and resources on Neighbourhood Watch. This could 
also provide links to Neighbourhood Watch schemes in Great Britain and the 
Republic of Ireland.   
 

9. Produce a Neighbourhood Watch newsletter, to disseminate information and 
models of good practice among schemes more proactively and systematically. The 
newsletter could be disseminated in electronic format rather than in hard copy. 

 
Based on the focus group discussions with Neighbourhood Watch Co-ordinators and 
members, and the interview with the Neighbourhood Watch Administrator, we 
recommend that the Neighbourhood Watch Administrator:  

 
10. Has responsibility for the compilation and dissemination of standardised information 

and basic resources that are made available to all Neighbourhood Watch schemes. 
This could include information on how to produce and disseminate local 
newsletters. 
 

11. Maintains an up to date list of Neighbourhood Watch co-ordinators.  This could be 
used as the primary means of sharing information and distributing news to the 
various schemes. 
 

12. Provides support for schemes to enable them to carry out simple evaluations of 
their impact. Residents and those involved in the schemes need to see some 
evidence of impact and co-ordinators need to be supported to determine what 
should be measured, how it should be measured, when and how should this be 
communicated back to residents. 
 

13. Liaises, and where appropriate work in partnership, with CSP Co-ordinators, DPP 
managers and the PSNI, in promoting the aims and objectives of the 
Neighbourhood Watch programme.  
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14. Keeps under review the recently developed Neighbourhood Watch Co-ordinators 
Manual. This manual should form the basis of induction training for all co-ordinators 
and be used to inform PSNI officers and other key partners.  
 

Recommendations for the PSNI 
 

Based on the findings of this research, we recommend that the Police Service of 
Northern Ireland:   

 
15. Recognise that Neighbourhood Watch schemes are a fundamental element of the 

ethos of ‘policing with the community’, approaches to neighbourhood policing, and 
crime prevention and reduction initiatives. 
 

16. Standardises the police approach to Neighbourhood Watch schemes. This could 
include appointing designated police contact(s) in each command unit and for all 
Neighbourhood Watch schemes. The police officer(s) should ensure that a variety 
of means of contact between the police and scheme are made available including 
meetings, phone and email etc.  
 

17.  Considers how the continuity of relationships between the community and 
community police can be maintained against the backdrop of officers inevitably 
moving on at some point. 
 

18. Proactively provides Neighbourhood Watch Co-ordinators with regular information 
on such matters as:  
·  Policing responses to reports from Neighbourhood Watch schemes; 
·  Local crime trends;  
·  Crime prevention initiatives, resources and entitlements; and,  
·  Information on local policing and crime prevention networks.  
 

19. Support each scheme to improve its communication with local residents. The focus 
for communications might be on evidence of crime reduction, successful 
convictions etc and on the specific interests and needs of residents such as a 
reduction in under age drinking / drugs etc. 

 
20. Streamlines the system and timescale involved in assessing (conducted by DCU 

Commander) police and community confidence in Neighbourhood Watch Co-
ordinators (delays in this area of the registration process neither promotes nor 
inspires community confidence in the role or commitment of police in servicing 
Neighbourhood Watch schemes).  

 
Recommendations for the District Policing Partnersh ips 

 
Based on the findings of this research, we recommend that all DPPs:  

 
21. Work collaboratively with the PSNI and CSPs to develop a strategy for 

consolidating and extending the network of Neighbourhood Watch schemes in their 
area.  

 
22. Establish a framework for monitoring the ways in which the PSNI support and 

service Neighbourhood Watch schemes in their area.  
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23. Ensure that Neighbourhood Watch co-ordinators are invited to participate in DPP 
meetings in public and DPP Forums for discussion.  

 
24. As a matter of good practice, and to facilitate joined up working, ensure that 

Neighbourhood Watch issues are maintained as an item on the agenda of all 
regular meetings of the DPPs.  

 
25. Ensure that DPP managers liaise, and where appropriate work in partnership, with 

the Neighbourhood Watch administrator in promoting the aims and objectives of 
Neighbourhood Watch.  

 
26. DPPs should ensure that as part of their consultation on the local Policing Plan they 

consult with Neighbourhood Watch Schemes.  
 

Recommendations for Community Safety Partnerships  
 

Based on the findings of this research, we recommend that all CSPs:  
 

27. As a matter of good practice, and to facilitate joined up working, ensure that 
Neighbourhood Watch issues are maintained as an item on the agenda of all 
regular meetings of the CSPs.  
 

28. Ensure that CSP Co-ordinators liaise, and where appropriate, work in partnership 
with Neighbourhood Watch Co-ordinators in promoting the aims and objectives of 
Neighbourhood Watch. This should be the collective responsibility of both CSP Co-
ordinators and Neighbourhood Watch Co-ordinators.   

 
29. CSPs should act as a supportive link with Neighbourhood Watch Schemes 

regarding their accreditation. 
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1.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
This report presents the findings from research into Neighbourhood Watch schemes in 
Northern Ireland. The research was commissioned jointly by the Northern Ireland 
Policing Board (NIPB), the Community Safety Unit (CSU) within the Northern Ireland 
Office (NIO) and the Police Service of Northern Ireland (PSNI).  
 
The aims of the research were to establish the views and experiences of key partners 
and local stakeholders in relation to the impact and effectiveness of Neighbourhood 
Watch in: 
 

·  Preventing crime and anti-social behaviour;  
·  Reducing the fear of crime; 
·  Assisting local police in detecting crime; 
·  Enhancing the relationship between the police and the community; and 
·  Promoting community spirit.  

 
The research was also asked to consider how Neighbourhood Watch should be 
developed in Northern Ireland.  
 
The research included a survey of residents living in Neighbourhood Watch areas in 
Northern Ireland, a survey of representatives of key stakeholder organisations, namely 
the District Policing Partnership Managers; the Community Safety Partnership Co-
ordinators, Neighbourhood Watch Sergeants and Neighbourhood Watch Co-
ordinators; nine focus groups with residents living in Neighbourhood Watch areas and 
an interview with the Neighbourhood Watch Administrator. 
 
The research was conducted by Social & Market Research, the Social Research 
Centre and the Institute for Conflict Research and was carried out between February 
and May 2007.     

 
1.2 THE EMERGENCE OF NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH 

 
Neighbourhood Watch schemes first appeared in the USA in the 1970s with the aim of 
promoting greater involvement by citizens in crime prevention activities1. The first 
schemes to be established in the UK were set up in the early 1980s and enthusiasm 
for the ideas grew rapidly. By 1989 the Home Office claimed there were 74,000 
Neighbourhood Watch schemes across Great Britain and this had increased to 
130,000 schemes by the mid 1990s and over 155,000 schemes by 2000 at which time 
it was estimated that over one in four households was a member of a Neighbourhood 
Watch scheme2.  

 
The first Neighbourhood Watch scheme was established in Ireland in 1984 and by 
1997 there were over 3,300 Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert schemes 
across the country, with approximately one in three households belonging to a 

                                                
1 Bennett, T., Farrington, D. and Holloway, K. (2005) The Effectiveness of Neighbourhood Watch: Protocol for 
the Campbell Collaboration in Crime and Justice. Pennsylvania, Campbell Collaboration.  
2 Johnston, L. (1992) The Rebirth of Private Policing. London, Routledge. Laycock, G. and Tilley, N. (1995) 
Policing and Neighbourhood Watch: Strategic Issues. London, Home Office. Sims, L. (2001) Neighbourhood 
Watch: Findings from the 2000 British Crime Survey. London, Home Office. 
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scheme3. Since the 1980s Neighbourhood Watch schemes have also been 
established extensively in Australia and others parts of the English-speaking world. 
 
The first Neighbourhood Watch schemes in Northern Ireland were accredited in 
December 2004 and by the end of July 2007 there were over 280 accredited schemes 
across the region covering over 26,000 households in almost all local council areas.   
 
In spite of the rapid growth of the schemes and the extensive formal participation by 
households in many different urban and rural environments, there is a very small 
literature on Neighbourhood Watch schemes, and much of this dates from the 1990s 
or earlier. Furthermore there appears to be little in the way of formal independent 
evaluation of their impact and effectiveness at a local level and virtually nothing that 
identifies anything that might be considered best practice.  It was anticipated that this 
current research could benefit from the experience of other Neighbourhood Watch 
schemes in terms of their effectiveness; however the limitations of the literature make 
this problematic.   
 
Neighbourhood Watch schemes were initially regarded primarily as a police led activity 
which aimed to encourage ‘responsible citizens’4 to observe actions and events in their 
neighbourhood and report any suspicious activities to the police. They thus 
represented an attempt at formalising some of the varieties of informal activity that 
occurred in many communities whereby people monitored unusual or suspicious 
activities and reported their suspicions to the police5. 
 
The initial focus of the schemes was to attempt to reduce domestic burglary and 
property theft, but as the schemes have developed they have focused on a wider 
range of crime prevention approaches that aimed to increase awareness of potential 
opportunities for criminal activities and extend concern and monitoring beyond one’s 
own property to that of one’s neighbours6.  
 
The more common activities included minimising preventable crime, increased 
reporting to the police, improving personal and household security and encouraging 
the marking of property for ease of identification7. In some areas Neighbourhood 
Watch schemes have included a variety of more general community activities such as 
coffee mornings and street cleaning activities8, which have helped to create a greater 
sense of community cohesion and common identity.  
 
One of the key developments that has occurred among Neighbourhood Watch 
schemes in relation to their local impact on community cohesion has been a trend to 
create smaller schemes of some twenty to thirty households, in contrast to the much 
larger schemes that included several hundred properties, when the approach was first 
being promoted.   
 

                                                
3 McKeown, K. and Brosnan, M. (1998) Police and Community: An Evaluation of Neighbourhood Watch and 
Community Alert in Ireland. Dublin, Department of Justice.   
4 Johnston, L. (1992) The Rebirth of Private Policing. London, Routledge: Chapter 7. 
5 Shapland, J. and Vagg, J. (1988) Policing by the Public. London, Routledge. 
6 Laycock, G. and Tilley, N. (1995) Policing and Neighbourhood Watch: Strategic Issues. London, Home Office. 
7 Fleming, J. (2005) Working Together: Neighbourhood Watch, Reassurance Policing and the Potential of 
Partnerships. Canberra, Australian Institute of Criminology.  
8 Laycock, G. and Tilley, N. (1995) Policing and Neighbourhood Watch: Strategic Issues. London, Home Office: 
3. 
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In the late 1980s the then Conservative Home Secretary John Patten was strongly 
supportive of Neighbourhood Watch schemes and suggested that the decline in 
property crime that occurred at a time of the expansion of Neighbourhood Watch 
schemes was more than ‘a coincidence’. However, others have been less convinced of 
their benefits. At the same time as Patten was espousing the virtues of responsible 
citizenship some senior police officers were expressing concern that servicing and 
supporting the schemes was placing an increasing burden on already pressurised 
police resources9.  
 
More recently some reviewers have questioned the effectiveness of Neighbourhood 
Watch schemes in reducing crime and increasing a sense of safety, and instead have 
argued that at best they displace crime to other areas and that they have most impact 
in middle class areas where crime is already low10. It has also been argued that even if 
a reduction in crime is noted in a Neighbourhood Watch area, it is difficult to evaluate 
the direct impact that Neighbourhood Watch schemes might have had on such 
reductions, as opposed to other factors.  
 
While acknowledging the apparent limitations of Neighbourhood Watch schemes to 
reduce crime, it has been argued that many participants are convinced of the benefits 
of their activities for the local community. As a result it should be acknowledged that 
Neighbourhood Watch schemes are, or can be, most effective as a medium for 
increasing neighbourliness, interaction and social cohesion, and they can also be 
important as a means of increasing the levels of contact between communities and the 
police and developing a greater sense of partnership and trust.  
 
Neighbourhood Watch can thus be a means of addressing the fear of crime and should 
thus be considered as a form of ‘reassuring people’ of which one of the benefits may 
also be a reduction in crime11. As Fleming notes:  
   

A well organised, focused and effective Neighbourhood Watch unit, whose aims 
seek to improve the degree of personal and household security, enhance the 
relationship between police and community and expand the community’s 
involvement in wider community safety and crime prevention initiatives, could 
make a difference12. 

 
It is thus argued that there is a need to reconsider the criteria by which Neighbourhood 
Watch schemes are assessed and to shift from an emphasis on crime reduction or 
prevention and instead regard them as a means of improving local relationships and 
developing better partnerships with the police in an effort to reduce crime and the fear 
of crime. 
 
In Northern Ireland the promotional literature designed to encourage people to set up 
Neighbourhood Watch schemes has identified their aims as helping: 
 

                                                
9 Johnston, L. (1992) The Rebirth of Private Policing. London, Routledge: 146-147. 
10 Fleming, J. (2005) Working Together: Neighbourhood Watch, Reassurance Policing and the Potential of 
Partnerships. Canberra, Australian Institute of Criminology: 1.  
11 Fleming, J. (2005) Working Together: Neighbourhood Watch, Reassurance Policing and the Potential of 
Partnerships. Canberra, Australian Institute of Criminology: 5. 
12 Fleming, J. (2005) Working Together: Neighbourhood Watch, Reassurance Policing and the Potential of 
Partnerships. Canberra, Australian Institute of Criminology: 5 
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people protect themselves and their property, and to reduce the fear of crime 
by: improved home security, greater vigilance, fostering community spirit and 
improving local environments13.  

 
The literature also notes that by working together local communities and relevant 
agencies, such as the PSNI, CSPs and DPPs can identify and address crime and the 
fear of crime.  
 
The schemes are thus clearly identified as having aspirations to move beyond crime 
prevention per se to include a more general objective of developing local relationships, 
expanding networks and building a better quality of environment. They can thus be 
seen to encompass approaches to local communities espoused both by the ‘broken 
windows’ hypothesis14, which emphasises the importance of responding to low-level 
damage and disorder as a means of stabilising and supporting local communities, and 
the more recent emphasis on building community cohesion and developing social 
capital as a means of responding to and reducing social problems and local tensions.  
 

1.3 RESEARCH RATIONALE 
 
It is within the policy and research context outlined above that the Neighbourhood 
Watch initiative was launched in Northern Ireland in June 2004.  As part of a process 
of evaluating the impact of the initiative, the NIPB jointly with CSU and PSNI 
commissioned qualitative and quantitative research to evaluate the Scheme’s 
effectiveness by assessing the views and experiences of key partners and local 
stakeholders. The key focus of the evaluation was to assess what impact 
Neighbourhood Watch has had on: 

 
- preventing crime, preventing anti-social behaviour and reducing fear of crime; 
 
- local communities assisting the local police in detecting crime; 

 
- enhancing the relationship between the police and the community, promoting 

community spirit, and; 
 

- to explore how Neighbourhood Watch in Northern Ireland should be further 
developed. 

 
1.4 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 
 The project methodology was based on three elements: 

 
- a quantitative survey of a households living in a sample of scheme areas; 

  
- a quantitative survey of stakeholders; and, 

 
- focus groups with members of the general public living in scheme areas.   

 

                                                
13 Community Safety Unit & PSNI (nd) Neighbourhood Watch: Observe – Help – Report.  Belfast, CSU & PSNI.   
14 Kelling, G. and Coles, C. (1998) Fixing Broken Windows: Restoring Order and Reducing Crime in Our 
Communities. New York, Simon and Schuster 
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1.4.1 SURVEY OF RESIDENTS:  SAMPLING 
 
For the purposes of the resident’s survey, a total of 1,676 households in 
Neighbourhood Watch areas were surveyed.  A total of 20 schemes were sampled to 
take part in the survey, with the sample of schemes stratified by scheme size: small 
schemes (less than 50 households); medium sized schemes (between 50 and 200 
households); and, large schemes (more than 200 households).  Of the 20 schemes, 9 
were classified as small schemes, 8 as medium sized and 3 as large.  Of these 
selected schemes, 4 refused to participate, one could not be contacted and 2 failed to 
return their questionnaires within the allocated fieldwork period.  A total of 4 substitute 
schemes were identified, with three out of the four returning questionnaires within the 
fieldwork period.  The total sample is based on returns from 16 schemes.    
 

1.4.2 SURVEY OF RESIDENTS:  FIELDWORK 
 

Fieldwork for the survey was conducted by Neighbourhood Watch Scheme Co-
ordinators from each of the sampled schemes.  During March and April 2007, 
Neighbourhood Watch Scheme Co-ordinators were invited to attend an information 
evening which explained the rationale for the research as well as survey procedures 
for conducting fieldwork.  Those Neighbourhood Watch Scheme Co-ordinators who did 
not attend the information evenings were briefed directly by SMR.  Fieldwork for the 
survey was conducted during April, May and June 2007, and involved Neighbourhood 
Watch Scheme Co-ordinators dropping and collecting questionnaire packs to 
households within their areas.  The schemes that participated in the survey included:  
Beechlands / Cherryhill Neighbourhood Watch Scheme; Pinewood Hill, Warrenpoint; 
Sinton Park Tandragee Neighbourhood Watch; Inishvoe Neighbourhood Watch; 
Sunningdale and Railway View Neighbourhood Watch; Mountjoy Neighbourhood 
Watch; Tonaghmore & District Rural Watch Group; Thornhill Community Association; 
Lombard Residents; Ashley Gardens, Cannonhill and Coolnagard Drive 
Neighbourhood Watch; Ardmore / Sperrin Neighbourhood Watch; Cunningham's Lane 
Cross Community Residents' Association; Sion Mills Neighbourhood Watch; and 
Lissize and Kiltarfiff; and Rosconner Neighbourhood Watch Schemes (Table 1.1).   
 
Table 1.1  List of Participating Neighbourhood Watch Schemes 
 
Scheme Name Area 
Beechlands / Cherryhill Neighbourhood Watch Scheme Belfast 
Pinewood Hill, Warrenpoint Newry and Mourne 
Sinton Park Tandragee Armagh 
Inishvoe Neighbourhood Watch Down 
Sunningdale and Railway View Neighbourhood Watch; Omagh 
Mountjoy Neighbourhood Watch Omagh 
Tonaghmore & District Rural Watch Group Down 
Thornhill Community Association; Down 
Lombard Residents; Lisburn 
Ashley Gardens, Cannonhill and Coolnagard Drive Neighbourhood Watch Omagh 
Ardmore / Sperrin Neighbourhood Watch Omagh 
Cunningham's Lane Cross Community Residents' Association Dungannon 
Sion Mills Neighbourhood Watch Strabane 
Lissize and Kiltarfiff Down 
Rosconner Neighbourhood Watch Schemes Down 
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1.4.3 SURVEY OF RESIDENTS:  RESPONSE RATE AND SAMPLE PROFILE 
 

From an initial sample of 1,676 households a total of 769 completed questionnaires 
were returned by Neighbourhood Watch Co-ordinators.  This equates to a response 
rate of 46%.  Table 1.2 presents an overview of the sample characteristics in terms of 
resident age, sex, religion and ethnicity.  The table also provides a breakdown of the 
sample by scheme size.   
 
 
Table 1.2  Residents’ Survey Sample Characteristics 
 % N 

Male 42.7 328 
Female 50.8 391 

Sex 

Missing / Refused 6.5 50 
 

16-24 2.3 18 
25-40 21.5 165 
41-60 35.4 272 
60+ 38.4 295 

Age 

Missing / Refused 2.5 19 
 

Protestant 52.3 402 
Catholic 36.5 281 
Other 1.6 12 
None 3.1 24 

Religion 

Missing / Refused 6.5 50 
 

White 90.2 694 
Irish Traveller .4 3 
Indian .1 1 
Black African .1 1 
Black Caribbean .1 1 
Mixed Origin .3 2 
Other  .8 6 

Ethnicity 

Missing / Refused 7.9 61 
 

Small (less than 50) 23.4 180 
Medium (50-200) 37.2 286 
Large (More than 200) 36.5 281 

Scheme Size 

Missing 2.9 22 
 

 
1.4.4 SURVEY OF STAKEHOLDERS:  SAMPLING 
 

A total of 286 Neighbourhood Watch stakeholders were surveyed by post and email:  
Community Safety Partnership Co-ordinators (31); Neighbourhood Watch Sergeants 
(30); District Policing Partnership Managers (26); and, Neighbourhood Watch Co-
ordinators (199). Of the 286 stakeholders, 160 completed and returned a questionnaire 
which equates to a response rate of 56%. Fieldwork for the survey was conducted 
between April and June 2007.   

 
1.4.5 FOCUS GROUPS WITH RESIDENTS 

 
The final element of the methodology involved the conduct of nine focus groups with 
residents of Neighbourhood Watch areas in:  Portstewart / Coleraine; Comber; Belfast; 
Banbridge; Armagh; Ballyclare; Newry; Omagh; and, Dungannon.  Residents were 
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selected, by telephone, from Neighbourhood Watch areas which had not participated 
in the survey.  Groups were convened in hotels local to each of the areas, with 
fieldwork conducted in May 2007.   

 
1.4.6 NOTES ON TABLES  
 
 Due to rounding row and column percentages within tables may not always sum to 

100.  Note that base totals may also change in tables.  It should be noted that dash 
marks [-] are used in some tables to indicate that the figure is less than 1%.    

 
1.4.7 STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE 
 

It should be noted that in this report, the following symbols have been used to denote 
statistical significance.  This means that relationships or associations identified are 
‘probably true’.  For example, if something is significant at the 95% level, we can say 
that we can be 95% confident that the difference identified is ‘probably true’. 
 
In the tables the following convention has been used to denote statistical significance:   
 
* statistically significant at the 95% confidence interval;  
** statistically significant at the 99% confidence interval; and,  
*** statistically significant at the 99.9% confidence level.  
 
Note that the Chi-Square test has been used to identify significant differences between 
different categoric variables [e.g. gender (male and female) and support for 
Neighbourhood Watch (supportive or unsupportive)].  
 
Note also that differences alluded to in the text are statistically significant at the 95% 
level.   
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2. RESIDENT’S SURVEY 
 
 This section of the report presents the findings from a survey of residents living in 

Neighbourhood Watch areas throughout Northern Ireland.  The survey addressed a 
number of general issues including perception of crime, victimisation and reporting of 
crime, and awareness of Neighbourhood Watch.  The survey also sought local 
people’s views on the impact and effectiveness of Neighbourhood Watch within their 
local area as well as overall support for the initiative.   

 
2.1 PERCEPTION OF SAFETY IN NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH AREAS 
 
 The survey sought to establish how safe people feel living in Neighbourhood Watch 

areas, and to compare this with the whole of Northern Ireland.  Overall, 85% of 
residents living in Neighbourhood Watch areas said that they felt safe living in their 
area, with 15% feeling unsafe (Figure 1.1).  This compares favourably with data from 
the DPP Public Consultation Survey (2006)15, which found that across the whole of 
Northern Ireland 75% of residents felt safe and 25% unsafe.   

 
In terms of ‘sense of community’ within Neighbourhood Watch areas, 40% of residents 
said that they lived in an area where ‘people help each other’ with a similar number 
(36%) describing their neighbourhood as one in which ‘people go their own way’.  
Interestingly, there was some evidence to suggest a link between ‘sense of community’ 
and perception of safety, with residents living in areas where ‘people help each other’ 
more likely to say that they felt safe (92%) compared with areas where ‘people go their 
own way’ (75%).  Those living in the larger scheme areas (more than 200 households) 
were less likely to report feeling safe (80%) within their local area compared with those 
living in both smaller (86%) and medium (89%) sized Neighbourhood Watch schemes.  
Resident age was also associated with the likelihood of feeling safe in Neighbourhood 
Watch areas, with younger residents (<=40, 75%) less likely to feel safe compared with 
residents in other age groups (41- 60, 90%; 61+, 85%).  This finding is consistent with 
the findings from the DPP Survey which found that those in the youngest age group 
(16 and 24) felt least safe (70%) compared with other age groups.    
 

2.2 VICTIM OF CRIME IN LAST YEAR 
 
 The survey found little difference in the level of crime reported in this survey and other 

surveys conducted at a Northern Ireland level.  Overall, 10% of Neighbourhood Watch 
residents reported being a victim of crime in their local community in the last year.  
This compares to estimates of 12% from the DPP Survey in 2006, and 11% in the 

                                                
15 DPP Public Consultation Survey (2006).  Northern Ireland Policing Board. 

Fig 2.1: How safe do you feel in your local communi ty?    (n=758)

1

25

75

15

85

0

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Not Answered

Unsafe

Safe

%

NHW Residents

NI Residents



NIPB, CSU and PSNI – Research into Neighbourhood Wa tch Schemes in Northern Ireland - 2007 

Social & Market Research (SMR)  in partnership with SRC and ICR 19 

Ipsos MORI survey conducted in 200716.  There was a strong correlation between level 
of victimisation and perception of safety, with those who felt unsafe in their local area 
more likely to have been a victim of crime in the previous 12 months.  Catholic 
respondents (13%), and those living in smaller scheme areas (14%), were also more 
likely to say that they had been a victim of crime in the previous 12 months.  With 
respect to religion, this finding is consistent with data from the DPP Survey in 2006, 
which estimated that 13% of Catholics had been a victim of crime in the previous 12 
months, compared with 11% of Protestants.  

 
 2.3 REPORTING CRIME 
 

There were no significant differences between the level of crime reported by residents 
in the Neighbourhood Watch areas, compared with estimates of reporting patterns at 
the Northern Ireland level.  In the current survey for example, 80% of crime victims 
reported the incident to police (Figure 2.2), a level similar to that reported in the DPP 
Survey in 2006 (79%) and the Ipsos MORI survey in 2007 (85%).  From a 
Neighbourhood Watch perspective, it is encouraging to find that 16% of crime victims 
had reported the crime to their local Neighbourhood Watch scheme Co-ordinator.   

 
2.4 PERCEIVED CHANGE IN CRIME RATE COMPARED WITH 2 YRS AGO 

 
The survey also sought resident opinion on whether or not crime levels had changed in 
their area over the last two years, and again to compare this with the Northern Ireland 
level.  Again the findings from the Neighbourhood Watch survey are positive when 
compared with data from the recent Ipsos MORI survey which covered all areas of 
Northern Ireland.  It should be noted that Figure 2.3 presents the results from the Ipsos 
MORI survey which asked respondents about crime in both their local area and 
Northern Ireland generally over the last year.  Bearing this in mind, the survey found 
that 31% of residents of Neighbourhood Watch areas felt that crime had increased in 
their area compared with 33% of all residents in Northern Ireland from the Ipsos MORI 
survey who felt that crime has increased in their area over the last year.  Both these 
figures compare favourably with the perception that crime has increased in Northern 
Ireland generally (58%)17.  However, of interest to the Neighbourhood Watch initiative 
is the finding that almost one quarter of Neighbourhood Watch residents felt that crime 

                                                
16 Ipsos MORI Research into Recent Crime Trends in Northern Ireland:  Northern Ireland Policing Board and 
Police Service of Northern Ireland (2007) 
17 Ipsos MORI Research into Recent Crime Trends in Northern Ireland:  Northern Ireland Policing Board and 
Police Service of Northern Ireland (2007) 
 

Fig 2.2: Did you report crime to Police or Neighbou rhood Watch Co-ordinator?    (n=71)
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had fallen within their area in this period, compared with just 12% of all Northern 
Ireland residents from the Ipsos MORI survey18.   
 

 
Within the Neighbourhood Watch areas themselves, there were some differences in 
opinion regarding changes in the level of crime with those more likely to say that crime 
had risen in their area being: women (40%); Catholic (44%); living in large scheme 
areas (48%); be feeling unsafe in their local community (63%); and, have been a victim 
of crime in the previous 12 months (64%).   

 
2.5 AWARENESS OF LIVING IN A NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH AREA 
 

Promoting and profiling schemes is a core activity for those involved in their local 
Neighbourhood Watch scheme.  It is encouraging therefore to find that awareness of 
schemes is high at 88%, with just 12% of residents unaware that their household is 
located in a scheme area.  There were however some differences in awareness levels 
between different groups in the survey, with significantly lower levels of awareness 
reported by younger residents (<=40 yrs, 82%), those who described their ethnicity as 
non-white (50%), those living in medium sized scheme areas (80%), those who 
described their area as one in which ‘people go their own way’ (77%), and those who 
feel unsafe in their local community (81%).   

 
2.6 COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT IN NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH SCHEMES 
 

The survey found a high level of personal contact between residents and those 
involved in co-ordinating the schemes locally, with six out of ten residents saying that 
their household had been asked to be included in their scheme, 22% saying that they 
had not and 18% unable to recall.  Being asked to be included in local schemes was 
associated with ‘sense of community, with those living in areas where ‘people look out 
for each other’ (81%), more likely to say that they had been asked to be included.  
Age, religion and scheme size were also found to be associated with the likelihood of 
being asked to join the scheme with older residents aged 41 yrs+ (76%), Catholics 

                                                
18 Note that the Ipsos MORI Research refers to crime trends in the previous year.  

Fig 2.3: How much would you say the crime rate in t his area has changed compared w ith 
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(82%), and those living in smaller scheme areas (84%) more likely to say that they had 
been asked to be included in their local Neighbourhood Watch scheme.   

 
Among those who knew that their household is located in a Neighbourhood Watch 
area, the majority (78%) indicated that they know who their local Neighbourhood 
Watch Co-ordinator is and how to contact them (74%, Figure 2.4).  More than half 
(56%) of residents reported having had personal contact from a member of the 
scheme (56%), with residents extremely positive (96%) in their assessment of their 
contact.   

 
 Most residents (59%) who knew that their household was located in a Neighbourhood 

Watch area, were aware of meetings that had been organised locally by their scheme, 
with just under half (45%) saying that they had attended such meetings.  This equates 
to 23% of all residents in the survey having attended a Neighbourhood Watch meeting, 
with more than nine out of ten (92%) finding these meetings helpful.   

 
2.7 PERSONAL INVOLVEMENT IN NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH SCHEMES 
 
 Across all of the schemes in the survey, one in ten (10%) residents said that they were 

involved in some way with their local scheme, with those more likely to be involved 
being older residents (61+, 13%), those describing their area as one in which ‘people 
look out for each other’ (13%) and households who could recall being asked to be 
included in their local scheme (15%).  Helping with leaflet drops (53%), attending 
social or fundraising events (42%) and helping to promote the scheme in their local 
community (32%) were the most common ways that people get involved in scheme 
activity (Table 2.1).   

Fig 2.4:  Do you know who your local Neighbourhood Watch Scheme Co-ordinator is?  
(n=666)
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Table 2.1 Types of Involvement with Neighbourhood Watch scheme (Base=66)19 
 % 
Help with leaflet drops 53 
Attend social events or fundraising events 42 
Help to promote the scheme in your local community 32 
Distribute a newsletter 21 
Offer advice on crime prevention and personal safety to residents 18 
Record crime incidents in your local community 14 
Other 15 

 
2.8 BECOMING MORE ACTIVE IN NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH 
  
 Although the level of personal involvement in Neighbourhood Watch appears to be 

relatively low at 10%, the evidence from the survey suggests that this figure could be 
improved upon with the finding that more than one quarter (28%) of residents 
expressed an interest in becoming more active in their scheme, with greater levels of 
interest among men (36%), those aged 60 or under (<=40 yrs, 30%: 41-60, 32%) and 
those living in small scheme areas (34%).   

 
2.9 EFFECTIVENESS OF NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH SCHEMES 
 

In addition to the effectiveness indicators listed previously (i.e. self-perception of 
safety, crime levels and perceived changes in crime levels), resident opinion on other 
aspects of the initiative was also sought (Table 2.2).  The majority of residents felt that 
their scheme was effective in ‘making local people aware of the scheme’ (68%) and 
‘making you feel more safe and secure’ (55%).  It is interesting to note that these 
figures are lower than both the actual level of awareness (88%), and the proportion of 
people who said that they actually do feel safe within their local community (85%).  
This suggests a slight variance from general perception on these issues compared 
with the reality on the ground.   
 
At the other end of the spectrum, just one quarter (25%) of residents felt that their 
scheme is effective in ‘keeping you updated when crimes are resolved’, with 38% 
supporting the view that their scheme is effective at ‘reducing the level of crime in your 
area’.  However, it should be noted that significant proportions of residents recorded 
‘don’t know’ in response to both these latter items (41% and 49% respectively), which 
suggests that schemes should examine the potential of providing more information to 
their residents on these issues.    

 
Table 2.2 How effective would you say the local Neighbourhood Watch scheme has been in? 

Effective Not 
Effective 

Don’t 
Know 

 

% % % 

 
N 

Making local people aware of the Scheme 68 13 19 586 
Making you feel more safe and secure 55 16 29 581 
Offering advice on crime prevention and personal safety to 
residents 

54 17 30 553 

Building relationships with the police in your local community 49 15 36 560 
Promoting community involvement in tackling crime 46 15 39 549 
Reducing the level of crime in your area 38 13 49 575 
Keeping you updated when crimes are resolved 25 34 41 546 

                                                
19 Note that percentages do not sum to 100 because respondent could choose more than one response 
category. 
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On the issue of crime reduction, residents more likely to support the view that their 
scheme has been effective in this regard include:  women (80%); older respondents 
(61+ yrs, 84%); those who felt safe in their local community (82%); those who 
described their local community as one in which ‘people looked out for each other’ 
(87%) and, those who had been asked to be included in their local scheme (79%).  
Indeed, those who indicated that their scheme had asked them to be included were 
more likely to rate the scheme as being effective on all of the items, compared with 
those who had not been asked to be included in their scheme.  Similarly, the theme of 
‘sense of community’ being linked to views on effectiveness was also borne out in the 
survey, with those residents who said they lived in areas where ‘people look out for 
each other’ more likely to rate their scheme as being effective on each of the 
indicators.   

 
2.10 VIGILANCE AS A RESULT OF NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH SCHEME 
 
 Local communities taking a more proactive role in looking out for suspicious activity 

and reporting such activity to either the local Co-ordinator or the police is a key 
strategic objective of Neighbourhood Watch.  Given this, it is very encouraging to find 
that almost all residents in the survey (97%) said that as a result of their 
Neighbourhood Watch scheme they would be more likely to look out for suspicious 
activities, with 77% saying they would report such activity to the police (55% + 22%), 
and 42% saying that they would report such activities to their local scheme Co-
ordinator (20% + 22%, Table 2.3).     

 
Table 2.3 As a result of the Neighbourhood Watch scheme, are you more likely to look out for suspicious 
activities and report these to the police or Neighbourhood Watch scheme Co-ordinator? 
 % N 
Yes – report to police 55 355 
Yes – report to NW Scheme Co-ordinator 20 129 
Yes – report to both police and NW Scheme Co-ordinator 22 140 
No – I would not report to police or NW Scheme Co-ordinator 3 17 
Base 100 641 

 
 The survey also found that residents would be more likely to contact the police if they 

had a concern about crime or safety in their local area, although more than half (51%) 
also said that they would contact their local scheme Co-ordinator.  Just 2% of residents 
said that they would contact their local Community Safety Partnership, with 3% 
contacting their District Policing Partnership (Figure 2.5).   

 

Fig 2.5: If you had a concern about crime or safety in yo ur local area, who w ould you 
contact?  (n=625) (Respondents could select more than  one option)
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2.11 NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH AND ‘SENSE OF COMMUNITY’ 
 

Fostering community spirit and improving ‘sense of community’ are also central aims of 
the Neighbourhood Watch initiative.  From this survey there is clear evidence that 
these aims are being met, with the finding that more than half (51%) of residents said 
that they were aware of their local scheme and felt that their scheme had helped 
improve the ‘sense of community’ within their local area, with 14% holding the opposite 
view and 36% recording ‘don’t know’ (Figure 2.6).  Older residents (61+, 86%), those 
who felt safe in their local area (82%), those living in an area in which ‘people look out 
for each other’ (93%), and residents who had been asked to be included in their local 
scheme (85%), were more likely to be supportive of this view.     

 
2.12 MOST IMPORTANT THING TO IMPROVE NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH SCHEME 
 

Residents were also given an opportunity to suggest ways in which their local scheme 
can be further improved.  In response, 22% felt that police patrolling their area is the 
single most important thing which would improve their scheme, with 10% suggesting 
that schemes should be doing more to promote awareness of the scheme and that 
there should be more communication between neighbours and residents (Table 2.4).   

 
Table 2.4 Single Most Important Thing To Improve Neighbourhood Watch scheme 
 % N 
More Police Should Patrol The Area 22.3 82 
More Awareness Of Schemes In Locality/Promotion Of Scheme 9.8 36 
More Communication Between Neighbours/Residents 9.5 35 
More People Getting Involved/Young People Getting Involved 9.0 33 
Looking Out For Each Other/After Each Other 6.8 25 
Monthly/Quarterly Newsletters/Leaflets/Information 4.6 17 
More Signs/ Could Be Improved/More Visible 4.4 16 
Other Responses 42.6 155 

 

Fig 2.6:  In your view, has your local Neighbourhoo d Watch Scheme helped improve the ‘sense 
of community’ in your local area?  (n=661)
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2.13 COMMUNITY SUPPORT FOR NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH 
 

The survey found a high level of community support (82%) for the Neighbourhood 
Watch initiative, with 36% of residents ‘very supportive’ and 46% ‘supportive’.  
Eighteen percent of residents were not supportive of the scheme, with 11% ‘not very 
supportive’ and 7% ‘not at all supportive’ (Figure 2.7).   

 
 The level of support for Neighbourhood Watch schemes was found to be higher among 

those who felt safe in their local community (85%), among those who said they lived in 
an area where ‘people looked after each other’ (91%) and among those who had been 
invited to be included in their local scheme (89%). Among those who were not 
supportive of their local scheme, 40% said that they were either unaware of the 
scheme or didn’t know who was involved in it (Table 2.5).    

 
Table 2.5  Main reason why you are not supportive  of your local Neighbourhood Watch scheme 
(Base:  104) 
 % N 
Did Not Know We Had One/Don't Know Who Is Involved 40.4 42 
No Time/Home Commitments 16.3 17 
Too Old/Age/Not Active Enough/Disability/Health 9.6 10 
Haven't Been Asked 5.8 6 
No Communication/Reports 4.8 5 
Other Responses 26.0 27 

 
2.14 MOST IMPORTANT ISSUE OR PROBLEM TO ADDRESS 
 
 Finally, all of the survey respondents were given an opportunity to say what they felt 

should be the most important issue or problem to be addressed within their local area.  
Of those residents who responded to this question (58%), almost one third (32%) cited 
anti-social behaviour including underage drinking and drugs (Table 2.6).  

 
Table 2.6   Thinking about crime and safety in your local area, what do you feel should be the most 
important issue / problem that your Neighbourhood Watch scheme should be addressing?  (Base: 446) 
 % n 
Anti -social Behaviour/Under Age Drinking/Drugs 32.1 143 
Preventing Burglaries/Crime/Break Ins/Theft 11.4 51 
Safety/Safety Of The Elderly 10.3 46 
Vandalism 9.4 42 
Road Safety/Speeding/Car Theft 9.2 41 
Paying Attention/Vigilant 6.3 28 
More Police Patrols 5.8 26 
Other Responses 35.9 163 

 

Fig 2.7: Overall how supportive are you of your Nei ghbourhood Watch Scheme? (n=738)
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3 STAKEHOLDER SURVEY 
 
 The evaluation also sought the views of the range of stakeholders involved in the 

Neighbourhood Watch initiative.  A postal and email survey was conducted among 
Community Safety Partnership (CSP) Co-ordinators, Neighbourhood Watch 
Sergeants, District Policing Partnership (DPP) Managers and Neighbourhood Watch 
Co-ordinators.  The key aims of the survey were to elicit opinion on how effective the 
initiative has been and the level of support and interest in the initiative among their 
respective organisations.   

 
3.1 INVOLVMENT IN NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH 
 

The overwhelming majority (95%) of stakeholders felt that their involvement in 
Neighbourhood Watch has been worthwhile, with the main benefits of the scheme 
identified as increased communication with local communities (26%) and increased 
vigilance within local communities (23%) (Table 3.1).   
 

Table 3.1  Reasons why Neighbourhood Watch has been worthwhile 
 % N 
Communicate With Community  25.5 35 
Made People More Vigilant 22.6 31 
Contacts With Local Community/More Aware 19.7 27 
Good Communication Links With Local PSNI 15.3 21 
Reduction In The Crime Rate/Less Break Ins/Good Deterrent 9.5 13 
Reduce Anti Social Behaviour 8.0 11 
NB:  Other Responses Have Been Listed In The Tables Appendix 

 
A small minority of stakeholders (7) offered reasons why they felt the initiative had not 
been worthwhile, with 2 saying it was too early to comment.  The other reasons are 
presented in the Tables Appendix.   
 

3.2 KEY PRIORITIES FOR NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH 
 
Stakeholders were asked to list what they believed to be the key priorities of 
Neighbourhood Watch.  Within the questionnaire stakeholders were asked to list in 
rank order what they see as being the four top priorities for Neighbourhood Watch.  
Applying a weight to the responses (1st priority=4; 2nd priority=3; 3rd priority=2: 4th 
priority=1) found that the function of reporting crime / reducing crime came out as the 
top priority with working and communicating with the police ranked second (Table 3.2).   
 
Table 3.2  Stakeholder’s Views on Main Priorities For Neighbourhood Watch (Weighted Scores) 

 
Ranked 
Priority 

Weighted 
Score 

Reporting Of Crime/Reduction In Crime 1 271.0 
Working/Communicating With The Police 2 194.0 
Community Spirit/Fellowship/Getting To Know Neighbours 3 174.0 
Increase People Vigilance 4 123.0 
Security/Property 5 89.0 
NB:  Other Responses Have Been Listed In The Tables Appendix 
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3.3 PRIORITY GIVEN TO NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH BY STAKEHOLDERS 
 

The success of Neighbourhood Watch is dependant on a number of important factors, 
one of which is the commitment of the various stakeholder organisations involved in 
the initiative.  With the exception of Neighbourhood Watch Co-ordinators, the other 
stakeholders (CSP Co-ordinators, DPP Managers and local PSNI officers) were asked 
to rate the level of priority attributed to Neighbourhood Watch by their organisations.  In 
response, 40% said that their organisation attributed a high level of priority to the 
initiative, with 50% rating the priority as medium and 10% as low.  Given that there are 
many other competing priorities within the various stakeholder organisations, it is 
encouraging to find that 90% of organisations rate the initiative as either a high or 
medium priority (Figure 3.1).   
 

 
3.4 IMPACT OF NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH  

 
Stakeholder views on the impact of the initiative to date were found to be largely 
consistent with the scheme priorities identified previously.  For example, stakeholders 
felt that the scheme had improved community integration (24%) and helped develop 
closer working relationships between local communities and the police (16%, Table 
3.3).  Both these outcomes are cornerstones of the overall initiative.   
 
Table 3.3 Impact Neighbourhood Watch Has Had On Policy Or Ways Of Working Within Stakeholder 
Organisations?   
 % N 
Brings The Community Together 23.7 9 
Closer Working Relationship With PSNI 15.8 6 
Awareness Of Needs & Priority Within The Community 13.2 5 
A Point Of Contact 10.5 4 
NB:  Other Responses Are Listed In The Tables Appendix  

 
3.5 EFFECTIVENESS OF NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH 
 

As with residents, stakeholders were also provided with the opportunity to comment on 
the effectiveness of different aspects of Neighbourhood Watch.  At a general level it is 
noteworthy that, with the exception of reducing anti-social behaviour, most 
stakeholders rated the initiative as effective on all of the indicators listed.  Specifically 
however, and relative to other aspects, building relationships with the police was 
deemed to be most effective (89%), followed by building relationships with stakeholder 
organisations and local communities (81%) (Table 3.4).  Conversely, at the other end 
of the spectrum, stakeholders were less likely to rate the initiative as effective in 
reducing anti-social behaviour (46%) and reducing the level of crime (51%). 

Fig 3.1: How would you rate the level of priority a ttributed to Neighbourhood Watch by your 
organisation in your area (n=49)
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Comparing the views of stakeholders and residents shows that stakeholders are more 
likely to view the initiative as effective in building relationships with the police (89%) 
compared with residents (49%), and more likely to offer a positive view when asked if 
the initiative had been effective in reducing the level of crime (55% vs. 38%).   

 
Table 3.4  Stakeholder Perception of the Effectiveness of Different Aspects of Neighbourhood Watch  

Effective Not 
Effective 

Don’t 
Know 

 

% % % 

 
N 

Building relationships with the police? 89 4 8 156 
Building relationships between you/your organisation and 
local communities? 

81 6 12 156 

Empowering local communities to address crime and 
community safety issues? 

75 8 17 155 

Helping to strengthen local communities by promoting 
community involvement in tackling crime? 

75 10 15 156 

Building relationships between you/your organisation and 
other partner organisations? 

71 11 18 156 

Reducing the fear of crime? 62 8 30 156 
Working with other organisations to improve your local 
environment? 

55 18 27 156 

Reducing the level of crime? 51 13 37 156 
Reducing anti-social behaviour? 46 21 33 156 

  
Stakeholders, who indicated that specific aspects of the Neighbourhood Watch 
initiative were ineffective, were given an opportunity to say why.  These responses are 
presented in Table 3.5 and show that 12% of those who made comments felt that there 
should be more interaction with PSNI and Neighbourhood Watch groups, with 10% of 
the view that the initiative was irrelevant and that there was no evidence to suggest 
any impact.   

 
Table 3.5  Stakeholder Views On Why Neighbourhood Watch Has Been Ineffective 
 % N 
More Interaction With PSNI & NHW Groups 12.0 6 
Not Relevant/No Interest/No Evidence To Suggest Any Impact 10.0 5 
Difficult To Get More Neighbours Involved 8.0 4 
DPP/PSNI Do Not Address The Problems 6.0 3 
Crime & Anti-social Behaviour Has Risen Recently In The Area 6.0 3 
Anti-social Behaviour Is Difficult For Communities - No Guidance From Regional Offices 6.0 3 
NB:  Other Responses Are Listed In The Tables Appendix 

 
3.6 THE EFFECTIVENESS OF NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH IN LOCAL AREAS 
 

Stakeholders were asked how they assess the effectiveness of Neighbourhood Watch 
in their area, with 23% simply saying that it is very effective and 17% saying that it is 
fairly effective / improving.  Among those who did offer specific examples, 9% pointed 
to local communities becoming more vigilant, with 8% relying on verbal reports from 
Neighbourhood Watch Co-ordinators (Table 3.6).   
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Table 3.6 How Do You Assess The Effectiveness Of Neighbourhood Watch In Your Area? 
 % N 
Very Effective 22.8 33 
Fairly Effective/Reasonable/Improving 17.2 25 
Good Communication With Neighbours & PSNI 10.3 15 
Neighbours/ Community More Vigilant 9.0 13 
Through Verbal Reports From NW Co-ordinators 7.6 11 
Not Really Effective/Minimal 5.5 8 
Letting The Community Know There Is Help Available 4.8 7 
Too Early To Say 4.8 7 
Success Has Encouraged Other Neighbouring Areas To Set Up Their Own Schemes 3.4 5 
Rarely See A Community Constable 3.4 5 
Crime Has Been Reduced 3.4 5 
NB:  Other Responses Are Listed In The Tables Appendix 

 
It may be a concern that only a minority of stakeholders reported that either they or 
their organisation had evaluated the effectiveness of Neighbourhood Watch, with 17% 
of Neighbourhood Watch Co-ordinators having evaluated their scheme, 29% of DPP 
Managers, 12% of CSP Co-ordinators and 11% of local police officers.  The most 
common form of evaluation consisted of meetings between PSNI, Neighbourhood 
Watch Co-ordinators and the DPP, with stakeholders also seeking the views of 
scheme members at monthly meetings.  Evaluating the impact of schemes at local 
level is something which may need to be addressed at a more strategic level.    

 
3.7 RESOURCING OF NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH 
 

With any initiative, adequate resorting is vital to producing successful outcomes.  In the 
context of Neighbourhood Watch the consensus view expressed by stakeholders is 
that the initiative is not adequately resourced (71%), with this view consistent across 
stakeholder sector (Neighbourhood Watch Co-ordinators, 72%: DPP Managers, 71%; 
CSP Co-ordinators, 71%; and, local police officers, 67%).  To address this issue, the 
most common suggestion was to make available a nominal amount of money to each 
scheme (37%) (Table 3.7).  Similarly, among those stakeholders who felt initially that 
the initiative was adequately resourced, 21% supported the idea of providing a nominal 
amount of money to each scheme (Table 3.8).    
 
Table 3.7  Comments Made By Stakeholders Who Indicated That Neighbourhood Watch Was 
Inadequately Resourced In Northern Ireland 
 % N 
Each Area Should Receive A Nominal Amount Of Money 37.4 37 
More Resources Made Available 11.1 11 
Additional PSNI  Officers 8.1 8 
More PSNI  On The Beat 6.1 6 
More Training Courses 5.1 5 
Difficult Getting Leaflets & Brochures 5.1 5 
Delay In Putting Up The New Signs/More Visible Signage 5.1 5 
PSNI Need Dedicated Officers Who Have The Time To Develop The Schemes 5.1 5 
NB:  Other Responses Are Listed In The Tables Appendix 
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Table 3.8  Comments made by stakeholders who indicated that Neighbourhood Watch was 
adequately resourced in Northern Ireland 
 % N 
Each Area Should Receive A Nominal Amount Of Money 20.7 6 
Good Working & Sharing Of Information 17.2 5 
The Community Has Benefited From Funding 10.3 3 
Additional PSNI Officers 6.9 2 
Regular Meetings 6.9 2 
NB:  Other Responses Are Listed In The Tables Appendix 

 
 3.8 DEVELOPING NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH OVER THE NEXT 3-5 YEARS 
 

Stakeholders made a variety of suggestions on how the Neighbourhood Watch 
initiative should be developed over the next three to five years, with the most popular 
suggestions relating to increased promotion of the initiative (16%), extending the 
scheme to cover all communities in Northern Ireland (15%) and to recruit more Co-
ordinators / dedicated staff (14%) (Table 3.9).  Finally, a range of additional comments 
were made on the initiative, the most common was that the initiative has been 
excellent (21%).  These comments have been included in the Tables Appendix.   
 
Table 3.9  Stakeholder Views on How Neighbourhood Watch Should Develop in the next 3-5 Years 
 % N 
More Promotion Of It/Publicity 16.1 23 
Cover All Communities In NI 14.7 21 
Recruit More Coordinators/Dedicated Staff 14.0 20 
More Police Patrols 10.5 15 
Improve Networks Across Areas To Share Ideas 9.1 13 
Adequately Financially Resourced 7.0 10 
NB:  Other Responses Are Listed In The Tables Appendix 
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4. FINDINGS FROM THE FOCUS GROUPS 
 
4.1 FOCUS GROUP ORGANISATION AND PROFILE 
 

The evaluation of Neighbourhood Watch schemes across Northern Ireland included 
nine focus group discussions with fifty-seven participants living in areas where 
Neighbourhood Watch schemes had been established. The focus groups took place 
between 14 and 30 May 2007. Participants in the focus groups were selected from 
areas which had not participated in the resident’s survey.   
 
The location of the focus groups and the numbers of participants are set out in Table 
4.1. Just under a half of the participants had some active involvement in a 
Neighbourhood Watch scheme, with about one in four being active Co-ordinators of 
schemes. Just over half of the focus group participants had no direct experience of a 
Neighbourhood Watch scheme.  

 
Table 4.1  Breakdown of participants in focus groups by gender and involvement in Neighbourhood 
Watch 
 
Location Number NW 

Co-ordinators 
NW 

Members 
Other 

 
 Male Female N N N 
Newtownards 5 3 3 1 4 
Coleraine 3 5 2 2 4 
Banbridge 4 0 1 2 1 
Belfast 3 4 2 3 2 
Armagh 4 0 1 1 2 
Ballyclare 4 5 1 - 8 
Newry  2 3 2 - 3 
Dungannon 5 1 2 1 3 
Omagh  2 4 1 2 3 
Total  32 25 15 12 30 

  
The nine different focus groups attracted people from a total of twenty-five different 
residential communities. These can be categorised as three broad types of area:   

 
·  Communities within a large town or city;  
·  Communities that were part of smaller rural centres; and 
·  Residents of relatively isolated rural areas. 

 
The discussions in the focus groups focused on a limited number of themes: 

 
·   Understanding of levels of crime and anti-social behaviour in the resident’s home 

area; 
·  Attitudes towards and experiences of policing in the home area;  
·  Knowledge, experience and attitudes towards Neighbourhood Watch schemes; and  
·  Good practice and ideas for developing Neighbourhood Watch schemes in the 

future. 
 
4.2 CRIME AND ANTI-SOCIAL BEHAVIOUR 
 

Many of the participants reported some problems with crime and anti-social behaviour 
(ASB) in their areas, although some people claimed there were few if any such 
problems. For the majority, crime and ASB was of a rather occasional nature rather 
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than being a major or recurrent problem. In general, people living in smaller rural 
communities and in isolated rural areas reported fewer crimes and problems than 
those in urban areas. The most frequently noted crime was domestic burglary, while 
some of the rural areas also reported occasional thefts of farm machinery. Car crime 
was noted in some areas.  The taking of drugs was cited in a number of groups as a 
growing problem. 
 
Forms of ASB were noted in a number of areas, more especially in urban centres. This 
largely focused on issues associated with young people and included street drinking, 
making a noise, leaving litter and minor vandalism. This appeared to be more 
problematic for those residents living near parks, open spaces or near sheltered 
entries or alleyways. In some of the urban areas, “joy-riding” was also cited as a local 
problem. 
 
The night-time economy, sometimes identified with the activities of ‘students’, also 
created problems in some areas, and was particularly associated with drinking, loud 
music and people moving around late at night, making noise and starting cars.  
 
Those residents that considered their communities as stable, established or ‘close-knit’ 
generally reported fewer problems with crime or ASB, while communities that included 
a more transient population noted more problems. In some communities, people cited 
a rise in the number of properties being bought-to-let as either a factor in a perceived 
general decline in the area, or as a factor requiring greater social awareness.  
 
The presence of ‘strangers’ was cited as a recurrent source of local concern. It was 
noted that a rise in the number of privately rented properties or with a student 
population led to an increase in unknown faces, but also a greater difficulty in 
monitoring genuine ‘strangers’. In rural areas, the unknown face was often replaced by 
the unrecognised vehicle as a source of concern, particularly if there had been reports 
of robberies in the vicinity. 
 
In a number of communities ‘foreign nationals’ or ‘migrants’ were identified as the 
source of the disorder or disruptive behaviour. In part this was considered to be a 
consequence of a lack of awareness of established and accepted local standards of 
behaviour and respect. This was generally regarded as a recent problem, but one that 
was creating tensions in some areas.  
 
Although some participants felt that Neighbourhood Watch had raised awareness of 
the types of crime that take place locally, there were mixed views on whether or not the 
presence of Neighbourhood Watch schemes had had any beneficial impact on levels 
of crime. 
 
Those who felt it had helped to reduce crime (and anti-social behaviour) described 
situations where Neighbourhood Watch members and/or the Co-ordinators had 
reported a concern(s) to the local police and as a result: 
 

- a robbery on a local petrol station was averted and firearms were seized; 
 
- young people who had been drinking in the park had their alcohol seized 

(because someone associated with Neighbourhood Watch was able to guide 
police to where it had been hidden). 
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Others, however, were less sure simply because they did not have the crime figures to 
prove the case either way. 
 
Others still were uncertain or less confidence that the presence of Neighbourhood 
Watch schemes had had any beneficial impact on levels of crime – “signs are not 
going to deter burglars”. 
 

4.3 POLICING 
 

People in most areas reported that they were generally happy with the local police and 
that they were happy enough to report crimes to the police. However, apart from the 
Co-ordinators, few people claimed that they knew any of the local officers or had any 
regular contact with the police. A number commented that police officers did not 
appear to stay in post very long before moving to a new job and this made it difficult to 
build relationships and get to know individual officers. 
 
In some urban areas, particularly those with a predominately nationalist community, 
there was more reticence in reporting to the police. In some cases the presence of a 
Neighbourhood Watch scheme was regarded as a means of reporting a crime without 
needing to contact the police directly.  
 
Despite the general level of support for the police, most people stated that the police 
were working with very limited resources “two vehicles to cover the whole area”, was a 
comment made in a number of locations. A number of people noted that they rarely 
saw police foot-patrols in their neighbourhood (residents in isolated rural areas 
acknowledged that the police had to move in vehicles), or that they only did so if there 
had been an incident or a crime reported.  
 
However, one participant pointed out that the reason most people would not see police 
patrols could be because patrols happen at night. This participant recounted a story of 
how police “rapped [his]… door at two o’clock in the morning” to let him know that he 
had left a downstairs window open. He thought this was good attentive policing and 
pointed out that it is during the night that many break-ins occur and that it makes sense 
for police to do their patrols then. 

 
People living outside of the larger urban areas also commented on having a police 
station that was only open for limited hours – “you never know if someone will be 
there” “you have to make an appointment to see someone” – but they also 
acknowledged that this was a reasonable response to the pressure on increasingly 
restricted resources. 
 
These factors had led to an apparently limited expectation of the police capacity to 
maintain a visible presence in their communities, to respond effectively to crimes or to 
calls from the public within a reasonable time. For some, this emphasised the value of 
Neighbourhood Watch type schemes and of the need for an increase in social 
responsibility and neighbourliness. 
 
One of the negative consequences of the limits on police resources was that a number 
of people who were aware of crimes in their area noted that the police had failed to 
catch the perpetrators, or had failed to inform local people if they had done so.  
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4.4 NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH SCHEMES 

4.4.1 SOME GENERAL VIEWS 
 

Most of the people who were involved in Neighbourhood Watch schemes said that 
their scheme had been set up about two or three years ago. The majority, although not 
all, thought that Neighbourhood Watch was a good idea and a worthwhile initiative. 
However, some people, particularly those who had had a less positive engagement 
with the police, questioned the benefits and value of the schemes and suggested that it 
was little more than policing on the cheap.   
 
People were often unsure as to how their scheme had been established. Some people 
emphasised the encouragement of the local police, while others cited the importance 
of the work of particular individuals in generating enthusiasm at the outset. In some 
cases, the schemes were set up from within an established community group and 
effectively functioned as a sub-group of that body and this appears to have provided a 
degree of structure and support and a means of feeding back information to the 
community.  
 
Some of those consulted indicated that they were confused which statutory body was 
actually leading the Neighbourhood Watch scheme, “When it was launched, it was 
very difficult for us to figure out who was co-ordinating the scheme” e.g. the local 
Council, PSNI, NIO – it was not clear to them what the roles and responsibilities of 
each of these organisations was. Hence, in the early stages of their scheme, they were 
unsure who to contact about what. 
 
In some areas, those proposing a scheme had spoken to all local residents about the 
idea and/or invited them to a meeting to formally initiate the scheme. This contact or 
meeting was to explain the aims of Neighbourhood Watch, to gauge the level of 
interest and to encourage all residents to buy into the scheme. A local Co-ordinator 
was generally nominated and agreed at this stage, although some people noted the 
difficulties of persuading anyone to take on the role.   
 
The size or scale of the various schemes appears to be quite varied. Some involve 
residents of a single street or cul-de sac, others involve a few streets, a small estate or 
a number of households scattered across a rural area. Membership of a scheme 
extended from around twenty houses to more than one hundred properties, although 
people appeared to favour smaller schemes involving members of a well-defined 
geographical neighbourhood. Members of larger schemes noted the extra work in 
circulating information and the looser contacts between people.  
 
People in different Neighbourhood Watch areas, appeared to receive different things 
from their Neighbourhood Watch scheme in terms of the level of information and 
supporting materials. This seemed to be related more to the quality of the relationships 
with local police, partner organisations and the available time of the Co-ordinator than 
the needs of the local area per se. 
 
Most people who attended the focus groups appeared to be owner-occupiers but 
schemes have been established in mixed occupancy and public housing areas, and in 
blocks of flats as well as houses and have included tenants and owners of property as 
members.   
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The most positive supporters were members of schemes that were based in relatively 
small and tight-knit communities, who had established good working relationships with 
local police officers and where the scheme had been seen to have some positive 
impact in some way. However, there was a range of outcomes of the Neighbourhood 
Watch schemes that might be considered as a positive impact.  
 
These included: 

 
- Raising awareness about the types of crime that happen locally; 
 
- Reducing a local problem, although this was more likely to be ASB than crime; 

 
- Developing better relationships with the police;  

 
- Anti-social behaviour had declined on certain estates and there were now fewer 

empty houses; 
 

- Local landlords had been engaged and were now taking more responsibility for 
tenants whose behaviour was persistently unacceptable;  

 
- Increasing a sense of ownership over a local area and a sense of social 

responsibility;  
 

- Building or consolidating relationships among neighbours; and 
 

- Disseminating information about for example local problems, responses, and 
crime prevention strategies 

4.4.2 CO-ORDINATORS 
 

The Neighbourhood Watch Co-ordinator appears to be a key role in establishing, 
developing and sustaining a scheme. However, it was clear that not everyone knew 
who their Neighbourhood Watch local Co-ordinator was. Moreover, the list of 
Neighbourhood Watch Co-ordinators supplied by CSU for this exercise, appeared to 
be out of date, with many instances of people indicating that there were either more 
Neighbourhood Watch Co-ordinators in the areas than were shown on the list, or that 
the details listed were not correct. (It should be noted that it is the responsibility of the 
local partners to inform CSU of any changes to Neighbourhood Watch schemes/Co-
ordinators.) 
 
In some schemes the scale of activities appears to depend on the energy or 
enthusiasm of the Co-ordinator, but where a scheme is based within an established 
community group there is scope and potential for crime prevention work to be 
incorporated within a wider range of activities and to be shared among a wider group 
of people. 
 
Generally the Co-ordinator is the main link between the members of a local scheme 
and the police. Some schemes encouraged any member to report incidents, while 
others funnelled their concerns through the Co-ordinator. Although in most cases all 
members had contact numbers for the local police, the Co-ordinators usually had the 
widest range of ways of contacting their key officer and it was expected that they could 
more readily guarantee a response.  
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None of the Co-ordinators referred to having received any training regarding their role. 
One Co-ordinator mentioned that he had had to undergo a security check before being 
able to take up the role and had received an ID card, but he also noted that this did not 
appear to create any impression when he contacted the local police station.  
 
There appears to be some difficulty in some areas to find people who are willing to 
accept a position of Neighbourhood Watch Co-ordinator. A number of people stated 
that local schemes had collapsed when a Co-ordinator moved away from the area, or 
stopped being actively involved. In at least one area, an individual has remained as a 
Neighbourhood Watch Co-ordinator despite having moved away from the area, simply 
because no-one else was willing to take on the responsibility. 
 
In another area where there was reported to be considerable dissatisfaction with the 
lack of interest and support from the local police, two active local Co-ordinators 
claimed that there had been thirty-five Neighbourhood Watch schemes with Co-
ordinators two years ago but now there were only three schemes remaining as the 
other Co-ordinators had become fed up with the lack of support. 
 
In a small number of localities, people reported that there had been attacks on the 
property of local residents or Neighbourhood Watch Co-ordinators after they had 
reported an incident or crime to the police. In one case a person had all his windows 
and frames broken; in another a car and property was damaged. Such incidents have 
tended to deter other local people from becoming or remaining active in the schemes.   

4.4.3 GENERAL MEMBERS 
 

In a number of areas, people were only very generally aware of the existence of a 
Neighbourhood Watch scheme. In some cases, people said that they had attended an 
initial meeting but had heard nothing subsequently. Others noted that they had 
received some information when a scheme was being established but nothing since. A 
number of people noted that there were Neighbourhood Watch signs around their 
area, but otherwise they knew little about the scheme.  
 
There were also different extents to which people seemed comfortable being involved. 
Some people said that they welcomed the scheme, and would welcome some 
information on local crime and crime prevention, but were not particularly interested in 
attending meetings (unless there was a current local issue) or being more actively 
involved. Some people said that they were quite happy to phone the police themselves 
if there was a problem, while some people, especially those in small communities and 
more rural areas, felt that there was a strong enough sense of community that ensured 
that people automatically looked out for neighbours and monitored any unusual 
behaviour.  

4.4.4 ACTIVITIES 
 

The different Neighbourhood Watch schemes were involved in two broad categories of 
activities in their local area. These were: 
 
(a)  Activities designed to promote and extend the Neighbourhood Watch scheme 

itself; and, 
 
(b)  More active crime prevention or monitoring work. 
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All schemes were involved in activities that were designed to inform other residents, to 
promote the local scheme or to encourage people to become more involved in it.  

 
In relation to the first group of activities i.e. promoting and extending the 
Neighbourhood Watch scheme, the activities included:  

 
- Some schemes appeared to do little more than circulate information or provide 

an occasional link with the local police. This usually involved the Co-ordinator 
posting information though peoples letter boxes, or distributing it via email; 

 
- Some smaller schemes operated on a very informal basis among a group of 

neighbours who knew each other well;  
 

- Other schemes held regular meetings to bring people together and distribute 
information and update people on any developments;  

 
- Some schemes produced their own newsletters or circulated newsletters 

provided by the police;  
 

- Many schemes were involved in distributing crime prevention materials, such as 
locks for the elderly, marker pens for property, and general crime prevention 
information; 

 
- At least one scheme had organised a diverse range of activities including 

parties, outings and social events;  
 

- Some schemes had organised activities particularly targeted at engaging with 
young people, such as paintballing and football;  

 
- In some areas the Neighbourhood Watch scheme was integrated into other 

local community activities, but in others it appeared to function as a stand-alone 
activity.  

 
In some areas, the members of a Neighbourhood Watch scheme were quite actively 
involved in forms of crime prevention activity.  

 
These included:  

 
- Providing information on reducing crime – e.g. securing homes before going 

away on holiday etc; 
 
- Monitoring the behaviour of local youths, or the standards of behaviour by local 

residents;  
 

- Observing activities in a local park or open space, or the appearance and 
movement of strangers or unknown faces;   

 
In some cases their involvement in a scheme had encouraged people to speak to 
neighbours or local children or to confront unwanted or unwelcome behaviour. Some 
noted that this had caused tensions with some neighbours, at least initially, but they 
also noted a considerable improvement in their local environment as a result of the 
increased sense of social responsibility. 
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In some areas, the members of the Neighbourhood Watch scheme had also engaged 
with other local actors such as private landlords or their tenants to notify them of the 
presence of the scheme and of their responsibility to the people of the local area. In 
general, this contact had been positively received and has good results in terms of 
reducing ASB. 

4.4.5 WORKING WITH THE POLICE 
 
All Neighbourhood Watch schemes had some level of contact with their local police, 
but equally there was a wide variety of contacts and considerable divergence between 
what might be considered best practice and a much more limited level of contact in 
some areas.  
 
Some people noted that the local police had been suspicious or wary when their 
scheme was first established as ‘they thought it was a form of vigilantism’, but having 
worked together the police were now more positive of the benefits of Neighbourhood 
Watch.  In general, people appeared to desire and to welcome higher and more varied 
forms of contact with the PSNI. 
 
The most successful schemes appeared to be those with a formal and well-established 
reciprocal relationship with the local police that encouraged contacts and exchanges of 
information. Some cited how invaluable they had found it that the police showed them 
how their call management system operated. It helped them to appreciate the way in 
which PSNI prioritises calls and the constraints within which they had to operate. 
Others praised the input from PSNI at their local Neighbourhood Watch meetings. 
However, in some other areas, contacts with the police appeared to be less positive 
and people expressed a sense of ‘being used’ and with information flowing only one-
way, rather than working in partnership.  
 
Best practice included the following elements:  
 

·  An extensive range of contacts with a named and known local officer, including 
mobile phone number and email;  

 
·  A variety of methods of contact between the Co-ordinator and the local police 

e.g. email, mobile phone alerts etc; 
 

·  Regular, if informal meetings with the local police contact;  
 

·  Police presence at meetings of Neighbourhood Watch schemes, at least 
occasionally;  

 
·  A response from the police on problems, concerns, issues that have been 

reported to them;   
 

·  Provision of regular information and updates on local incidents; 
 

·  In areas with an ethnically diverse population, information was provided in other 
appropriate languages;  

 
·  A positive response to requests for further information, resources, materials;  
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·  Links with other Neighbourhood Watch schemes through various network 
meetings (see below) and an opportunity to learn good practice from others; 

 
·  A sense of being valued.   

 
Neighbourhood Watch members also welcomed the opportunity to participate in new 
initiatives or to draw on their capacity to monitor their area. For example, some 
schemes reported that the police had included them in projects to circulate information 
about incidents or crimes by text message.  
 
In the case of a number of Neighbourhood Watch schemes people raised a number of 
issues that they felt undermined the benefits of the continuation of the scheme:  
 

·  A lack of any specific or named police contact; 
 
·  Contact that only took place through the switchboard at the local police station;  

 
·  Failure to respond to concerns or issues raised by the local Neighbourhood 

Watch scheme members; 
 

·  Failure to provide information or updates on local crimes or policing initiatives;  
 

·  Difficulties in getting resources; 
 

·  A lack of recognition of the role of Neighbourhood Watch Co-ordinator; and, 
 

·  An apparent lack of knowledge or interest in the Neighbourhood Watch initiative 
by the police. 

 
The level of support and encouragement from the police appears to vary quite widely 
from DCU to DCU. In the best cases, the police had designated officers working with 
the local Neighbourhood Watch schemes and they encouraged and welcomed 
contacts and exchanges of information. But, in some cases people reported that the 
police appeared to consider the schemes an irrelevance and were not interested in 
developing their capacity for crime prevention work. In such cases the Neighbourhood 
Watch scheme struggled to survive or to maintain any interest among members. 

4.4.6 PARTNER ORGANISATIONS 
 

Only a few of the groups mentioned contact with other partner organisations such as 
the District Policing Partnership and the Community Safety Partnership. There was a 
sense that these structures were somehow less involved with the Neighbourhood 
Watch scheme. 
 
In one group, there was a major concern that the local criminal justice bodies were not 
thought to be representative of the local community e.g. the DPP, the Community 
Police Liaison Committee (CPLC) and the Neighbourhood Watch. “The DPP does not 
represent [local area]… the Policing Board … has picked it [the members] from 
Belfast… on the DPP, there is only one person to represent the town of Dungannon”. 
CPLC was described as a “quango”. Members of this focus group felt strongly that, 
what they saw as inadequate representation, made it very difficult to interact with these 
bodies. They felt that such structures did not adequately understand or respond to 
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local concerns. “DPPs think they are gods … talk pure gobbledegook…” There was a 
perception that officials on these bodies, “hope you go away and forget about it [the 
issue you raised]… if you ask hard questions, they don’t want to know”. 
 
In one group, there was a feeling that the Neighbourhood Watch initiative was not 
supported by the statutory partners. There was disappointment expressed that there 
had been CCTV cameras in the local area but allegedly not enough manpower to 
monitor them. One person alleged that the local Council was to ‘take them over’ but 
never did. However, it was alleged that when they were in operation, they were very 
effective – “It did stop crime… overnight”. 
 
One group felt that other local entities should be more involved in the Neighbourhood 
Watch e.g. the Churches. Another suggestion was that organisations (e.g. Citizens 
Advice) that are in contact with vulnerable clients (e.g. pensioners etc) could play a 
role in signposting such people to the local Neighbourhood Watch scheme Co-
ordinator or, with the person’s permission, signpost the local Neighbourhood Watch 
scheme Co-ordinator to them.  

4.4.7 SIGNS 
 

Most schemes had signs erected on lampposts or telegraph poles in the area that 
stated simply ‘Neighbourhood Watch Area’. These were generally seen as useful in 
that “they might deter a burglar” or because “you got 10 percent off house insurance”. 
However, most people seemed unsure as to who erected the signs and decided where 
they should be placed.  
 
A number of issues were raised about street signs: 
 

·  In at least one area it was alleged that it had taken too long to erect the signs – 
about a year from registration – and this had caused frustration locally; 

 
·  It was noted in some areas that plastic signs had become a target for local 

youths. Some had been damaged or broken, while in some areas they had 
been replaced by metal signs that were more robust; 

 
·  Some signs were positioned too low and were also a target for vandalism;  

 
·  In some areas people felt that there should be more signs erected; and  

 
·  There was some discussion about whether the signs could or should have more 

information on them, such as a phone number; 
 
Some people also put signs or stickers in their windows, but a number of people were 
less willing to encourage this and noted that one should only identify oneself as a 
Neighbourhood Watch member “if you want your windies put in”. 

4.4.8 NETWORKING 
 

Although the Neighbourhood Watch schemes were all effectively local networks of 
residents, in many cases they were also part of a wider and more extensive network of 
crime prevention groups in the locality.   These included:  
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·  In some areas the representatives of Neighbourhood Watch schemes attended 
meetings of local Police Liaison Committees; 

 
·  In at least one area the Neighbourhood Watch schemes were involved in the 

local Community Safety Partnership;  
 

·  In some areas the Neighbourhood Watch schemes were linked to the District 
Policing Partnership; 

 
·  Some people reported that they had general contacts with their local council.  

 
One positive benefit from participation in one or more of such networks was that Co-
ordinators had an opportunity to meet with other Neighbourhood Watch Co-ordinators, 
to share experiences and to gain new ideas about practices that have been developed 
in other areas.  
 
In one area, the police had taken all the Neighbourhood Watch Co-ordinators away for 
the day and had provided lunch as a means both of saying thank-you and also to build 
better links between people.  
 
While the diversity of contacts and networks is commendable, there was no evident 
consistency in where exactly the Neighbourhood Watch schemes fit into local policing 
and community safety structures and networks. Some schemes claimed to have a 
range of links with their local CPLC, DPP and CSP, while others appeared to have little 
contact beyond their local police contact.  
 
Members of some schemes appeared to be aware of the appointment of a national 
Neighbourhood Watch Administrator based in Belfast. No one had met the 
Administrator, although some were hoping to do so, and members of at least one 
scheme knew how to contact the national Administrator if they needed resources.   

 
4.5 EMERGING GOOD PRACTICE  

 
The following list outlines some of the good practice that is currently taking place in 
some of the Neighbourhood Watch schemes examined. It is suggested that these 
good practices are combined with the Improvement Suggestions below and become 
part of the recommendations for the design of future Neighbourhood Watch schemes. 
 
It seems that the Neighbourhood Schemes operate more effectively when: 

 
1. The scheme contains a manageable number of households – the feedback from 

those consulted suggested that a manageable number is around twenty to thirty 
households – depending on the proximity of the households; 

 
2. The schemes are linked to / housed within established community groups; 

 
3. The schemes have a designated police contact who does not get ‘moved around’; 

 
4. There is a variety of means of contacting the police, including meetings, phone and 

email; 
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5. Metal signs are erected in consultation with scheme members and promptly after 
registration; 

 
6. The scheme is linked into wider policing and crime prevention networks; 

 
7. A mixture of information is proactively provided by the Co-ordinator to members of 

the scheme– a) information measures to prevent or reduce crime, b) information on 
the entitlements some people may have to additional security measure e.g. grants 
for security systems, security lights etc and c) information on actual crime trends 
locally; 

 
8. There is a concerted effort to engage foreign nationals and those whose first 

language is not English; 
 

9. Land lords are engaged actively in taking responsibility for the behaviour of their 
tenants and evict tenants who are committing crime or causing ASB; 

 
10. The Co-ordinator calling in person with local residents who were thought to be 

especially vulnerable e.g. older socially isolated people; and, 
 

11. There is a balance between standardisation of practice with flexibility to meet local 
needs. 

 
4.6 AREAS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

 
The participants in the focus groups also identified a variety of ways in which the 
Neighbourhood Watch schemes could be improved. These include the following:  
 
1. Clarifying the roles of each of the organisations involved; 
 
2. Updating the list of Neighbourhood Watch Co-ordinators and identifying with the 

schemes the most effective and appropriate way to share this information; 
 

3. Streamlining and speeding up the registration process - to take advantage of local 
momentum; 

 
4. Support and encourage local people to constitute formally as a community group 

where no such structure exists locally; 
 

5. Standardising the police approach to Neighbourhood Watch schemes, with a local 
police co-ordinator and common agreed practices.  

 
6. Police providing better, more consistent and more prompt feedback to schemes.   

 
7. Clarifying the role of Neighbourhood Watch Co-ordinator and providing some basic 

training and better systems of support. 
 

8. Supplying standardised information and resources to all Neighbourhood Watch 
schemes; 
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9. Developing and providing guidelines for Neighbourhood Watch Co-ordinators on 
what has found to be helpful in terms of frequency of meetings, contact with the 
police etc; 

 
10. Disseminating good practice among schemes more proactively and systematically; 

 
11. Extending the Neighbourhood Watch networks across the border where 

appropriate; 
 

12. Having an annual Neighbourhood Watch meeting or conference; 
 

13. Producing a Northern Ireland Neighbourhood Watch newsletter and / or seeking 
views on how the various partner organisations could support the Co-ordinators to 
produce a local newsletter more easily. 

 
4.7 INTERVIEW WITH NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH ADMINISTRATOR 
 

In June 2007, SMR carried out an in-depth interview with the Neighbourhood Watch 
Administrator to seek her views on: 
 
·  Strengths of the scheme so far; 
·  Weaknesses of the scheme so far; and, 
·  What could be done to make the scheme more effective. 

 

The role of the Neighbourhood Watch Administrator 

The Neighbourhood Watch Administrator is responsible for the four areas within 'C' 
Police District, namely Castlereagh, Ards, North Down and Downpatrick.  

The post holder is responsible for working with statutory partners (e.g. Community 
Safety Partnership and District Policing Partnership, PSNI and local councils) to: 

·  Promote, co-ordinate and raise awareness of the Neighbourhood Watch 
Scheme;  

·  Deliver presentations to the local residents on the how the scheme operates 
and the benefits of the scheme and the application process; and, 

With statutory partners and local people in a Neighbourhood Watch scheme to: 

·  Identify key community safety issues locally; 

·  Raise citizen’s awareness of how to better secure their own homes; and, 

·  Reduce the fear of crime in NW areas especially amongst vulnerable client 
groups (e.g. older people, victims of crime). 

The post holder also: 

·  Maintains contact with individual Neighbourhood Watch schemes through all the 
statutory partners and ensures that the schemes are adequately resourced and 
properly kept up to date in relation to crime in the area; 
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·  Organises regular/annual meetings with coordinators and potential coordinators 
to review the schemes and share best practice; 

·  Sits on a variety of locally-based sub-committees (each concerned with 
addressing community safety issues in their areas) to assess how the learning 
from NW might be applied to these contexts; 

·  Compiles a news sheet relevant to each particular area and have the same 
distributed via scheme coordinators and local Police Sector Officers; 

·  Administers the registration process for the NW scheme (which involves 
assessing the suitability for a person to act as coordinator, the size of the area 
and organising the placement of signs). 

More recently, she has been involved in responding to requests from community 
representatives to explore the establishment of Neighbourhood Watch schemes within 
communities not previously engaged with PSNI. 

4.7.1 PERCEIVED STRENGTHS  
 

The main strengths of the scheme were thought to be: 
 

- The reduction in the fear of crime amongst older people and vulnerable client 
groups in particular; 

 
- The improvement in the relationship between the community and the police; 

and, 
 

- The improvement in the sense of community spirit in the areas that had a 
scheme. 

4.7.2 PERCEIVED WEAKNESSES  
 

The main weaknesses of the scheme (prior to the appointment of the Administrator) 
were thought to be: 

 
- The initiative ‘took off’ much faster than had been originally envisaged. 

Unfortunately, the administrative arrangements did not keep pace with the level 
of expansion and the in early days of the scheme this created difficulties e.g. it 
was taking too long (2 – 3 months) just to get a scheme registered, and partner 
organisations did not appear to be clear on who was responsible for doing what; 

 
- Inconsistencies in the nature and level of local police contact with each of the 

schemes. It seemed that this was largely left to the discretion and judgement of 
local officers; 

- Insufficient information being passed from NIO, CSU and DPP to the 
Neighbourhood Watch Co-ordinators in relation to a variety of matters e.g. the 
existence of various funding streams for Neighbourhood Watch-related 
activities, notification of public meetings of the DPP etc. 

 
- The lack of a ‘joined-up’ approach and the absence of a central point for 

administration of the scheme.  
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4.7.3 NW ADMINISTRATOR’S VIEWS ON IMPROVING SCHEME EFFECTIVENESS  
 
Based on the Neighbourhood Watch Administrator’s experience so far, it was thought 
that the following measures would make the scheme more effective: 

 
- Having a centralised office for the administration of the scheme, ideally based in 

a police station to allow the necessary police checks to be carried out. The goal 
would be to reduce the time between completion of the registration forms to the 
formal erection of the signs. (We understand this is already underway locally 
with the appointment of the Administrator); 

 
- Improving communication between all of the parties involved (Again, we 

understand that the Administrator is making progress in this area);  
 

- Ensuring that the schemes are presented as a preventative rather than a 
reactive measure to crime and ASB in a local area. (We understand that the 
Administrator is already adopting this policy in relation to rolling out the scheme 
with the other parties involved); 

 
- Having a Neighbourhood Watch Newsletter – Possibly a summer and winter 

issue. It was recognised that it was very time consuming for each scheme Co-
ordinator to try to produce their own.  
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APPENDIX 1 - RESIDENT’S QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
 



NIPB, CSU and PSNI – Research into Neighbourhood Wa tch Schemes in Northern Ireland - 2007 

Social & Market Research (SMR)  in partnership with SRC and ICR 48 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH EVALUATION 
 
 
 
 

RESIDENT’S SURVEY (2007) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

(TO BE COLLECTED BY YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH CO-ORDINATOR) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please follow the instructions at each question. Th is will help direct you through the 
questionnaire. Indicate your answer by circling a n umber in the appropriate box or 

writing in your answer where appropriate.   
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GENERAL VIEWS ON CRIME AND SAFETY  
 

 The following questions are designed to find out about how you feel about crime and 
safety in the area where you live.   

 

A1. In general, what kind of neighbourhood do you live in?  Would you say it is a 
neighbourhood in which people do things together and try to help each other or one in 
which people mostly go their own way?  (Please circle  your answer) 

 
People help each other People go their own way Mixed 

1 2 3 
 
A2. How safe do you feel in your local community?  (Please circle  your answer) 
 

Very Safe Fairly Safe A Bit Unsafe Very Unsafe 
1 2 3 4 

 
A3. In the last year, have you been a victim of crime in your local community?   

(Please circle  your answer) 
 

Yes 1 -> go to A4 
No 2 -> go to A5 

 
A4. Did you report the crime(s) to the police or the Neighbourhood Watch Scheme Co-

ordinator?  (Please circle  your answer) 
 

Yes – reported to police 1 
Yes – reported to NW Scheme Co-ordinator 2 
Yes – reported to both police and NW Scheme Co-ordinator 3 
No – did not report the crime to police or NW Scheme Co-ordinator 4 

 
A5. How long have you lived in this area? (Please circle  your answer) 
 

Less than 6 months 1 -> go to B1 
Between 6 months and 1 year 2 -> go to B1 
Between 1 and 2 years 3 -> go to B1 
More than 2 years 4 -> go to A6 

 
A6. How much would you say the crime rate in this area has changed compared with two 

years ago?  Would you say there is more crime or less crime?  
(Please circle  your answer) 

 
A lot more 

crime 
A little more 

crime 
About the 

same 
A little less 

crime 
A lot less 

crime 
Don’t 
Know 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH SCHEMES 

 

B1. Are you aware that your household is located in an area covered by a Neighbourhood 
Watch Scheme?  (Please circle  your answer) 

 
Yes 1 -> go to B2 
No 2 -> go to B20 

 
B2. Was your household asked to be included in your local Neighbourhood Watch Scheme? 
 (Please circle  your answer) 
 

Yes 1 
No 2 
Don’t Know 3 

 
B3. Do you know who your local Neighbourhood Watch Scheme Co-ordinator is? 
 (Please circle  your answer) 
 

Yes 1 
No 2 

 
B4. Do you know how to contact your local Neighbourhood Watch Scheme Co-ordinator? 
 (Please circle  your answer) 
 

Yes 1 
No 2 

 
B5. Have you ever had any personal contact from anyone associated with your local 

Neighbourhood Watch Scheme? (Please circle  your answer) 
 

Yes 1 -> go to B6 
No 2 -> go to B7 

 
B6. And how helpful did you find this contact?  (Please circle  your answer) 
 

Very Helpful Helpful Not Very Helpful Not at all Helpful 
1 2 3 4 

 
B7. Have you received any written information from your local Neighbourhood Watch 

Scheme?  (Please circle  your answer) 
 

Yes 1 -> go to B8 
No 2 -> go to B9 

 
B8. And how helpful did you find this written material?  (Please circle  your answer) 
 

Very Helpful Helpful Not Very Helpful Not at all Helpful 
1 2 3 4 
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B9. Are you aware of any meetings that have been organised by your local Neighbourhood 
Watch Scheme?  (Please circle  your answer) 

 
Yes 1 -> go to B10 
No 2 -> go to B12 

 
B10. Did you attend any Neighbourhood Watch meetings?  (Please circle  your answer) 
 

Yes 1 -> go to B11 
No 2 -> go to B12 

 
B11. And how helpful did you find this meeting (s)?  (Please circle  your answer) 

 
Very Helpful Helpful Not Very Helpful Not at all Helpful 

1 2 3 4 
 
B12. Are you involved in any way with your local Neighbourhood Watch Scheme? 
 (Please circle  your answer) 
 

Yes 1 -> go to B13 
No 2 -> go to B14 

 
B13. In what ways are you involved with your local Neighbourhood Watch Scheme? (Please 

circle all  that apply) 
 

Help with leaflet drops? 1 
Help to promote the scheme in your local community? 1 
Distribute a newsletter? 1 
Offer advice on crime prevention and personal safety to residents? 1 
Record crime incidents in your local community? 1 
Attend social events or fundraising events? 1 
Other (Please specify) 
 

1 

 
B14. Would you like to become more active  in your local Neighbourhood Watch Scheme? 
 (Please circle  your answer) 
 

Yes 1 
No 2 

 
B15. How effective or ineffective would you say the local Neighbourhood Watch Scheme 

has been in …………..? (Please circle  for each) 
 Effective Not 

Effective 
Don’t 
Know 

Reducing the level of crime in your area? 1 2 3 
Making local people aware of the Scheme? 1 2 3 
Promoting community involvement in tackling crime? 1 2 3 
Making you feel more safe and secure? 1 2 3 
Offering advice on crime prevention and personal safety to 
residents? 

1 2 3 

Building relationships with the police in your local community? 1 2 3 
Keeping you updated when crimes are resolved? 1 2 3 
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B16. As a result of the Neighbourhood Watch Scheme, are you more likely to look out for 
suspicious activities and report these to the police or Neighbourhood Watch Scheme 
Co-ordinator?  (Please circle  your answer) 

 
Yes – report to police 1 
Yes – report to NW Scheme Co-ordinator 2 
Yes – report to both police and NW Scheme Co-ordinator 3 
No – I would not report to police or NW Scheme Co-ordinator 4 

 
B17. If you had a concern about crime or safety in your local area, who would you contact? 
 (Please circle  all applicable answers) 
 

Neighbourhood Watch Scheme Co-ordinator 1 
Police 1 
Community Safety Partnership 1 
District Policing Partnership 1 
No one 1 
Other (Please specify) 
 

1 

Don’t Know 1 
 
B18. In your view, has your local Neighbourhood Watch Scheme helped improve the ‘sense 

of community’  in your local area?  (Please circle  your answer) 
 

 

 
B19. What would be the single most important thing  which would improve the 

Neighbourhood Watch Scheme in your area?  (Please write in  your answer) 
 

 
 
 

  
ALL TO ANSWER  

 
B20. Overall how supportive are you of your Neighbourhood Watch Scheme? 
 (Please circle  your answer) 
 

Very Supportive 1 -> go to B22 
Supportive 2 -> go to B22 
Not Very Supportive 3 -> go to B21 
Not At All Supportive 4 -> go to B21 

 
B21. Please state the main reason why you are not supportive  of your local 

Neighbourhood Watch Scheme?  (Please write in  your answer) 
 

 
 
 

Yes 1 
No 2 
Don’t Know 3 
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B22. Thinking about crime and safety in your local area, what do you feel should be the 
most important issue or problem that your Neighbourhood Watch Scheme should be 
addressing?  (Please write in  your answer) 

 
 
 
 

 
ABOUT YOU 

 
C1. Are you…?  (Please circle  your answer) 
 

Male 1 
Female 2 

 
C2. What is your age group?  (Please circle  your answer) 
 

16-24 1 
25-40 2 
41-60 3 
61+ 4 

 
C3. Do you consider yourself to be…..?  (Please circle  your answer) 
 

Protestant 1 
Roman Catholic 2 
Other 3 
No Religion 4 

 
C4. Please indicate which ethnic group you consider yourself to come from?  (Please 

circle  your answer) 
 

White 1 
Chinese  2 
Irish Traveller  3 
Indian  4 
Pakistani  5 
Bangladeshi 6 
Black African 7 
Black Caribbean 8 
Mixed Origin 9 
Other (please state) 
 

10 

 
 
 

THANK YOU FOR TAKING THE TIME TO TAKE PART IN THIS SURVEY. 
 

PLEASE PUT YOUR COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE IN THE ENVELOPE PROVIDED.  
THE ENVELOPE WILL BE COLLECTED BY SOMEONE FROM YOUR LOCAL 

NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH SCHEME. 



NIPB, CSU and PSNI – Research into Neighbourhood Wa tch Schemes in Northern Ireland - 2007 

Social & Market Research (SMR)  in partnership with SRC and ICR 54 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX 2 - RESIDENT’S COVERING LETTER 
 



NIPB, CSU and PSNI – Research into Neighbourhood Wa tch Schemes in Northern Ireland - 2007 

Social & Market Research (SMR)  in partnership with SRC and ICR 55 

                                    
31 March 2007 
 
Dear Householder 
 
Re:   Resident’s Views on Neighbourhood Watch Schem es 
 
The Community Safety Unit (Northern Ireland Office), the Northern Ireland Policing 
Board and the Police Service of Northern Ireland are carrying out a joint-survey to find 
out what people in your local area think about Neighbourhood Watch and to help 
establish the level of awareness of Neighbourhood Watch within your community.  The 
survey will also be of value in helping better understand how effective Neighbourhood 
Watch has been in promoting community spirit and developing relationships between 
local communities and the police to reduce crime and the fear of crime. 
 
The survey is being co-ordinated by your local Neighbourhood Watch Co-ordinator.  
Enclosed is a questionnaire which we would ask you to complete, and then seal it in 
the envelope provided.  During the next week someone from your local 
Neighbourhood Watch Scheme will call and collect it. 
 
The survey should take no more than five minutes to complete.  As the survey needs 
to represent everyone in your local community, it is vital that as many people as 
possible take part.  Your responses will be invaluable in helping us to improve the 
development of Neighbourhood Watch across Northern Ireland. 
 
The survey is confidential and your name or househo ld will not be linked to your 
responses.  The information collected will only be used for the purposes of the 
survey.  
 
If you have any queries about any aspect of the survey, please feel free to contact 
Margaret McGann of the Community Safety Unit on 028 90 828574. 
 
Please remember that the survey is voluntary, but we do hope that you will take part.  
Thank you in advance for your help. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
 

  

Amanda Stewart,  
Northern Ireland Policing Board  
 

David Lennox, Community 
Safety Unit, NIO 
 

Mark Peters,  
PSNI 
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NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH EVALUATION 

 
 
 
 

STAKEHOLDER’S SURVEY 
 
 

APRIL 2007 
 
 
 
 
 
 

STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please follow the instructions at each question. Th is will help direct you through the 
questionnaire. Indicate your answer by circling a n umber in the appropriate box or 

writing in your answer where appropriate.   
 
 
 
 
 
 

PLEASE USE THE FREEPOST ENVELOPE PROVIDED AND RETUR N YOUR 
QUESTIONNAIRE TO:  

 

SMR 
FREEPOST 8567 

3 WELLINGTON PARK 
BELFAST BT9 6BR 
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 NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH ACTIVITY 
 
A1. You are involved in Neighbourhood Watch through your role as:   

(PLEASE CIRCLE ONE ONLY) 
 

A Neighbourhood Watch Coordinator 1 
A District Policing Partnership Manager 2 
A Community Safety Partnership Coordinator 3 
A local Police Officer 4 
Other (please specify) 
 

5 

 
A2. Has your/your organisation’s involvement in Neighbourhood Watch been worthwhile? 
 (PLEASE CIRCLE ONE ONLY) 
 

Yes 1 
No 2 

 
A3. Why do you say that?  (PLEASE WRITE IN YOUR ANSWER) 
 

 
 
 
 

 
A4. What do you feel should be the key purpose(s)  of Neighbourhood Watch?   

(PLEASE WRITE IN YOUR ANSWER – IN PRIORITY ORDER, STARTING WITH 
YOUR HIGHEST PRIORITY) 

 
1st Priority  

 
 

2nd Priority  
 
 

3rd Priority  
 
 

4th Priority  
 
 

 
Question A5 should only be answered by CSP Coordina tors, DPP Managers and 

local PSNI officers  
 
A5. How would you rate the level of priority attributed to Neighbourhood Watch by your 

organisation in your area?  (PLEASE CIRCLE ONE ONLY) 
 

High Medium Low  Don’t Know 
1 2 3 4 
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A6. Please explain briefly what impact Neighbourhood Watch has had on policy or ways of 

working within your organisation?  (PLEASE WRITE IN YOUR ANSWER) 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 IMPACT OF NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH INITIATIVE  
 
B1. How effective or ineffective has Neighbourhood Watch been in: 

(PLEASE CIRCLE FOR EACH) 
 

 Effective Not 
Effective 

Don’t 
Know 

Building relationships between you/your organisation and local 
communities? 

1 2 3 

Empowering local communities to address crime and 
community safety issues? 

1 2 3 

Helping to strengthen local communities by promoting 
community involvement in tackling crime? 

1 2 3 

Reducing the level of crime? 1 2 3 
Reducing the fear of crime? 1 2 3 
Reducing anti-social behaviour? 1 2 3 
Building relationships with the police? 1 2 3 
Building relationships between you/your organisation and other 
partner organisations? 

1 2 3 

Working with other organisations to improve your local 
environment? 

1 2 3 

 
B2. If you circled “Not effective”  to any of the above, please explain why? 

(PLEASE WRITE IN YOUR ANSWER) 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
B3. How do you assess the effectiveness of Neighbourhood Watch in your area? 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
B4. Have you/your organisation evaluated the effectiveness of Neighbourhood Watch? 

(PLEASE CIRCLE ONE ONLY) 
 

Yes 1 -> go to B5 
No 2 -> go to B6 
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B5. Please provide a brief description of this evaluation? [Please include a copy if you are 

willing to share any reports etc.] 
(PLEASE WRITE IN YOUR ANSWER) 

 
 
 
 
 

 
B6. Do you feel that Neighbourhood Watch in Northern Ireland is adequately resourced? 
 (PLEASE CIRCLE ONE ONLY) 
 

Yes 1 
No 2 

 
B7. Please explain your answer. 
 

 
 
 

 
B8. In your view, how should Neighbourhood Watch develop in the next 3-5 years? 

(PLEASE WRITE IN YOUR ANSWER) 
 

 
 
 

 
B9. Do you have any other comments regarding Neighbourhood Watch?  If so, please list 

them below.  (PLEASE WRITE IN YOUR ANSWER) 
 

 
 
 

 
B10. If you are willing to be contacted as a follow-up to this questionnaire, please list your 

contact details below.   
 

Name  
Organisation  
Contact Telephone Number  
Email address:  

 
THANK YOU FOR TAKING THE TIME TO TAKE PART IN THIS SURVEY. 

 
PLEASE PUT YOUR COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE IN THE FREEPOST ENVELOPE 

PROVIDED AND MAIL IT TO:  
SMR, FREEPOST NAT 8569, 3 WELLINGTON PARK, BELFAST BT9 6BR 
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22 May 2007 
 
Dear Colleague 
 
Re:   Survey To Assess the Views of Neighbourhood W atch Stakeholders  
 
The Community Safety Unit (Northern Ireland Office), the Northern Ireland Policing 
Board and the Police Service of Northern Ireland are carrying out an evaluation of the 
Neighbourhood Watch initiative. The evaluation is being conducted by Social and 
Market Research, the Institute for Conflict Research and the Social Research Centre.   
 
As a Neighbourhood Watch stakeholder you are in a unique position to give us your 
views on the Neighbourhood Watch initiative.  This feedback will help to establish how 
effective Neighbourhood Watch has been to date, as well as identifying areas where 
the initiative can be further developed.   
 
Enclosed is a questionnaire which we would ask you to complete and return to SMR in 
the FREEPOST envelope provided.  We would be grateful if you could return your 
completed questionnaire at your earliest convenience or by 6 June 2007 . 
 
The survey should take no more than five minutes to complete.  As the survey needs 
to represent all of Neighbourhood Watch stakeholders, it is vital that as many people 
as possible take part.  Your feedback will be invaluable in helping us to further develop 
the Neighbourhood Watch initiative. 
 
The survey is confidential and your name will not b e linked to the answers you 
give.  The information collected will only be used for the purposes of the survey.  
 
If you have any queries about any aspect of the survey, please feel free to contact 
Margaret McGann of the Community Safety Unit on 028 90 828574. 
 
Thank you in advance for your help. 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
 

  

Amanda Stewart,  
Northern Ireland Policing Board  

David Lennox, Community 
Safety Unit, NIO  

Mark Peters,  
PSNI 
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Table 2A.1 In general what kind of neighbourhood do you live in by respondent characteristics? 
 

People help 
each other 

People go their 
own way 

Mixed  

% % % 

 
N 

All Respondents 40 24 36 751 
 

Male 43 26 31 320 Sex* 
Female 38 22 40 383 

 
<=40 yrs 31 27 43 181 
41 - 60 yr 40 23 37 265 

Age* 

61+ yrs 46 23 31 287 
 

Small 50 17 34 179 
Medium 39 24 37 279 

Scheme 
Size* 

Large 35 28 37 273 
* (X2, p<0.05); ** (X2, p<0.01); *** (X2, p<0.001); 

 
Table 2A.2 How safe do you feel in your local community by respondent characteristics? 
 

Safe Unsafe  
% % 

 
N 

All Respondents 85 15 758 
 

<=40 yrs 75 25 181 
41 - 60 yr 90 10 270 

Age* 

61+ yrs 85 15 288 
 

Small 86 14 180 
Medium 89 11 280 

Scheme Size* 

Large 80 20 278 
 

People look out for each other 92 8 301 
People go their own way 75 25 178 

Perception of area*** 

Mixed 83 17 268 
* (X2, p<0.05); ** (X2, p<0.01); *** (X2, p<0.001); 

 
  

Table 2A.3 Have you been a victim of crime in your local community by respondent characteristics? 
 

Yes No  
% % 

 
N 

All Respondents 10 90 717 
 

Protestant 8 92 394 Religion* 
Catholic 13 87 276 

 
Small 14 86 177 
Medium 6 94 282 

Scheme Size* 

Large 10 90 277 
 

Safe 7 93 636 Perception of Safety*** 
Unsafe 25 75 116 

* (X2, p<0.05); ** (X2, p<0.01); *** (X2, p<0.001); 
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Table 2A.4 How much would you say the crime rate in this area has changed compared with two years 
ago by respondent characteristics? 

More  
Crime 

Same 
Crime 

Less  
Crime 

 

% % % 

 
N 

All Respondents 37 35 28 567 
 

Male 32 44 24 248 Sex** 
Female 40 29 31 292 

 
Protestant 31 37 32 297 Religion** 
Catholic 44 33 23 216 

 
Small 37 40 23 135 
Medium 23 41 36 196 

Scheme Size*** 

Large 48 27 25 218 
 

Safe 31 38 31 471 Perception of Safety*** 
Unsafe 63 25 12 93 

 
Yes 64 22 15 55 Victim of crime in last 

year*** No 33 37 30 505 
* (X2, p<0.05); ** (X2, p<0.01); *** (X2, p<0.001); 

 
Table 2A.5 Are you aware that your household is located in an area covered by a Neighbourhood 
Watch Scheme by respondent characteristics? 

Yes No  
% % 

 
N 

All Respondents 88 12 762 
 

<=40 yrs 82 18 182 
41 - 60 yr 91 9 272 

Age* 

61+ yrs 89 11 291 
 

White 89 11 688 Ethnicity*** 
Other 50 50 14 

 
Small 94 6 179 
Medium 80 20 282 

Scheme Size*** 

Large 92 8 280 
 

People look out for each other 93 7 299 
People go their own way 77 23 181 

Perception of area*** 

Mixed 90 10 268 
 

Safe 89 11 638 Perception of Safety* 
Unsafe 81 19 116 

* (X2, p<0.05); ** (X2, p<0.01); *** (X2, p<0.001); 
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Table 2A.6 Was your household asked to be included in a Neighbourhood Watch Scheme by 
respondent characteristics? 

Yes No  
% % 

 
N 

All Respondents 73 27 543 
 

<=40 yrs 60 40 103 
41 - 60 yr 76 24 205 

Age** 

61+ yrs 76 24 227 
 

Protestant 67 33 287 Religion*** 
Catholic 82 18 204 

 
Small 84 16 150 
Medium 55 45 173 

Scheme Size*** 

Large 79 21 205 
 

People look out for each other 81 19 236 
People go their own way 52 48 107 

Perception of area*** 

Mixed 74 26 192 
* (X2, p<0.05); ** (X2, p<0.01); *** (X2, p<0.001);  Don’t Knows Excluded From Analysis 

 
Table 2A.7 Do you know who your local Neighbourhood Watch Scheme Co-ordinator is by respondent 
characteristics? 

Yes No  
% % 

 
N 

All Respondents 78 22 666 
 

Male 74 26 287 Sex* 
Female 81 19 345 

 
<=40 yrs 69 31 149 
41 - 60 yr 79 21 248 

Age* 

61+ yrs 81 19 257 
 

White 78 22 609 Ethnicity* 
Other 43 57 7 

 
People look out for each other 83 17 278 
People go their own way 65 35 139 

Perception of area*** 

Mixed 79 21 238 
 

Yes 93 7 397 Household asked to be 
included in NW Scheme*** No 49 51 145 
* (X2, p<0.05); ** (X2, p<0.01); *** (X2, p<0.001); 
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Table 2A.8 Do you know how to contact your local Neighbourhood Watch Scheme Co-ordinator by 
respondent characteristics? 

Yes No  
% % 

 
N 

All Respondents 74 26 660 
 

Male 69 31 287 Sex* 
Female 78 22 339 

 
People look out for each other 80 20 277 
People go their own way 59 41 136 

Perception of area*** 

Mixed 75 25 236 
 

Yes 86 14 58 Victim of crime in last year* 
No 72 28 593 

 
Yes 90 10 395 Household asked to be 

included in NW Scheme*** No 44 56 144 
* (X2, p<0.05); ** (X2, p<0.01); *** (X2, p<0.001); 

 
 

Table 2A.9 Have you ever had personal contact with anyone associated with your Neighbourhood 
Watch Scheme by respondent characteristics? 

Yes No  
% % 

 
N 

All Respondents 56 44 663 
 

<=40 yrs 44 56 150 
41 - 60 yr 57 43 247 

Age** 

61+ yrs 63 37 254 
 

Small 65 35 168 
Medium 48 52 223 

Scheme Size** 

Large 57 43 254 
 

People look out for each other 64 36 274 
People go their own way 44 56 139 

Perception of area*** 

Mixed 54 46 239 
 

Yes 78 22 59 Victim of crime in last yr*** 
No 54 46 595 

 
Yes 73 27 396 Household asked to be 

included in NW Scheme** No 28 72 145 
* (X2, p<0.05); ** (X2, p<0.01); *** (X2, p<0.001); 
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Table 2A.10 How helpful did you find your contact with the Neighbourhood Watch Scheme by 
respondent characteristics? 

Yes No  
% % 

 
N 

All Respondents 96 4 369 
 

People look out for each other 100 - 175 
People go their own way 93 7 60 

Perception of area** 

Mixed 92 8 129 
 

Safe 97 3 314 Perception of Safety* 
Unsafe 91 9 53 

 
Yes 97 3 288 Household asked to be 

included in NW Scheme* No 90 10 39 
* (X2, p<0.05); ** (X2, p<0.01); *** (X2, p<0.001); 

  
  

Table 2A.11 Have you ever had personal contact with anyone associated with your Neighbourhood 
Watch Scheme by respondent characteristics? 

Yes No  
% % 

 
N 

All Respondents 64 36 657 
 

Male 59 41 283 Sex* 
Female 68 32 342 

 
Protestant 61 39 347 Religion** 
Catholic 74 26 243 

 
White 64 36 603 Ethnicity* 
Other 29 71 7 

 
Small 60 40 164 

Medium 54 46 223 
Scheme Size** 

Large 75 25 252 
 

People look out for each other 70 30 272 

People go their own way 50 50 139 
Perception of area*** 

Mixed 65 35 235 
 

Yes 78 22 391 Household asked to be 
included in NW Scheme** No 39 61 145 

* (X2, p<0.05); ** (X2, p<0.01); *** (X2, p<0.001); 
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Table 2A.12 Are you aware of any meetings that have been organised by your local Neighbourhood 
Watch Scheme by respondent characteristics? 

Yes No  
% % 

 
N 

All Respondents 59 41 663 
 

<=40 yrs 48 52 150 
41 - 60 yr 62 38 246 

Age** 

61+ yrs 64 36 255 
 

Protestant 55 45 347 Religion** 
Catholic 69 31 248 

 
Small 55 45 167 
Medium 46 54 222 

Scheme Size*** 

Large 73 27 256 
 

People look out for each other 67 33 275 
People go their own way 51 49 140 

Perception of area*** 

Mixed 56 44 237 
 

Yes 76 24 395 Household asked to be 
included in NW Scheme** No 31 69 144 
* (X2, p<0.05); ** (X2, p<0.01); *** (X2, p<0.001); 

 
 

Table 2A.13 Attend any meetings organised by your local Neighbourhood Watch Scheme by 
respondent characteristics? 

Yes No  
% % 

 
N 

All Respondents 45 55 395 
 

<=40 yrs 22 78 72 
41 - 60 yr 49 51 152 

Age** 

61+ yrs 52 48 164 
 

Yes 53 47 299 Household asked to be 
included in NW Scheme** No 22 78 45 
* (X2, p<0.05); ** (X2, p<0.01); *** (X2, p<0.001); 

 
   
 

Table 2A.14 Are you involved in any way with your local Neighbourhood Watch Scheme by respondent 
characteristics? 

Yes No  
% % 

 
N 

All Respondents 10 90 659 
 

<=40 yrs 5 95 150 
41 - 60 yr 11 89 243 

Age* 

61+ yrs 13 87 254 
 

People look out for each other 13 87 271 
People go their own way 6 94 140 

Perception of area* 

Mixed 9 91 237 
 

Yes 15 85 389 Household asked to be 
included in NW Scheme*** No 1 99 146 
* (X2, p<0.05); ** (X2, p<0.01); *** (X2, p<0.001); 
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Table 2A.15 Types of Involvement with Neighbourhood Watch Scheme (Base=66) 
 
 % 
Help with leaflet drops 53 
Attend social events or fundraising events 42 
Help to promote the scheme in your local community 32 
Distribute a newsletter 21 
Offer advice on crime prevention and personal safety to residents 18 
Record crime incidents in your local community 14 
Other 15 

 
 

Table 2A.16 Would you like to become more active in your Neighbourhood Watch Scheme by 
respondent characteristics? 

Yes No  
% % 

 
N 

All Respondents 28 72 625 
 

Male 36 64 269 Sex*** 
Female 22 78 324 

 
<=40 yrs 30 70 145 
41 - 60 yr 32 68 231 

Age* 

61+ yrs 22 78 237 
 

Small 34 66 155 
Medium 28 72 215 

Scheme Size** 

Large 22 78 238 
 

* (X2, p<0.05); ** (X2, p<0.01); *** (X2, p<0.001); 
 

 
 

Table 2A.17 How effective would you say the local Neighbourhood Watch Scheme has been in? 
 

Effective Not 
Effective 

Don’t 
Know 

 

% % % 

 
N 

Making local people aware of the Scheme 
 

68 13 19 586 

Making you feel more safe and secure 
 

55 16 29 581 

Offering advice on crime prevention and personal safety to 
residents 

54 17 30 553 

Building relationships with the police in your local 
community 

49 15 36 560 

Promoting community involvement in tackling crime 
 

46 15 39 549 

Reducing the level of crime in your area 
 

38 13 49 575 

Keeping you updated when crimes are resolved 
 

25 34 41 546 
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Table 2A.18 Effectiveness of Neighbourhood Watch Scheme in reducing the level of crime in your area 
by respondent characteristics? 

Effective  Not 
Effective 

 

% % 

 
N 

All Respondents 75 25 293 
 

Male 68 32 129 Sex* 
Female 80 20 153 

 
<=40 yrs 66 35 58 
41 - 60 yr 71 29 123 

Age* 

61+ yrs 84 16 107 
 

Safe 82 18 244 Perception of Safety*** 
Unsafe 40 60 48 

 
People look out for each other 87 13 139 
People go their own way 62 39 65 

Perception of area*** 

Mixed 65 35 86 
 

Yes 79 21 30 Household asked to be 
included in NW Scheme** No 62 39 261 
* (X2, p<0.05); ** (X2, p<0.01); *** (X2, p<0.001);  NB:  Don’t Knows Excluded From This Analysis 

 
 

Table 2A.19 Effectiveness of Neighbourhood Watch Scheme in making local people aware of the 
Scheme by respondent characteristics? 

Effective  Not 
Effective 

 

% % 

 
N 

All Respondents 84 16 476 
 

<=40 yrs 76 24 120 
41 - 60 yr 86 14 182 

Age* 

61+ yrs 87 13  
 

People look out for each other 92 8 205 
People go their own way 74 27 83 

Perception of area* 

Mixed 79 21 182 
 

Yes 94 6 321 Household asked to be 
included in NW Scheme*** No 51 49 80 
* (X2, p<0.05); ** (X2, p<0.01); *** (X2, p<0.001); NB:  Don’t Knows Excluded From This Analysis 
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Table 2A.20 Effectiveness of Neighbourhood Watch Scheme promoting community involvement in 
tackling crime by respondent characteristics? 

Effective  Not 
Effective 

 

% % 

 
N 

All Respondents 76 24 336 
 

Male 68 32 140 Sex** 
Female 81 19 183 

 
Safe 78 22 281 Perception of Safety* 
Unsafe 63 37 54 

 
People look out for each other 88 12 159 
People go their own way 60 40 60 

Perception of area*** 

Mixed 66 34 115 
 

Yes 84 16 240 Household asked to be 
included in NW Scheme*** No 42 58 50 
* (X2, p<0.05); ** (X2, p<0.01); *** (X2, p<0.001); NB:  Don’t Knows Excluded From This Analysis 

 
 

Table 2A.21 Effectiveness of Neighbourhood Watch Scheme in making you feel more safe and secure 
by respondent characteristics? 

Effective  Not Effective  
% % 

 
N 

All Respondents 78 22 412 
 

Male 71 29 180 Sex* 
Female 82 18 218 

 
<=40 yrs 63 37 90 
41 - 60 yr 77 23 159 

Age*** 

61+ yrs 85 15 158 
 

Safe 83 17 354 Perception of Safety*** 
Unsafe 45 55 56 

 
People look out for each other 88 12 189 
People go their own way 61 39 70 

Perception of area*** 

Mixed 71 29 150 
 

Yes 63 37 35 Victim of crime in last yr* 
No 79 21 373 

 
Yes 81 19 284 Household asked to be 

included in NW Scheme** No 61 39 66 
* (X2, p<0.05); ** (X2, p<0.01); *** (X2, p<0.001);  NB:  Don’t Knows Excluded From This Analysis 
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Table 2A.22 Effectiveness of Neighbourhood Watch Scheme in Offering advice on crime prevention 
and personal safety to residents by respondent characteristics? 

Yes No  
% % 

 
N 

All Respondents 76 24 389 
 

Male 70 30 160 Sex* 
Female 81 19 213 

 
<=40 yrs 70 30 103 
41 - 60 yr 75 25 153 

Age* 

61+ yrs 85 15 126 
 

Small 68 32 98 
Medium 74 26 122 

Scheme Size* 

Large 83 17 162 
 

People look out for each other 87 13 168 
People go their own way 55 45 76 

Perception of area*** 

Mixed 76 24 141 
 

Yes 87 13 262 Household asked to be 
included in NW Scheme** No 46 54 70 
* (X2, p<0.05); ** (X2, p<0.01); *** (X2, p<0.001);  NB:  Don’t Knows Excluded From This Analysis 

 
 

Table 2A.23 Effectiveness of Neighbourhood Watch Scheme in building relationships with the police in 
your local community by respondent characteristics? 

Yes No  
% % 

 
N 

All Respondents 77 23 358 
 

Male 70 30 155 Sex* 
Female 81 19 191 

 
Safe 79 21 300 Perception of Safety** 
Unsafe 61 39 56 

 
People look out for each other 86 14 161 
People go their own way 62 39 65 

Perception of area*** 

Mixed 72 28 129 
 

Yes 81 19 258 Household asked to be 
included in NW Scheme** No 52 48 44 
* (X2, p<0.05); ** (X2, p<0.01); *** (X2, p<0.001);  NB:  Don’t Knows Excluded From This Analysis 
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Table 2A.24 Effectiveness of Neighbourhood Watch Scheme keeping you updated when crimes are 
resolved by respondent characteristics? 

Yes No  
% % 

 
N 

All Respondents 42 58 321 
 

<=40 yrs 30 70 86 
41 - 60 yr 40 60 117 

Age** 

61+ yrs 52 48 113 
 

Safe 45 55 267 Perception of Safety*** 
Unsafe 28 73 51 

 
People look out for each other 57 43 142 
People go their own way 26 74 61 

Perception of area*** 

Mixed 32 68 115 
 

Yes 51 50 214 Household asked to be 
included in NW Scheme** No 14 86 59 
* (X2, p<0.05); ** (X2, p<0.01); *** (X2, p<0.001);  NB:  Don’t Knows Excluded From This Analysis 

 
 

Table 2A.25 As a result of the Neighbourhood Watch Scheme, are you more likely to look out for suspicious 
activities and report these to the police or Neighbourhood Watch Scheme Co-ordinator? 
 % N 
Yes – report to police 55 355 
Yes – report to Neighbourhood Watch Scheme Co-ordinator 20 129 
Yes – report to both police and Neighbourhood Watch Scheme Co-ordinator 22 140 
No – I would not report to police or Neighbourhood Watch Scheme Co-
ordinator 

3 17 

Base 100 641 
 
 

Table 2A.26 In your view, has your local Neighbourhood Watch Scheme helped improve the ‘sense of 
community’ in your local area by respondent characteristics? 

Yes No  
% % 

 
N 

All Respondents 79 21 426 
 

<=40 yrs 67 33 85 
41 - 60 yr 78 22 167 

Age** 

61+ yrs 86 14 171 
 

Safe 82 18 359 Perception of Safety** 
Unsafe 59 42 65 

 
People look out for each other 93 7 201 
People go their own way 56 44 81 

Perception of area*** 

Mixed 71 29 139 
 

Yes 85 15 299 Household asked to be 
included in NW Scheme** No 51 49 70 
* (X2, p<0.05); ** (X2, p<0.01); *** (X2, p<0.001);  Don’t Knows excluded from this analysis 
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Table 2A.27 Single Most Important Thing To Improve Neighbourhood Watch Scheme 
 
 % N 
More Police Should Patrol The Area 22.3 82 
More Awareness Of Schemes In Locality/Promotion Of Scheme 9.8 36 
More Communication Between Neighbours/Residents 9.5 35 
More People Getting Involved/Young People Getting Involved 9.0 33 
Looking Out For Each Other/After Each Other 6.8 25 
Monthly/Quarterly Newsletters/Leaflets/Information 4.6 17 
More Signs/ Could Be Improved/More Visible 4.4 16 
Occasional/More Meetings With Residents 3.5 13 
Regular Updates/Meetings/More Publicity About How Effective It Is 3.0 11 
Knowing Who To Contact & How 2.7 10 
More Information/ From Police To Neighbourhood Watch On Crime In The Area 2.5 9 
Night Watch/Night Police Patrols/Weekends 2.5 9 
More Things For Children To Do In The Area/Organise Social Activities 2.5 9 
Seeing Co-ordinators Out And About/Know Who Is Running It 2.5 9 
Students/Staff/Contractors Not Using The Street To Park Their Cars 2.2 8 
Quicker Response From Police 1.9 7 
Ok As It Is 1.6 6 
Stop Children Playing Football/Climbing On Roofs 1.4 5 
More Security 1.4 5 
Better Street Lighting 1.4 5 
Addressing Late Night Noise  1.1 4 
Take More Pride In The Estate/Litter 1.1 4 
Better Telephone Link To Local Police Station/Texting Service 0.8 3 
Replace Signs When They Are Vandalised/Large Metal Signs 0.8 3 
Report Suspicious Activity 0.8 3 
Include Everyone 0.8 3 
Parents Being Held Responsible For Their Children 0.5 2 
Neighbourhood Watch Scheme Be More Proactive 0.5 2 
Relationships With Other Organisations 0.5 2 
Safer Place To Live 0.5 2 
Landlords Look After Property/Overcrowding 0.5 2 
Dog Fowling/Roaming 0.5 2 
Low Level Crime Is My Biggest Concern 0.3 1 
CCTV 0.3 1 
Curbing Vandalism 0.3 1 
Make New Owners More Aware Of What They Do 0.3 1 
Ramps To Protect The Children/Speed 0.3 1 
More Funding  0.3 1 
It Wasn't Run By Paramilitaries 0.3 1 
Power To Curb Disruptive Neighbours Who Do Not Care 0.3 1 
Personal Contact 0.3 1 
More People Being Willing To Report Crime Etc 0.3 1 
No Flags 0.3 1 
Fence/Wall Between Eastvale And Cunninghams Lane 0.3 1 
Closing Down Local Off Licence 0.3 1 
Keeping Confidentiality In The Community Neighbourhood 0.3 1 
Educate The Foreign Nationals On The Law 0.3 1 
Closing Steps Leading From Lombard Park To Ballymacash Road 0.3 1 
Give It More Authority 0.3 1 
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Table 2A.28 Overall how supportive are you of your Neighbourhood Watch Scheme by respondent 
characteristics? 

Supportive Not 
Supportive 

 

% % 

 
N 

All Respondents 83 17 738 
 

Safe 85 15 617 Perception of Safety 
Unsafe 71 29 111 

 
People look out for each other 91 9 292 
People go their own way 69 32 165 

Perception of area*** 

Mixed 81 19 264 
 

Yes 89 11 392 Household asked to be 
included in NW Scheme** No 69 31 136 
* (X2, p<0.05); ** (X2, p<0.01); *** (X2, p<0.001); 

 
 

Table 2A.29  Main reason why you are not supportive  of your local Neighbourhood Watch Scheme 
(Base:  104) 
 % N 
Did Not Know We Had One/Don't Know Who Is Involved 40.4 42 
No Time/Home Commitments 16.3 17 
Too Old /Age/Not Active Enough/Disability/Health 9.6 10 
Haven't Been Asked 5.8 6 
No Communication/Reports 4.8 5 
Don't Want Any Trouble 3.8 4 
It Is Up To The Police To Prevent & Tackle Crime 2.9 3 
Car Theft 2.9 3 
The Neighbours Are The Ones Who Need Watching 1.9 2 
It Is Not Having Much Effect 1.9 2 
Has Become A Talking Shop 1.0 1 
Slow Response  /Action From PSNI 1.0 1 
Need Help From Police 1.0 1 
Invasion Of Peoples Privacy Been Watched By People 1.0 1 
The Only Time You See Them Is At A Meeting 1.0 1 
Scheme Is Fairly New In Area 1.0 1 
Have Dealt With Them Once Wasn't Impressed 1.0 1 
More Confidence In The PSNI 1.0 1 
Have Trouble  With People Drinking/Eating/Fighting 1.0 1 
Seem To Pick On Very Small Area Of Concern/ Dog Owners/Putting Humps In The 
Road 1.0 1 
They Don't Keep Confidentiality Dealing With Problems 1.0 1 
It Does Little To Increase Police Effort 1.0 1 
Don't Think It Makes Any Difference To The Criminal 1.0 1 
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Table 2A.30   Thinking about crime and safety in your local area, what do you feel should be the most 
important issue or problem that your Neighbourhood Watch Scheme should be addressing?   
(Base: 446) 
 % n 
Anti-social Behaviour/Under Age Drinking/Drugs 32.1 143 
Preventing Burglaries/Crime/Break Ins/Theft 11.4 51 
Safety/Safety Of The Elderly 10.3 46 
Vandalism 9.4 42 
Road Safety/Speeding/Car Theft 9.2 41 
Paying Attention/Vigilant 6.3 28 
More Police Patrols 5.8 26 
Looking Out For Each Other/Helping Each Other 3.8 17 
Information/More Meetings With PSNI /Updates 3.4 15 
Home Security/House Alarms 3.4 15 
Reporting Anything Unusual/Strangers/Suspicious Cars 2.7 12 
Facilities For Young People To Socialise/Play Football/Safety Of The Children 2.2 10 
Litter On Grass Verges/Dumping Waste/Overgrown Areas 2.2 10 
Students Parking/Unwanted Car Parking 1.8 8 
Ensuring The Police Carry Out Their Duties/More Patrols 1.8 8 
Better Communication And Awareness 1.8 8 
Supplying Statistics Of Any Burglar Caught In Ni 1.1 5 
Better Street Lighting 1.1 5 
Get More Help/More People Involved 1.1 5 
Making Residents Aware That The Scheme Exists 0.9 4 
Loud Music/Noise/Parties 0.9 4 
Regular Meetings/Annual Meetings 0.7 3 
Dogs Barking Day & Night/Dog Fowling 0.7 3 
Foreign Nationals Integration/Not Being Racist 0.7 3 
Education 0.4 2 
Replace Lost Signs/More Visual Signs 0.4 2 
What They Are Supposed To Do 0.4 2 
Let People Know When A Crime Has Been Committed 0.2 1 
Trespassing 0.2 1 
Student Disruption 0.2 1 
Better Co Ordination 0.2 1 
Closing Pathway Leading From Dromore Road 0.2 1 
Closing The Short Cut Out Of Pinewood Hill 0.2 1 
Closing Entrance To The Estate 0.2 1 
More Neighbourhood Watch Signs 0.2 1 
A Vacant Home Register So Nm Can Inform Locals Who Is On Holiday Etc 0.2 1 
Paramilitaries 0.2 1 
CCTV 0.2 1 
Fast Action 0.2 1 
People With Dog Trailers So Called Hunting Badgers Should Carry A Licence 0.2 1 
Bogus Callers 0.2 1 
Convicting Offenders 0.2 1 
Control From Parents 0.2 1 
Flags & Bonfires 0.2 1 
Sorting Out Problems Confidentiality 0.2 1 
Non Residents Using Area As Short Cut 0.2 1 
Disseminating Information To All Households 0.2 1 
Email Contact To Report Minor Crime 0.2 1 
Telephone Numbers Of Co-ordinators 0.2 1 
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APPENDIX 6 -  TABLES APPENDIX (STAKEHOLDER SURVEY) 
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Table 3A.1  Reasons why Neighbourhood Watch has been worthwhile 
 
 % N 
Communicate With Community  25.5 35 
Made People More Vigilant 22.6 31 
Contacts With Local Community/More Aware 19.7 27 
Good Communication Links With Local PSNI 15.3 21 
Reduction In The Crime Rate/Less Break Ins/Good Deterrent 9.5 13 
Reduce Anti-social Behaviour 8.0 11 
Residents Feel More Secure/Safer 6.6 9 
It Has Been Worthwhile In Helping Our Community 3.6 5 
Talk Openly About What They Wish For Their Community 1.5 2 
Given The Community A Voice 1.5 2 
Incident Free 1.5 2 
Trying To Be More Involved-Trying To Involve Others 1.5 2 
Good Partnership With Other Support Organisations 1.5 2 
I Have Launched A Number Of Schemes/One Of The Main Initiators 1.5 2 
DPP Members Could Do More To Promote NW In Their Areas 0.7 1 
Gained Respect Of Residents 0.7 1 
Scheme Started 7 Yrs Ago Before The Official NHW Were Introduced 0.7 1 
When I Report Anything I Is Dealt With Quickly & Efficiently 0.7 1 
Given The DPP An Opportunity To Have A Closer Involvement With The Schemes 0.7 1 
Increased Reporting Of Suspicious Activity 0.7 1 
Door Stickers/Lamp Post Stickers May Be Crime Deterrent 0.7 1 

 
 

Table 3A.2  Reasons Why Neighbourhood Watch Has Not Been Worthwhile 
 
 N 
DPP Members Could Do More To Promote NW In Their Areas 1 
I Get No Help From People In XXXX Park 1 
Can't Get Any Interest Generated For It From Neighbours 1 
Too Early To Comment / Not Much Feedback 2 
Taken 9 Mths From First Agreeing And The First Sign On The Street 1 
Not Effective Enough 1 
Base: 7 
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Table 3A.3  Stakeholder’s Views on Main Priority For Neighbourhood Watch 
 
 % N 
Reporting Of Crime/Reduction In Crime 27.8 44 
Increasing People’s Vigilance 10.1 16 
Community Spirit/Fellowship/Getting To Know Neighbours 9.5 15 
Working/Communicating With The Police 8.2 13 
Safety & Well Being In Communities 7.6 12 
Security/Property/ 5.7 9 
Make People Feel Safe At Home 5.1 8 
Address Fear Of Crime/Reassurance 5.1 8 
Anti-social Behaviour 4.4 7 
Full Contact With The Community At All Times 3.2 5 
Look After The Elderly/Vulnerable 3.2 5 
Implement Community Safety Initiatives 2.5 4 
Being Kept Informed What Is Going On In The Community/Meetings 2.5 4 
Peace Of Mind/Increase Quality Of Life 1.3 2 
Make People Feel Safe On Their Streets 0.6 1 
Work In Partnership With All Relevant Agencies 0.6 1 
Passing On Information 0.6 1 
Address Local Issues At A Neighbourhood Level 0.6 1 
Neighbourhood Watch First Place Of Contact 0.6 1 
Road Safety/Speeding/Reckless Driving 0.6 1 
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Table 3A.4  Stakeholder’s Views on Main Priorities For Neighbourhood Watch (Weighted Scores) 
 

 
Weighted 

Score 
Reporting Of Crime/Reduction In Crime 271.0 
Working/Communicating With The Police 194.0 
Community Spirit/Fellowship/Getting To Know Neighbours 174.0 
Increase People Vigilance 123.0 
Security/Property 89.0 
Safety & Well Being In Communities 70.0 
Anti-social Behaviour 67.0 
Look After The Elderly/Vulnerable 67.0 
Address Fear Of Crime/Reassurance 64.0 
Make People Feel Safe At Home 45.0 
Being Kept Informed What Is Going On In The Community/Meetings 41.0 
Full Contact With The Community At All Times 31.0 
Work In Partnership With All Relevant Agencies 28.0 
Peace Of Mind/Increase Quality Of Life 27.0 
Implement Community Safety Initiatives 23.0 
Make People Feel Safe On Their Streets 15.0 
Criminal Damage/Vandalism 11.0 
Passing On Information 9.0 
Neighbourhood Watch First Place Of Contact 9.0 
Address Local Issues At A Neighbourhood Level 8.0 
Confidence & Pride In Local Area 8.0 
Provide Up-To-Date- Crime Prevention Info 7.0 
Road Safety/Speeding/Reckless Driving 6.0 
Who To Contact For Further Advice 6.0 
Police Patrols 4.0 
Keep The Signs In Place 4.0 
Gives Residents A Platform 3.0 
Promote Cross Community Spirit 2.0 
Co Operation 2.0 
Address Other Local Issues 2.0 
Helpful 1.0 
Grants To Enhance The Neighbourhood 1.0 
Discount In Insurance Premiums 1.0 
Confidentiality 1.0 

 
Table 3A.5  How would you rate the level of priority attributed to Neighbourhood Watch by your 
organisation in your area by stakeholder group 

High  
Priority 

Medium 
Priority 

Low  
Priority 

 

% % % 

 
N 

All 41 49 10 49 
 

DPP Manager 29 53 18 17 
CSP Co-ordinator 47 47 7 15 

Stakeholder 

Local PSNI 47 47 6 17 
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Table 3A.6 Impact Neighbourhood Watch Has Had On Policy Or Ways Of Working Within Stakeholder 
Organisations?   
 % N 
Brings The Community Together 23.7 9 
Closer Working Relationship With PSNI 15.8 6 
Awareness Of Needs & Priority Within The Community 13.2 5 
A Point Of Contact 10.5 4 
A Slight Improvement 10.5 4 
Closer Working/Sharing Info With Other Groups In Community 7.9 3 
Works Well 7.9 3 
Raised Awareness Of Crime 5.3 2 
Very Little Impact/Very Little To Date 5.3 2 
Provided A Range Of Contacts And Shared Actions 5.3 2 
It Has Caused A Burden To Promote & Develop 2.6 1 
Focus On Collaborating Of Effort To Resolve Problems 2.6 1 
We Did Not Have A Organisation Before NW 2.6 1 
Too Soon To Give Accurate Evaluation 2.6 1 
Base:   38 

 
  

 
Table 3A.7  Stakeholder Perception of the Effectiveness of Different Aspects of NW 
 

Effective Not 
Effective 

Don’t Know  

% % % 

 
N 

Building relationships with the police? 
 

89 4 8 156 

Building relationships between you/your 
organisation and local communities? 

81 6 12 156 

Empowering local communities to address crime 
and community safety issues? 

75 8 17 155 

Helping to strengthen local communities by 
promoting community involvement in tackling 
crime? 

75 10 15 156 

Building relationships between you/your 
organisation and other partner organisations? 

71 11 18 156 

Reducing the fear of crime? 
 

62 8 30 156 

Working with other organisations to improve your 
local environment? 

55 18 27 156 

Reducing the level of crime? 
 

51 13 37 156 

Reducing anti-social behaviour? 
 

46 21 33 156 

 
 

Table 3A.7.1 How would you rate the effectiveness of NW in:    Building relationships between you/your 
organisation and local communities? 

Effective Not Effective  
% % 

 
N 

All 93 7 137 
 

NW Co-ordinator 94 6 84 
DPP Manager 73 27 15 
CSP Co-ordinator 94 6 17 

Stakeholder* 

Local PSNI 100 - 19 



NIPB, CSU and PSNI – Research into Neighbourhood Wa tch Schemes in Northern Ireland - 2007 

Social & Market Research (SMR)  in partnership with SRC and ICR 83 

 
Table 3A.7.2 How would you rate the effectiveness of NW in:    Empowering local communities to 
address crime and community safety issues? 

Effective Not Effective  
% % 

 
N 

All 90 10 129 
 

NW Co-ordinator 91 9 82 
DPP Manager 75 25 16 
CSP Co-ordinator 100 - 13 

Stakeholder 

Local PSNI 88 13 16 
 
 

Table 3A.7.3 How would you rate the effectiveness of NW in:    Helping to strengthen local 
communities by promoting community involvement in tackling crime? 

Effective Not Effective  
% % 

 
N 

All 88 12 133 
 

NW Co-ordinator 91 9 85 
DPP Manager 67 33 15 
CSP Co-ordinator 100 - 13 

Stakeholder* 

Local PSNI 83 17 18 
 

Table 3A.7.4 How would you rate the effectiveness of NW in:    Reducing the level of crime? 
 

Effective Not Effective  
% % 

 
N 

All 80 29 99 
 

NW Co-ordinator 83 17 66 
DPP Manager 80 20 10 
CSP Co-ordinator 67 33 9 

Stakeholder 

Local PSNI 77 23 13 
 

Table 3A.7.5    How would you rate the effectiveness of NW in:    Reducing the fear of crime? 
 

Effective Not Effective  
% % 

 
N 

All 88 12 110 
 

NW Co-ordinator 86 14 70 
DPP Manager 89 11 9 
CSP Co-ordinator 92 8 12 

Stakeholder 

Local PSNI 100 - 17 
 
 

Table 3A.7.6   How would you rate the effectiveness of NW in:    Reducing anti-social behaviour? 
 

Effective Not Effective  
% % 

 
N 

All 69 31 102 
 

NW Co-ordinator 71 29 69 
DPP Manager 36 64 11 
CSP Co-ordinator 63 38 8 

Stakeholder 

Local PSNI 86 14 14 
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Table 3A.7.7    How would you rate the effectiveness of NW in:    Building relationships with the police? 
 

Effective Not Effective  
% % 

 
N 

All 96 4 147 
 

NW Co-ordinator 94 6 95 
DPP Manager 100 - 16 
CSP Co-ordinator 100 - 16 

Stakeholder 

Local PSNI 100 - 19 
 
 

Table 3A.7.8   How would you rate the effectiveness of NW in:    Building relationships between 
you/your organisation and other partner organisations? 

Effective Not Effective  
% % 

 
N 

All 87 13 129 
 

NW Co-ordinator 86 14 78 
DPP Manager 79 21 14 
CSP Co-ordinator 88 13 16 

Stakeholder 

Local PSNI 100 - 19 
 

Table 3A.7.9   How would you rate the effectiveness of NW in:    Working with other organisations to 
improve your local environment? 

Effective Not Effective  
% % 

 
N 

All 76 24 112 
 

NW Co-ordinator 78 22 65 
DPP Manager 36 64 14 
CSP Co-ordinator 77 23 13 

Stakeholder** 

Local PSNI 94 6 18 
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Table 3A.8  Stakeholder Views On Why Neighbourhood Watch Has Been Ineffective 
 
 % N 
More Interaction With PSNI & NHW Groups 12.0 6 
Not Relevant / No Interest/No Evidence To Suggest Any Impact 10.0 5 
Difficult To Get More Neighbours Involved 8.0 4 
DPP/PSNI Do Not Address The Problems 6.0 3 
Crime & Anti-social Behaviour Has Risen Recently In The Area 6.0 3 
Anti-social Behaviour Is Difficult For Communities - No Guidance From Regional Offices 6.0 3 
Still Going On 6.0 3 
Need To Know If Crime In Our Area Has Decreased Or Increased 4.0 2 
Lack Of Clarity In Terms Of Responsibility For Maintaining Schemes 4.0 2 
Maintaining Interest Of Members 4.0 2 
Anti-social Behaviour In Particular Remains High 4.0 2 
No Help 4.0 2 
We Only Have A P/T Run Police Station/Haven't Got A Proper Police Force With Real 
Powers 4.0 2 
Very Little Communication Between Other Organisations  4.0 2 
It Is Not An Empowering Organisation 4.0 2 
NHW Needs 100% Co Operation By Residents To Be Totally Effective 2.0 1 
NW Is Just That - Crime/Anti Social Behaviour/Safety 2.0 1 
Crime Is Still High In Our Community 2.0 1 
Scheme Failed Due To Co-ordinators Expectation Of Police Response 2.0 1 
We Have Some Good Weeks And Some Bad Weeks 2.0 1 
We Need More Community Gatherings 2.0 1 
More Sharing Of Responsibility - More Co-ordinators 2.0 1 
People Still Feel Vulnerable Especially During Winter 2.0 1 
Its Difficult To Engage With The Youth Population 2.0 1 
Rural Community Not Always Able To Be Involved With Other Organisation 2.0 1 
This Is The PSNI Responsibility 2.0 1 
Still Elements Of Fear In Reporting Incidents 2.0 1 

 
  
Table 3A.9 How Do You Assess The Effectiveness Of Neighbourhood Watch In Your Area? 
 
 % N 
Very Effective 22.8 33 
Fairly Effective/Reasonable/Improving 17.2 25 
Good Communication With Neighbours & PSNI 10.3 15 
Neighbours/ Community More Vigilant 9.0 13 
Through Verbal Reports From NW Co-ordinators 7.6 11 
Not Really Effective/Minimal 5.5 8 
Letting The Community Know There Is Help Available 4.8 7 
Too Early To Say 4.8 7 
Success Has Encouraged Other Neighbouring Areas To Set Up Their Own Schemes 3.4 5 
Rarely See A Community Constable 3.4 5 
Crime Has Been Reduced 3.4 5 
Signage Is In Place/Signs Seem To Have Had Some Effect 2.8 4 
Progress Reports 2.8 4 
Through Feedback From The Steering Group 2.1 3 
Residents More Willing To Report Possible Crime 2.1 3 
Trying To Get More People Involved 2.1 3 
We Have A Good Control Of The Local Community Needs  1.4 2 
Less ASB & Under Age Drinking 1.4 2 
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No Interest 1.4 2 
Rural Area - More Suited To Towns 1.4 2 
Reduction In Anti-social Behaviour 1.4 2 
The Expectation Of Some Areas Is Very High Of What They Want From The Police 1.4 2 
Low Crime Area 1.4 2 
Mostly Positive But Resented By A Minority 0.7 1 
Hopefully The Peace We Have Within Our Community Will Continue 0.7 1 
Minimal Crime 0.7 1 
More Funding To Help It Grow 0.7 1 
DPP Meet On A Quarterly Basis With Co-ordinators/NHW/CSP To Assess What Co-
ordinators Are Doing 0.7 1 
Strengthened The Community 0.7 1 
Crime Is On The Increase 0.7 1 
Annual Network Events 0.7 1 
Base:   145 

 
  

Table 3A.10  Overview of NW Evaluations 
 
 % N 
Meeting Between PSNI/Co-ordinator/DPP 27.8 5 
Seek Views Of Scheme Members At Monthly Meetings/Regularly 22.2 4 
Reduction In Crime Rate 5.6 1 
Reduction In Anti-social Behaviour 5.6 1 
Workshops To Assess A Number Of Issues For NHW 5.6 1 
I Feel I Get No Help 5.6 1 
No Reports To Date/Too Early To Say 5.6 1 
Local People Are Very Happy And Glad To See Physical Presence 5.6 1 
Difficult As People Are Not Willing To Communicate 5.6 1 
Knowing What Is Going On And Communicating Is Always Effective 5.6 1 
Local Press Release Made By Co-ordinator 5.6 1 
Base:  18 

 
 
 
Table 3A.11 Comments made by stakeholders who indicated that NW was adequately resourced in 
NI 
 % N 
Each Area Should Receive A Nominal Amount Of Money 20.7 6 
Good Working & Sharing Of Info 17.2 5 
The Community Has Benefited From Funding 10.3 3 
Additional PSNI Officers 6.9 2 
Regular Meetings 6.9 2 
More Resources Made Available 3.4 1 
More PSNI On The Beat 3.4 1 
Unaware Of What Resources Are Available 3.4 1 
Objectives Can Be Achieved At Very Little Cost 3.4 1 
Success Is Down To Neighbours Watching Out For Each Other 3.4 1 
Getting More Popular 3.4 1 
Distribute Leaflets 3.4 1 
We Hope To Expand/Encourage Other Areas To Set Up Groups 3.4 1 
Little Crime In This Area 3.4 1 
We Have Adequate Support 3.4 1 
Communities Need To Take The Lead In This 3.4 1 
Base  29 
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Table 3A.12  Comments Made By Stakeholders Who Indicated That NW Was Inadequately 
Resourced In NI 
 % N 
Each Area Should Receive A Nominal Amount Of Money 37.4 37 
More Resources Made Available 11.1 11 
Additional PSNI Officers 8.1 8 
More PSNI On The Beat 6.1 6 
More Training Courses 5.1 5 
Difficult Getting Leaflets & Brochures 5.1 5 
Delay In Putting Up The New Signs/More Visible Signage 5.1 5 
PSNI  Need Dedicated Officers Who Have The Time To Develop The Schemes 5.1 5 
Have Had To Use Own Mobile/Printer/Paper 4.0 4 
Volunteers Expenses Should Be Reimbursed 3.0 3 
Higher Profile On The PSNI Agenda 3.0 3 
Need More Central Points Of Contact 3.0 3 
Good Working & Sharing Of Info 2.0 2 
Regular Meetings 2.0 2 
Unaware Of What Resources Are Available 2.0 2 
Not Enough Communication With Co-ordinators 2.0 2 
A Good Advertising Campaign To Show What NW Is About 2.0 2 
Not Enough Publicity 2.0 2 
Create An Effective Warning Communication System For Rural Areas 1.0 1 
The NIO Could Do More To Promote The Scheme - Publicity & Financially 1.0 1 
Takes A Long Time For Info To Filter Down Meeting Arranged Etc 1.0 1 
Distribute Leaflets 1.0 1 
Younger People Do Not Appear To Want To Get Involved 1.0 1 
Can Not Get Answers From Police So Can Not Reassure My Area 1.0 1 
More Input/Support Required From NIO/CSP 1.0 1 
Base  99 
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Table 3A.13  Stakeholder Views on How Neighbourhood Watch Should Develop in the next 3-5 Years 
 
 % N 
More Promotion Of It / Publicity 16.1 23 
Cover All Communities In NI 14.7 21 
Recruit More Co Ordinators/Dedicated Staff 14.0 20 
More Police Patrols 10.5 15 
Improve Networks Across Areas To Share Ideas 9.1 13 
Adequately Financially Resourced 7.0 10 
Give Officers Time To Properly Support Schemes 5.6 8 
A Regular PSNI  Involvement In The Area  4.9 7 
Increase No Of Schemes 4.2 6 
Try To Maintain Momentum 4.2 6 
More Communication/PSNI / Communities/ NIO 4.2 6 
More Direct Focus - By PSNI  - Local Council 3.5 5 
Cross Community Spirit Should Continue To Be Promoted 2.1 3 
More Groups 2.1 3 
A Few Meetings A Year/Regular Meetings 2.1 3 
There Should Be A Direct Text Or Phone Service To Police 1.4 2 
Help Each Other 1.4 2 
Remain As It Is 1.4 2 
Quality Rather Than Quantity With Co Ordinators 1.4 2 
Training Manuals/Sessions 1.4 2 
Continue To Be Aware Of The Needs Of The Elderly 0.7 1 
CCTV Cameras 0.7 1 
More Flexible & Less Rule Bound 0.7 1 
As A Low Key Informal Initiative Being Promoted Through PSNI  0.7 1 
Government Taking The Scheme Seriously & Provide The Tools To Do The Job 0.7 1 
People Call In To The PSNI No Need For NW 0.7 1 
How NW Can Effectively Be Involved In Reducing Anti-social Behaviour 0.7 1 
NHW Should Be Priority For Senior Mgrs And Not Just The NW Policing Sergeant 0.7 1 
Good News Stories Highlighted In Press 0.7 1 
Base  143 
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Table 3A.14  Additional Comments Made By Neighbourhood Watch Stakeholders 
 
 % N 
NHW Has Been Excellent 20.8 15 
More Police Presence 8.3 6 
The Support From The PSNI Is Excellent 6.9 5 
More Ways Of Involving Residents On A Regular Basis 5.6 4 
Still Not High Profile Enough 4.2 3 
Needs To Be More Than Signage/Better Publicity 4.2 3 
Meeting Between Police & Co Ordinators For Updates On Crime In Local Area 4.2 3 
It Will Provide Valuable Assistance To The Older People The PSNI In Our Area 4.2 3 
Set Up And Operating Need To Be Increased/Funding For NWNI Is Inefficient/More 
Resources 4.2 3 
The Handbook Will Hopefully Be A Useful Tool 2.8 2 
We Need To Put Our Names Forward To Be Co-ordinators 2.8 2 
Meet With All Community Groups 2-3 Times A Year 2.8 2 
Response & Assistance From PSNI  Has Been Excellent 2.8 2 
Not Enough Info On The Application Process 2.8 2 
Keeping Community Updated Of What & Who Is In The Area 2.8 2 
Central Funding For Greater Co Ordination 2.8 2 
Division Of Roles Between PSNI  - CSP - DPP Are Unclear 2.8 2 
They Need A Formal Basis In Order To Develop & Strengthen 1.4 1 
 Would Encourage Anyone To Set Up Scheme 1.4 1 
Getting To Know Other NW And Hearing How They Work 1.4 1 
The People Know About But Don't Want To Solve Them - When Solved Then It Can 
Improve 1.4 1 
Everyone Should Be Provided With Details Of How To Report Crime E.g. Phone 
Numbers Name Of Local Police Officer 1.4 1 
More Info Disseminated From Central Level To Local Ares 1.4 1 
Most Neighbours Are Elderly This Means They Show Little Interest 1.4 1 
The PSNI  Should Be Funded To Provide Admin Support To Service Schemes 1.4 1 
Impossible For Rural Communities To Avail Meaningful Financial Assistance 1.4 1 
The Standing Down Of Glengormley PSNI  Station Was A Big Blow To Local Moral 1.4 1 
Road Safety 1.4 1 
Can Not Develop Effectively By Depending On The Good Will Of Volunteers 1.4 1 
The Number In The District Has Grown Further Enquires Are Being Made To PSNI  
About The Development Of Schemes 1.4 1 
Being A Good Neighbour Is Easy Coordinating It Effectively Without Endangering The 
Informer Is A Hard Job 1.4 1 
Requires Dedicated Resources 1.4 1 
Better/Easier Access At All Times With PSNI  1.4 1 
Helps To Bring People Together 1.4 1 
Appears To Be Left To Local Police To Maintain 1.4 1 
More Support From NIPB/CSU/NIO 1.4 1 
Base  72 

 
 
 
 


