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Executive Summary

I
The Objectives of the Report

1.
The report aims to provide a framework for assessing the costs of anti-social behaviour (ASB); to integrate available estimates of cost into that framework; identify key knowledge gaps; and advise on the use of proxies.

II
Definitions of ASB

2.
ASB is defined in relation to the harm caused to others.  Estimates of the costs of ASB should therefore take account of the costs incurred by all those affected and not just of the costs to government and its agencies.

3.
ASB is also defined by categories of behaviours or activities, some of which directly harm people, others of which damage property and some of which are simply a nuisance.  In the literature and policy documents, these categories are often exemplification, rather than a complete listing.  Some of these categories relate mainly to the home and its neighbourhood.  Others are more general, including schools, workplaces and commercial/leisure areas.

4.
Some definitions of ASB suggest that the behaviours must be (i) severe and/or (ii) persistent.  This would imply that only a sub-set of activities in each category should be included in ASB.

5.
Most definitions of ASB involve some overlap with definitions of crime.  Some indeed include all crimes.  Common sense would suggest some delineation – although it may be that all criminal activity has some element of ASB within it.

III
Measuring ASB

6.
Given the problems of definition listed above, it is hardly surprising that measurement of the extent of ASB presents considerable difficulties.  It does not fall readily into categories.  It does not lie within the remit of a single agency and many incidents go unrecorded.

7.
The Home Office day count on 10 September 2003 addressed these issues by providing a defined set of categories which is inherently only a sub-set of ASB (e.g. it excludes some types of behaviour that have been subject to ASBOs).  It concentrates on recording by as wide a set of agencies as possible.  It includes reports by the public and behaviours directly observed by agencies.  Many incidents will not have been counted.  Others will have been included more than once.   Finally, the quality of the count and what is included will undoubtedly vary greatly across localities.

8.
The number of behaviours is only one element in measuring the extent of ASB because of its inherent attribute of affecting others.  To address issues of cost fully it would be necessary to know the numbers of direct and indirect victims as well as the extent of any wider impact e.g. changes in general attitude to the neighbourhood or to fear of crime, and the extent of the distress of those affected.  All that the count can provide is numbers of reports by category.  The impact on others has to be assessed indirectly from additional evidence.

IV
Incidence and Importance of ASB

9.
There is considerable evidence in the literature of increases both in ASB itself and in the extent to which ASB is being addressed in a formal manner.  However, there are categories where both recorded incidents have fallen and survey respondents have perceived improvement.

10.
ASB appears to be particularly prevalent in large metropolitan areas and in deprived neighbourhoods.   Incidence of ASB is thus positively correlated with many of the variables used to categorise neighbourhoods.

11.
There is considerable discussion of the extent to which ASB generates a ‘broken window’ syndrome, although very little quantitative evidence relating to this hypothesis.  Equally, there is some evidence that for victims who experience ASB, additional incidents may incur lower costs – although total costs continue to increase.

12.
It is clear both from survey evidence and analyses of neighbourhood problems that ASB is a non-trivial problem, placing heavy burdens on agencies and on a wide range of direct and indirect victims.  Measuring the extent of these costs is however much more difficult.

V
A Framework for Estimating the Costs of ASB
13.
ASB generates negative values, thus reducing the welfare of all those affected by the behaviours.  It also incurs costs of prevention and alleviation. To the extent that these reduce the costs borne by the victims, victim costs should be measured in net terms – i.e. they should take account of the costs incurred to offset or prevent their loss of welfare.  

14.
Major problems arise in measuring the costs of ASB because of the lack of a clear definition, the extent to which the effect varies with the type of activity, and the concentration of activities, in time, place and the categories of victims.  Ideally, therefore, one would wish to measure costs by category of ASB together with a range of other factors.

15.
A general framework would have seven stages:

· the definition of categories and a count of the numbers in each category;

· clarification of the outputs/outcomes from each category;

· specification of the groups affected and the numbers in each group;

· as assessment of the reduction in welfare associated with each category of ASB and victim;

· clarification of any major non-linearities in impact;

· estimation of the costs of offsetting the welfare loss through (i) direct costs of amelioration/prevention; (ii) direct costs of non-amelioration; and (iii) the net losses of welfare to victims measured after (i) and (ii) by compensation or preparedness to pay;

· summation of these costs into an overall economic (including social) cost of ASB.

16.
In practice most analyses of costs concentrate on the actual costs to agencies of alleviation or non-alleviation (not even necessarily the best approach).  A simplified approach which delineates ASB; measures levels of activity; estimates the costs incurred by agencies for the mix of activities that they face; estimates the costs of dealing with perpetrators; sums these costs; and measures the cost of a percentage increase or decrease in ASB to agencies would provide at least a partial answer to the costs of addressing ASB.  However it would deal only with financial costs.  It would not measure the overall costs of ASB because it excludes the net impact on victims.

17.
Current approaches to providing a framework for evaluating the costs of ASB do little more than generate categories of costs incurred by categories of agency (with victims sometime mentioned as a residual).

VI
Evidence on the costs of ASB

18.
There are two general types of evidence on the costs of ASB available:  (i) direct costs (including sometimes imputed costs) to agencies and (ii) some general usually correlational or, on occasions, ordinal measures of attitudes to types of ASB and related activity.  Data are also available at different levels of aggregation from individual to national.

19.
There is a large number of more or less detailed estimates of particular types of cost.  However, the majority of the evidence is agency and location specific and the details provided are rarely adequate for generalisation.

20.
There is however some consistency perhaps enough to provide some initial estimates of unit costs.  This suggests that in estimating costs it would be appropriate to distinguish:

(i)
ASB incidents which require only staff time to note the report/refer the incident;

(ii)
ASB incidents which involve low levels of physical damage or staff intervention;

(iii)
ASB incidents which involve larger-scale remediation either physical or in terms of staff time;

(iv)
ASB incidents involving formal intervention, including legal action such as eviction or ASBOs.

21.
At the lower end costs are of the order of £20-£50.  At the upper end, there are examples of over £1m for the vast majority of incidents when action is taken.  However the costs vary between £100 and £10,000.  

These are very general estimates and would need detailed analysis of particular costings.  They do not directly reflect costs of non-alleviation such as increased vacancies.  Most importantly they exclude any net costs to victims.

22.
There is little or not direct evidence on the costs to victims other than survey evidence of how people perceive their neighbourhoods.  Some American reports do attempt to address the issue particularly in terms of longer term costs.

VII
Gaps and Proxies

23.
It is clear that there are far more gaps than there is evidence, although both the qualitative and quantitative material available gives useful indications of what is required.

24.
One important area of decision is the extent to which costs can be associated with categories of ASB and thus to the evidence of the count.  In the main what is available is couched in different terms – the costs of dealing with certain types of output/outcome or the correlational evidence on victims’ attitudes.

25.
To address this issue some qualitative evidence was obtained on the proportions of recorded ASB that are dealt with in different ways.   It suggested that agencies categorise ASB by severity rather than by the type of ASB and that more costly action was taken in a relatively small but significant proportion of all incidents.

26.
It is clear that any more detailed estimate even of direct costs would require:

· clear categorisation of the numbers and types of victims as well as the numbers of incidents;

· detailed understanding of the resources used (both staff costs and materials/other impacts) in addressing each type of activity;

· detailed evidence of the proportions of each type of ASB activity attracting each type of response.

27.
The most fundamental gap however relates to measures of the net welfare loss to victims of different types.  These should, in principle, be measured by preparedness to pay to avoid of by the compensation required to offset that loss. Both measures have limitations which are well discussed in the cost-benefit literature.

28.
Some elements could be addressed by estimating the real resource costs of secondary alleviation activity – such as hospital costs and improvements to the area.  Here there is no direct evidence at the present time.  Others can only be addressed by examining values that have been employed in existing cost benefit approaches where victims have suffered damage.  Most of these related to health costs and/or to value of life.  A fundamental problem in using these estimates is that there is no direct evidence on the impact of different categories of ASB to which to apply these values.

29.
Proxies that can be employed include insurance costs, compensation payments and property values.  Insurance costs provide the market’s estimate of the cost of alleviation of particular outputs/outcomes.  They specifically take no account of subjective values of welfare loss.  Compensation e.g. for victims of criminal activity takes some account of these costs but only as perceived by a third party.

30.
Changes in property values have been estimated as a proxy for the value of certain types of activity.  Some of the estimates are very high, suggesting problems of specification and omitted values.  There are also perverse results, perhaps arising from recording biases.  As such they can provide some indication that ASB is important but are not yet well specified enough to use in direct measures of cost.  This input relates back to problems of definition, measurement and recording of ASB.

VIII 
Conclusions

31.
Overall the principles by which the costs of ASB might be measured are clear.  However the evidence in the literature on actual costs gives little more than exemplification.  It is clear that ASB is a non-trivial problem.  Equally different types of behaviour can be grouped into categories to which cost ranges can be attached.  But these refer only to agency costs, not to wider social costs.
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