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Introduction 

This report provides the results of a City of Surrey business safety and police satisfaction survey 

conducted by the Centre for Public Safety and Criminal Justice Research in the School of 

Criminology and Criminal Justice at the University of the Fraser Valley. This study was conducted to 

determine the perceptions of business owners and operators in the City of Surrey about crime and 

disorder in the neighbourhood where their business operates, business victimization experiences 

in the past 12 months, and perceptions of and satisfaction levels with the Surrey RCMP. The 

purpose of this report is to provide the City of Surrey and Surrey RCMP with information that will 

help them develop crime prevention and reduction strategies involving businesses in the City.  

Methodology 

The information for this report was collected using a self-administered questionnaire (see 

Appendix A) mailed to a random sample of City of Surrey businesses in March 2014. A list of 1,000 

businesses was obtained from the City’s database of business licenses for 2013. The list was 

generated using a stratified random sampling technique provided by the City of Surrey, which 

allowed for an equal number of businesses from each of the six communities in Surrey to be 

sampled. A hardcopy of the Business Safety Survey was mailed to the business address listed in the 

2013 business license database. The information sheet sent with the survey requested that the 

survey be completed by the main owner/operator of the business. The survey was mailed along 

with a covering letter provided by the Officer in Charge of the Surrey RCMP introducing the nature 

and purpose of the survey and encouraging business owners to participate. Also included in the 

survey package was a pre-stamped self-addressed envelope for participants to mail the survey back 

to the researchers at the University of the Fraser Valley.  

The survey packages were mailed March 13, 2014 and businesses were requested to return their 

reply by mail by March 28. On March 17, student research assistants from the University of the 

Fraser Valley began the first of two rounds of phone calls contacting businesses to inform them of 

the incoming survey and to answer any questions participants might have at that time. Phone 

numbers were available for virtually all businesses in the sample (97 per cent); however, one-fifth 

(19 per cent) of the business owners/operators could not be reached because the phone number in 

the records was incorrect, the business had shut down or moved, or because there was no answer 

or machine service available. In nearly half (45 per cent) of the phone calls made, the research 

assistant left a message with someone about the survey (e.g., a secretary), while in slightly more 

than one-third of phone calls (38 per cent), the researchers spoke directly to the main 

owner/operator about the survey. 

Due to an unanticipated delay in mailing by Canada Post associated with their transition to a new 

mail processing facility, many businesses did not received the survey by the original return date; as 

such, the return date was extended into April. Unfortunately, the response rate was still lower than 

anticipated. In total, 55 surveys were returned unopened to the University of the Fraser Valley 

because of an incorrect or nonexistent address. Of the remaining 945 surveys that were 

successfully mailed, 144 were returned completed for a response rate of 15%. 
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Sample Characteristics 

Business owners/operators were asked to provide their six digit postal code and all but eight 

respondents did. Postal codes were then geocoded using community boundaries provided by the 

City of Surrey to determine which of the six communities in Surrey the business was located in. In 

total, one-fifth of responses came from each of Guildford (21 per cent), Newton (21 per cent), and 

South Surrey (20 per cent) meaning that these communities were slightly overrepresented in their 

response rate compared to the percentage of all surveys mailed to that community (16.7 per cent to 

each community). The anticipated proportion of survey responses came from the North Surrey / 

Whalley / City Centre (hereafter Whalley) region. However, responses from the Cloverdale / Port 

Kells (hereafter Cloverdale) (12 per cent) and Fleetwood (10 per cent) regions were particularly 

underrepresented, given that an equal number of addresses were randomly selected from each 

community.  

On average, businesses had been in operation for nearly 15 years (14.5 years), ranging from a 

minimum of nine months to a maximum of 52.5 years. The largest proportion of businesses (53 per 

cent) had been in operation for 10 years or longer. 

Respondents were asked to identify the most appropriate category of business that applied to them.  

Most commonly, responding businesses were from the manufacturing (14 per cent) and trade (13 

per cent) sectors (See Table 1). The “other” categories reported by respondents included 

agriculture, aesthetics, interior design, legal, janitorial, liquor, recycling, warehousing, and 

management. Seven businesses did not indicate a category that applied to them. On average, 

businesses reported having 26 employees, ranging from only one employee to over 600. Slightly 

more than half (55 per cent) of responding businesses reported 10 employees or less, while over a 

quarter (29 per cent) reported between 11 and 50 employees. 

 

Table 1: Type of Businesses  

Business Type % of Sample 

Manufacturing 14% 

Trade 13% 

Health Care, Social Assistance 11% 

Automotive 10% 

Construction 10% 

Other 9% 

Professional Services 7% 

Transportation and Warehousing 7% 

Accommodation, Food Services 5% 

Finance, Insurance 5% 

Educational Services 4% 

Arts, Entertainment, Recreation 3% 

Real Estate, Leasing 3% 

Utilities 1% 
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Perceptions of Crime and Business Safety 

Business owners/operators were asked a series of questions pertaining to their perceptions of 

crime in the neighbourhood where their business was located. Although less than half of 

responding businesses felt that the rate of crime had increased in their business neighbourhood (40 

per cent), overall, two-thirds of businesses agreed or strongly agreed that crime was a serious 

problem in their neighbourhood (65 per cent) and slightly more than four-fifths (82 per cent) of 

respondents perceived that there was more crime in their own business neighbourhood than in 

other parts of Surrey. There was a significant relationship between most of these perceptions and 

the community in which the business operated. For example, respondents in South Surrey were 

unlikely to perceive that crime was a serious problem in their business neighbourhood, whereas 

the majority of those operating businesses in Whalley, Guildford, Cloverdale, and Newton felt that 

crime was a serious problem there.  

A majority of business owners/operators in Newton and Cloverdale also felt that the rate of crime 

in those neighbourhoods had increased, whereas less than one-third of those operating businesses 

in South Surrey, Guildford, or Fleetwood felt this way (see Table 2). A majority of business 

owner/operators in Whalley and Guildford felt there was more crime in the neighbourhood their 

business operated in compared to other communities in the City, whereas none of the responding 

businesses from Fleetwood and virtually none of those from South Surrey felt this way. 

Interestingly, although a majority of businesses in Newton felt that crime was a serious problem in 

their neighbourhood and that it had increased in the past year, only a minority felt that crime was 

more serious there compared to other parts of Surrey. There was no significant relationship 

between the community that a business operated in and the belief that crime was higher in Surrey 

than in other parts of Metro Vancouver.  

 

Table 2: Proportion in Agreement or Strong Agreement About Perceptions of Crime by Community 

 

Crime is a Serious 

Problem in Business 

Neighbourhood 

Rate of Crime in Business 

Neighbourhood has 

Increased 

There is More Crime in 

Business Neighbourhood 

than in Other Parts of 

Surrey 

Crime is Higher in 

Surrey than 

Elsewhere in Metro 

Vancouver 

Cloverdale 77% 54% 25% 54% 

Fleetwood 46% 30% 0% 80% 

Guildford 78% 26% 56% 84% 

Newton 76% 67% 38% 75% 

Whalley  86% 44% 60% 67% 

South Surrey 23% 24% 4% 62% 

Statistical Result x2 (5) = 30.0, p = .000 x2 (5) = 14.4, p = .013 x2 (5) = 28.1, p = .000 x2 (5) = 5.7, p > .05 

     

Businesses were asked to compare the level of crime in the neighbourhood where their businesses 

operated compared to one year ago (see Table 3). A slight majority of businesses (54 per cent) 

perceived that there had been no change in the overall level of crime, and two-thirds (66 per cent) 

felt that their businesses were as safe from crime as they had been the previous year. Although 

business owners/operators who perceived that crime in their business neighbourhood had 

increased compared to the previous year had been in operation for, on average, five more years 

than businesses perceiving no change or a decrease in crime, this difference was not statistically 
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significant [F (2, 132) = 1.7, p > .05]. There was also no significant difference in the number of years 

in operation among businesses perceiving that they were less safe, safer or equally safe from crime 

compared to one year ago [F (2, 133) = 0.3, p > .05]. 

 

Table 3: Perceptions of Crime in Business Neighbourhoods and Perceived Business Safety Compared 

to One Year Ago 

Compared to One Year Ago… % Avg. # of Years in Operation 

Crime in my Business Neighbourhood has Decreased 16% 14 years 

Crime in my Business Neighbourhood has Not Changed 54% 14 years 

Crime in my Business Neighbourhood has Increased 30% 19 years 

My Business is Safer from Crime 9% 16 years 

My Business is Equally at Risk/Safe from Crime 66% 14 years 

My Business is Less Safe from Crime 25% 15 years 

 

Again, there was a significant relationship between perceptions of crime and safety compared to 

one year ago and the community that the business operated in. In other words, businesses 

responding from Guildford (41 per cent) were the most likely to perceive that crime had decreased 

in their neighbourhood, whereas a majority of those from Newton (54 per cent) felt that crime had 

increased (see Table 4). Interestingly, although there was quite a bit of variation in perceptions of 

business safety compared to one year ago, there was not a significant relationship with the 

community of the responding business. 

 

Table 4: Perceptions of Crime and Safety by Community Compared to One Year Ago 

 Cloverdale Fleetwood Guildford Newton Whalley South Surrey 

Crime in my Business Neighbourhood has 

Decreased 

13% 8% 41% 7% 9% 13% 

Crime in my Business Neighbourhood has 

Not Changed 

44% 69% 48% 39% 55% 71% 

Crime in my Business Neighbourhood has 

Increased 

44% 23% 10% 54% 36% 17% 

My Business is Safer from Crime 0% 0% 17% 4% 5% 16% 

My Business is Equally at Risk/Safe from 

Crime 

69% 69% 59% 57% 73% 68% 

My Business is Less Safe from Crime 31% 31% 24% 39% 23% 16% 

 

Of note, perceptions of business safety were significantly related to perceptions of changes to crime. 

As shown in Table 5, business owners/operators who perceived that crime had decreased in their 

area tended to feel that their business was safer from crime. Respondents who felt that their 

business was less safe tended to perceive that crime was a serious problem in their neighbourhood, 

that there was more crime in the neighbourhood where their business was located than in other 

parts of Surrey, and that the incidence of crime in Surrey was higher than in other parts of Metro 

Vancouver. In addition, although less than half of respondents felt that the rate of crime had 

increased in their business neighbourhood, this perception was significantly related to past year 

victimization [x2 (1) = 9.8, p = .002] as businesses that indicated that they had been victimized in 



5  

the past year were much more likely to agree that crime had increased in their business 

neighbourhood (50 per cent) than businesses who said they had not been victimized (22 per cent) 

(See Table 5). Moreover, past year victimization also appeared to influence the perception of 

whether crime was a serious problem in the business neighbourhood [x2 (1) = 8.1, p = .005] as 

three-quarters (74 per cent) of victimized businesses agreed with this statement compared to half 

of non-victimized businesses. Interestingly, past year victimization had no influence on perceptions 

of crime in the business neighbourhood compared to other parts of Surrey [x2 (1) = 0.5, p > .05] or 

to other places in metro Vancouver [x2 (1) = 0.5, p >05]. In other words, past year victimization only 

influenced the respondent’s perception of crime in the business neighbourhood. 

 

Table 5: Spearman’s Correlation - Perceptions of Crime Trends 

 
Changes to Perceived Safety 

of Business 

% of those 

Victimized 

% of those Non-

Victimized 

Crime is a serious problem in my business 

neighbourhood 

-.210* 

 

74% 50% 

In the last year, the rate of crime in my business 

neighbourhood has increased 

-.630** 

 

50% 22% 

There is more crime in my business neighbourhood 

than other parts of Surrey 

-.249* 36% 30% 

Crime in Surrey is higher than in other parts of Metro 

Vancouver 

-.213* 70% 64% 

* p < 0.05; ** p < .001 

There were also strong significant positive correlations between one’s perception that crime was a 

serious problem in the business neighbourhood and the perception that crime had increased in the 

business neighbourhood [rSpearman’s (125) = 0.6, p  = .000] as well as with the perception that there 

was more crime in the business neighbourhood than in other parts of Surrey [rSpearman’s (124) = 0.7, 

p = .000]. There was a significant, although weaker, relationship between perceiving that crime was 

a serious problem in the business neighbourhood and perceiving that the incidence of crime in 

Surrey was higher than in other parts of Metro Vancouver [rSpearman’s (123) = 0.3, p = .000]. In other 

words, businesses that perceived that crime was a serious problem in the neighbourhood where 

their business was located tended to believe that crime was more serious in that neighbourhood 

compared to other areas in Surrey and Metro Vancouver. 

There are a variety of actions that business owners can take to reduce the chances of being 

victimized. Given this, respondents were asked to indicate what forms of crime prevention they had 

engaged in to protect their business. Importantly, nearly all businesses (96 per cent) had engaged 

in at least one form of crime prevention. Taken as a group, on average, businesses had engaged in 

five different forms of crime prevention, with a range of one specific action (11 per cent) to 11 

different actions (1 per cent). Of note, there was not a statistically significant relationship between 

the number of different crime prevention activities that a business engaged in and the community 

the business was located in [F (5, 134) = 0.7, p > .05].  

The most common forms of crime prevention included installing a burglar alarm (81 per cent), 

installing outdoor lighting (72 per cent), locking up valuables at night (59 per cent), and keeping 

less cash on the premises (56 per cent) (See Table 6). It is interesting to note that very few 

businesses adopted private policing as a crime prevention strategy by hiring a loss prevention 
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officer (2 per cent) or a security company (19 per cent). Moreover, 12% of businesses reported 

engaging in some other form of crime prevention not listed in our survey, such as installing some 

form of fencing. It should be noted that because respondents were asked to list all of the ways they 

engaged in crime prevention, the percentages listed in Table 6 exceed 100%. 

 

Table 6: Crime Prevention Activities  

 % of Sample 

Installed Burglary Alarm 81% 

Installed Outdoor Lighting 72% 

Locked Up Valuables At Night 59% 

Kept Less Cash on Premise 56% 

Installed Bars or Grills on Doors and Windows 44% 

Installed Security Cameras 44% 

Installed Shatterproof Glass or Improved Locks 33% 

Talked with Other Business Owners About Crime Prevention Techniques 26% 

Hired a Security Company 19% 

Installed Signs Stating that there was No Cash on Premises at Night 13% 

Did Nothing 6% 

Hired Loss Prevention Officers 2% 

 

In total, 80 businesses reported that they shared information with other neighbourhood businesses 

about possible criminal activity; most commonly, this was simply through having personal contact 

with business neighbours (71 per cent). Formal sharing of information was uncommon. In fact, less 

than one-quarter (23 per cent) of respondents shared information about crime by phone or email 

alerts, while less than one in ten shared information about crime through attending regular crime-

related meetings (9 per cent) or attending the local business or neighbourhood association 

meetings (5 per cent). Three businesses shared information about crime at regular strata meetings, 

while one business reported attending a monthly community policing meetings and another was on 

the Surrey RCMP email list.  

In terms of crime prevention, while only one-quarter (26 per cent) of respondents indicated that 

they talked about crime prevention ideas with other businesses, half (49 per cent) of the sample 

reported being interested in a business watch program or other crime prevention program for 

businesses. Although it was not a significant relationship, interest in participating in a business 

watch program or other crime prevention program for business varied somewhat by community 

Specifically, interest in participating in a business-based crime prevention program was highest in 

Cloverdale (60 per cent), Fleetwood (58 per cent), and Guildford (56 per cent), with less interest 

from those operating businesses in South Surrey (46 per cent), Whalley (40 per cent), and Newton 

(39 per cent). There is not a clear understanding for why those respondents operating businesses 

in high crime areas and who perceive crime to be higher and a more serious problem were less 

likely to want to participate in a business-based crime prevention program. 
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Victimization 

Being a victim of crime can affect one’s perceptions of safety and satisfaction with the police. In the 

past year, two-thirds (63 per cent, n = 90) of businesses in this survey reported having experienced 

at least one form of criminal victimization. Businesses in Fleetwood were the most likely to have 

experienced past year victimization (77 per cent) followed closely by Cloverdale (75 per cent), 

Guildford (69 per cent), Newton (66 per cent), and Whalley (59 per cent). South Surrey was the 

only community in which only a minority of businesses reported past year victimization (48 per 

cent). 

Among those who had been victimized in the past year, businesses reported being the victim, on 

average, of three different types of crimes, with a range of one type of crime to seven different types 

of crimes. This was significantly related to community [F (5, 86) = 2.7, p = .028].  More specifically, 

businesses in Cloverdale reported, on average, 2.7 different types of crimes that they were 

victimized by, which was very similar to businesses in Fleetwood (x = 2.8) and Guildford (x = 2.6). 

Slightly less criminal diversity was experienced by businesses in Newton (x = 2.1) and South Surrey 

(x = 1.8). The neighbourhood with the highest level of criminal victimization diversity was Whalley 

(x = 3.8); however, Whalley reported the second lowest overall number of past year victimization. 

In other words, although businesses in this area were less likely to be victimized, when they were, 

they tended to experience a greater variety of victimization than businesses in the other 

communities. 

The most commonly reported forms of victimization were vandalism (41 per cent) and break and 

enters (40 per cent) (see Table 7). Over one-quarter also reported experiencing graffiti (30 per 

cent), theft from auto (30 per cent), or other (29 per cent) forms of crime, such as fuel theft, drug 

related activity, or other forms of property theft. Very few respondents identified that their 

businesses were the victims of theft of intellectual property (2 per cent), extortion or threats by 

local criminals (4 per cent), theft by employees (10 per cent), shoplifting (10 per cent), or robbery 

or armed robbery (10 per cent). It should be noted that because respondents were asked to list all 

of the ways they were victimized in the past year, the percentages listed in Table 7 exceed 100%. 

 

Table 7: Forms of Past Year Business Victimization  

 % of Sample 

Vandalism 41% 

Break and Enter 40% 

Graffiti 30% 

Theft From Auto 30% 

Other 29% 

Fraud, Forgery, Counterfeiting 21% 

Violence or the Threat of Violence Against Staff 17% 

Theft of Auto 13% 

Robbery or Armed Robbery 10% 

Shoplifting 10% 

Theft by Employees 10% 

Extortion or Threats by Local Criminals 4% 

Theft of Intellectual Property 2% 

Violence or the Threat of Violence by Staff 0 
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Four forms of victimization experiences differed significantly by community: break and enter; 

fraud, forgery, and counterfeit money; theft of intellectual property; and threatened by 

criminals/extortion. Approximately two-thirds of businesses in Cloverdale (67 per cent) and 

Whalley (62 per cent) experienced at least one break and enter in the past year, whereas less than 

one-fifth (16 per cent) of businesses in Newton did (see Table 8). Businesses in Whalley were also 

more likely to experience fraud, forgery, and counterfeit money related crimes than businesses in 

all other communities, except Fleetwood, and Whalley was also more likely to experience theft of 

intellectual property and being threatened by criminals/extorted than businesses in any other 

community. However, the most common crime reported by businesses in the Whalley community 

in the past year was break and enter. Break and enters were also the most common form of past 

year victimization for businesses in Guildford. Businesses in Cloverdale were equally likely to 

experience break and enters and vandalism. In Newton, vandalism was the most commonly 

reported past year form of victimization, whereas South Surrey most often reported “other” forms. 

In Fleetwood, fraud, forgery, and counterfeit money, and graffiti were the most commonly reported 

past year forms of victimization (see Table 8). It should be noted that because respondents were 

asked to list all of the ways they were victimized, the percentages listed in Table 7 exceed 100%. 

 

Table 8: Forms of Victimization by Community 

 Cloverdale Fleetwood Guildford Newton Whalley South Surrey 

Break and Enter* 67% 20% 50% 16% 62% 23% 

Fraud, Forgery, Counterfeit Money* 17% 50% 10% 11% 46% 8% 

Graffiti 33% 50% 35% 26% 31% 15% 

Physical Violence or Threat of Violence 

against Staff 

0 20% 20% 11% 39% 8% 

Physical Violence or Threat of Violence By 

Staff 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

Robbery / Armed Robbery 8% 20% 5% 0 23% 15% 

Shoplifting 8% 10% 5% 0 23% 23% 

Theft by Employee 0 20% 10% 16% 8% 8% 

Theft of Auto 8% 30% 20% 11% 8% 8% 

Theft from Auto 33% 30% 25% 32% 39% 8% 

Theft of Intellectual Property* 0 0 0 0 15% 0 

Threatened by Criminals / Extortion* 0 0 0 5% 23% 0 

Vandalism 67% 30% 40% 42% 39% 23% 

Other 25% 0 35% 40% 23% 39% 

* p < 0.05; ** p < .001 

Of the businesses indicating at least one past year victimization, only one in ten (11 per cent) 

reported all instances of victimization to the police. Nearly a third (30 per cent) reported their 

victimization to the police “most of the time”, while one-quarter (27 per cent) reported it “some of 

the time”. Unfortunately, another one-quarter (24 per cent) indicated that they never reported past 

year victimization to the police. Of these businesses, half (48 per cent) had experienced only one 

form of previous victimization, most commonly graffiti (20 per cent). However, some serious forms 

of unreported victimization had occurred, including break and enters (15 per cent) and robbery or 

armed robbery (10 per cent).  

As indicated by Table 9, the most common reasons for failure to report were feeling like the offence 

was too minor (41 per cent), feeling that police could not (38 per cent) or would not (35 per cent) 
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do anything about it, and feeling like the damage was less than the insurance deductible (29 per 

cent). No respondents indicated that they did not report their business’ victimization because of 

fear of publicity, not wanting anyone to find out about it, or because it was a personal matter.  

 

Table 9: Reasons for Not Contacting Surrey RCMP As a Result of Victimization 

Reason % 
Incident was too minor or it was not important enough 41% 
Did not think Surrey RCMP could do anything about the incident 38% 
Surrey RCMP would not help 35% 
Damage was less than the Insurance Deductible 29% 
Dealt with the incident in some other way 12% 
Nothing was taken or the item(s) were recovered 10% 
Other 10% 
Didn’t want to take the time to report the incident 10% 
Concerned about revenge 7% 
Insurance Premiums would increase 4% 
Did not want to get involved with Surrey RCMP or the courts 1% 
Did not want a child or children to get arrested or jailed 1% 
Incident was a personal matter that did not concern Surrey RCMP 0 
Did not want anyone to find out about the incident 0 
It was a personal matter 0 
Fear of Publicity 0 

 

Reporting victimization to the police was also significantly related to where the business was 

located [x2 (20) = 25.1, p = .020]. Specifically, over half (58 per cent) of businesses in South Surrey 

“never” reported a past year victimization, while businesses in Fleetwood (30 per cent) were most 

likely to always report victimization (see Table 10). While it is uncertain why reporting seemed 

least likely in South Surrey and most likely in Fleetwood, it is possible that this trend was 

influenced by victimization rates, as Fleetwood businesses were the most likely to report past year 

victimization, while South Surrey businesses were the least likely. 

 

Table 10: Frequency of Reporting Past Year Victimization by Community 

 Never Reported Always Reported 

Cloverdale 17% 0 

Fleetwood 20% 30% 

Guildford 16% 11% 

Newton 29% 12% 

Whalley  8% 15% 

South Surrey 58% 0 

 

The number of different crime prevention activities engaged in by a business was related to past 

year victimization with those businesses experiencing past year victimization reporting a 

significantly higher average number of crime prevention techniques (x = 5) than those not 

victimized in the past year (x = 4) [t (98.4) = 3.7, p = .000]. Of note, businesses that were victimized 

in the past year were significantly more likely than non-victimized businesses to have installed 

outdoor lighting, put bars or grills on windows or doors, install a security camera or CCTV, and 

talked with business neighbours about crime prevention ideas (see Table 11). Non-victimized 
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business owners/operators were significantly more likely to report having done no forms of crime 

prevention. 

 

Table 11: Types of Crime Prevention Actions Undertaken by Victimization  

 Victimized Not Victimized 

Installed Burglary Alarm 82% 78% 

Installed Outdoor Lighting** 84% 52% 

Locked Up Valuables At Night 63% 52% 

Kept Less Cash on Premise 58% 52% 

Installed Bars or Grills on Doors and Windows* 53% 30% 

Installed Security Cameras* 52% 32% 

Installed Shatterproof Glass or Improved Locks 38% 24% 

Talked with Other Business Owners About Crime Prevention Techniques* 33% 15% 

Hired a Security Company 23% 13% 

Installed Signs Stating that there was No Cash on Premises at Night 14% 11% 

Did Nothing* 1% 13% 

Hired Loss Prevention Officers 3% 0 

* p < 0.05; ** p < .001 

 

Satisfaction with the Surrey RCMP 

Business owners/operators were asked how satisfied or unsatisfied they were with the Surrey 

RCMP. Respondents used a four-point scale anchored by very unsatisfied and very satisfied. Nearly 

three-quarters of the sample (71 per cent) indicated that they were either mainly satisfied (66 per 

cent) or very satisfied (5 per cent). Only 5% of the sample indicated that they were very unsatisfied 

with the Surrey RCMP. Although there was some variation in satisfaction by community, the 

variation was not substantial enough to be considered a statistically significant difference. As 

demonstrated in Table 12, businesses in South Surrey were the most likely to be satisfied (85 per 

cent) with the Surrey RCMP, while those in Fleetwood (58 per cent) and Newton (59 per cent) were 

the least likely to be satisfied. Still, overall, there was very little variation in the average general 

satisfaction scores using the four-point assessment. 

 

Table 12: Frequency of Reporting Past Year Victimization by Community 

 % Mainly or Very Satisfied Avg. Satisfaction Rating (1 – 4) 

Cloverdale 80% 2.8 

Fleetwood 58% 2.5 

Guildford 72% 2.8 

Newton 59% 2.5 

Whalley  71% 2.7 

South Surrey 85% 2.9 

 

Although community was not predictive of satisfaction, several other factors were related to 

whether a business owner/operator felt satisfied or unsatisfied with the Surrey RCMP. Over half 

(61 per cent) of those who were mainly or very satisfied with the RCMP felt that there had been no 
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change to the crime rate in their business neighbourhood over the past year; however, less than 

half (40 per cent) of those who were mainly or very unsatisfied felt this way. In contrast, nearly half 

(45 per cent) of those who were mainly or very unsatisfied with the RCMP felt that crime had 

increased in their business neighbourhood compared to only approximately one-fifth (22 per cent) 

of those who were mainly or very satisfied with the RCMP [x2 (2) = 7.3, p = .026]. In other words, 

satisfaction appeared to be related to perceptions of changes to the crime rate in one’s business 

neighbourhood over the previous year. In addition, as shown in Table 13, perceiving that crime was 

a serious problem in the business neighbourhood, that crime had increased over the past year, that 

there was more crime in the business neighbourhood than in other parts of Surrey, and that the 

incidence of crime was higher in Surrey than elsewhere in Metro Vancouver were all associated 

with greater dissatisfaction with the Surrey RCMP. 

 

Table 13: Spearman’s Correlations – Perceptions of Crime and Satisfaction with the RCMP 

 Correlation with Satisfaction 
Crime is a serious problem in my business neighbourhood -.152 
In the last year, the rate of crime in my business neighbourhood has increased -.265* 
There is more crime in my business neighbourhood than in other parts of Surrey -.199 
Crime in Surrey is higher than in other parts of Metro Vancouver -.267* 
* p < 0.05; ** p < .001  

 

Similarly, perception of business safety from crime compared to one year ago was also related to 

general levels of satisfaction with the RCMP. Three-quarters (76 per cent) of those who were 

satisfied with the RCMP felt that there had been no change to the safety of their business compared 

to a year ago, while less than half (46 per cent) of business owners/operators who were unsatisfied 

with the RCMP felt this way. Instead, those who were unsatisfied with the RCMP were much more 

likely to perceive that their business was less safe than a year ago (49 per cent) than those who 

were satisfied with the RCMP (15 per cent) [x2 (2) = 16.4, p = .000].  

There was some non-significant variation in general satisfaction levels according to business 

category [x2 (12) = 14.8, p > .05]. As some of the categories had only a few respondents, the results 

presented in Table 14 should be interpreted with caution. All of the construction and real estate 

business respondents were somewhat or very satisfied with the RCMP; however, there were high 

levels of dissatisfaction among the transportation/warehousing sector in particular, as well as 

businesses offering professional services, finance/insurance services, and accommodation/food 

services. 
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Table 14: Satisfaction with the Surrey RCMP by Type of Business  

Business Type Number of Respondents % of Sample Somewhat or Very Satisfied 

Construction 12 100% 

Real Estate, Leasing 3 100% 

Other 11 91% 

Health Care, Social Assistance 15 80% 

Educational Services 5 80% 

Arts, Entertainment, Recreation 4 75% 

Trade 17 71% 

Manufacturing 18 67% 

Automotive 14 64% 

Professional Services 7 57% 

Accommodation, Food Services 7 57% 

Finance, Insurance 7 57% 

Transportation and Warehousing 9 44% 

Utilities 0 - 

 

Businesses were also asked specifically about their satisfaction with seven local RCMP activities 

using a four-point scale anchored by very dissatisfied and very satisfied (see Table 15). Overall, 

businesses appeared to be least satisfied with the RCMP seeking imput from the business 

community (60 per cent), but were most satisfied with the professionalism of the department (90 

per cent).  

 

Table 15: Proportion of Respondents Reporting Being Mostly or Very Satisfied with the Surrey RCMP 

 % Mostly or Very Satisfied 
The Level of Competence in Solving Crimes 73% 
The Number of Members on the Street 66% 
The Ability to Communicate with Businesses 68% 
Being Responsive to the Needs of the Business Community 67% 
The Seeking of Input from Businesses 60% 
The Professionalism of the Detachment 90% 
Their Speed in Responding to Calls for Service 74% 

 

Generally, satisfaction levels with these seven RCMP activities did not differ by community. The 

only significant difference concerned the activity of “being responsive to the needs of businesses” 

where Guildford business were the most satisfied and businesses in Fleetwood and Newton were 

the least satisfied [F (7.4, 70.3) = 2.5, p = .033] As indicated by Table 16, overall, all six communities 

gave the highest satisfactions scores for the detachment’s professionalism. Businesses in Cloverdale 

and Guildford gave the lowest average satisfaction scores for the Surrey RCMPs level of competence 

in solving crimes, whereas Whalley and South Surrey businesses were the least satisfied with the 

RCMPs seeking of business input. Businesses in Fleetwood gave the lowest average satisfaction 

score for the RCMPs speed in responding to calls for service, whereas Newton business were the 

least satisfied with the number of officers on the street. 
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Table 16: Mean Business Community Satisfaction Scores on 4-Point Scale with Surrey RCMP by 

Neighbourhood 

 Cloverdale Fleetwood Guildford Newton Whalley South Surrey 
Level of Competence in Solving 
Crimes 

2.6 2.6 2.8 2.6 2.9 2.8 

Number of Members on Street 2.9 2.4 2.9 2.3 2.7 2.6 

Ability to Communicate with 
Businesses 

2.8 2.3 3.1 2.6 2.8 2.7 

Being Responsive to the Needs of 
Businesses 

2.8 2.4 3.1* 2.4 2.7 2.7 

Seeking Businesses Input 2.8 2.3 2.9 2.4 2.6 2.5 

Professionalism of Detachment 3.6 2.9 3.3 3.0 3.4 3.1 

Speed in Responding to Calls for 
Service 

2.9 2.2 2.9 2.7 2.8 2.9 

* p < 0.05; ** p < .001       

 

Past year victimization experiences were also associated with satisfaction on several of these 

activities. Specifically, businesses who had been victimized in the past year were significantly less 

satisfied with the RCMP’s level of competence in solving crimes [x2 (1) = 7.3, p = .007], the number 

of members on the street [x2 (1) = 5.1, p = .025], the ability of the RCMP to communicate with 

businesses [x2 (1) = 4.1, p = .044], and Surrey RCMP being responsive to the needs of the business 

community [x2 (1) = 6.9, p = .009]. In effect, operating or owning a business that has been the victim 

of crime substantially reduced one’s level of satisfaction with the police in all areas (see Table 17). 

While a causal relationship cannot be firmly stated, it is plausible that victimization negatively 

affected the perception of business owners/operators regarding the ability of Surrey RCMP to serve 

their specific interests and that reducing victimization among local businesses is one way that the 

RCMP can improve satisfaction levels among the business community.  

 

Table 17: Proportion of Respondents Reporting Being Mostly or Very Satisfied with the Surrey RCMP 

by Past Year Victimization 

 Victim of Crime Not a Victim of Crime 
The Level of Competence in Solving Crimes* 66% 88% 
The Number of Members on the Street* 60% 80% 
The Ability to Communicate with Businesses* 63% 81% 
Being Responsive to the Needs of the Business Community* 59% 83% 
The Seeking of Input from Businesses 56% 69% 
The Professionalism of the Detachment 88% 93% 
Their Speed in Responding to Calls for Service 70% 85% 

* p < 0.05; ** p < .001 

 

In total, 110 businesses rated the RCMP on all seven of the above factors. The individual satisfaction 

scores were then summed to obtain a composite score that reflected an overall satisfaction level 

with the Surrey RCMP. Total satisfaction scores could range from 7 to 28, and the average score for 

this sample was 20. Again, businesses that had been victimized in the past year were statistically 

significantly less satisfied (x = 19) with the local RCMP than businesses that were not victimized in 

the past year (x = 21), [t (108) = -2.7, p = .008]. Although there was no significant relationship in the 

four-point general satisfaction score by community, using the more detailed composite score 
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resulted in the detection of a significant difference in satisfaction with the RCMP based on the 

community that the business was located in [F (5, 103) = 2.7, p = .025]. Using the composite score, 

businesses in Fleetwood were the least satisfied (x = 16.8) with the RCMP, while those in Cloverdale 

(x = 21.4) and Guildford (x = 21.1) were the most satisfied (see Table 18). 

 

Table 18: Average Composite Satisfaction Scores by Community 

 Avg. Composite Score (7 – 28) 

Cloverdale 21.4 

Fleetwood 16.8 

Guildford 21.1 

Newton 18.0 

Whalley  20.1 

South Surrey 19.7 

 

Likelihood of reporting past-year victimization to the RCMP was also related to business 

owners/operators overall satisfaction with the RCMP. Among those who had been victimized in the 

past year, the overall average satisfaction score was 19; however, this score differed significantly 

based on reporting practices [F (4, 70) = 2.9, p = .030]. The lowest satisfaction scores were found 

amongst those who reported all of their past year victimization to the police (x = 16), while the 

highest scores were found amongst those who reported half of the time (x = 21). Among those who 

indicated that they had not reported any of their victimizations to the police, their satisfaction 

scores were virtually the same as those who reported all of their victimizations (x = 17). A possible 

explanation of these results was that those who reported all of their victimization did so because 

the types of crimes experienced were of a more serious nature than those who elected not to report 

some or any of their past year victimization. In fact, of the nine businesses who reported all their 

past year victimization, there did appear to be a high degree of serious crime, including break and 

enter (33 per cent), fraud/forgery/counterfeit money (44 per cent), robbery or armed robbery (22 

per cent), theft of automobile (11 per cent), theft from automobile (11 per cent), physical violence 

or threat of violence against staff (11 per cent), theft of intellectual property (11 per cent), as well 

as vandalism (33 per cent). Therefore, the greater degree of dissatisfaction might have been from 

their experience of a serious form of victimization. Alternatively, it is possible that respondents may 

have been dissatisfied with the manner in which the RCMP dealt with their criminal complaint. 

As previously mentioned, four business sectors were particularly dissatisfied with the Surrey 

RCMP. To determine what might be causing this dissatisfaction, the different sector responses to 

the seven specific areas of satisfaction were compared. This analysis revealed that the 

Accommodation and Food Services businesses were particularly dissatisfied with the RCMP’s level 

of competence in solving crime and their speed in responding to calls for service (57 per cent). 

Those in the professional services sector were especially dissatisfied with the degree to which the 

RCMP sought input from businesses (67 per cent) and the number of members on the street (57 per 

cent). Businesses in the transportation and warehousing sector were the most dissatisfied with the 

RCMP, as only one-third (33 per cent) were satisfied with the RCMP’s level of competence in solving 

crimes and only a slightly higher percentage were satisfied with the RCMP’s ability to communicate 

with businesses (38 per cent) and seeking input from businesses (38 per cent). In contrast, the 
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majority of businesses in the finance and insurance category were satisfied with the RCMP on all 

seven factors, with the lowest satisfaction ratings coming from their perception of the RCMP’s 

ability to communicate with businesses (67 per cent), seeking input from businesses (67 per cent), 

and speed in responding to calls for service (67 per cent). 

In a separate area of the survey, businesses were asked whether they felt the Surrey RCMP kept 

them informed about crime related matters. Agreement was particularly low on all of these 

questions. Specifically, only one-fifth of all business respondents agreed that the Surrey RCMP kept 

them well informed of crime occurring in their business neighbourhood, while a little over one-

quarter (29 per cent) agreed that the Surrey RCMP kept them informed about community policing 

and crime prevention programs and services or involved the business community in addressing 

crime and public safety issues (31 per cent). Moreover, slightly more than one-third (34 per cent) 

agreed that the Surrey RCMP kept them informed about ways to prevent and reduce business-

related crime. These results suggest that the Surrey RCMP can do a better job of involving 

businesses in developing and carrying out business crime prevention and reduction strategies that, 

as the above results suggest, will likely increase the level of satisfaction business owners and 

operators have of the Surrey RCMP. 

Given the above findings that four business categories in particular were dissatisfied with the 

RCMP, these questions were compared between the most dissatisfied businesses. It was suggested 

above that businesses involved in the financial/insurance sector and transportation/warehousing 

sectors were dissatisfied with the RCMP due to the lack of police involvement of businesses in their 

crime prevention/reduction strategies. This explanation is further supported by the fact that none 

of the responding businesses from the financial/insurance or the transportation/warehousing 

sectors felt that the RCMP kept them informed about neighbourhood crime, nor did any of those 

from the financial/insurance sector feel the police involved them in crime and public safety issues. 

None of the responding professional service businesses felt that the RCMP involved them in crime 

prevention. Overall, only a minority of all these dissatisfied businesses felt involved in crime 

awareness or prevention by the Surrey RCMP. 

Another source of possible dissatisfaction with police was with their perceived ability to effectively 

manage different forms of criminal activity. Businesses were asked to rank the effectiveness of the 

Surrey RCMP in managing 12 common forms of crime, ranging from a one (very ineffective) to a 

four (very effective). Overall, as demonstrated in Table 19, a majority of businesses felt that the 

RCMP were effective or very effective in dealing with most of the issues listed; however, street level 

drug activity (33 per cent), mischief (38 per cent), and organized crime/gang activity (42 per cent) 

were the three issues that only a minority of respondents felt the Surrey RCMP was currently 

mostly or very effective at dealing with. 
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Table 19: Proportion of Respondents Reporting that the Surrey RCMP were Mostly or Very Effective 

 % Mostly or Very Effective 

Traffic Safety 80% 

Violent Crimes 71% 

Auto Theft 67% 

Nuisance Behaviour / Public Disorder 65% 

Prostitution / Solicitation 60% 

Economic Crime / Fraud / identify Theft 55% 

Break and Enter 52% 

Grow Ops / Clandestine Drug Labs 51% 

Youth / Youth At-Risk / Young Offenders 50% 

Organized Crime / Gang Activity 42% 

Mischief (Vandalism / Graffiti) 38% 

Street Level Drug Activity (Drug Use / Dealing) 33% 

 

There were some differences in these perceptions based on the community that the business was 

located in (see Table 20). Again, the scale used to assess effectiveness ranged from 1 (very 

ineffective) to 4 (very effective). Specifically, there were statistically significant relationships 

between the community the business was located in and perceived effectiveness of the RCMP in 

managing auto theft, grow operations and clandestine drug laboratories, organized crime and gang 

activity, street level drug activity, mischief (vandalism, graffiti), and youth at risk or young 

offenders (these are indicated by a * in Table 20). Businesses in Cloverdale and South Surrey gave 

higher scores than businesses in Fleetwood when it came to the RCMP’s effectiveness in managing 

auto theft and grow operations. Businesses in South Surrey gave the highest effectiveness scores for 

the police’s management of organized crime activities, whereas businesses in Newton gave this 

issue the lowest score. Businesses in South Surrey also gave the highest effectiveness scores for 

police management of street level drug activity, while the lowest effectiveness scores came from 

Whalley, followed closely by Fleetwood and Newton businesses. Whereas businesses in South 

Surrey and Newton generally perceived the police as effective in dealing with mischief offences, 

such as vandalism and graffiti, businesses in Fleetwood gave the lowest effectiveness rankings on 

these issues. Fleetwood businesses also gave the lowest effectiveness scores for the police 

management of young offenders or youth at risk, while South Surrey businesses again perceived the 

police as fairly effective in dealing with this issue. 

 

Table 20: Effectiveness of Surrey RCMP by Business Community 

 Cloverdale Fleetwood Guildford Newton Whalley South Surrey 

Traffic Safety 2.8 2.5 3.0 3.1 2.9 2.8 

Auto Theft* 2.9 2.2 2.5 2.5 2.7 2.9 

Violent Crimes 3.0 2.6 2.8 2.3 2.8 2.9 

Nuisance Behaviour / Public Disorder 2.7 2.5 2.7 2.6 2.6 2.7 

Economic Crime / Fraud / identify Theft 2.7 2.1 2.4 2.4 2.5 2.6 

Break and Enter 2.6 2.1 2.6 2.1 2.6 2.4 

Grow Ops / Clandestine Drug Labs* 2.6 1.8 2.4 2.1 2.6 2.8 

Youth / Offenders* 2.1 1.9 2.4 2.3 2.5 2.8 

Prostitution / Solicitation 2.6 2.5 2.6 2.4 2.3 2.8 

Mischief (Vandalism / Graffiti) * 2.1 1.7 2.2 2.4 2.2 2.5 

Organized Crime / Gang Activity* 2.4 2.2 2.4 1.8 2.3 2.6 

Street Level Drug Activity* 2.2 1.8 2.3 1.9 1.7 2.5 

* p < 0.05; ** p < .001       
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Perceptions of Social and Physical Disorder 

While fear of crime and criminal victimization both negatively influence perceptions of safety and 

satisfaction with the local police force, perceptions of neighbourhood disorder can also have an 

important affect. Businesses were provided with a list of issues that constituted either social or 

physical disorders and were asked to indicate using a five-point scale the degree to which these 

were “not a problem” to “a definite problem”. As shown in Table 21, the highest average rankings 

were for property crime. Surprisingly, given that the majority of businesses previously found the 

RCMP to be effective or very effective at dealing with traffic safety and auto theft, these two issues, 

as well as drug dealing and litter/broken glass/trash/graffiti, received high overall rankings as 

issues deemed problematic by businesses that they believed the RCMP should pay more attention 

to. When looking specifically at issues deemed a “definite problem”, property crime (34 per cent), 

litter/broken glass/trash/graffiti (25 per cent), and drug dealing (25 per cent) were the most 

commonly endorsed items. 

 

Table 21: Businesses’ Average Ranking of Issues they felt the Surrey RCMP Should or Should Not 

Devote More Resources and Attention To 

 Avg. Ranking % Not A Problem % Definite Problem 

Property Crime 3.3 22% 34% 

Motor Vehicle Theft 2.9 27% 21% 

Litter, Broken Glass, Trash, or Graffiti 2.8 35% 25% 

Drug Dealing 2.8 33% 25% 

Traffic Issues 2.8 35% 21% 

Homelessness 2.5 43% 19% 

Organized Crime / Gang Activity 2.4 48% 21% 

Mentally Ill Persons 2.3 50% 18% 

“Crack Houses” 2.3 53% 21% 

Unsightly Properties 2.3 48% 12% 

Loitering Youth / Groups of Youth Gathering in Public Places 2.2 44% 10% 

Personal or Violent Crime 2.1 52% 9% 

Impaired Driving 2.1 53% 13% 

Prostitution 2.0 60% 7% 

Grow Operations (Marijuana) 2.0 64% 13% 

Panhandling / Begging 1.9 57% 9% 

Public Intoxication 1.8 59% 3% 

Public Disorder / Causing a Disturbance 1.8 64% 4% 

Illegal Suites 1.8 68% 10% 

Unlicensed or Unregulated Recovery Homes 1.7 71% 8% 

Unlicensed Bars or Clubs 1.5 82% 5% 

Transit / Transit Exchanges    

 

Given that property crime had the highest average rating, it was compared to overall satisfaction 

ratings with the RCMP to determine whether the two items were related. The result was significant 

[r (100) = -0.21, p = .037] and showed that businesses who gave property crime a higher 

“problematic” ranking were significantly less satisfied with the police. Interestingly, although illegal 

suites received a low overall ranking in terms of a problem that the RCMP should devote resources 

and attention to (x = 1.8), it was also significantly and negatively related to satisfaction with the 
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RCMP [r (95) = -0.25, p = .014]. No other individual indicator was significantly related to 

satisfaction with the Surrey RCMP. 

Not surprisingly, the extent to which certain issues were perceived by businesses as being a 

particular problem that the RCMP should provide more resources and attention to varied 

significantly based on the location of the business (see Table 21). It should be noted that for most 

communities, property crime was the issue of most concern; however, business owners/operators 

concerns regarding grow operations, drug dealing, organized crime and gang activity, 

homelessness, the mentally ill, and prostitution all varied significantly based on the community 

they were located in. Considering that a score of one indicated that an issue was not perceived as a 

problem that the police should focus attention and resources on whereas a score of five was 

perceived as a definite problem that the police should focus attention and resources on, Cloverdale, 

Whalley, and South Surrey were significantly less concerned with grow operations compared to 

businesses in Guildford, Newton, and Whalley. Newton and Whalley also ranked drug dealing as a 

fairly serious issue that police should attend to whereas businesses in South Surrey did not 

perceive drug dealing to be a particularly relevant issue for the police in that community. In 

contrast to businesses in Newton, who perceived organized crime and gang issues as important 

issues for the police in that community to attend to, South Surrey businesses ranked organized 

crime and gang activity as a relatively unimportant issue for police and they were equally 

unconcerned with homelessness, the mentally ill, and prostitution, whereas these latter three 

issues were perceived as particularly important for the police to attended to by businesses located 

in Whalley. Thus, South Surrey businesses were less concerned with many of the more serious 

social issues; in contrast, businesses in South Surrey generally felt that the main issues of interest 

for police to attend to there, other than property crime, were traffic issues.  

 

Table 21: Problem Issues by Community 

 Cloverdale Fleetwood Guildford Newton Whalley South Surrey 

“Crack Houses” 1.9 2.1 2.3 2.8 2.9 1.7 

Causing a Disturbance 1.8 1.2 1.8 1.6 2.1 1.8 

Drug Dealing** 2.8 2.6 2.6 3.5 3.7 2.0 

Grow Operations (Marijuana) * 1.3 2.5 2.4 2.6 1.5 1.6 

Homelessness* 3.0 2.2 2.0 2.8 3.5 1.7 

Illegal Suites 1.6 2.2 1.4 2.7 1.7 1.6 

Impaired Driving 2.1 2.0 1.9 3.0 1.9 1.8 

Litter, Broken Glass, Trash, or Graffiti 3.3 3.4 2.8 2.4 3.1 2.2 

Loitering Youth  2.6 2.1 2.1 2.5 1.9 2.1 

Mentally Ill Persons* 2.1 2.4 1.9 2.7 3.6 1.6 

Motor Vehicle Theft 2.4 3.4 3.1 3.3 2.8 2.4 

Organized Crime / Gang Activity* 2.2 2.3 2.4 3.2 2.5 1.6 

Panhandling / Begging 1.4 2.0 2.1 2.2 2.3 1.5 

Personal or Violent Crime 1.5 2.6 2.0 2.6 2.4 1.8 

Property Crime 3.5 3.7 3.6 3.5 3.7 2.5 

Prostitution* 1.4 1.3 1.7 2.4 2.9 1.6 

Public Intoxication 1.4 1.4 1.9 2.1 2.0 1.6 

Traffic Issues 3.2 3.4 2.6 2.9 2.4 2.5 

Unlicensed Bars or Clubs 1.3 1.2 1.3 1.7 1.7 1.5 

Unlicensed Recovery Homes 1.3 1.6 1.8 2.3 1.6 1.4 

Unsightly Properties 1.9 2.3 2.1 2.4 3.0 2.1 
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In addition to general perceptions of social and physical disorder, businesses were asked to indicate 

using a provided list what they perceived were the main factors contributing specifically to crime in 

and around their business. The most commonly endorsed item, by nearly half of all businesses, was 

addictions issues (42 per cent) followed by a lack of police presence (40 per cent) (See Table 22). 

Another one-third indicated homelessness. In addition, 7% of businesses added that an important 

factor contributing to crime in their area was the fact that they were located in an industrial or 

otherwise remote location; therefore, there was not a lot of supervision or surveillance available to 

deter would be criminals. 

 

Table 22: Main Contributors to Crime In and Around Their Business 

 %  

Addiction Issues 42% 

Lack of Police Presence 40% 

Homelessness 34% 

Street Level Drug Activity 29% 

Mental Health Issues 27% 

Young Offenders 24% 

Gang-Related Activities 17% 

Abandoned Buildings 14% 

Social Service Facilities 11% 

Prostitution 11% 

Public Transit 9% 

Licensed Premises / Liquor Outlets 4% 

 

Again, several of these issues varied based on the community the business was located in. The 

presence of social service facilities, such as recovery homes or methadone clinics, were more likely 

to be perceived as contributing to crime in and around businesses in Whalley (33 per cent) than in 

Fleetwood or South Surrey (0 per cent) (see Table 23). Homelessness was more likely to be 

perceived as an issue contributing to crime in and around businesses in Cloverdale (67 per cent) 

and Whalley (57 per cent) compared to businesses in South Surrey (0 per cent). Businesses in 

Whalley (52 per cent) and Fleetwood (50 per cent) were more likely to perceive mental health 

issues as contributing to crime. Similarly, addiction issues were identified by Whalley businesses 

(62 per cent) as an important contributing factor to crime in their area as did Guildford 

respondents (59 per cent). In contrast, virtually no businesses in South Surrey (4 per cent) 

perceived addictions issues as a factor contributing to crime. Whalley respondents were the most 

likely to report prostitution (43 per cent) as an issue contributing to crime in and around their 

businesses, whereas this was not a concern for most or all the respondents in all other 

communities. Whalley (52 per cent) and Newton (48 per cent) businesses perceived street level 

drug activity as an issue contributing to their crime rates; however, respondents from South Surrey 

did not perceive this as a contributing factor (4 per cent). There was also a significant difference 

when it came to ‘other’ contributing factors. For example, businesses in Cloverdale were the most 

likely to report another contributing factor with three of the five businesses implying that isolation 

was an important contributing factor to crime in and around their businesses. Overall, businesses in 

Cloverdale tended to identify homelessness and a lack of police presence as the most important 

contributing factors, while half of the Fleetwood businesses reported addictions, mental health, or 

lack of police presence as the most important issues (see Table 23). The most common contributing 
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factor to crime in and around businesses in South Surrey was young offenders. However, this item 

was only endorsed by approximately one-quarter of responding businesses from this area; 

therefore, there appears to be less consistency in the perceived contributing factors to crime in 

South Surrey than in the other five communities of Surrey. 

 

Table 23: Factors in Different Communities Contributing to Crime In and Around Businesses 

 Cloverdale Fleetwood Guildford Newton Whalley South Surrey 

Abandoned Buildings 20% 0 17% 10% 19% 11% 

Addiction Issues** 27% 50% 59% 52% 62% 4% 

Gang-Related Activities 0 17% 17% 28% 33% 7% 

Homelessness** 67% 33% 24% 45% 57% 0 

Lack of Police Presence 60% 50% 45% 52% 38% 19% 

Licensed Premises or Liquor Outlets 0 0 7% 3% 10% 0 

Mental Health Issues* 20% 50% 21% 28% 52% 11% 

Other* 33% 25% 10% 7% 0 22% 

Prostitution** 0 0 10% 14% 43% 0 

Public Transit 0 8% 10% 3% 24% 7% 

Social Service Facilities* 13% 0 7% 14% 33% 0 

Street Level Drug Activity* 20% 17% 31% 48% 52% 4% 

Young Offenders 20% 42% 24% 21% 29% 26% 

* p < 0.05; ** p < .001 

 

Business owners/operators were invited to share other thoughts or comments about crime, 

victimization, and the Surrey RCMP. Comments were provided by 55 of the respondents. One-third 

(35 per cent) of these comments concerned past or ongoing criminal activity at or near the 

business. The next most common comment (27 per cent) was one of appreciation for the efforts 

made by the local RCMP. Slightly less than one-quarter (23 per cent) of the comments observed that 

the Surrey RCMP would benefit from more resources, in particular, more staff, and that a greater 

presence on the streets was needed. Nearly one-fifth (18 per cent) perceived that the Surrey RCMP 

was doing a good job, but that their efforts at preventing and responding to crime were hampered 

by an ineffective justice system. However, nearly as many comments (16 per cent) noted that the 

Surrey RCMP was too reactionary and needed to focus more on preventing crime. Finally, less than 

one-tenth of the comments concerned wanting information from the RCMP on crime prevention for 

businesses complaining that they never saw the RCMP conduct visits or crime prevention checks. 

Related to this were a few comments complaining about feeling unsafe (7 per cent). 

Conclusion 

Overall, businesses were generally satisfied or very satisfied with the Surrey RCMP; however, the 

analyses identified some areas of concern for business owners that suggest the RCMP can make 

some improvements in their services to the business community. While generally not perceiving 

that crime had increased in their area since the previous year, a majority of business 

owners/operators felt that there was more crime in their neighbourhood than in other parts of 

Surrey and that crime was a serious problem in the neighbourhood where their business was 

located. Unfortunately, the perception that crime was a serious problem in their area appears to be 
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based on personal experiences, as nearly two-thirds of all responding businesses reported being 

the victim of at least one crime in the past 12 months. Much of this involved nuisance crimes (e.g. 

graffiti, vandalism) that, although not perceived as a serious form of criminal activity, can 

substantially increase the operating costs of businesses. In addition, there were some serious forms 

of victimization reported by businesses, including some robberies and theft of motor vehicle. 

Generally though, the most common crimes experienced were vandalism and break and enters.  

The fact that breaking and entering was one of the two most common forms of victimization 

suggests that businesses may need to engage in more crime prevention strategies. Generally, 

businesses did engage in a variety of crime prevention activities, including installing alarms, 

increased lighting, and locking up valuables and removing cash at night. Unfortunately, the way in 

which the information was collected for this study did not allow for a causal determination to be 

made. In other words, it is not known whether the businesses engaged in these activities prior to or 

after experiencing a break and enter. One way to increase the chances that crime prevention will be 

successful would be for the Surrey RCMP to implement a program similar to London’s Project 

Safeguard. This project, while designed for residential areas, involves an audit of the building to 

determine its risk for victimization. Volunteers from the police auxiliary inspect the home and 

provide suggestions on ways to “target harden”.1 This is similar to the HomeSafe program run 

locally by the Surrey Fire Service. 

According to the City of Surrey’s 2012 Annual Crime Reduction Report2, the City already operates a 

“Business License Outreach” program where new businesses operating in Surrey are visited by 

Community Safety Officers and provided with information on crime prevention, as well as a 

security assessment. The results of the current study indicated that victimized businesses had been 

in operation for, on average, nearly 16 years. Thus, the City of Surrey might consider expanding its 

program to businesses already in operation, particularly to businesses in Cloverdale, Guildford, and 

Whalley. The program could begin using a drop-in system, where community safety officers could 

be assigned to a random selection of businesses each month. In time, this program could be 

converted into a “by request” program, where businesses wanting a follow-up review of their crime 

prevention activities could go online to request a visit from a program representative. It should be 

noted that a side benefit of this program would be the increase in communication between 

businesses and their local police detachment. This is important as several respondents indicated 

that they never saw the RCMP in their neighbourhood and that they would welcome drop in visits 

from a police officer so that they could share their views regarding neighbourhood concerns or 

experiences of victimization. This type of communication might also increase the willingness of 

business owners and operators to report victimizations.  

Other than having informal conversations with business neighbours, the vast majority of business 

owners and operators did not share information regarding crime or crime prevention with other 

                                                             

1
 For more information on this program visit 

http://www.police.london.ca/d.aspx?s=/Community/Safety_Awareness/Project_Safeguard.htm  

2
 The 2012 Annual Report can be accessed from 

http://www.businessinsurrey.com/storage/Crime_Reduction_Annual_Report_20121.pdf  

http://www.police.london.ca/d.aspx?s=/Community/Safety_Awareness/Project_Safeguard.htm
http://www.businessinsurrey.com/storage/Crime_Reduction_Annual_Report_20121.pdf
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neighbourhood businesses. This is an area where the Surrey RCMP may be able to offer their 

services. Half of the responding businesses indicated that they would be interested in joining a 

business watch program or other crime prevention program for businesses. The Surrey RCMP may 

want to consider assigning a member from their crime prevention unit to build such a program, 

particularly since a primary source of dissatisfaction of businesses with the RCMP appeared to be 

their perception that the RCMP did not adequately seek the input of businesses. In addition, the vast 

majority of businesses felt that the Surrey RCMP failed to keep them well informed of incidences of 

crime and current/ongoing crime prevention activities in their business neighbourhood. Given the 

current popularity of social media, such a program might be characterized by a twitter feed that 

businesses can follow or, for more privacy, a neighbourhood or community business page on 

Facebook they can join. Regardless of the methodology, businesses could receive alerts from the 

RCMP or other businesses regarding crime in their neighbourhood and can share ideas and 

successes for crime prevention, such as jointly hiring a security guard, sharing information 

regarding business discounts on alarm purchases, or coordinate participation in neighbourhood 

initiatives, such as a weekend litter clean-up up or graffiti removal event. Should such a program be 

initiated, the Surrey RCMP should consider piloting it in Cloverdale, Fleetwood, or Guildford where 

a majority of respondents expressed interested in participating in such a program.  

Some businesses also seemed interested in attending seminars on crime prevention. Given this, 

Surrey RCMP’s crime prevention unit may consider holding crime prevention awareness seminars 

in each of the six communities where they can focus on the particular crimes experienced in that 

community, hear business concerns about other social and public issues that may contribute to 

crime in that neighbourhood, and provide information on what the detachment is doing to prevent 

crime. It is important to acknowledge that in the City of Surrey, the Surrey Board of Trade operates 

a Crime and Justice Team.3 This team reviews and takes a position on various crime and justice 

issues facing the city. Importantly, together with the RCMP, they also hold breakfast meetings 

several times a year in different parts of Surrey during which the RCMP presents information about 

their crime reduction efforts, following which businesses are invited to present and discuss local 

crime concerns. These meetings are open to businesses to attend. However, given that many 

businesses in the current study did not report formal participation in such events and that a 

primary source of dissatisfaction with the RCMP was the perceived failure of the RCMP to seek 

business input, the presence of this team and the opportunity to attend and value of attending these 

meetings needs to be more clearly marketed to business owners. Alternatively, these meetings 

could be held at different times to allow for those who cannot attend during the mornings to 

participate, or the meeting coordinators could solicit input from business owners prior to holding 

the event so those who could not attend could still have their general concerns discussed at the 

meeting. These meetings could also be webcasted to allow business owners/operators who cannot 

attend in person to view or participate online. Further, a summation of the meeting discussion 

could be distributed to businesses through a twitter feed and Facebook page to allow businesses to 

keep up to date with crime prevention activities in their community. In addition, the City of Surrey 

may consider holding a general open house once a year where all businesses are invited to come 

                                                             

3
 For more information on this team, visit http://www.businessinsurrey.com/crime-and-justice/  

http://www.businessinsurrey.com/crime-and-justice/
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and express their concerns to the City and to the RCMP, learn about current crime prevention 

activities, and receive updated advice regarding target hardening their businesses.  

Many of the results discussed in this report were affected by the location of the business. In 

particular, businesses in South Surrey were less concerned about crime in their neighbourhood and 

were more concerned with problem behaviours, such as traffic issues. In contrast, the majority of 

businesses in all five other Surrey communities felt that crime was a serious problem, though the 

nature of that crime differed somewhat, ranging from break and enters as the most commonly 

experienced crime of vandalism, graffiti, and fraud-related crimes. The City of Surrey’s Crime 

Prevention Society already conducts a variety of crime prevention or crime response programs, 

including programs for auto theft, graffiti removal, and speed watches. The results of this study 

suggest that the implementation of these programs should be made using community-based 

analyses as some concerns differed by community. For instance, a graffiti removal program may be 

most beneficial for businesses operating in Fleetwood, where half of all reported crime by 

businesses involved graffiti, whereas speed watch programs might be more beneficial for South 

Surrey businesses. Theft from auto programs may be most beneficial in Whalley, Cloverdale, and 

Newton where a third or more of businesses reported this as a form of past year victimization.  

In addition to theft of and from auto, traffic issues, and graffiti, another common crime and disorder 

issue reported by businesses was drug dealing. This was also an issue that businesses often 

perceived the Surrey RCMP as being ineffective at adequately responding to. In particular, 

businesses in Newton and Whalley reported drug dealing as a particular issue of concern, and 

approximately half of businesses in each of these communities reported that street level drug 

activity was a factor contributing to crime rates in and around their business. Therefore, the next 

crime prevention program developed by the City of Surrey should focus on removing street level 

drug deals/use from neighbourhoods in Newton and Whalley. Some of the businesses reporting this 

as a concern indicated that drug use was ongoing in stairwells and parking lots in and around their 

business. Having auxiliary and sworn members conduct more foot patrols may reduce some of this 

activity; however, Surrey RCMP may want to consider assigning a crime analyst to further explore 

this issue and design a targeted intervention program to disrupt street level drug activity. 

Once again, overall, businesses were generally satisfied or very satisfied with the services provided 

by their local RCMP. However victimization in the past year was fairly high and businesses 

consistently identified areas of dissatisfaction with the available RCMP services suggesting that 

Surrey RCMP has the capacity to improve satisfaction rates among businesses operating in the City 

of Surrey. In particular, ensuring businesses become more involved in crime prevention initiatives, 

both in terms of providing input and receiving information, should enhance businesses satisfaction 

with the Surrey RCMP. 
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Appendix A – City of Surrey Business Safety Survey 
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Information Sheet for Participation 
 
On behalf of the City of Surrey and the Surrey RCMP, the Centre for Public Safety and Criminal Justice Research 
at the University of the Fraser Valley in Abbotsford is conducting a business safety survey concerning your 
perception of safety in Surrey, BC and your satisfaction with the Surrey RCMP. Your mailing address was 
randomly selected from a list of registered businesses operating in the City of Surrey for participation in this 
study. We ask that this survey is please completed by the main owner or operator of this business.  
 
We hope that you will find this questionnaire easy to follow. The survey should take you approximately 20 
minutes to complete and is completely anonymous. In most cases, all you have to do is circle or check the answer 
that best describes how you feel. Please do not put any identifying information, such as your name, business 
name, or address on this questionnaire as this study is designed to be completed anonymously. 
 
As you have been advised by the enclosed covering letter, your participation is voluntary, and your responses will 
be anonymous to the City of Surrey, Surrey RCMP, and the university researchers. By completing and sending in 
your survey, you are giving consent to be part of our study. In this regard, please remember that you are mailing 
the questionnaires directly to us at UFV, all of the information is aggregated for reporting purposes, we will not 
reveal individual responses to anyone, and given the anonymous nature of this survey, we cannot specifically link 
you with any of your responses.  
 
In addition to your anonymity, you are free to not answer any question in the survey that you would rather not 
answer. Any information that you can provide us regarding your perceptions of safety in Surrey and satisfaction 
with the Surrey RCMP will help to inform our final report to the City of Surrey and Surrey RCMP regarding 
improved policing in Surrey. You will be able to download a copy of this final report later this summer from the 
following website: http://cjr.ufv.ca. In addition to using the aggregated information collected through these 
surveys to write a final report and presentation for the Surrey RCMP, data collected through this study may also 
be used to develop academic articles or presentations in the future. 
 
You will see that we have provided you with a pre-stamped envelope for the return of your questionnaire. We are 
hoping to have your questionnaire returned to us by  
 

Friday March 28th, 2014. 
 
We will be phoning your business within the next couple of weeks to answer any questions you may have. For the 
present, if you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call the University of the Fraser Valley at 1-888-504-
7441 extension 4106. For any concerns regarding the administration of the survey, please contact Adrienne Chan, 
UFV AVP of Research, Engagement, and Graduate Studies at 604-557-4074. The ethics of this research project 
have been approved by the UFV Human Research Ethics Board. 
 
Many thanks, 

 
Dr. Irwin Cohen, University Research Chair 
School of Criminology & Criminal Justice, University of the Fraser Valley                                                                   

http://cjr.ufv.ca/
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YOUR THOUGHTS ON BUSINESS SAFETY IN SURREY 
 

In this section, please tell us how safe you feel your business is in Surrey and what things you might have 
done to increase the safety of your business. 

 
1. Compared to one year ago, in general, would you say that the overall level of crime in the 
neighbourhood where your business is located has: 

1. Increased a Lot      ☐  
2. Increased a Little       ☐   
3. No Change        ☐   
4. Decreased a Little    ☐  
5. Decreased a Lot   ☐  
6. Does not apply (new to area)    ☐ 

 
2. How safe from crime do you feel your business is compared to one year ago? Please check only 
ONE response.  
 1. Much Less Safe      ☐  

2. Somewhat Less Safe       ☐   
3. No Change        ☐   
4. Somewhat Safer    ☐  
5. Much Safer    ☐  
6. Does not apply (new to area)    ☐  

 

3. Have you done any of the following things to protect your business?  Please Check ALL that 
Apply 

1. Installed a burglar alarm ☐ 
2. Installed outdoor lighting ☐ 
3 Put bars or grilles on the windows and/or doors ☐ 
4. Kept less cash on the premises ☐ 
5. Locked away valuable items at night ☐ 
6. Installed a security camera or CCTV ☐ 
7. Hired a security company for outside the business premises ☐ 
8. Hired Loss Prevention Officers ☐ 
9. Used signs to warn that no cash is on the premises at night ☐ 
10. Talked with business neighbours about crime prevention ideas ☐ 
11. Improved door/window locks, or installed shatterproof glass ☐ 
12. No, have not done any of these things ☐ 
13. Other (please specify in the space provided below) 

 
 
 
 

☐ 
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4. In what ways do you share information with any other neighbourhood businesses about possible 
criminal activity? Please check all that apply. 
 0. I do not share information with them  ☐  

1. Regular meetings    ☐ 
2. Personal contact with business neighbours  ☐  
3. Phone/Email alerts    ☐ 
4. Local business/neighbourhood association  ☐  
5. Other (please specify)    ☐ _____________________________________ 
 
 

EXPERIENCES WITH PAST YEAR BUSINESS VICTIMIZATION 
 

In this section, we would like you to tell us if your business has experienced criminal activity in the last 
12 months. Crime includes activities such as: break and enter; robbery; theft; vandalism; or anything else 

that you felt was a crime. 
 
 
5. Thinking about ALL the crimes your business has experienced in the PAST 12 
MONTHS, please tell us what those were (Check all that apply): 

 

 

Yes 

0. No criminal activity happened  ☐ 

1. Break and Enter ☐ 

2. Fraud, Forgery, Counterfeit Money ☐ 

3. Graffiti ☐ 

4. Physical Violence or Threat of Violence Against Staff ☐ 

5. Physical Violence or Threat of Violence By Staff ☐ 

6. Robbery or Armed Robbery ☐ 

7. Shoplifting ☐ 

8. Theft by Employee ☐ 

9. Theft OF Auto  ☐ 

10. Theft FROM Auto ☐ 

11. Theft of Intellectual Property (e.g. Corporate Data, Computer Hacking, Trademark, Business Plans) ☐ 

12. Threatened by local criminals/extorted ☐ 

13. Vandalism ☐ 

14. Other (please specify in the space provided) 

 

 

 

☐ 
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6. Thinking about ALL the different types of crimes you just identified, please rank the 
3 most common crimes your business has experienced (for example, if  the most 
common crimes your business has experienced were mainly shoplifting, then theft by 
employee, and thirdly, vandalism, you would mark a 1 in shoplifting, a 2 in theft by 
employee, and a 3 in vandalism): 

 
 
 
 

Rank 
0. No criminal activity happened   

1. Break and Enter  

2. Fraud, Forgery, Counterfeit Money  

3. Graffiti  

4. Physical Violence or Threat of Violence Against Staff  

5. Physical Violence or Threat of Violence By Staff  

6. Robbery or Armed Robbery  

7. Shoplifting  

8. Theft by Employee  

9. Theft OF Auto   

10. Theft FROM Auto  

11. Theft of Intellectual Property (e.g. Corporate Data, Computer Hacking, Trademark, Business Plans)  

12. Threatened by local criminals/extorted  

13. Vandalism  

14. Other (please specify in the space provided)  

 

7.   Thinking about all the crimes your business experienced in the PAST 12 MONTHS, how often 
did you report the incident(s) to your local police? 

 0. Never     ☐     
1. Some of the Time (less than 50%) ☐   
3. Half of the Time (exactly 50%)  ☐ 
2. Most of the Time (more than 50%) ☐ 
3. All of the Time    ☐ 
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8. There are many different circumstances that may affect why people do not report 
their victimisation to the police. Were any of the following reasons why you have not 
reported an incident to the local police? 

 
 
 

Please Check ALL 
that Apply 

0. Not applicable – I reported all incidents ☐ 

1. You did not want to get involved with the police ☐ 

2. You did not want to get involved with the courts ☐ 

3. You did not think that the police could do anything about it ☐ 

4. You were concerned about revenge by the offender ☐ 

5. You felt it was too minor to report ☐ 

6. It was a personal matter and did not concern the police ☐ 

7. Nothing was taken or the items were recovered ☐ 

8. You dealt with it in another way ☐ 

9. You did not want anyone to find out about the incident ☐ 

10. You felt that the police would not help ☐ 

11. Because your insurance premiums would increase ☐ 

12. You were worried about fear of publicity or media coverage ☐ 

13. You did not want a child or children arrested or jailed ☐ 

14. You did not want to take the time to report the incident to the police ☐ 

15. The damage or loss was less than your insurance deductible ☐ 

16. Other (please specify what in the space provided) 

 

 

☐ 
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9. In general, how satisfied or unsatisfied are you with the following aspects of the Surrey 
RCMP? Please circle the one answer that best applies to each question. 

 
  Very 

Unsatisfied 
Mostly 

Unsatisfied 
Mostly 

Satisfied 
Very 

Satisfied 

1. The level of competence in solving crimes 1 2 3 4 

2. The number of officers on the street 1 2 3 4 

3. The ability to communicate with businesses 1 2 3 4 

4. Being responsive to the needs of the business community 1 2 3 4 

5. The seeking of input from businesses 1 2 3 4 

6. The professionalism of the detachment 1 2 3 4 

7. Their speed in responding to calls for service 1 2 3 4 

 
10. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements 
in relation to your business in Surrey: 
 
  Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Agree Strongly 

Agree 

1. Crime is a serious problem in the neighbourhood where my 
business is located 

1 2 3 4 

2. In the last year, the rate of crime in the neighourhood 
where my business is located has increased 

1 2 3 4 

3. There is more crime in the neighbourhood where my 
business is located than in other parts of Surrey 

1 2 3 4 

4. The incidence of crime in Surrey is higher than in other 
parts of Metro Vancouver 

1 2 3 4 

5. The Surrey RCMP keeps me well informed of crime that 
occurs in the neighourhood where my business is located 

1 2 3 4 

6. The Surrey RCMP keeps me well informed of the 
community policing and crime prevention programs and 
services available 

1 2 3 4 

7. The Surrey RCMP keeps me well informed of ways to 
prevent and reduce crime related to my business 

1 2 3 4 

8. The Surrey RCMP involves the business community in 
addressing crime and public safety issues 

1 2 3 4 
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11. This is a list of some things that may be a problem for your business. Using a scale of 1 through 
5  where  1  is  “not  a  problem”  and  5  is  a  “definite  problem”,  please  indicate  to  what  extent  each  of  
the following is a particular problem for your business that you believe Surrey RCMP should 
devote more resources and attention to. 

 
  Write a Number between 1 and 5 

(1 = Not a Problem  
5 = A Definite Problem) 

1. Litter, Broken Glass, Trash, or Graffiti  
2. Grow Operations (Marijuana)  
3. “Crack  houses”  
4. Drug Dealing  
5. Unlicensed or Unregulated Recovery Homes  
6. Unlicensed Bars / Clubs  
7. Organised Crime / Gang Activity  
8. Property Crime  
9. Motor Vehicle Theft  
10. Impaired Driving  
11. Traffic Issues (e.g. speeding, using cell phones while driving)   
12. Public Intoxication  
13. Loitering Youth / Groups of youth gathering in public places  
14. Public Disorder / Causing a Disturbance  
15. Homelessness  
16. Mentally Ill Persons  
17. Prostitution  
18. Illegal Suites  
19. Personal or Violent Crime  
20.  Unsightly Properties  
21.  Panhandling / Begging  
21. Other – please explain 

 
 

 

 

12. Considering all the problems you just identified in Question 9, please list, in order of 
importance, the three (3) problems you would MOST want the Surrey RCMP to devote more 
resources and attention to. 
 

1. ____________________________________________________________________________ 

2. ____________________________________________________________________________ 

3. ____________________________________________________________________________ 
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13. In general, how effective or ineffective do you feel that the Surrey RCMP is in managing each of 
these crime and safety issues in Surrey? Please circle the one answer that best applies to each 
question. 
  Very 

Ineffective 
Mostly 

Ineffective 
Mostly 

Effective 
Very 

Effective 

1. Auto Theft 1 2 3 4 

2. Break and Enter 1 2 3 4 

3. Economic Crime / Fraud / Identity Theft 1 2 3 4 

4. Grow Ops / Clandestine Drug Labs 1 2 3 4 

5. Nuisance Behaviour / Public Disorder 1 2 3 4 

6. Organized Crime / Gang Activity 1 2 3 4 

7. Prostitution / Solicitation 1 2 3 4 

8. Street Level Drug Activity (Drug Use / Dealing) 1 2 3 4 

9. Traffic Safety 1 2 3 4 

10. Mischief (Vandalism / Graffiti) 1 2 3 4 

11. Violent Crimes 1 2 3 4 

12. Youth /Youth-at-risk / Young Offenders 1 2 3 4 

 
 
14. In your opinion, what are the main factors contributing to crime in and around your business? 
Please check all that apply. 

1. Abandoned Buildings       ☐ 
2. Presence of social service facilities (e.g., recovery homes, methadone clinics) ☐ 
3. Homelessness        ☐ 
4. Mental Health Issues       ☐ 
5. Addiction Issues        ☐ 
6. Lack of Police Presence       ☐ 
7. Licenced Premises / Liquor Outlets      ☐ 
8. Prostitution        ☐ 
9. Public Transit        ☐ 
10. Street Level Drug Activity       ☐ 
11. Gang-Related Activity       ☐ 
12. Young Offenders        ☐ 
13. Other: __________________________________________________________ ☐ 

  

15.  Overall, how satisfied or unsatisfied are you with the Surrey RCMP?   
1. Very Unsatisfied  ☐  
2. Mainly Unsatisfied   ☐ 
3. Mainly Satisfied  ☐ 
4. Very Satisfied    ☐ 



10 
 

In this section, we need to ask you some basic information about yourself and your 
business to confirm that those responding to our survey are a representative sample 

of businesses in Surrey. Please note that this information is still anonymous and 
cannot be used to identify you or your business. 

  16.  How long have you operated your current business?    |_____|_____|_____|  months  
 
 
17. Which category best describes the type of business that you operate? 
 

 
 

Please Check 
ONLY ONE 

1. Accommodation, Food Services ☐ 
2. Arts, Entertainment, Recreation ☐ 
3. Automotive ☐ 
4. Construction ☐ 
5. Educational Services ☐ 
6. Finance and/or Insurance ☐ 
7. Health Care / Social Assistance ☐ 
8. Professional Services ☐ 
9. Real Estate / Rental / Leasing ☐ 
10. Manufacturing ☐ 
11. Trade (Retail, Wholesale) ☐ 
12. Transportation and Warehousing ☐ 
13. Utilities ☐ 
14. Other (please specify):  ☐ 

 

18. What is the Postal Code at your business?  V |_____|_____|   |_____|_____|_____| 
 

19. How many employees do you have at your business?  |_____|_____|_____|_____|_____| employees 
 
 
20. Would you be interested in being associated with a business watch program or some other crime 
prevention program for businesses? 
 
 0. No ☐  1. Yes  ☐ 
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21. Please use this space to provide any additional comments you would like to make about crime, 
business safety, and your local police department. 
 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Thank you, again, for your participation. Please put the completed anonymous survey into the pre-
addressed and stamped envelope and return it by mail to us by Friday March 28th. 
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