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Executive summary 

This report summarises the available data on crime, disorder and 
community safety in the City of London. We have used the most up-to- 
date data available (2021). It provides information on the levels and 
type of crime, disorder and community safety issues in the area and 
shows how these figures have changed over time. It also summarises 
the views of residents in relation to crime, disorder and community 
safety issues. 
Finally, it identifies gaps in knowledge. The report provides the evidence 
base to inform the new Safer City Strategy and supports the Safer City 
Partnership to fulfil their legislative obligations under Section 17 of the 
Crime and Disorder Act 1998 (as amended by the Police and Justice Act 
2006 and the Policing and Crime Act 2009) to review, on an annual basis, 
data around crime, disorder and community safety. 

 
Overview of crime in the City of London 

 
Overall, the City of London is a safe area to live, work and visit 
compared to the rest of London. From April 2018 to March 2021, it had 
the lowest total number of recorded crimes and the lowest number of 
recorded violent crimes of all London boroughs. Given that the City was, 
in this period, the most densely populated part of the UK between 7am 
and 7pm every weekday in this time, with some 480,000+ people 
travelling into it each weekday, this is a particularly compelling finding. 

 
However, reported crime in the Square Mile has increased steadily over 
the last few years, from 1,500 on average per quarter in 2016 to 1,800 
on average per quarter in 2021. COVID-19 lockdowns had an impact on 
Q1 of 2021 reported incidents, as the Square Mile as well as the nation 
slowly recovering from previous restrictions. This equated to a 27% 
reduction in reported incidents within Q1 of 2021, compared to Q1 of 
2016. As a result of the impact COVID-19 restrictions as previously 
mentioned, we will be omitting comparison with 2020 data. Instead, we 
will be using 2019 as the benchmark of our comparisons. 

 
Theft appears to be driving the steady increase in crime in the City of 
London, representing around 30% of all recorded crimes in the City in 
2016, as well as in 2021. Reflecting this, the rate of acquisitive crimes 
against the person increased steadily from 2016 to 2021. If we compare 
2019 and 2021 data we find that this offence category has increased by 
18.1% as a proportion to total reported incidents. The largest number 
of thefts recorded in 2021 were in Bishopsgate, then Farringdon within. 
However, when size differences between wards are adjusted for, those 
with the highest concentration of thefts are Cordwainer and 
Candlewick wards. 

 
The next most prevalent crimes recorded in 2019 were: 

 

• Violence/assaults (16.25%), with the largest proportion of the 
1,053 such recorded crimes in 2021 occurring in Bishopsgate (251 
or 24%). The next highest levels were Tower and Castle Baynard 
wards, although ambulance callouts for violent incidents were 
low in these areas. The top 3 Reasons for Ambulance within the 
City were; Unconscious/Fainting, NHS 111 Transfer and Falls. May 
represent the impact of Covid on the City. 

 

• Anti-social behaviour (ASB) (15%). Bishopsgate had the highest 
numbers of ASB incidents in the City in 2021, with 211 of the 970 
(22%%) incidents recorded there. However, Cripplegate, 
Portsoken & Aldgate, show the highest concentration of 
recorded ASB relative to the size of the wards, with 102, 45 and 
45 incidents per square km respectively. 
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• Shoplifting (10.02%), concentrated in Langbourn ward, which 
includes Leadenhall Market. There were 107 incidents in 
Langbourn in 2021, This was closely followed by Bishopsgate 
which, recorded 100 incidents within 2021. If we take into 
consideration the size of the ward, the likes of Langbourn  have 
a greater concentration of incidents per sq km. 

 
 
 
 

Two types of recorded crime are increasing over time, albeit from small 
initial bases: drugs and bicycle theft. Crimes that were drugs related rose 
from 4% (rank 8) in 2016 to 5% in 2019, continuing up to 7.5% in 2021. 
Bicycle theft continued to be a feature of the composition of recorded 
incidents. Maintained a level from 5% and 4% respectively in 2016 and 
2019 and maintaining a similar level within 2021 of 4%. This appears to 
be in line with the increase in cycling in this period, as well as the overall 
trend within London Boroughs. Portsoken, Bridge & Tower show the 
highest concentration of bicycle theft when size of the ward is 
considered. 

Community priorities 
 
 

Residents' spontaneous community safety concerns focus on transport 
and traffic, accounting for around one-quarter of questions asked at each 
of the annual residents meetings over the last four years. The number of 
questions related to safer city themes, including anti-social behaviour and 
homelessness, are more variable, peaking at around 30% of questions at 
these meetings in 2018. 
When prompted with a list of potential community safety-related 
concerns in a survey in November 2018, people in the City (residents, 
visitors, workers and learners) said terrorism was their biggest concern. 
This was followed by anti-social behaviour, road safety, personal theft 
and rubbish and litter on the street. 

 
Survey respondents generally felt safe in the City; however, 16% of online 
respondents indicated that they felt either very unsafe or fairly unsafe after dark, 
and a significant minority of respondents (41% face-to-face and 28% online) said 
that they worry about being a victim of crime at least some of the time. 

 
In general, people responding to the survey had a positive view of the Police, 
and large majorities of respondents (81% face-to-face and 83% online) felt 
the Police were doing a good or excellent job and agreed that, if they were to 
have contact with the Police, the Police would treat them with respect, would 
be friendly and approachable, would treat them fairly, and would act with 
integrity. However, slightly lower majorities of respondents agreed that the 
Police understand their local concerns. 

 
 

1 https://www.cityoflondon.police.uk/projectservator 

Suicides in England and Wales by local authority - Office for National Statistics (ons.gov.uk) 

Rough sleeping snapshot in England: autumn 2021 - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk) 

https://www.cityoflondon.police.uk/projectservator
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/birthsdeathsandmarriages/deaths/datasets/suicidesbylocalauthority
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/rough-sleeping-snapshot-in-england-autumn-2021/rough-sleeping-snapshot-in-england-autumn-2021
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Vulnerable people and communities 
 

The City of London Police (CoLP), working with partner agencies across the City, maintain a detailed vulnerability dashboard tracking data and trends in offences 
involving vulnerable people. For many of the vulnerability strands, the numbers are too low in the City to allow for reporting or additional analysis. However, 
there are some themes emerging: 

 

• Post-pandemic ‘return to normal levels’: after a fall during lockdown, numbers of adults and children at risk and incidents of recorded domestic violence, stalking 
and harassment, and those involving people with mental health qualifiers appear to be returning to pre-lockdown levels; 

 

• Hate crime is decreasing: there has been a general decreasing trend for recorded hate crime in the City over the last two years. 

• Around three-quarters of recorded hate crimes in the City and across London are motivated by race. Those recorded in the City are more likely to be motivated by 
religion than in the rest of London, and less likely to be motivated by sexual orientation, transgender or disability; 

 

• Levels of suicide and attempted suicide remain high, and constant: almost 100 people attempted suicide in the City in 2020, with around three- 
quarters of these happening from one of the five River Thames bridges maintained by the City Bridge Trust, with London Bridge and Tower Bridge 
recording the highest number of attempts. These figures, as well as the overall total number of attempts, are consistent with the previous two years; 

 

• Ambulance callouts for overdose/poisoning show a steady increase until the COVID-19 lockdowns: this report estimates, based on extrapolating the 
percentage of drug users in the Crime Survey for England and Wales to the daytime population of the City, that there are around 10,000 frequent drug 
users in the Square Mile. Public Health England regularly find that there is a high level of unmet need for support services, with over half of  those 
estimated as dependent on opiates and/or crack cocaine not receiving any treatment for this; and 

 

• Homelessness numbers remain stable in the City, and have high levels of multiple need: in 2021, referencing the nation rough sleeping snapshot 
statistics. We can see that on any given night within the City there are 20 individuals estimated to be sleeping rough within the City. The Covid 
Homeless Rapid Integrated Screening Protocol (CHRISP) conducted by clinicians from University College London Hospital following the ‘Everyone In’ 
initiative to protect the homeless during the pandemic, provided a health assessment for 140 rough sleepers in Hackney. CHRISP data found 51% of 
rough sleepers met clinical thresholds for a diagnosis of depression and/or anxiety, with a further 25% suffering from a severe mental health condition, 
such as bipolar disorder or psychosis. A further 17% were dually diagnosed, meeting the clinical thresholds for daily injecting drug use and severe 
mental health. 
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Other areas of focus 
 

Since 2005, there have been 25 fatal highway casualties on roads within 
the City of London. There have also been 793 serious and 4,781 slight 
highway casualties within this time. Looking specifically at serious and 
fatal highway casualties since 2015, the leading casualty modes are 
pedestrian, followed by pedal cycle and then powered two-wheelers. 

 
This data can be viewed alongside a steady increase in daytime weekday 
population numbers during this time and changes in mode of transport. 
Specifically, in the period 2017–2019 the number of people cycling in the 
City rose by 11% (and has quadrupled since 2009) while there was a 7% 
reduction in motor cars, with freight vehicles unchanged and van  volumes 
increasing by 2%. This means that the number of casualties proportionate 
to the number of people in the City is actually falling over time. 

 
 

The City’s night-time economy (NTE) is relatively safe compared to local 
comparator areas, though consumption of alcohol and intoxication in 
the City appears to be relatively high. In July 2019, 921 licensed 
premises were identified as open during the hours of 6:00pm – 6:00am in 
the City of London. Of these, 736 were public licences and 185 were 
private licences. The City of London had the lowest level of ambulance- 
related callouts per 100 licences compared to other local NTE areas such 
as Shoreditch, London Bridge/Borough, Brick Lane and the West End (73, 
with the other areas reporting 100–125) and substantially lower levels of 
CoLP callouts (195 per 100 licences, with other areas showing 332–691). 

While the NTE in the City is comparatively safer than others across 
London, areas of focus did emerge. The Liverpool Street NTE area, 
particularly Bishopsgate ward, were showing signs of stress, and 
Monument and Bridge NTE area was showing early signs of concern, 
particularly in relation violence, anti-social behaviour and cleanliness of 
premises. The prevailing impression gained from premise observation is 
that most premises are well managed and appropriate measures are in 
place to meet the licensing objectives, but that consumption of alcohol 
and intoxication in these premises is relatively high. 

 

Extensive monitoring across the Square Mile demonstrates that air 
quality is improving. There has been a particularly marked 
improvement in the area of the Square Mile that meets the European 
Union and World Health Organization health-based targets for nitrogen 
dioxide (NO2 – a product of fuel combustion). This has gone from very 
small patches of the Square Mile in 2016 to 30% in 2018, increasing to 
67% in 2019. The impact of the response to the COVID-19 pandemic led 
to a further reduction in nitrogen dioxide across the City during 2020. 
Overall, levels of nitrogen dioxide were 35–40% lower than in 2019, with 
particulate matter, PM10, being around 10% lower over the same period. 
Once activity picked back up in 2021, levels of air pollution returned to 
pre-lockdown levels. 
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Data gaps 
 

The strategic assessment team were able to access high-quality 
depersonalised data for most areas in the statutory data lists, 
usually via SafeStats. The gaps identified were: 

 

• No bus data was available in SafeStats for recorded 
crimes on buses – apart from this, the recorded crime 
data across all three Police forces operating in the City 
would be assessed as green. SafeStats are aware and this 
is being addressed). It would also be useful to know 
whether they are repeat victims or victims of multiple crimes. 

 

• Corporation data:  more is required within the 
corporation in order to enrich the strategic assessment 
as a whole and to gain an understanding on data 
gaps/reality of the situation. A broader analysis of 
reported incidents and offences from different 
departments, could shed light on patterns and   
emerging trends within the corporation. 

 

• NHS data: it has been difficult to gain access to NHS 
data we can only make inferences from Local Authority 
(LA) data from SafeStats. This data is green and helps to 
start to paint the picture but doesn’t tell the full story of 
the reality within the City. Data from the NHS could help 
us to understand the increase in violence against a 
person for example. As previously noted, Ambulance 
call-outs were low within certain wards but reported 
incidents of violence were high. The addition of NHS 
data may help to fill this void. 

 
 

 2 Under 18s are covered by the boroughs in terms of Youth Offending 
Team/Youth Offending Service rather than The Probation Service. 

• The Probation Service are happy to provide the required 
anonymised data but, due to current capacity, resource and 
time constraints as a result of fundamental structural change 
within the service in relation to The Probation Service reform, 
will be unable to do so in time for this report. Therefore, there 
is no data on prison releases or young offenders and very 
limited data on prolific and priority offenders.2 
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A brief review of other Community Safety Partnership strategic 
assessments was undertaken as part of the scoping work for this report. 
This identified a number of additional types of data that were frequently 
being collected, monitored and used by Community Safety Partnerships 
to help them develop a comprehensive picture of crime, disorder and 
community safety issues in their areas. The team tried to access similar 
data, with contrasting results. Notable gaps included: 

 

• Limited victim demographics and intelligence, including age, 
gender, ethnicity, first part of postcode (apart from Stop and 
Search data). This data would be useful to better understand 
the demographics most affected by certain offences. This 
can then feed back into our strategy to tackle the issue at 
hand and help prioritise the most at-risk individuals for the 
greatest impact. 

• Limited service user voice: there is some data relating to 
residents and business views towards the Police and the City 
Corporation, but none was available about views towards other 
Safer City partners. 

 
There is also a gap in finding and applying an effective benchmark for 
the predominantly business areas of the City. Ideally, comparisons 
would be made with the central business districts of other comparable 
cities, both in the UK and in other countries. 

 

Finally, data publication lags and the lack of verified real-time data for 
many of the areas in the report present some issues. Ideally, data would 
be made available more frequently, starting with a shift from annual 
reporting to quarterly, where resources allow. 
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City of London Safer City Partnership 

1. Introduction 

The Square Mile is the historic centre of London and is home to the ‘City’ 
– the financial and commercial heart of the UK. The Square Mile shares 
boundaries with Hackney, Tower Hamlets, Camden, Islington, Southwark, 
Lambeth and the City of Westminster. The City Plan 2036: Shaping the 
Future City3 provides a wealth of information about the area, some of 
which is replicated in the rest of this section. 

 

The City is a relatively safe place to live, work and visit, with low rates of 
crime compared to other London boroughs. The continuing security and 
safety of the City is key to its success, whether as a base for a company, a 
place to live or somewhere to spend leisure time. As a world-leading 
financial and professional services centre, addressing potential risks from 
fraud, terrorism and cyber crime is of critical importance. 

 
The City is London’s historic business core and today represents the 
largest concentration of office-based employment in the capital. It forms 
a world-leading international financial and professional services centre, 
renowned for its financial, insurance and legal sectors, which are the 
main office occupiers. There were 23,580 businesses and 522,000 
workers in the City in 2018 and employment is projected to continue to 
grow over the long term. Over 98% of all the City businesses are Small 
and Medium Enterprises (SMEs) with fewer than 250 employees; 80% 
have fewer than 10 employees. 
The permanent residential population of the City, estimated to be around 
8,000, is small in comparison to the daily working population in excess of 
520,000. The Greater London Authority's (GLA’s) 2016-based projections 
suggest that the City’s population (excluding those with main homes 

elsewhere) will have a modest increase to approximately 10,000 by 2036. 
As the City’s housing stock increases, the resident population does not 
increase in proportion, as many residential units are used as second 
homes or for short-term letting. The 2011 Census indicated that there 
were 1,400 second homes in the City of London. 

 
As can be seen in Figure 1, the majority of the City’s housing is 
concentrated around the edge of the City in four estates: the Barbican; 
Golden Lane; Middlesex Street and Mansell Street. Other residential 
areas are located in Smithfield, the Temples, parts of the riverside 
(Queenhithe), Fleet Street (City West), Carter Lane and around Botolph 
Lane. Most residential units are flats with one or two bedrooms. 

 

Figure 1: housing concentration in the City of London 
 
 

3 https://www.cityoflondon.gov.uk/assets/Services-Environment/cityplan-2036-march- 

2021.pdf 

https://www.cityoflondon.gov.uk/assets/Services-Environment/cityplan-2036-march-2021.pdf
https://www.cityoflondon.gov.uk/assets/Services-Environment/cityplan-2036-march-2021.pdf
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2. Safer City Partnership 

The Safer City Partnership (SCP) is the Community Safety Partnership for 
the City of London. These partnerships were established in the Crime and 
Disorder Act 1998. The 2006 review of the Crime and Disorder Act and 
subsequent amendments to legislation resulted in an approach to 
Community Safety Partnerships that was more flexible and allowed more 
local discretion. 
The key statutory responsibilities of the Community Safety Partnership 
(CSP) are as follows: 

• a strategy group to be made up of senior representatives from 
the responsible authorities; 

• prepare, implement and performance manage an evidence-led 
annual strategic assessment and three-yearly partnership plan  
for the reduction of crime and disorder in the area; 

• consult the community on the levels and patterns of crime, 
disorder and substance misuse and on matters that need   to  
be prioritised by the partnership; 

• reduce re-offending; 

• co-ordinate domestic violence homicide reviews; 

• share information among the responsible authorities within the 
Community Safety Partnership; and 

• assess value for money of partnership activities. 

The City of London SCP brings together statutory (marked with an 
asterisk) and non-statutory agencies who have a role in keeping the 
Square Mile safe, specifically: 

• The City of London Corporation* 

• The City of London Police (CoLP)* 

• London Fire Brigade* 

• The Probation Service (London Division)* 

• Clinical Commissioning Group/NHS City and Hackney* 

• British Transport Police (BTP) 

• The City Police Authority* 

• Transport for London 

• The Guinness Partnership (social housing provider) 

• City of London Crime Prevention Association. 

* The ‘Responsible Authorities’, as defined by the Crime and Disorder Act 
1998 (and associated regulations) 

The SCP plays a key role in reducing crime and other harms that affect 
those who live, work and visit the City of London. It works to the five 
priorities laid out in the Safer City Partnership Strategic Plan 2019–20224, 
namely: 

 

• vulnerable people and communities are protected and 
safeguarded; 

• people are safe from violent crime and violence against 
the person; 

• people and businesses are protected from theft 
and fraud/acquisitive crime; 

• anti-social behaviour is tackled and responded to effectively; and 

• people are safe and feel safe in the Night-Time Economy. 

 
 

 
4 https://www.cityoflondon.gov.uk/assets/Services-DCCS/safer-city-strategic-plan.pdf 

https://www.cityoflondon.gov.uk/assets/Services-DCCS/safer-city-strategic-plan.pdf
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3. Crime, Disorder and Community Safety Strategic 
Assessment 

 
As previously mentioned, each Community Safety Partnership is required 
to prepare, implement and performance manage an evidence-led annual 
strategic assessment. This report fulfils this function. 

 
It summarises the available data on crime, disorder and community 
safety in the City of London. It provides information on the levels and 
type of crime, disorder and community safety issues in the area and 
shows how these figures have changed over time. It also summarises the 
views of residents in relation to crime, disorder and community safety 
issues. Finally, it identifies gaps in knowledge which the SCP may want to 
consider taking action to address for future strategic assessments. 

 
Interpreting the data in this   report 

 

Throughout the report, crime rates for the 2019 calendar year are used 
for benchmarking purposes, rather than 2020. This is because this is the 
latest full year of data available which has not been affected by the 
response to the COVID-19 pandemic. Apart from this, the report draws 
on the most up-to-date data available. 

 
Data is drawn from a variety of other sources, including published annual 
reports and publicly available datasets, with all sources referenced. 
Where possible, crime data in this report is aggregated from data 
provided by the three different Police forces operating in the City, in 
order to provide as comprehensive a picture as possible. These three 

 
 
 

5 https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/research-and-analysis/safestats 
6 https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/publications/city-of-london-crime- 

data-integrity-inspection-2019/ 

forces are: the City of London Police (CoLP), the Metropolitan Police 
Service (MPS) and British Transport Police (BTP). 

 

The crime figures themselves are almost all drawn from the pan-London 
‘SafeStats’ database, held by the Greater London Authority (GLA)5.This is 
a secure data platform hosting a variety of crime and community safety 
datasets from key organisations in one place, which has been built up 
incrementally since 2001. 

 

All crime data in this report is based on recorded, rather than reported, 
figures. This is the number of crimes that are formally recorded by Police 
officers to the Home Office, not the number of possible crimes that are 
reported to the Police and/or investigated by them. 

 

In 2019, the CoLP were inspected6 and their crime data integrity graded 
as ‘good’. The MPS were inspected in 2018 and also received a ‘good’ 
grade7 (there is no public record of a crime data integrity inspection for 
the BTP since the new approach was introduced in 2017). While it is 
recognised that the recorded crime statistics, by themselves, do not give 
an exhaustive picture of crime in the City, these good crime recording 
practices provide a good amount of confidence in the recorded crime 
statistics used throughout this report. 

 
All data is anonymous and no data is reported at an individual level, in 
order to ensure that no individuals are able to be identified in this report. 
This means that, on occasion, data is not provided where there are 10 or 
fewer people affected, in order to maintain confidentiality. 

 
 
 
 
 

7 https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/publications/metropolitan-police- 

service-crime-data-integrity-inspection-2018/ 

https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/research-and-analysis/safestats
https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/publications/city-of-london-crime-data-integrity-inspection-2019/
https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/publications/city-of-london-crime-data-integrity-inspection-2019/
https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/publications/metropolitan-police-service-crime-data-integrity-inspection-2018/
https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmicfrs/publications/metropolitan-police-service-crime-data-integrity-inspection-2018/
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4.1 Types and levels of crime in the City of London 

This chapter provides an overview of crime within the City of London, 
how it has changed year-on-year, which types of incidents make up the 
total and how different parts of the Square Mile fare in terms of levels of 
crimes recorded. 

 

Overall crime levels 
 

Overall, the City of London is a safe area to live, work and visit. We can 
see a steady increase in reported incidents within the City from 2016 – 
2021. If these figures are compared to other London boroughs we can 
see that the City of London is ranked the lowest in the level of crime. 
Taking into account the fact the City was, the most densely populated 
part of the UK between 7:00am and 7:00pm every weekday in this time, 
with some 480,000+ people travelling into it each weekday, this is a 
particularly compelling finding. 

 
Figure 2a shows a steady increase and a drastic decrease within overall 
reported crime within 2019. This was due to COVID-19 and has been 
mentioned previously as an impact to monitoring patterns and having a 
true picture of the reality within the Square Mile. 

 

One should note that, in the report, all of the definitions and categories (of 
crime/incident type) used are based on what is recorded in SafeStats 
(where the data have been fully verified), or from the original publicly- 
available non-SafeStats data source (as set out in Appendix  D). 

Note also that, where data on incidents are provided by the BTP: 
• If the incident occurs just outside of a railway/tube station, it will 

instead be covered by CoLP/MPS; 

• If on a train between two stations, the location has been 
approximated to destination station. 

 

Figure 2a: All recorded incidents of crime, within City Of London, 2016–Mar 2021 
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Figure 2b: all Police (MTP, BTP & ColP) recorded incidents of crime,, 2019– 2021 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 2b filters only police records MTP, BTP and ColP. We can also find 
a similar trend within the data. Q1 of 2021 was impacted by the previous 
lockdowns and had 959 reported police incidents. This compared to a Q4 
total incidents of 2,488. This could partly be due to the festive periods 
and seasonal celebrations, which increases footfall and the population 
that visits the City. This subsequent increase could result in an increase in 
crime taking place. 

We have compared the City of London with Westminster, in order to 
gain some comparisons of a landscape with a similar business and 
residential make up. The size of the latter must be taken into 
consideration when making comparisons. From the overview of Figure 
3 we can see a similar trend with the lowest level of reports within the 
year falling in Q1 and the highest level within Q4. This again could 
correlate with the seasons of the year and the increase in social 
activities this presents. 

 

 
 

Figure 3: All reported crime within Westminster & CoL 2021 
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Theft appears to be driving the steady increase in crime in the City of 
London up to the COVID-19 lockdowns. The charts in Figures 4a–c below 
show the composition of the total reported crimes as a snapshot within 
December 2021 (Figure 4a), 2019 (Figure 4b) and 2021 (Figure 4c). In 
2019, Theft (See Appendix E) represented the largest proportion of 
crimes reported (39% of the total). This represents a large increase since 
2016 (31%) and an even greater increase in number of thefts given the 
increase in the number of all crimes between these two years. As the 
total number of crimes fell in 2021, the number of thefts fell as a 
proportion of that, to 28%. The next most prevalent groups were 
Violence / Assaults, followed by Anti-Social behaviour and Shoplifting. 

 

Two types of recorded crime are increasing over time, albeit from small 
initial bases. The first are those which are Drugs related, which rose from 
4% (rank 8) in 2016 to 5% in 2019, continuing up to 8% (rank 5) in 2020. 
Bicycle theft showed a similar pattern, maintaining a similar trend from 
5% and 4% respectively in 2016 and 2019, to 4% in 2021. 

 

 

Figure 4a: Snapshot of total incidents within December 2021 hot spots 

 
 
 

Figure 4b: Recorded 2019 crime  breakdown 
 
 

 

Figure 4c: Recorded 2021 crime   breakdown 
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4.2 Ward analysis and benchmarking 

Figure 5 below shows, the number of incidents per square kilometre of all 
types of crime combined within each of the 25 wards of the City of 
London. All of the information shown here, and in the chapters that 
follow, is adjusted to the area of each ward, allowing the data to be 
expressed in terms of incidents per square km. Without this adjustment, 
larger wards would artificially show higher numbers of crime, simply 
because they are larger. Therefore, showing crime density (i.e: the 
number of crimes per square km) allows comparisons to be made 
between wards in a more meaningful way. 

 
In Figure 5, the wards with the highest rates of total crime, as recorded 
by the MPS and the CoLP in 20218, are those in blue – i.e: Langbourne, 
Candlewick and Bishopsgate, with the lowest being Bassishaw (light 
blue). 

 

Figure 5: Incidents of recorded crime in 2021 per square km, by ward 

Benchmarking approach 
While comparing levels of crime between wards is useful, the data 
becomes even more meaningful when crime levels in areas of the City are 
compared with similar areas across London. Undertaking this comparison 
at a local level, or even a ward level, can be useful but has some 
drawbacks, due to the variance across London in terms of types of area, 
with affluent and deprived areas often side by side. 

 
One way to mitigate this is to use the Index of Multiple Deprivation, 
commonly known as the IMD, to underpin benchmarking. The IMD is the 
official measure of relative deprivation for small areas in England, ranking 
every small area from 1 (most-deprived area) to 32,844 (least-deprived 
area). It combines information from the seven domains to produce an 
overall relative measure of deprivation. The domains are combined using 
the following weights, derived from consideration of the academic 
literature on poverty and deprivation, as well as the levels of robustness 
of the indicators, as follows: 

 

• Income Deprivation (22.5%); 

• Employment Deprivation (22.5%); 

• Education, Skills and Training Deprivation (13.5%); 

• Health Deprivation and Disability (13.5%); 

• Crime (9.3%); 

• Barriers to Housing and Services (9.3%); 

• Living Environment Deprivation (9.3%). 

The IMD works at a Lower-Layer Super Output Area (LSOA) level, a geo- 
spatial measure developed by the Office for National Statistics which 

 
 

8 British Transport Police data recording categories are excluded due to inconsistencies 
in the way data is recorded 
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9 Using CoLP and MPS data (BTP data cannot be used due to the way it is recorded by 
SafeStats) in City wards 

 

divides England into a series of 32,844 small areas of a similar population 
size, with an average of approximately 650 households per LSOA. 

When this is applied to the City of London, four area ‘clusters’ emerge. 
 

These are shown in Figure 6 and can be summarised as: an affluent 
cluster towards the top of the IMD rankings to the north of the City 
around the Barbican; two clusters in the middle of the rankings in the 
west and centre of the City (one of which is predominantly business 
based, containing relatively few residential households) and a cluster of 
relative deprivation to the east of the City, which is around three- 
quarters down the IMD rankings. 

 

Figure 6: Map of IMD clusters in the City of London 
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This approach to benchmarking is less effective for the fourth, 
predominantly business, cluster. While using the IMD to derive 
benchmarks works well for areas with residential populations, these 
remaining wards of the City have very few residents and therefore 
making such direct comparisons is less reliable. Instead, comparisons 
should be made with crime rates in the central business districts of 
other cities, both in the UK (e.g.: Manchester) and in other countries 
(e.g: New York City). A better developed method will need to be curated 
that compares a closer-fit landscape to the City of London. 

4.3 Recorded crime outcomes and detection rates 
 

Figures 7a–c show the distribution of outcomes for all crimes recorded by 
the City of London and the Metropolitan Police in the City of London, and 
how it has changed between 2018 and 2020.  The most common 
outcome during this period is one where, on completion, no suspect has 
been identified. This constituted 38% of incidents recorded in 2018, 
increasing to 43% in 2019 and 53.19% in 2021. 

 

The incidents where the suspect was charged increased from 8% in 2018 
and 2019 to 16% in 2021, while those receiving cautions decreased from 
3% in 2018 and 2019 to 2.6% in 2021. Those where it was not possible to 

prosecute the suspect increased from 8% in 2018 and 2019 to 16% in 
2021. 

 

Figure 7a: Recorded outcomes for City of London Police and Metropolitan Police 
for crimes recorded in the City of London, 2018 
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Figure 8a below shows the detection rates for the CoLP9. Detection rates 
within 2021 reached 25%. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Figure 7b: Recorded outcomes for City of London Police and Metropolitan Police 
for crimes recorded in the City of London, 2019 

 
 

Figure 7c: Recorded outcomes for City of London Police and Metropolitan 
Police for crimes recorded in the City of London, 2021 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 8a: Break down of recorded detected outcomes 

 
 
 

 

9 https://data.police.uk/data/ According to the Home Office, a reported offence is 
classified as 'detected' when a suspect has been charged or summoned; cautioned; 
fined; or had an offence taken into consideration by a court. 

https://data.police.uk/data/
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4.4 Police Stop and Search 
 

Figures 9a–d show the distribution of reasons and outcomes for ‘Stop 
and Searches’, this helps the build a profile of an individual most likely to 
be stopped and on what grounds. This is data that has been recorded in 
the City of London by the CoLP only, between 2019 and 2021. The data 
used, in this section of the report, have been sourced from existing 
reports published by the CoLP on their website10. 

 

Figure 9a shows a different trend compared to reported incidents within 
the three-year period (2019-2021). The trend associated with 2020 is one 
of a significant decrease in reported incidents, however we can see from 
9a that Stop and Search levels actually reached a peak during this period. 

 
 

Figure 9a: Recorded Stop and Search incidents by month, City of London Police 
 

10
 https://www.cityoflondon.police.uk/police-forces/city-of-london-police/areas/city-of- 

london/stats-and-data/stats-and-data/ 

https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.cityoflondon.police.uk%2Fpolice-forces%2Fcity-of-london-police%2Fareas%2Fcity-of-london%2Fstats-and-data%2Fstats-and-data%2F&data=04%7C01%7C%7C0cf762562df44f95c83c08d915519886%7C9fe658cdb3cd405685193222ffa96be8%7C1%7C0%7C637564262467190931%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=znlnx0JkzG%2FZtJmxrVGs5P0pvai%2FvHETmBxZlDqvlGc%3D&reserved=0
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.cityoflondon.police.uk%2Fpolice-forces%2Fcity-of-london-police%2Fareas%2Fcity-of-london%2Fstats-and-data%2Fstats-and-data%2F&data=04%7C01%7C%7C0cf762562df44f95c83c08d915519886%7C9fe658cdb3cd405685193222ffa96be8%7C1%7C0%7C637564262467190931%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=znlnx0JkzG%2FZtJmxrVGs5P0pvai%2FvHETmBxZlDqvlGc%3D&reserved=0
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.cityoflondon.police.uk%2Fpolice-forces%2Fcity-of-london-police%2Fareas%2Fcity-of-london%2Fstats-and-data%2Fstats-and-data%2F&data=04%7C01%7C%7C0cf762562df44f95c83c08d915519886%7C9fe658cdb3cd405685193222ffa96be8%7C1%7C0%7C637564262467190931%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=znlnx0JkzG%2FZtJmxrVGs5P0pvai%2FvHETmBxZlDqvlGc%3D&reserved=0
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Figure 9b shows a snapshot between July-September 2021 of the reasons 
for Stop and Searches. We can see that ‘drugs’ is by far the leading 
category within this timeframe and is then followed by ‘going equipped’. 
The percentage change in comparison with the previous quarter has 
changed for drugs, falling from 70% to 57% and an increase for going 
equipped from 12% to 26% of overall reasons. The majority of searches 
related to possession of cannabis and a smaller number for other 
controlled drugs. 

 

 
Figure 9b: Recorded Stop and Search reasons in the City of London July-Sep 2021 

 

Figure 9c shows the most common days and times for searches to take 
place. We can see that the peak times for searches during Q3 was on 
Wednesdays between 14:00-16:00. However the majority of searches 
took place during Thursday and Friday. Levels are noticeably lower 
between 03:00-10:00 and Sunday and Monday are noticeably the most 
quiet days in regards to Stop and Searches. If we break this down to 
reasons of search, we can see that most common days were Thursday 
and Friday also. With activity peaking between 19:00-20:00 and 15:00-
17:00. 

 

 

Figure 9c: Recorded Stop and Search outcomes in the City of London 

 
Figure 9d presents the proportion of Stop and Searches by ethnicity. The 
highest proportion of subjects were White (41%). However, this was 
determined by the officer conducting the search and therefore may not 
be the most accurate. Those identifying as Asian remained relatively 
unchanged over this time, while the proportion who were Black  
increased to 23%. Regarding gender, the vast proportion of those 
stopped were male 90%; the proportion who were female was 10%. 

 

Figure 9d: 2021 recorded stop and searches by ethnicity 
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4.5 Resident crime, disorder and community safety   concerns 
 

The City of London Corporation and the CoLP run two joint City-wide 
resident engagement sessions a year, to fulfil statutory consultation 
requirements. The event starts with speeches from (or their 
representatives) the Commissioner of the CoLP, the Chairman of Policy 
and Resources and the Town Clerk, City of London Corporation and guest 
speakers on topical issues, to provide a general update on issues of 
interest to residents living in the City of London. 

 
These are followed by a question and answer session with the Panel, 
where residents have the opportunity to ask questions about issues of 
concern. These questions can be either submitted in advance or asked 
during the event, and can cover anything of interest or concern to 
residents. 

With the exception of the 2020 meetings, which were run online due to 
COVID-19 restrictions, the events are run in the Great Hall at Guildhall 
and include a small ‘marketplace’ where various service and community 
providers, including the SCP, are invited to host ‘stalls’ where they can 
interact with residents before the event starts. The events are well 
advertised and every effort is made to support residents with any 
accessibility needs, through the provision of free transport, a creche and 
translation services, if required, and the use of Hearing Loop technology 
throughout the event. Attendance was 180 in 2017, 155 in 2018, 228 in 
2019 and 103 for the online event in 2020. 

Demographic information on attendees is collected at all in-person 
events for equality monitoring purposes, and compared with the 2016 
Office for National Statistics residential profile for the City of London. As 
can be seen in Figure 10a, attendance in 2018 (no data is available for 
2020 as it was online) was broadly representative in terms of disability, 
though this became over-represented in 2019. In both years there was 
variance in terms of gender and age, with women, older people   and 
those from a White ethnic background over-represented. 
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Figure 10a shows the composition of online & face-face respondents 
 

Figure 10a shows the breakdown of respondents via face-to-face 
interaction and online. We can see that the majority of respondents 
online are between 35-54 and also work in the City. Whereas, face-to- 
face participants the majority were aged 16-34 but shared the same 
similarity for their connection to the City. 
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Figure 10b: Face-to-Face vs Online respondents- ranking on issues of safety 
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The questions themselves provide useful qualitative information about 
specific resident concerns. Detailed below are summaries of the areas 
residents’ questions cover, for issues where there have been three or 
more questions, with at least two of these raised in one year (in order to 
pick up issues of concern to more than one resident), during the 
reporting period. 

 

• Climate action – energy: increasing solar energy; community 
energy projects; improved insulation and underfloor heating; 

 

• COVID-19: social distancing on City streets; safe eating out and 
entertainment and how soon can large gatherings happen; 

 

• Anti-social behaviour (ASB): general queries about what action is 
being taken to stop ASB; spitting in public places; groups of young 
people ‘loitering’ and obstructing public walkways and cycleways; 
harassment in public spaces; lack of public conveniences and 
‘drunken visitors’; 

 

• Homelessness: concern over growth in numbers, including around 
Barbican Tube station and St Bartholomew’s Church; general 
queries about what action is being taken to support people into 
new homes/offer care; question on how can residents help 
signpost people to support; concern that giving money to beggars 
exacerbates the issue; 

 

• Police presence: lack of visibility of Police patrols on foot on the 
Barbican Estate; lack of Police ‘around club nights in Smithfield’; 

 

• Rising crime levels: perceived rising crime levels on the Golden 
Lane Estate and increased drug dealing on Little Britain; concern 
about pickpockets and burglary protection and general queries 
about action being taken; 

 
• Skateboarding: concern around skateboarders in specific places, 

including ‘the steps leading down to the Millennium Bridge’, the 
Highwalk, St Paul’s Cathedral and the Thames Path. One resident 
summarised a number of concerns raised thus: “There is 
widespread disregard of rules on cycling, skateboarding and other 
activities such as parkour which involve almost takeover of the 
Podium in places. Large groups gather for these activities and 
cause a disturbance and damage to the flower beds and tiles. 
These groups sometimes behave in a threatening manner if asked 
to stop and create an atmosphere that feels threatening. 
Residents are very concerned. What can be done to discourage the 
participants?” However, another resident was more positive 
towards the skateboarders, asking the question “young people 
should be applauded for undertaking exercise such as 
skateboarding. Can an official facility be made available for 

skateboarders within the City?”; 
 

• Air quality: concern around idling engines, whether the City is 

collecting and analysing NO2 emissions, including during the 
COVID-19 lockdowns and specific concerns about air quality in 
High Tiber Street and Upper Thames Street; 

 

• Beech Street tunnel: general concerns around the Beech Street 
tunnel project, including pedestrian safety with the traffic island 
removed; air pollution in the Tunnel and driver access, with one 
resident commenting “my delivery driver/taxi driver won’t drive 
down Beech Street for my drop off, more needs to be   done!”; 

 

• Cycling: general queries about what action is being taken to 
‘control the behaviour of cyclists’, with concerns mentioned 
around cyclists using the pavements, ignoring red lights and 



S C P S t r a t e g i c A s s e s s m e n t May2022 
 

 

cycling on the Highwalk. There was also a request for ‘a new cycle path on the pavement by the barrier’; 
 

• Noise pollution: this included concerns around high-performance vehicles around Silk Street, the noise of the Underground trains on the Circle Line at night, 
and the noise of Police and Ambulance sirens at night. There were also five concerns raised about construction noise, including one about out-of-hours 
construction noise, which are classified under Planning and Development issues; 

 

• Traffic management: this included several specific locations where residents wanted increased pedestrian access, where mini-roundabouts were wanted 
and concerns about U-turns; and 

 

• Transport access: these comments related to disabled access around the City, especially around Bank junction, and poor service on bus routes. One resident 
summarised by saying “living and working in the Aldgate ward, we currently have no bus routes on the three main arteries: Bevis Marks, Leadenhall & 
Fenchurch. Taxis are nowhere to be seen during the working day, because they're prohibited from crossing the Bank junction. How are people to go about 
their day/operate businesses in the City if half the streets are out of use, bus stops out of action and taxis prohibited from entering/crossing Bank during the 
day??? Too many streets have been closed despite there being hardly any pedestrians - and have resulted in making the City look like a permanent 
construction site. Could you please reconsider these measures which have been largely unnecessary and don’t seem to take into account the people who are 
living and trying to make a living in the City.” 
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Figure 10d: 2021 City-wide residents meeting attendee perceptions of safety in 2 scenarios, compared to 12 months ago 
 
 
 

 

 

 
Figure 10e: 2021 City-wide residents meeting attendee perceptions of safety in 
three scenarios, compared to 12 months ago 

 

 
In November 2018, the CoLP commissioned a community survey of 
residents, workers and visitors in the City11. This consisted of 511 
street interviews and a further 482 interviews undertaken online. 
Information drawn from this report is used in the rest of this chapter. 
 
11 https://democracy.cityoflondon.gov.uk/documents/s117179/Pol_46- 
19_Community%20Survey%20Report_Appendix_A.pdf 

 
 

Although the questions asked in the face-to-face survey and the online 
questionnaire were more or less identical, the two methodologies were 
different. For example, the face-to-face survey was led by a specialist 
interviewer, whereas the online questionnaire was designed for self-completion 
by the respondent. Moreover, while loose controls (based on the respondent’s 
age and their connection to the City) were applied to the face-to-face survey, no 
such controls were applied to the online questionnaire, which was intentionally 
made widely available for any interested party to complete. 

 
Compared with the online activity, proportionally more visitors, and 
fewer workers, took part in the face-to-face activity. The face-to-face 
survey also achieved a somewhat younger age profile, with proportionally 
more respondents aged 16 to 34 (41%, compared with 18% of online 
respondents). The gender profile was similar for both activities, with 
more males than females taking part. 
Because of these key methodological differences, it would be 
inappropriate to simply amalgamate or merge the results from the two 
activities. They are therefore reported separately in the main body of this 
report; however, some broad comparisons between the two sets of 
results have been made below. 

https://democracy.cityoflondon.gov.uk/documents/s117179/Pol_46-19_Community%20Survey%20Report_Appendix_A.pdf
https://democracy.cityoflondon.gov.uk/documents/s117179/Pol_46-19_Community%20Survey%20Report_Appendix_A.pdf
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Respondents were asked to select their three biggest concerns 
from a list of issues that might affect the City. For both 
activities (i.e. face-to-face and online), terrorism was the most 
widely identified concern, cited by 34% of face-to-face 
respondents as one of their top three concerns (25% had it as 
their top concern) and by 64% of online respondents as one of 
their top three concerns, as can be seen in Figures 10b. The 
face- to-face respondents’ next biggest concerns were anti-
social behaviour (30%), rubbish and litter on the street (24%) 
and drug misuse/dealing (24%), shown in Figure 10b; however, 
online respondents were more likely to identify road safety 
and personal theft among their biggest concerns, as can be 
seen in Figure 10b. 

 
Respondents generally felt safe in the City; however, 16% of 
online respondents indicated that they felt either very unsafe 
or fairly unsafe after dark, and a significant minority of 
respondents (41% face-to-face and 28% online) said that they 
worry about being a victim of crime at least some of the time. 

 
In general, and across both methodologies, respondents have a 
positive view of the Police, and large majorities of respondents 
(81% face-to-face and 83% online) feel the Police were doing a 
good or excellent job. 
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Across both methodologies, substantial majorities agreed that, if they 
were to have contact with the Police, the Police would treat them with 
respect, would be friendly and approachable, would treat them fairly, and 
would act with integrity. However, slightly lower majorities of 
respondents agreed that the Police understand their local concerns (and 
again, this was the case for both of the surveys). 

 
Large majorities of respondents feel confident that they would receive a 
good level of service if they were to report a crime to CoLP, although 
fewer online respondents indicated that they would feel ‘very confident’ 
(32%, compared with 48% of face-to-face respondents). The most 
common reasons for lacking confidence in the level of service were: a 
previous negative experience of the service; believing that the Police lack 
the resources needed to respond appropriately; and scepticism that the 
Police care about or respond to minor crimes. 

 
In addition, the annual City-wide residents meeting, the City Corporation 
also holds an annual consultation meeting with business ratepayers, at 
which the City of London Police Commissioner gives an annual update. 
Questions and issues related to community safety, crime and policing are 
summarised below. 

 
2018 

• A ratepayer commented on work on cyber crime and that many 
businesses are facing harsh reviews on data protection, and 
questioned if this is having any impact on the CoLP in relation to 
the data it holds. 

 
2019 

• A ratepayer referred to the huge amount of pressure on policing 
and questioned whether there was any expectation of increased 
funding at a national level coming through to the   City. 

• Another ratepayer suggested businesses were keen to support the 
City of London Police and questioned if business rates could be 
increased to support security. 

• Finally, another ratepayer questioned whether there was an 
argument for City of London Police becoming part of a larger 
organisation. 

 
2020 

• A ratepayer referred to a problem with rough sleepers in the 
Devonshire Square area and the issues relating to debris including 
waste products, urine, excrement, needles, cigarettes and drugs. It 
also presents access issues to the building. The ratepayer 
confirmed he had reported the incident and the response had been 
good, but that it has proved ineffective as the individuals keep 
returning. 

• Another ratepayer questioned how much of the business rate 
premium was allocated to the Police Force and the Chamberlain 
clarified that the premium was ringfenced for security and all 
money was allocated to the CoLP. 

• A third ratepayer referred to an international pandemic on fraud 
and stressed this issue is bigger than London, saying it is a national 
responsibility that requires national funding 

 
2021 

• A Ratepayer asked whether any consideration had been given to 
reducing the licensed hours of bars, which may reduce instances of 
anti-social behaviour and crime. 



 

 

Crime in focus 
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5.1 Victims & Suspects  
 
We can see  f rom th e data  for  2021 that  most  su spects  were with in  the age ran ge of  25 -30 years  of  age .  The most  pop ulous age i s  
25  years  of  age w it h  a  suspect  count  o f  33 d i f ferent  su spects  be ing ident i f ied  to  be th is  age,  on  t he date  of  the of fen ce 
occurr in g( f igu re  11a) .  Th is  t rend  i s  mir rored with in  the  d ataset  on v ict ims wit h in  the same per iod .  Most  v ict ims a lso  fe l l  with in  the 
age band  25- 30 years  of  age ( f igure 1 1b).  The most  populous age was 24 years  of  age with  67 d i f f erent  v ict ims be ing ident i f ied .  The 
data  show s that  v ic t ims were  s l ight ly  more in cl ined to  g ive  their  ethnic i t y  wh en quest ion ed compared  to  su spects ,  wi th  most  
v ict ims ident i fy  themselves  as  White  Br i t ish  (42 .76% ).  With in  the susp ect  d ataset  most  peop le  d id  not  state  thei r  ethn ic i t y  or  
ident i f ied  themse l ves  as  White  Br i t i sh ,  which  equated t o  36.57% respect ive ly .  Most  v ict ims and su spect s  were M ale ,  and we can 
a lso  infer  f rom the data  that  most  of  th e v ict ims on ce  a  suspect  was ident i f ied,  they were d etermined to  be a  stranger  to  the 
v ict im (643 inc ident s) .  Th is  i s  then fo l lowed by the su spect  not  being seen b y t he v ict im,  which  eq uates  to  397 inc idents.  
 
Limitat ions –  
The data  help s  to  establ i sh  some groun ds for  a  p rof i le  on suspect s  and v ict ims ,  however  i t  does n ot  go far  enough .  The data  s tat es  
an  indiv idua l  i s  a  su spect  but  does not  go further  to  exp la in  i f  these ind iv iduals  were charged with  any of fen ce perta in ing to  the 
incid ent .  Moreover,  f rom the dataset  w e are  not  c lear  on w hether  the v ict ims  or  susp ect s  are  res idents  with in  the Square Mi le  or  
just  commute here f or  work for  example .  Th is  informat ion would  be very u sefu l  in  help in g to  ra ise  awareness  of  certa in  of fences 
and the format ion o f  prevent ive  measures.   
 

                      
F i g u r e  1 1 a                                            F i g u r e  1 1 b                                   F i g u r e  1 1 c                              F i g u r e  1 1 d   
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5.2 Acquisitive crime: theft, robbery and burglary 

The rate of acquisitive crimes against the person increased steadily 
between 2016 and 2018 from about 600 to 800 per quarter, as shown in 
Figure 12, below. However, there was a sharp increase in 2019 to about 
1,400 for the year, which was sustained until the first COVID-19 lockdown 
in Q1 of 2020. 2021 we can see a rise back to prior to lockdown levels, 
with a peak within Q4. 

 
 

 
Figure 13: Rates of recorded theft in the City of London over time 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Figure 12: Rates of recorded theft, robbery and burglary in the City of 
London over time 

 
The increase in acquisitive crime was driven by an increase in the 
number of thefts, which constitutes around 90% of incidents within this 
group. The rates of theft over time are shown in Figure 13. 

The three charts that comprise Figures 14a, 14b and 14c provide more 
detail on theft figures, illustrated in three different ways: 

 

• Figure 14a shows the distribution of recorded incidents of theft by 
ward in terms of number, represented by the size of a rectangle – 
the largest numbers of thefts recorded in 2019 were in 
Bishopsgate then Tower. The colour of the rectangle relates to 
the concentration of recorded crimes, i.e. adjusting for size 
differences between wards. Looked at in this way, those with the 
highest concentration (red) are Candlewick and Cordwainer; 

 

• Figure 14b shows the distribution of recorded incidents of theft 
by ward in terms of number, represented by the size of a 
rectangle – the largest numbers of thefts recorded in 2021 were 
in Bishopsgate then Farringdon Within. If we consider the size of 
the ward we can see that Candlewick and Cordwainer still 
dominate that category within 2021. 
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Figure 14c: Map of recorded theft in 2021 BTP source only – time of offences 
 

Figure 14a: Count and concentration of theft in 2019 
 

Figure 14b: Concentration of recorded theft in 2021 

 
• Figure 14c shows a breakdown of the times these offences took 

place. This is filtered to only show data from BTP, as other 
datasets didn’t have the time element in order to conduct this 
analysis. We can see that 9pm is the peak time for thefts overall 
to take place. If we look at the other theft category, we can see 
that the most prevalent times are 10am & 11pm. 

• Figure 15 shows recorded crime within predominately business-
dominated wards. We can see that Cordwainer and Candlewick 
dominate this list as the highest reported incidents. This is still the 
case in 2021 and may be due to the rise in shoplifting as a 
proportion of overall offences in 2021. 

S C P S t r a t e g i c A s s e s s m e n t 
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Figure 15: Recorded theft, 2019 figures: City Core (business 
wards) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 16: Snapshot of other thefts December 2021 
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Figure 16 shows us the breakdown and hot spots of other theft within the 
City. We can see that the data points are located close to popular train 
stations and therefore could help to understand the increase in this crime 
category in 2021, due to the fact there was more footfall within the City, 
compared to the previous year. 

 

 

Figure 17: Social and economic impact cost of crime 
 

Focusing specifically on recorded theft category we will be 
assessing the level of impact the leading offence categories within 
the City have. I have referenced the social and economic impact 
cost from 2015/2016 (latest edition). This details the average unit 
cost of each crime and breaks this down in to anticipated cost, 
consequence cost and the response cost to the offence taking 
place. These three parts make up a unit cost of the cost of crime on 
a social/economic landscape. 

Theft from a person on average, to have an anticipation cost of £30, 
with a consequence cost on average of £930 and a response cost, on 
average, of £430. This makes the unit cost of theft from a person, on 
average, £1,380. Within the CoL there were 2,168 reported incidents 
identified as theft from a person. This then equates to a £3 million, on 
average cost to individuals as well as the police force dealing with these 
offences over the span of 2021. 
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5.3 Violence against the person 
This section covers crimes in the City of London which are associated with violence and assault, including sexual assault. The two categories have been compressed 
because data from the Metropolitan Police Service (MPS) and the City of London Police (CoLP) are not separated out in the SafeStats source data. Although not 
available at detailed geographic/ward level, hospital admissions for injury/assault are discussed too, helping to build a more detailed picture of the impacts of 
violence against the person. 

 
As can be seen in Figure 18a below, the rate of recorded violent crimes against the person increased steadily between 2017 and 2018, with a drop in Q1 and Q2 of 
219, rising to a peak of 474 in Q4 2021. 

 

Figure 18a: Rates of recorded violence against the person in the City, over time 
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The number of ambulance callouts for these types of incidents followed 
a similar trajectory, with one callout for every 20 recorded incidents in 
2016. This ratio was potentially higher (up to one in 10) in late 2017, 
where the callout number spiked and remained high throughout 2018. 
The late 2021 peak in police incidents was not mirrored to the same 
extent in terms of ambulance callouts. 

 

Figure 18b shows the distribution and concentration of recorded 
incidents of violence against the person by ward. The largest proportion 
of the 1,053 such recorded crimes in 2021 were in Bishopsgate (251 or 
24%). 

 

Figure 18b: Count and concentration of recorded violence against the person 
in 2021 

 
Figure 18b shows this concentration of recorded violence against the 
person on a map, combining Police recorded data and ambulance 
callout data. The next highest levels are Cordwainer and Candlewick 
Wards, with a particular hotspot near Cannon Street Station. 

 

 
Figure 18c: snapshot of December 2021 recorded incidents (violence/sexual offences) 

 
Figure 18c gives us a better understanding of where the recorded data 
spread points are located. However, one drawback is that this data 
counts violence/sexual offences as one category and therefore we can 
not make be 100% sure that the data points are relating to violence and 
not to sexual offences. We can see the cluster of reported incidents are 
within the Bishopsgate area and they follow the same trend as theft 
being closely located to popular train stations. 



S C P S t r a t e g i c A s s e s s m e n t May 2 0 2 2 
 

 

 

 

Figure 18d Maps where the violence against the person recorded by 
the Police happened in 2019. 

 
 

The incidence rates of levels of violence against the person within 
Bishopsgate, once we take a closer look at Figure 18d we can see that 
most of the data points are populated in and around Liverpool Street 
station. This could be due to the increase in the nighttime economy 
within 2021, that has fueled the increase in reported incidents. 

 
Focusing on violence against a person that causes an injury we can 
examine the impact that the following rise in offence category has had 
during 2021, within the CoL. The anticipation cost on average is £340, a 
consequence cost is on average £11,220 & a response cost to this offence 
is on average £2,500. This equates to a £14,050 unit cost on average to 
deal with this offence. The City of London recorded 1,053 of these 
offences, which equates to a £15 million on average cost to individuals 
and the police force involved in responding to this offence category. 
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5.4 Anti-social behaviour (ASB) 
This section covers specific incidents related to ASB in the City of London. 
It includes data on counts, rates and locations of ASB as recorded on GLA 
SafeStats by the MPS and CoLP. This is complemented by data from the 
City of London Corporation on recorded incidents of fly-tipping, graffiti 
and noise-related complaints over time. 

Police-recorded ASB 
The rate of recorded ASB has shown a fairly steady and consistent 
decrease from just under 500 in Q4 2016 to just under 300 in Q4 2019, 
although there were more 'quiet' periods in Q2 2017 and Q2 2019. In 
2021 we have seen a steady increase back to pre-lockdown levels (Figure 
19). 

 

 
Figure 19: Rates of recorded anti-social behaviour in the City of London over time 

 
Figure 20a shows the distribution and concentration of recorded 
incidents of ASB by ward. Bishopsgate had the highest numbers of ASB 
incidents in the City in 2021, with 211 of the 970 (22%) incidents 
recorded there. 

 
However, Portsoken, Castle Baynard, and Cripplegate show the highest 
concentration of recorded ASB relative to the size of the wards, besides 
Bishopsgate. 
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Figure 20a: Count and concentration of recorded ASB in 2021 
 

 

Figure 20b: Concentration of recorded ASB in 2019 

Figure 20c: Snapshot ASB Dec 2021 

 
Impact of ASB – As ASB is not considered a criminal offence we can not use the 
social/economical reference on cost to the City of London. One of the issues we did find 
when sourcing the data for analysis is that there was a vast range of definitions associated 
with ASB. It was difficult to compare different organisations and institutions. We also saw 
that within the corporation there were very low levels of ASB being recorded, if any. We 
will need to check that this mirrors the reality within the City of London. We also found 
that different departments were categorising incidents differently in order to be able to 
evoke more legislative power as ASB is not considered a criminal offence and therefore 
the legislative powers are limited. 
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Figure 21a: Recorded incidents of fly-tipping in 2018/19, inner London   boroughs 
 

 

 
Figure 21b: Recorded incidents of fly-tipping in 2018/19, inner   London boroughs 

Over time, the number of reported noise complaints peaked at about 
1,100 per year between 2014 and 2016, as can be seen in Figures 22a and 
22b, below. After this, there was a steady decrease to 726 complaints in 
the financial year to March 2020. 

 
The most common sources of noise complaint are those related to 
commercial/leisure, followed by those related to construction, as shown 
in Figure 22b. 

 
In 2020, 94% of justifiable noise complaints investigated by the City of 
London Corporation resulted in a satisfactory outcome. 

 

Figure 22a: Reported noise complaints in the City of London, over time 

 Graffiti cleanliness 

2014/15 0.22% 

2015/16 0.28% 

2016/17 1.12% 

2017/18 1.67% 

2018/19 1.33% 

2019/20 1.66% 

2020/21 3.17% 
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Figure 22b: Type of reported noise complaints in the City of London, over time 
 
 
 

5.5 Shoplifting 

This section looks at recorded crime rates for shoplifting in the City of 
London, including ward comparisons. 

 
Figure 23 shows the trend in reported shoplifting levels over time in 
the City, illustrating a steady increase through 2018 and 2019, 
following a spike in Q1 2017. This followed a steep increase within 
2021, as shops returned to relatively normal opening hours. 

Figure 23: Rates of recorded shoplifting in the City of London over time 
 

Figures 24a–c show the distribution and concentration of recorded 
shoplifting by ward. Langbourn, which includes Leadenhall Market, shows 
the highest concentration. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 Vehicles and Mechanical Equipment (VMEs) 

 Commercial/ 
leisure 

Construction Industry Residential VMEs Total 

2012/13 474 114 1 124 43 756 

2013/14 442 478 0 87 79 1086 

2014/15 478 436 2 90 112 1118 

2015/16 373 552 4 81 141 1151 

2016/17 308 401 1 118 151 979 

2017/18 346 313 2 81 133 878 

2018/19 367 351 0 103 91 912 

2019/20 358 220 1 97 50 726 
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Figure 24a: Count and concentration of recorded shoplifting in 2021 

 

Figure 24b: Snapshot of recorded shoplifting in December 2021 

Figure 24c: Snapshot of recorded shoplifting in December 2021 

 
We can see from the figures that Langbourn faces an issue dealing with 
shoplifting and that is mainly due to its location and nature. This data is 
mainly driven by the proximity of Leadenhall Market, as seen in Figure 
24b. The impact that shoplifting has on the City is as follows: the 
average anticipated commercial cost of shoplifting is £2,300; a 
consequence cost, on average of £8,020; and a response cost, on 
average of, £4,680. This equates to a £15,000, on average unit cost as a 
result of a commercial theft. Within the City there were 649 offences 
that fall within this category and therefore there was a cost of £10 
million, on average to organisations and the response from a police 
force. We have assumed from the economic/social cost reference that a 
commercial theft is classified as shoplifting. 
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5.6 Bicycle theft 
This section looks at recorded crime rates for bicycle theft in the City of 
London, including ward comparisons. 

 

As can be seen in Figure 25 below, cycle volumes in the City of London 
have more than quadrupled since 1999, with a significant increase of 11% 
between 2017 and 2019, after remaining relatively static since 2012. The 
City Streets traffic survey, undertaken in November 2019, recorded 
approximately 49,000 people cycling in the City during the 24-hour count 
period. 

 

 

Figure 25: Change in daytime vehicle counts across the City 

Figure 26 shows the overall levels of bicycle theft in the City. This shows 
a gradual increase over time, with seasonal summer peaks. The small 
increase since 2016 appears to be in line with the increase in cycling 
during this period. 

 

 
 

Figure 26: Rates of recorded bicycle theft in the City of London over time 
 

Figures 27a–c show the distribution and concentration of recorded 
bicycle theft by ward. Bridge, Cordwainer and Portsoken show the 
highest concentration when size of the ward is taken into account. 
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Figure 27a: Count and concentration of recorded bicycle theft in 2021 
 

 

Figure 27b: Concentration of recorded bicycle theft in 2019 

Figure 27c: Map of recorded bicycle theft in 2019 

 



S C P S t r a t e g i c A s s e s s m e n t May 2 0 2 2 
 

 

 

 

 
5.7 Public order and criminal damage 
This section looks at the levels of demand on policing for events and 
protests in the City of London. It also contains recorded criminal damage 
rates in the City of London, including ward comparisons. 

 

In 2019/20, the CoLP were involved in policing 468 large-scale events in 
the City. Of these, 215 were pre-planned and 313 required the 
attendance of five or more officers. This included 112 (up to February 
2020) recorded protests, which is a decrease of 15 from the number 

recorded in 2018/19. The majority of protests remain recorded as 
environmental in nature, with 49 protests falling into this category. 

 
During 2018/19, the CoLP recorded 476 offences relating to public 
disorder, which was a 12% increase from 2018/19. Of these, 22% of the 
offences were detected, which is an increase from the 17% achieved in 
2018/19. Of the offences, 23% also received a positive outcome. 
Turning to criminal damage, Figure 28 shows the overall levels of criminal 
damage as recorded on GLA SafeStats by both the CoLP and the MPS. 

 
Figure 28 shows a slowly increasing rate of recorded criminal damage and 
arson in the City over time, peaking in 2019 then dropping significantly in 
2020 during the COVID-19 lockdowns, then returning to previous levels in 
2020 Q3 as lockdown measures eased. We can see the highest of this 
offence category peaked during Q4 of 2021. 

 

 
 

Figure 28: Rates of recorded criminal damage and arson in the City of 
London over time 
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Figures 29 a–c show that virtually all of the residential wards in the City 
have higher rates of recorded criminal damage than their benchmarks. 
Cripplegate (173.6 compared to 19.1 benchmark), Portsoken (188.4 
compared to 93.3), Farringdon Within (81 compared to 29.6), and 
Farringdon Without (66.2 compared to 29.6) all have over double the 
levels of their benchmarks. The only ward in the City whose rate of 
recorded criminal damage is similar to its benchmark counterpart is 
Tower (122.1 per sq.km v 93.3) 

 

 
Figure 29a: Recorded criminal damage, 2019: City wards in Barbican Cluster vs BM 

 

 

Figure 29b: Recorded criminal damage, 2019: City wards in Aldgate Cluster vs BM 

 

 
Figure 29c: Recorded criminal damage, 2019: City wards in Farringdon Cluster vs BM 

 

5.8 Deliberate fires and alarms 
This section looks at data pertaining to deliberate fires and malicious false 
fire alarms in the City of London. 

As can be seen in Figure 30 below, the numbers of malicious false fire 
alarms in the City of London have decreased since 2019. This could be 
correlated with the number of commercial buildings being open for 
business, decreasing over this period of time. 

 

Figure 30: Rates of malicious false fire alarms in the City of London, over time 
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Figures 31–c show the relative number of alarms within each of the 25 
City wards as expressed by the size of the boxes. Castle Banyard has the 
highest number in 2021, with 66 of the 773 (9%) occurring there. 

 
However, adjusting for ward area, the three with the highest 
concentration – all exceeding 600 per hectare – are Langbourn, 
Candlewick and Cornhill. These are represented by the brightness of the 
red and purple colours. 

 

Figure 31a: Count and concentration of malicious false fire alarms in 2021 

 

 
Figure 31b: Concentration of recorded criminal damage/arson December 2021 

 
 

Figure 31c: Concentrated snapshot of December 2021 criminal damage/arson 

 
Data on malicious false fire alarms by ward at a pan-London level is not 
available, meaning that benchmarking can only happen at a London 
borough level. Figure 32 compares the rates/densities of the numbers of 
malicious fire alarms against other inner London boroughs (adjusted for 
relative areas). The City ranks fourth out of 14, exceeded by 
Westminster, Tower Hamlets and Hackney. 
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Figure 32: Recorded incidents of malicious false fire alarms in 2018/19, 
inner London boroughs 

 
Figure 33 shows that the recorded numbers of these has been very low or 
zero in recent years in the City of London, compared with other inner 
London boroughs. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 33: Recorded numbers of deliberate/malicious fires over time 

 
  



 

 

 

 

Vulnerable people and communities 
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The City of London Police (CoLP), working with partner agencies across 
the City, maintain a detailed vulnerability dashboard tracking data and 
trends in offences involving vulnerable people. Figure 34 below shows, 
their performance in meeting these from April 2020–February 2021. 

 
 Recorded 

incidents 
Trend 

Adults at Risk 443 → 

Children at Risk 220 ↑ 

Child Protection, Child 
Sexual Exploitation and 
Abuse & Missing Children 

Child abuse 21 ↓ 

Child sexual exploitation <10 → 

Missing children <10 → 

Domestic Abuse Crime 70 ↑ 

 Female genital mutilation 0 → 

Harmful Practices Forced marriage 0 → 

 Honour-based violence 0 → 

Hate Crime 70 ↓ 

Managing Violent & Sexual Offenders <10 → 

Mental Health 583 ↑ 

Suicides & Attempted Suicides <10 ↓ 
  

→ Suicide Attempted suicides 85 

Modern Slavery & Human Trafficking <10 → 

Prevent <10 → 

Rape and other sexual Rape <10 ↓ 

offences Other sexual offences 26 ↓ 

Stalking & Harassment 73 ↓ 

Figure 34: 2020–2021 trends in supporting vulnerable people and communities 

 

For many of the vulnerability strands, the numbers are too low to allow 
for additional analysis. The analysis in this chapter, specifically sections 
6.2–6.8 inclusive, includes data from the CoLP Vulnerability Dashboard, 
published in February 2021 by the Force Performance Unit. It is important 

to note that some of the most recent data here has not yet been 
published and could be subject to change in the reconciliation process 
that occurs before formal publication by the Home Office. 

 
This City of London Vulnerability Dashboard data is supplemented by data 
provided in the City of London Police Annual Report 2019/20 and callout 
data provided by the London Ambulance Service. 

 

6.1 Adults at risk 
 

Police officers complete a Public Protection Notice (PPN) which 
summarises the vulnerabilities of victims. The data used in Figure 35 is 
based on the data recorded in these PPNs. 

 

Figure 35: Quarterly trends on numbers of adults at risk PPNs, 2019–2021 

 
Comparing Q3 19/20 to Q3 20/21, there has been a 12% increase, possibly 
due to the impact of COVID-19 putting more people in at-risk categories. 



S C P S t r a t e g i c A s s e s s m e n t May2 0 2 2 
 

 

Children at risk 

100 
R² = 0.4695 

90 
 

80 
 

70 
 

60 
 

50 
 

40 
 

30 
 

20 
 

10 

 

Q1 19/20 Q2 19/20 Q3 19/20 Q4 19/20 Q1 20/21 Q2 20/21 Q3 20/21 

35 

Domestic abuse 

  R² = 0.2032  

30 

 
25 
 

20 
 

15 
 

10 

Q1 19/20 Q2 19/20 Q3 19/20 Q4 19/20 Q1 20/21 Q2 20/21 Q2 20/22 

 

The quarter trend line is showing a very slight decrease. However, 
compared with Q1–Q2, we have seen an increase of reports this quarter. 

 
Note that the red dotted lines to denote the R-squared correlation 
coefficient on the trend over time are aimed at helping interpretation. 
The nearer this is to 1.0, the greater the strength of correlation. A strong 
correlation occurs where the R-squared figure exceeds 0.4 

 

6.2 Children at risk 
 

Figure 36 shows the number of children at risk PPNs submitted each 
quarter, extracted from the system based on the PPN entered date. 

 

Figure 36: Quarterly trends on numbers of children at risk PPNs, 2019–2021 

Comparing Q3 19/20 to Q3 20/21 there has been a 13% decrease, 
possibly due to the impact of COVID-19 making it harder for people to 
identify children in at-risk groups. 

 
 

6.3 Domestic abuse 
Figure 37 shows the number of domestic abuse crimes recorded on Niche 
RMS police records each quarter, based on the occurrence created date 
and those occurrences with a domestic qualifier (in either the National 
Incident Category List or local qualifier fields). 

 

Figure 37: Quarterly trends on domestic abuse, 2019–2021 
 

While there has been a general decreasing trend over the last year, Q3 
19/20 compared with Q3 20/21 has seen a significant 14% decrease. This 
could be due to the small residential population in the City or perhaps 
due to victims feeling they were unable to call for help while in lockdown, 
either with or near the perpetrator. There was a particular spike in 
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October that related to crimes that occurred in hotels as well as some 
repeat incidents with residents. 

 
During 2019/20, 73% of domestic abuse charges resulted in a conviction; 
of these, 62% were guilty pleas, which is generally thought to indicate a 
high quality of prosecution evidence12. 

 
 
 
 

6.4 Hate crime 
 

Figure 38a shows the number of hate crimes recorded on Niche RMS 
police records each quarter, based on the occurrence created date and 
those occurrences with a hate crime flag (in the National Incident 
Category List qualifier field) or a hate crime type descriptor in the stats 
classification. 

 

Figure 38a: Quarterly trends on hate crime, 2019–2021 

 

There has been a general decreasing trend over the last two years. 
Comparing Q3 19/20 to Q3 20/21 there has been a 47% decrease likely 
due to the impact of COVID-19. The majority of recent hate crimes are 
public disorder related and motivated by race. A minority (less than 10) 
were sexual orientation or transgender motivated. 

 
Figure 38b shows how these motivating factors in the City compare to 
those recorded for hate crimes across London as a whole for 2018/19. 
The breakdown by motivating factor is relatively similar, with around 
three-quarters in both the City and across London motivated by race. 
Those recorded in the City are more likely to be motivated by religion 
than in the rest of London, and less likely to be motivated by sexual 
orientation, transgender or disability. 

 
 
 

 
 

12 City of London Annual Performance Report, 2019–20 
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Figure 38b: Motivating factors for hate crimes in London, 2018/19 

 

6.5 Mental health 
 

Figure 39a shows the number of crimes and incidents recorded on Niche 
RMS police records each quarter with either a mental health National 
Incident Category List qualifier or an attached mental health monitoring 
form. The mental health flag was introduced in September 2019, which is 
why an increase in figures can be seen at this point (Q2 19/20). 

Figure 39a: Quarterly trends on mental health, 2019–2021 
 

The initial increase seen from the introduction of the flag has, however, 
tailed off over the following quarters, with Q4 being back to a similar level 
seen before the introduction of the flag. 

 
However, reports are increasing over the last two quarters. The Centre 
for Mental Health has observed an international increase in levels of 
psychological distress and mental ill health in the wake of COVID-19, and 
it is thought this increase is likely to continue in coming months. 

 
Levels of mental ill health can also be approximated by looking in detail at 
ambulance callouts (not all of which result in a hospital admission) for 
psychiatric/abnormal behaviour in the City, as can be seen in Figure 39b. 
This shows a steady decrease for these types of incident until Q3 of 2019. 
This increase, which is not replicated in the recorded crime data, possibly 
due to an increase in ambulances being called rather than the Police for 
this type of incident, continued until the COVID-19 lockdowns. Figures 
39c–e show concentrations and locations of these incidents in 2019, with 
the biggest concentration being in Bishopsgate. 
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Figure 39b: Quarterly trends on ambulance callouts for 
psychiatric/abnormal behaviour/suicide attempts, 2017–2020 

 

 

Figure 39c: Count and concentration of ambulance callouts 
for psychiatric/abnormal behaviour/suicide attempts, 2019 

Figure 39d: Concentration of ambulance callouts for 
psychiatric/abnormal behaviour/suicide attempts, 2019 

 

Figure 39e: Concentration of ambulance callouts for 
psychiatric/abnormal behaviour/suicide attempts, 2019 
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6.6 Suicide and attempted suicide 

The Police Vulnerability Dashboard records 93 attempted suicides in 
2020. As can be seen in Figure 40 below, 72 of these happened from one 
of the five River Thames bridges maintained by the City Bridge Trust, with 
London Bridge and Tower Bridge recording the highest number of 
attempts. These figures, as well as the overall total number of attempts, 
are consistent with the previous two years. This is the most up-to-date 
information currently available. 

 
 2018 2019 2020 

London Bridge 31 35 32 

Tower Bridge 15 21 21 

Blackfriars Bridge 15 12 12 

Southwark Bridge Less than 10 Less than 10 Less than 10 

Millennium Bridge Less than 10 Less than 10 Less than 10 

TOTAL 74 75 72 

Figure 40: Annual attempted suicides from City bridges, over time 

6.7 Stalking and harassment 
 

Figure 41 shows the number of crimes recorded on Niche RMS each 
quarter under the stalking and harassment offence category. 

 

Figure 41: Quarterly trends on stalking and harassment, 2019–2021 

 
There is a general declining trend with Q1–Q2 20/21 showing a sharp 
decrease as in other areas. However, Q3 20–21 has seen a 35% increase 
compared to Q3 19/20. The majority of reports in Q3 are related to 
malicious communications, stalking or harassment. 
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6.8 Economic fraud 

Since 2008, the CoLP has been the national lead police force for fraud. 
This is a broad role that encompasses many aspects of the economic 
crime landscape, from investigating some of the country’s most complex 
frauds to hosting the national fraud and cyber crime reporting centre, 
Action Fraud. During 2019–202013: 

 

• over 62,000 victims of economic fraud were helped via the Action 
Fraud and National Fraud Intelligence Bureau; 

 

• approximately £5.5 million was confiscated in assets 
from criminals; 

 

• approximately £1.1 million compensation was paid to victims; 
 

• 155 individuals were convicted on a variety of fraud  charges; 
 

• over 1,900 bank accounts were disrupted to combat fraud and 
illegal activities; and 

 

• over 600 police officers across all forces and Regional Organised 
Crime Units were trained in serious fraud investigation and 
management. 

 

From April 2020 to December 2020, 41 victims have been protected from 
re-victimisation, with approximately £660,000 prevented from being lost. 
During this period, the NECVCI have engaged with 38,468 victims, 4,404 
of which were vulnerable. Of these, 428 were identified as requiring 
additional safeguarding and were supported through partnership working 
(escalated to force/social service/other support network). 

 

 
13 City of London Annual Performance Report, 2019/20 

6.9 Countering terrorism 

Project Servator was established in the City of London in partnership with 
the Centre for the Protection of National Infrastructure in 2014. It aims to 
disrupt a range of criminal activity, including terrorism, while providing a 
reassuring presence for the public. Since then, 23 other police forces have 
adopted it under the leadership of the CoLP, including New South Wales 
Police Force in Australia. 

 

During 2016–201914: 
 

• over 33,500 engagement messages were given to the public; 
 

• 78 people received ACT (Action Counters Terrorism) training 
within the year 2019; 

 

• enhanced collaboration with the Corporation of London public 
realm teams has led to the implementation of a number of 
security and safety projects across the City of London; 

 

• 1,000+ Project Servator deployments; 
 

• 115 reports of suspicious activity related to terrorism 
were investigated; and 

 

• 57 arrests were made by Project Servator officers. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

14 City of London Annual Performance Report, 2019/20 
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6.10 Alcohol and drug misuse 

The Director of Public Health for City and Hackney published a report into 
substance misuse in the City of London and Hackney in 2019–202015 
which describes the need, harms and local responses to substance 
misuse. The data in this section is reproduced directly from this report. 

 

It is challenging to estimate how many people use substances within a 
local area. This is partly due to the hidden nature of substance misuse, 
possibly linked to the legal status of many substances, or potential 
feelings of shame or embarrassment. Many people also underestimate 
the risks associated with their lifestyle choices; for example, 
underestimating their alcohol consumption by as much as 40%, and how 
risky their drinking patterns are16. 

 

However, there are some estimation tools available that give an idea of 
the amount of substance misuse occurring in a local area, and therefore, 
the support and treatment needed. Public Health England estimates that 
nearly 4,000 residents across the City and Hackney are dependent on 
alcohol, with 83% of those adults in Hackney and 69% in the City not 
receiving treatment for this17 (Figure 42). 

 

Additionally, the 2017/18 Crime Survey for England and Wales (CSEW) 
gives an estimate of the prevalence of people using drugs in London, 
which can be used to give a prevalence estimate by applying it to local 
population data. This crudely predicts the number of people using drugs 
in Hackney and the City, as seen in Figure 43. 

 
 
 
 
 

15https://democracy.cityoflondon.gov.uk/documents/s148373/Substance%20Misuse%20i 

n%20City%20and%20Hackney%20Annual%20Report.pdf 
16 Department of Health and Social Care, Drinkers can underestimate drinking habits, 

2013. [Online]. Available: 

 

 
 

Figure 42: Estimated number of Hackney and City of London residents with 
alcohol dependency (age 18+, 2016/17) compared to numbers in treatment (age 
18+, 2017/18) 

 

Figure 43: Local estimates of Hackney and the City residents using drugs in 
the last year by type (age 16–59, 2017/18) 

 
 
 
 

https://www.gov.uk/government/news/drinkers-can-underestimate-alcohol-habits 
17 Public Health England, University of Sheffield, ‘Estimates of the number of adults in 

England with an alcohol dependency potentially in need of specialist treatment adult 

prevalence 2016/17, November 2018. 

https://democracy.cityoflondon.gov.uk/documents/s148373/Substance%20Misuse%20i
https://democracy.cityoflondon.gov.uk/documents/s148373/Substance%20Misuse%20in%20City%20and%20Hackney%20Annual%20Report.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/drinkers-can-underestimate-alcohol-habits
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The CSEW also estimates that around 2.1% of 16- to 59-year-olds 
nationally are frequent drug users18. Applied locally to 2018 population 
projections, these estimates suggest that just over 4,000 16- to 59-year- 
olds in Hackney, and around 100 residents in the City of London are 
frequent drug users. 

 

Using the same approach, this time applying the CSEW percentage to the 
weekday 7:00am–7:00pm City of London population of c. 500,000 
(comprising commuters, visitors and learners) it can be estimated that 
there are around 10,000 frequent drug users in the Square Mile. 

 

Public Health England uses a tool developed by Liverpool John Moores 
University to estimate the prevalence of opiate and/or crack cocaine use 
in local areas. This tool suggests, there are approximately 2,880 residents 
across Hackney and the City using opiates and/or crack cocaine. As with 
alcohol, there is a high level of unmet need, with over half of those 
estimated as dependent on opiates and/or crack cocaine not receiving 
treatment for this. 

 

Data on drug offences can also give an indication about the prevalence  
of drugs within the City of London. Within the, mainly business, Core City 
wards, almost three times as many drug offences were recorded in 2019 
for Bishopsgate as for any of the other wards (Figure 44). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
18 Home Office, “Drug misuse: findings from the 2017 to 2018 Crime Survey for England 

and Wales (CSEW),” July 2018. [Online]. Available: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 44: Recorded drug offences, 2019 figures: City core (business) wards 

 
As can be seen in Figures 45a–c, virtually all the residential wards in the 
City have higher (in many cases considerably higher) rates of drug 
offences than their benchmark counterparts. The only ward in the City 
whose rate is similar to its benchmark counterpart is Tower (122 per 
sq.km v 103 as the benchmark for wards in the Aldgate Cluster). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/drug-misuse-findings-from-the-2017-to-2018- 

csew [Accessed September 2021]. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/drug-misuse-findings-from-the-2017-to-2018-csew
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/drug-misuse-findings-from-the-2017-to-2018-csew
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Figure 45a: Recorded drug offences, 2019 figures: Barbican Cluster vs BM 
 

 
Figure 45b: Recorded drug offences, 2019 figures: Aldgate Cluster vs BM 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
19https://democracy.cityoflondon.gov.uk/documents/s148373/Substance%20Misuse%20 

%20in%20City%20and%20Hackney%20Annual%20Report.pdf 

 
Figure 45c: Recorded drug offences, 2019 figures: Farringdon Cluster vs BM 

 

The City and Hackney Substance Misuse report19 states that the rate of 
drug-related deaths in Hackney20 has consistently been greater than both 
the England and London average in recent years. Between 2015–2017, 
there were 50 recorded drug-related deaths in Hackney, equating to 6.4 
deaths per 100,000 population, compared to 3.0 for London. Although 
this reduced to 44 for 2016–2018, 5.4 deaths per 100,000, this remains 
above the rate for London at 3.1 per 100,000, or England at 4.5 per 
100,000. 

 

In terms of hospital admissions, alcohol has a significant impact locally, as 
seen in Figure 46a. This is for adults only; for under 18s the figure is lower 
than England and London averages. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

20 Data not available for City of London due to small numbers 

https://democracy.cityoflondon.gov.uk/documents/s148373/Substance%20Misuse
https://democracy.cityoflondon.gov.uk/documents/s148373/Substance%20Misuse%20%20in%20City%20and%20Hackney%20Annual%20Report.pdf
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Figure 46a: Rates of alcohol-specific hospital admission episodes (all ages, 

directly standardised rate per 100,000 of population, 2008/09 to 2017/18). 
 

The wider impact of alcohol and drugs can also be seen by looking in 
detail at ambulance callouts (not all of which result in a hospital 
admission) for overdose/poisoning, as can be seen in Figure 46b, 
showing a steady increase for these types of incident until the COVID-19 
lockdowns. Figures 46c–d show concentrations and locations of these 
incidents in 2019, with the biggest concentration being in  Bishopsgate. 

 

Figure 46b: Rates of ambulance callouts for overdose and poisoning, over time 

 
Figure 46c: Count and concentration of ambulance callouts for 
overdose/ poisoning in 2019 

 

Figure 46d: Map of ambulance callouts for overdose/ poisoning in 2019 
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Poor mental health can be both a cause and a consequence of substance 
misuse. Compared with the general population, people addicted to 
drugs or alcohol are approximately twice as likely to suffer from mood 
and anxiety disorders and, similarly, people with mental health problems 
are more likely to be dependent on drugs and/or alcohol21. Evidence 
indicates that alcohol use causally increases the risk of depression, 
however, there is also evidence that many people in the UK drink alcohol 
in order to help them cope with emotions or situations that they would 
otherwise find difficult to manage22. 

 

Over 40% of new presentations to the local drug and alcohol treatment 
service in 2017/18 self-reported a concern with mental health and asked 
for support. 

 

6.11 Homelessness 

In 2019/20, 275 and 434 rough sleepers were identified in Hackney and 
the City of London respectively, a large increase of 112 people in 
Hackney, and a small reduction of seven people in the City of London 
since the previous year. 

 

The City and Hackney Substance Misuse report23 found that, of rough 
sleepers assessed across London during this time, 77% reported using 
drugs, alcohol and/or having a mental health need, demonstrating that 
substance use and mental health are significant risk factors within the 
local homeless population. 

 

The COVID-19 Homeless Rapid Integrated Screening Protocol (CHRISP) 
conducted by clinicians from University College London Hospital, 

 
21 National Institute on Drug Abuse, Health Consequences of Drug Misuse, 2017. 

[Online]. Available: https://www.drugabuse.gov/drug-topics/health-consequences-drug- 

misuse/introduction 

following the ‘Everyone In’ initiative to protect the homeless during the 
pandemic, provided a health assessment for 140 rough sleepers in 
Hackney. CHRISP data found that 51% of rough sleepers met clinical 
thresholds for a diagnosis of depression and/or anxiety, with a further 
25% suffering from a severe mental health condition, such as bipolar 
disorder or psychosis. A further 17% were dually diagnosed, meeting the 
clinical thresholds for daily injecting drug use and severe mental ill 
health. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

22 Boden, JM. and Fergusson, DM., Alcohol and depression, Addiction, vol. 106, no. 5, 

pp. 906-14, 2011. (5) Mental Health Foundation, Cheers? Understanding the relationship 

between alcohol and mental health, 2006. [Online]. 
23https://democracy.cityoflondon.gov.uk/documents/s148373/Substance%20Misuse%20 

%20in%20City%20and%20Hackney%20Annual%20Report.pdf 

https://www.drugabuse.gov/drug-topics/health-consequences-drug-misuse/introduction
https://www.drugabuse.gov/drug-topics/health-consequences-drug-misuse/introduction
https://democracy.cityoflondon.gov.uk/documents/s148373/Substance%20Misuse
https://democracy.cityoflondon.gov.uk/documents/s148373/Substance%20Misuse%20%20in%20City%20and%20Hackney%20Annual%20Report.pdf
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7. 1 Road safety 
Since 2005, there have been 25 fatal highway casualties on roads within 
the City of London. There have also been 793 serious and 4,781 slight 
highway casualties within this time. Figures 47a–b below show the 
combined incidents over time, by location and by season and mode of 
transport, using publicly available data from Transport for London24. 

 

As can be seen, overall numbers remain within the range of 300–425 per 
year. There was a peak in 2011–2012, with another in 2016. This data can 
be viewed alongside a steady increase in daytime weekday population 
numbers during this time25 and changes in mode of transport. 
Specifically, in the period 2017–2019 the numbers of people cycling in the 
City rose by 11% (and has quadrupled since 2009) while there was a 7% 
reduction in motor cars, with freight vehicles unchanged and van volumes 
increasing by 2%. This means that the number of casualties proportionate 
to the number of people in the City is actually falling over time. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Figure 47a: All road casualties in the City of London, over time 
 
 
 

 
24 https://tfl.gov.uk/corporate/publications-and-reports/road-safety 
25 Estimated as 410,000 in 2013/14 to 485,000 in 2019/20 

 

Figure 47b: All road casualties in the City of London, by location (top) and by 
season/ mode of travel (bottom) 

 

The City of London Corporation’s Transport Strategy26, adopted in May 
2019, sets out how the City of London Corporation proposes to design 
and manage the City’s streets to ensure that the Square Mile remains a 

 
26 https://www.cityoflondon.gov.uk/services/streets/transport-strategy 

https://tfl.gov.uk/corporate/publications-and-reports/road-safety
https://www.cityoflondon.gov.uk/services/streets/transport-strategy
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great place to live, work, study and visit. It includes ambitious proposals 
to, among other things, eliminate death and serious injuries from City of 
London streets through measures to deliver safer streets and reduce 
speeds. 

 

Looking specifically at serious and fatal highway casualties since 2015, the 
leading casualty modes are pedestrian, followed by pedal cycle and then 
powered two-wheelers, as can be seen in Figure 48. 

 

Figure 48: Casualty mode and vehicles involved for all fatal and 
serious casualties, 2015–2019 

 
Figure 49 shows the location types for all fatal and serious incidents 
affecting pedestrians since 2015. Locations can also be mapped, and this 
data can also be produced for cyclists and other modes of transport, 
though this cannot be included in this report to protect confidentiality. 
This level of detailed analysis allows targeted safety interventions to be 
developed to hopefully drive down casualty numbers further and may 

 

27 City of London Annual Performance Report, 2019/20 

partially explain why the proportion of serious or fatal casualties is falling 
over time. 

 

Figure 49: Location type for all fatal and serious casualties 
involving pedestrians and cyclists, 2015–2019 
 
Another reason for this fall could be the amount of transport 
enforcement activity underway. In 2019–20, the City of London Police 
(CoLP)27: 
 

• recorded 205 offences related to not wearing a seatbelt/using 
mobile phone while driving or speeding (compared to 473 in 
2018/19); 

 

• seized 518 vehicles for no driving licence/no insurance offences; 
and 

 

• ran 69 operations, resulting in 556 Heavy Goods Vehicles (HGVs) 
being stopped and 439 HGVs with offences (79%). In comparison, 
612 HGV offences were identified, compared to 835 HGVs 
stopped, resulting in 612 infringements/offences in 2018/19. 
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7.2 Night-time economy 
 

In July 2019 the City of London Corporation published an analysis and 
mapping of the night-time economy (NTE) within the City of London. The 
report identified 921 licensed premises open during the hours of 6:00pm 
to 6:00am in the City of London. Of these, 736 were public licences and 
185 were private licences. 

 

The report provided comparators with neighbouring local authority areas 
with similar NTE areas, based on the number of ambulance, CoLP and 
British Transport Police (BTP) callouts per 100 licences. These are shown 
in Figure 50. 

The City of London has fewer licensed premises than each of these local 
authority areas. However, these are contained in a significantly smaller 
area and the density is likely to be higher. Furthermore, each of these 
local authority areas have specific NTE areas within their local authority 
boundaries, making the areas relatively similar. These include: 

 

• Hackney – Shoreditch and Dalston; 
 

• Southwark – Borough/London Bridge, Camberwell and Peckham; 
 

• Tower Hamlets – Brick Lane; and 
 

• City of Westminster – the West End. 

London 
borough 

Number of 
licences 

Ambulance 
alcohol- 
related 
callouts per 

CoLP 
callouts (per 
100 licences) 

BTP callouts 
(per 100 
licences) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   

 
While the NTE in the City is comparatively safer than other NTE areas 
across London, areas of focus did emerge. These included28: 

 

• Liverpool Street NTE area and particularly Bishopsgate ward were 
showing signs of stress; 

 

• Monument and Bridge NTE area is showing early signs of concern, 
particularly in relation to violence, ASB and cleansing; and 

 

• In terms of the observations, the prevailing impression gained 
from most of the premises is that they are well managed and 
appropriate measures are in place to meet the licensing 
objectives, but that consumption of alcohol and intoxication in 
these premises is relatively high. 

 

Figure 50: Night-time economy comparisons, 2019 
 
 

28
https://democracy.cityoflondon.gov.uk/documents/s118563/NTE%20%20Appendix%2 

011of2%20-%20Review.pdf 

  100 licences  

City of 921 73 195 96 
London     

Hackney c. 1,200 106 620 13 

  (approx.)  

Southwark 1,300 125 557 54 
 (approx.)    

Tower 1,145 100 691 45 
  Hamlets  (approx.)     

City of 3,100 108 332 76 
  Westminster (approx.)     

 

https://democracy.cityoflondon.gov.uk/documents/s118563/NTE%20%20Appendix%252
https://democracy.cityoflondon.gov.uk/documents/s118563/NTE%20%20Appendix%2011of2%20-%20Review.pdf
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7.3 Cyber crime 
Alongside their fraud work, the CoLP also have responsibilities in the 
cyber crime environment, working with the National Crime Agency and 
the National Cyber Security Centre to provide protection advice to 
businesses and individuals. In 2019–20, they29: 

 

• identified cases which have involved cyber criminality and made 
early arrests to prevent ongoing harm; 

 

• conducted cyber-related investigations into Ransomware, Data 
Theft, Bitcoin Mining and the Insider threat; 

 

• made arrests in connection with hacking, corporate espionage and 
investigated offences connected to computer misuse and Bitcoin 
mining; 

 

• made 52 cyber crime referrals to the National Fraud Intelligence 
Bureau, compared to 73 in 2018/19; 

 

• completed 133 Cyber Griffin events (raising awareness of 
personal cyber security) with 5,647 attendees being trained; 

 

• investigated 100% referrals of cyber crime; 
 

• 100% of young people identified as vulnerable to cyber crime 
received PREVENT contact and intervention from a PREVENT 
officer; and 

 

• 75% of organisations and the public who receive PROTECT advice 
reported they would change their behaviours as a  result. 

 

29 City of London Annual Performance Report, 2019/20 
30 https://www.cityoflondon.gov.uk/assets/Services-Environment/air-quality-annual- 

status-report-2019.pdf 

7.4 Air pollution 
 

Being located at the heart of London, the Square Mile experiences some 
of the highest levels of air pollution in the country. Local air pollution is 
affected by emissions of pollutants from both within the Square Mile, and 
beyond its boundary. It is also affected by the weather and the size, 
shape and proximity of buildings, which can act to trap pollution. The 
pollutants of concern are nitrogen dioxide, which is a colourless, 
odourless gas that is a product of fuel combustion, and fine particulate 
matter (PM10 and PM2.5), which comes from a variety of sources. 
Detailed air-quality data is reported to the Mayor of London and 
government each year30. 

 

Extensive air-quality monitoring across the Square Mile demonstrates 
that air quality is improving. As can be seen in Figure 5131, there has been 
a particularly marked improvement in the area of the Square Mile that 
meets the European Union and World Health Organization (WHO) health- 
based targets for nitrogen dioxide. This has gone from very small patches 
of the Square Mile in 2016 to 30% in 2018, increasing to 67% in 2019. The 
impact of the response to the COVID-19 pandemic led to a further 
reduction in nitrogen dioxide across the City during 2020. Overall, levels 
of nitrogen dioxide were 35–40% lower than in 2019, with particulate 
matter, PM10, being around 10% lower over the same period. Once 
activity starts to return to near normal, levels of air pollution will 
increase. 

 
 
 
 
 

 
31 Sourced from: 

https://democracy.cityoflondon.gov.uk/documents/s145419/%20Air%20Quality%20%20 

deep%20Dive%20committee%20report%20January%202021.pdf 

https://www.cityoflondon.gov.uk/assets/Services-Environment/air-quality-annual-status-report-2019.pdf
https://www.cityoflondon.gov.uk/assets/Services-Environment/air-quality-annual-status-report-2019.pdf
https://democracy.cityoflondon.gov.uk/documents/s145419/%20Air%20Quality%20%20deep%20Dive%20committee%20report%20January%202021.pdf
https://democracy.cityoflondon.gov.uk/documents/s145419/%20Air%20Quality%20%20deep%20Dive%20committee%20report%20January%202021.pdf
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Sensor 
location 

Pollutant EU 
value 
limit 

WHO 
Guide- 
line 

Annual 
average 
2018 

Annual 
average 
2019 

Annual 
average 
2020 

 

  (g/m3 ) (g/m3 ) (g/m3 )  

Aldgate Nitrogen 40 40 32 33 22 
School  dioxide  
(Background) PM10 40 20 21 19 17

 

Thames  dioxide  

Street PM10 40 
  (roadside)  

20 32 27 24 

Beech Street Nitrogen 40 40 69 62 28 
(roadside)  dioxide  

 

PM10 40 20 25 22 18 

Farringdon PM25 25 10 16 14 12 

Street 
(roadside) 

 
Figure 51: Levels of air pollution measured by City of London sensors, over time 

 PM25 25 10 12 12 12 

Upper Nitrogen 40 40 87 74 43 

 



 

 

Data gaps 
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8. Data gaps 
 

Data was divided into three categories for this strategic assessment: 
 

• Category 1: data required to be shared and reviewed under 
the ‘Schedule to the Crime and Disorder (Prescribed 
Information) Regulations 2007’, which is attached at Appendix 
C 

 

• Category 2: data relating to the existing Safer City 
Partnership objectives, if not previously covered 

 

• Category 3: ‘best practice’ data that is shared voluntarily and 
appears in strategic assessments undertaken by different 
Community Safety Partnerships. 

 
The data received was then assessed for usability and gaps identified. The 
most useful type of data, categorised as green, is depersonalised 
individual incident-level data that is geo-tagged and contains time and 
date information, as this allows for multiple ways of aggregation, analysis 
and presentation. 

 
This is followed by data that is already aggregated and available at either 
borough or ward level, and/or qualitative data, and areas where the bulk 
of the data is provided at a high-quality level, all of which are categorised 
as amber. 

 
Data categorised as red was not available for this report, either because it 
is not collected or because it was not able to be shared. In terms of the 
latter, this was partly due to concerns about identification due to low 
incident numbers and partly because of uncertainty over the status of  
the SCP Information Sharing Agreement. 

Category 1 data 
 

The strategic assessment team were able to access high-quality 
depersonalised data for the majority of areas in the statutory lists, usually 
via SafeStats, as can be seen in Figure 52 below. The gaps identified were: 

 

• No bus data was available in SafeStats for recorded crimes on 
buses – with this, the recorded crime data would all be assessed as 
green. SafeStats are aware, and this is being  addressed; 

 

• The City Corporation holds data on pupils subject to a permanent 
or fixed-term exclusion from both primary and secondary schools 
but these are low numbers and not included due to the General 
Data Protection Regulation; and 

 

• The Probation Service is happy to provide the required 
anonymised data but, due to current capacity, resource and time 
constraints as a result of fundamental structural change within the 
service in relation to The Probation Service reform, will be unable 
to do so in time for this report. Therefore, there is no data on 
prison releases or young offenders and very limited data on 
prolific and priority offenders32. 

 

 
 

32 Under 18s are covered by the boroughs in terms of Youth Offending Team/Youth Offending 
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33 
Data for Transport Incidents as provided by TfL are not currently available for the City of London 

on the GLA SafeStats platform. 
77 

Incident of violence against the 
employee of the fire and rescue 
services 

Fire Fire and 
rescue 

No data 
provided 

Fire in a dwelling where no smoke 
alarm was fitted, attended by the 
fire and rescue services 

Fire Fire and 
rescue 

No data 
provided 

Malicious fire alarms Fire Fire and 
rescue 

 

Road traffic accidents (slightly 
injured) 

Road safety TfL/City 
Corporation 

 

Road traffic accidents (seriously 
injured) 

Road safety TfL/City 
Corporation 

 

Road traffic accidents (killed) Road safety TfL/City 
Corporation 

 

Pupils subject to a permanent or 
fixed-term exclusion from state 
primary (age and gender; names of 
schools, reasons for exclusion) 

Vulnerable 
young people 

City 
Corporation 

 
Low 

numbers 

Pupils subject to a permanent or 
fixed-term exclusion from state 
primary (age and gender; names of 
schools, reasons for exclusion ) 

 
Vulnerable 

young people 

 
City 

Corporation 

 
Low 

numbers 

Anti-social behaviour identified by 
the local authority (fly-tipping, 
noise complaints, graffiti) 

Anti-social 
behaviour 

City 
Corporation 

Borough- 
level data 

Anti-social behaviour reported to 
the local authority by the public 
(fly-tipping, noise complaints, 
graffiti) 

Anti-social 
behaviour 

City 
Corporation 

Borough- 
level data 

Assault Physical 
health 

NHS 
(hospitals) 

 

Mental and behavioural disorders 
due to psychoactive substance use 

Mental health NHS 
(hospitals) 

 

Toxic effects of alcohol Physical 
health 

NHS 
(hospitals) 

 

 

 Theme Data 
Provider 

Assessment 

Anti-social behaviour incidents Recorded 
crime 

CoLP, Met 
Police, BTP 

No bus data 

Transport incidents33 Recorded 
crime 

CoLP, Met 
Police, BTP 

No bus data 

Public safety/welfare incidents Recorded 
crime 

CoLP, Met 
Police, BTP 

No bus data 

Burglary Recorded 
crime 

CoLP, Met 
Police, BTP 

No bus data 

Criminal damage Recorded 
crime 

CoLP, Met 
Police, BTP 

No bus data 

Drug offences Recorded 
crime 

CoLP, Met 
Police, BTP 

No bus data 

Fraud and forgery Recorded 
crime 

CoLP, Met 
Police, BTP 

No bus data 

Robbery Recorded 
crime 

CoLP, Met 
Police, BTP 

No bus data 

Sexual offences Recorded 
crime 

CoLP, Met 
Police, BTP 

No bus data 

Theft and handling stolen goods Recorded 
crime 

CoLP, Met 
Police, BTP 

No bus data 

Violence against the person Recorded 
crime 

CoLP, Met 
Police, BTP 

No bus data 

Other offences Recorded 
crime 

CoLP, Met 
Police, BTP 

No bus data 

Deliberate primary fire (excluding 
vehicles) 

Fire Fire and 
rescue 

Individual 
level/merged 

Deliberate primary fire in vehicles Fire Fire and 
rescue 

Individual 
level/merged 

Deliberate secondary fire 
(excluding vehicles) 

Fire Fire and 
rescue 

Individual 
level/merged 

Deliberate secondary fires in 
vehicles 

Fire Fire and 
rescue 

Individual 
level/merged 
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Other entries where there is 
evidence of alcohol involvement 

Physical 
health 

NHS 
(hospitals) 

 

Domestic abuse Physical 
health 

NHS 
hospitals) 

Borough- 
level data 

Mental illness outpatient 
attendance 

Mental health CCG Borough- 
level data 

Persons receiving drug treatment Physical 
health 

CCG Borough- 
level data 

Crime and disorder related callouts Physical 
health 

Ambulance 
service 

 

Demographic profile of offenders 
(age, gender, ethnicity) 

Offenders Probation 
Service 

No data 
provided 

Assessment of factors’ relating to 
offenders’ criminality 

Offenders Probation 
Service 

No data 
provided 

Risk posed by offenders of serious 
harm to others and re-offending 

Offenders Probation 
Service 

No data 
provided 

Figure 52: Data accessibility for Category 1 data requests 
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Category 2 data 

 

 

 

 

The strategic assessment team were able to access additional data to that 
provided in Category 1 against the five current Safer City Partnership 
(SCP) objectives, at a borough rather than a depersonalised individual 
level, as can be seen in Figure 53. This included: 

 

• The vulnerability dashboard, populated by Safer City Partners 
including the City Corporation, the City of London Police and  
The Probation Service. 

 

 
 Theme Data 

Provider 
Assessment 

Adults and children at risk Vulnerable 
communities 

SCP 
partners 

Borough-level 
data 

Child protection Vulnerable 
communities 

SCP 
partners 

Borough-level 
data 

Child sexual exploitation and 
abuse 

Vulnerable 
communities 

SCP 
partners 

Borough-level 
data 

Missing children Vulnerable 
communities 

SCP 
partners 

Borough-level 
data 

Female genital mutilation Vulnerable 
communities 

SCP 
partners 

Borough-level 
data 

Forced marriage Vulnerable 
communities 

SCP 
partners 

Borough-level 
data 

Honour-based violence Vulnerable 
communities 

SCP 
partners 

Borough-level 
data 

Hate crime Vulnerable 
communities 

SCP 
partners 

Borough-level 
data 

Violent and sexual offenders Vulnerable 
communities 

SCP 
partners 

Borough-level 
data 

Suicides and attempted suicides Vulnerable 
communities 

SCP 
partners 

Borough-level 
data 

Modern slavery and human 
trafficking 

Vulnerable 
communities 

SCP 
partners 

Borough-level 
data 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 53: Data accessibility for Category 2 data requests 
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Prevent Vulnerable 
communities 

SCP 
partners 

Borough-level 
data 

Rape and other sexual offences Vulnerable 
communities 

SCP 
partners 

Borough-level 
data 

Stalking and harassment Vulnerable 
communities 

SCP 
partners 

Borough-level 
data 

Alcohol and drug related deaths Vulnerable 
communities 

CCG Data not 
available 

Economic fraud crimes Theft & fraud CoLP National-level 
data 

Numbers helped via Action Fraud/ 
National Fraud Intelligence Bureau 

 

Theft & fraud 
CoLP National-level 

data 

Number of victims engaged with 
(inc. vulnerable victims and those 
referred to additional support) 

 
Theft & fraud 

 
CoLP 

National-level 
data 

Number of bank accounts 
disrupted to combat fraud 

Theft & fraud CoLP National-level 
data 

£ value of assets confiscated Theft & fraud CoLP National-level 
data 

£ compensation paid to victims Theft & fraud CoLP National-level 
data 

Numbers of businesses supported Theft & fraud CoLP National-level 
data 

Numbers of public and private 
licences 

Night-time 
economy 

City 
Corporation 

Borough-level 
data 

Incidents in specific premises Night-time 
economy 

CoLP Embedded in 
C’ttee reports 

 



S C P S t r a t e g i c A s s e s s m e n t May 2022 

Category 3 data 

 

 

 

 

A brief review of other Community Safety Partnership strategic 
assessments was undertaken as part of the scoping work for this report. 
This identified a number of additional types of data that were frequently 
being collected, monitored and used by Community Safety Partnerships 
to help them develop a comprehensive picture of crime, disorder and 
community safety issues in their areas. 

 

The team tried to access similar data, with contrasting results, as can be 
seen in Figure 54. Notable gaps included: 

 

• Limited victim demographics and intelligence, including age, 
gender, ethnicity, first part of postcode (apart from Stop and 
Search data). It would also be useful to know whether they are 
repeat victims or victims of multiple crimes; and 

 

• Limited service user voice: there is some data relating to 
residents and business views towards the Police and the City 
Corporation, but none was available about views towards other 
Safer City partners. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 54: Data accessibility for Category 3 data requests 
 

 
Other useful data 

 
As stated in Section 4.2, there is a gap in finding and applying an 
effective benchmark for the predominantly business areas of the City. 
Ideally, comparisons would be made with the central business districts of 
other comparable cities, both in the UK and in other countries. 

 

Finally, data publication lags and the lack of verified real-time data for 
many of the areas in the report present some issues. Ideally, data would 
be made available more frequently, starting with a shift from annual 
reporting to quarterly where resources allow. 
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Number of cyber crime referrals to 
the National Fraud Intelligence 
Bureau 

Cyber crime CoLP At borough 
level 

Number of victims engaged with 
(inc. vulnerable victims and those 
referred to additional support) 

Cyber crime CoLP Not in CoLP 
annual report 

Number of rough sleepers Vulnerable 
communities 

CCG At borough 
level 

% of rough sleepers using drugs, 
alcohol, or with a mental health 
need 

Vulnerable 
communities 

CCG At borough 
level 

Issues/concerns Service user 
perceptions 

CoLP/City 
Corporation 

At borough 
level 

Feelings of safety compared to 12 
months ago (when going out, in 
the daytime, in the evening) 

Service user 
perceptions 

CoLP/City 
Corporation 

At borough 
level 

Confident in reporting ASB and 
crime 

Service user 
perceptions 

CoLP/City 
Corporation 

At borough 
level 

Awareness of local support 
services 

Service user 
perceptions 

CoLP/City 
Corporation 

At borough 
level 

Confident the Police and City 
Corporation will help 

Service user 
perceptions 

CoLP/City 
Corporation 

At borough 
level 

 

 Theme Data Provider Assessment 

Stop and Search Service 
performance 

CoLP At borough 
level 

Detection status Service 
performance 

Home Office At borough 
level 

Environmental crime Recorded 
crime 

Environmental 
Agency 

At borough 
level 

Air pollution Physical 
health 

City 
Corporation 

 

Number of Cyber Griffin events Cyber crime CoLP At borough 
level 
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Appendix B: Other profiles 
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Appendix C: Extract from the Schedule to the Crime and Disorder (Prescribed 
Information) Regulations 2007 as at 1st April 2021. 

 

PRESCRIBED DESCRIPTION OF INFORMATION TO BE DISCLOSED UNDER SECTION 17A OF 
THE CRIME AND DISORDER ACT 1998 BETWEEN RELEVANT AUTHORITIES 

 

 
“1 

 
Information held by the police force for the area on the category of each— 

 
(a) anti-social behaviour incident, 

 
(b) transport incident, and 

 
(c) public safety/welfare incident, 

 
in the area, as defined in accordance with the National Incident Category List in the National 

Standards for Incident Recording Instructions for Police Forces in England and Wales [as at 

[1st April 2010]], and the time, date and location of each of those incidents. 

 

2 

 
Information held by the police force for the area on the sub-category of each crime 

classified as— 

 

(a) burglary, 

 
(b) criminal damage, 

 
(c) drug offences, 

 
(d) fraud and forgery, 

 
(e) robbery, 

 
(f) sexual offences, 

 
(g) theft and handling stolen  goods, 

 
(h) violence against the person, and 

 
(i) other offences, 
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in the area, as defined in accordance with the Home Office Notifiable Offences List as at [1st 

April 2010], and the time, date and location of each of those crimes. 

 
3 

 
Information held by the fire and rescue authority for the area on the time, date and location 

of each— 

 

(a) deliberate primary fire (excluding deliberate primary fires in vehicles) in the  area, 

 
(b) deliberate primary fire in vehicles in the area, 

 
(c) deliberate secondary fire (excluding deliberate secondary fires in vehicles) in the  area, 

 
(d) incident of violence against employees of the fire and rescue authority in the area, and 

 
(e) fire in a dwelling in the area where no smoke alarm was fitted attended by the fire and 

rescue services of the authority, 

 

as defined in accordance with [Incident Recording System—Questions and Lists, published 

by the Department for Communities and Local Government in May 2009]. 

 

4 

 
Information held by the fire and rescue authority for the area on the time and date of each 

call to the fire and rescue services in the area in relation to a malicious false alarm and the 

purported location of those alarms as defined in accordance with [Incident Recording 

System—Questions and Lists, published by the Department for Communities and Local 

Government in May 2009]. 

 

5 

 
Information held by the local authority for the area on the time, date and location of each 

road traffic collision in the area and the number of adults and children killed, seriously 

injured and slightly injured in each of those collisions. 

 

6 

 
Information held by the local authority for the area on the age and gender of each of the 

pupils subject to a permanent or fixed-term exclusion from state primary and secondary 

schools in the area, the names and addresses of the schools from which those pupils have 

been excluded and the reasons for their exclusion. 
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7 

 
Revoked. 

 
8 

 
Information held by the local authority for the area on the category, time, date and location 

of each:— 

 

(a) incident of anti-social behaviour identified by the authority, and 

 
(b) incident of anti-social behaviour reported to the authority by the  public, 

 
in the area, as defined in accordance with the National Incident Category List in the National 

Standards for Incident Recording Instructions for Police Forces in England and Wales [as at 

1st April 2010] or any other system for classifying anti-social behaviour used by that 

authority as at the date of these Regulations. 

 

9 

 
Information held by each [clinical commissioning group] or Local Health Board the whole or 

any part of whose area lies within the area [, or by the National Health Service 

Commissioning Board,] on the general postcode address of persons resident in the area 

admitted to hospital, the date of such admissions and the sub-categories of each admission 

within the blocks— 

 

(a) assault (X85–Y09), 

 
(b) mental and behavioural disorders due to psychoactive substance use (F10–F19), 

 
(c) toxic effect of alcohol (T51), and 

 
(d) other entries where there is evidence of alcohol involvement determined by blood 

alcohol level (Y90) or evidence of alcohol involvement determined by level of intoxication 

(Y91), 

 

as classified in accordance with the International Classification of Diseases, Tenth Revision 

(ICD-10) published by the World Health Organization. 
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10 
 

Information held by each [clinical commissioning group] or Local Health Board the whole or 

any part of whose area lies within the area [, or by the National Health Service 

Commissioning Board,] on the general postcode address of persons resident in the area 

admitted to hospital in respect of domestic abuse as defined in Section 2.2 of the 

Responding to domestic abuse: a handbook for health professionals published by the 

Department of Health in December 2005, and the date of such admissions. 

 

11 

 
Information held by each [clinical commissioning group, Local Health Board or local 

authority (within the meaning of section 2B of the National Health Service Act 2006) acting 

in the exercise of public health functions (within the meaning of that Act),] the whole or any 

part of whose area lies within the area [, or by the National Health Service Commissioning 

Board,] on the number of— 

 

(a) mental illness outpatient first attendances, and 

 
(b) persons receiving drug treatment, 

in the area. 

12 

 
Information held by each [clinical commissioning group] or Local Health Board the whole or 

any part of whose area lies within the area [, or by the National Health Service 

Commissioning Board,] on the location, time and date of ambulance service calls to 

incidents relating to crime and disorder and the category of such incidents using any system 

for classifying crime and disorder used by that authority. 

 

13 

 
Information held by each provider of probation services operating wholly or partly within 

the area on— 

 

(a) the demographic profile of offenders including age, gender, ethnicity, first part of 

postcode and offence description; 

 

(b) the assessment of factors relating to offenders' criminality including thinking and 

behaviour, attitudes, accommodation, employment, training and education, relationships, 

lifestyle and associations, drug misuse and alcohol misuse; and 
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(c) the risk posed by offenders of serious harm to others and of re-offending 

in the area.] 
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Appendix D: Original online data sources 
 

This section provides a summary of all of the raw data sources used in the Report (apart 
from GLA SafeStats) 

 
Police Outcomes and Stop & Search 

• Downloaded from https://data.police.uk/data/ 
 

 

Fly Tipping, Graffiti, Detritus etc 
o Number of recorded fly-tipping incidents by year and LB taken by DEFRA can 

be downloaded https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data- 
sets/env24-fly-tipping-incidents-and-actions-taken-in-england 

 

 

Hate_Crime 
• ONS Published CSEW survey data available – but no geographic / LA or even regional 

identifiers Hate crime, England and Wales, 2019 to 2020 - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk) 
 

 

Domestic Abuse / Children in need 
Characteristics of children in need, Reporting Year 2020 – Explore education statistics – 

GOV.UK (explore-education-statistics.service.gov.uk) 
 

NHS_Digital Drugs / Alcohol 
• Most useful is PHE-LAPE (Local Alcohol Profiles for England) tables –. Local Alcohol 

Profiles for England - PHE 
 

 

B_Pupil_Exclusions 
• Can be downloaded from Permanent and fixed-period exclusions in England, 

Academic Year 2018/19 – Explore education statistics – GOV.UK (explore-education- 
statistics.service.gov.uk) 

 

Fires 
• Incident level data https://data.london.gov.uk/dataset/london-fire-brigade-incident- 

records 
 

 

Suicides 
• https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/birthsdeathsandmarriage 

s/deaths/datasets/suicidesbylocalauthority/current 
 

 

\Hospital_Emergency_Adm\ 
• https://indicators.ic.nhs.uk/webview/ 

https://data.police.uk/data/
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.gov.uk%2Fgovernment%2Fstatistical-data-sets%2Fenv24-fly-tipping-incidents-and-actions-taken-in-england&data=04%7C01%7C%7Cea46a943dc6045a2310408d925deb297%7C9fe658cdb3cd405685193222ffa96be8%7C1%7C0%7C637582460665706081%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=c3I4ilfAmZTXu%2FWIoLWSyWojVaNi2tRVQrRwv%2BtuVzE%3D&reserved=0
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.gov.uk%2Fgovernment%2Fstatistical-data-sets%2Fenv24-fly-tipping-incidents-and-actions-taken-in-england&data=04%7C01%7C%7Cea46a943dc6045a2310408d925deb297%7C9fe658cdb3cd405685193222ffa96be8%7C1%7C0%7C637582460665706081%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=c3I4ilfAmZTXu%2FWIoLWSyWojVaNi2tRVQrRwv%2BtuVzE%3D&reserved=0
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.gov.uk%2Fgovernment%2Fstatistical-data-sets%2Fenv24-fly-tipping-incidents-and-actions-taken-in-england&data=04%7C01%7C%7Cea46a943dc6045a2310408d925deb297%7C9fe658cdb3cd405685193222ffa96be8%7C1%7C0%7C637582460665706081%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=c3I4ilfAmZTXu%2FWIoLWSyWojVaNi2tRVQrRwv%2BtuVzE%3D&reserved=0
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fexplore-education-statistics.service.gov.uk%2Ffind-statistics%2Fcharacteristics-of-children-in-need%2F2020&data=04%7C01%7C%7Cea46a943dc6045a2310408d925deb297%7C9fe658cdb3cd405685193222ffa96be8%7C1%7C0%7C637582460665716040%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=lLSSs4gq0XBZMHMtRJMzdSXLM88ih%2FSdTUkL4RNKVrA%3D&reserved=0
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fexplore-education-statistics.service.gov.uk%2Ffind-statistics%2Fcharacteristics-of-children-in-need%2F2020&data=04%7C01%7C%7Cea46a943dc6045a2310408d925deb297%7C9fe658cdb3cd405685193222ffa96be8%7C1%7C0%7C637582460665716040%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=lLSSs4gq0XBZMHMtRJMzdSXLM88ih%2FSdTUkL4RNKVrA%3D&reserved=0
https://fingertips.phe.org.uk/profile/local-alcohol-profiles
https://fingertips.phe.org.uk/profile/local-alcohol-profiles
https://fingertips.phe.org.uk/profile/local-alcohol-profiles
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fexplore-education-statistics.service.gov.uk%2Ffind-statistics%2Fpermanent-and-fixed-period-exclusions-in-england%23dataDownloads-1&data=04%7C01%7C%7Cea46a943dc6045a2310408d925deb297%7C9fe658cdb3cd405685193222ffa96be8%7C1%7C0%7C637582460665716040%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=Y3R0OrSGv%2BAkPXLFjC%2BkmXYpt3b5D%2BQJeLmFhTfdpiU%3D&reserved=0
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fexplore-education-statistics.service.gov.uk%2Ffind-statistics%2Fpermanent-and-fixed-period-exclusions-in-england%23dataDownloads-1&data=04%7C01%7C%7Cea46a943dc6045a2310408d925deb297%7C9fe658cdb3cd405685193222ffa96be8%7C1%7C0%7C637582460665716040%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=Y3R0OrSGv%2BAkPXLFjC%2BkmXYpt3b5D%2BQJeLmFhTfdpiU%3D&reserved=0
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fexplore-education-statistics.service.gov.uk%2Ffind-statistics%2Fpermanent-and-fixed-period-exclusions-in-england%23dataDownloads-1&data=04%7C01%7C%7Cea46a943dc6045a2310408d925deb297%7C9fe658cdb3cd405685193222ffa96be8%7C1%7C0%7C637582460665716040%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=Y3R0OrSGv%2BAkPXLFjC%2BkmXYpt3b5D%2BQJeLmFhTfdpiU%3D&reserved=0
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fexplore-education-statistics.service.gov.uk%2Ffind-statistics%2Fpermanent-and-fixed-period-exclusions-in-england%23dataDownloads-1&data=04%7C01%7C%7Cea46a943dc6045a2310408d925deb297%7C9fe658cdb3cd405685193222ffa96be8%7C1%7C0%7C637582460665716040%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=Y3R0OrSGv%2BAkPXLFjC%2BkmXYpt3b5D%2BQJeLmFhTfdpiU%3D&reserved=0
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fexplore-education-statistics.service.gov.uk%2Ffind-statistics%2Fpermanent-and-fixed-period-exclusions-in-england%23dataDownloads-1&data=04%7C01%7C%7Cea46a943dc6045a2310408d925deb297%7C9fe658cdb3cd405685193222ffa96be8%7C1%7C0%7C637582460665716040%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=Y3R0OrSGv%2BAkPXLFjC%2BkmXYpt3b5D%2BQJeLmFhTfdpiU%3D&reserved=0
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fexplore-education-statistics.service.gov.uk%2Ffind-statistics%2Fpermanent-and-fixed-period-exclusions-in-england%23dataDownloads-1&data=04%7C01%7C%7Cea46a943dc6045a2310408d925deb297%7C9fe658cdb3cd405685193222ffa96be8%7C1%7C0%7C637582460665716040%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=Y3R0OrSGv%2BAkPXLFjC%2BkmXYpt3b5D%2BQJeLmFhTfdpiU%3D&reserved=0
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fdata.london.gov.uk%2Fdataset%2Flondon-fire-brigade-incident-records&data=04%7C01%7C%7Cea46a943dc6045a2310408d925deb297%7C9fe658cdb3cd405685193222ffa96be8%7C1%7C0%7C637582460665726004%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=yV5bWU8eiLXerLG8Lsfk9yRzmpQeubBTobD1haIwirY%3D&reserved=0
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fdata.london.gov.uk%2Fdataset%2Flondon-fire-brigade-incident-records&data=04%7C01%7C%7Cea46a943dc6045a2310408d925deb297%7C9fe658cdb3cd405685193222ffa96be8%7C1%7C0%7C637582460665726004%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=yV5bWU8eiLXerLG8Lsfk9yRzmpQeubBTobD1haIwirY%3D&reserved=0
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fdata.london.gov.uk%2Fdataset%2Flondon-fire-brigade-incident-records&data=04%7C01%7C%7Cea46a943dc6045a2310408d925deb297%7C9fe658cdb3cd405685193222ffa96be8%7C1%7C0%7C637582460665726004%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=yV5bWU8eiLXerLG8Lsfk9yRzmpQeubBTobD1haIwirY%3D&reserved=0
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.ons.gov.uk%2Fpeoplepopulationandcommunity%2Fbirthsdeathsandmarriages%2Fdeaths%2Fdatasets%2Fsuicidesbylocalauthority%2Fcurrent&data=04%7C01%7C%7Cea46a943dc6045a2310408d925deb297%7C9fe658cdb3cd405685193222ffa96be8%7C1%7C0%7C637582460665726004%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=uVrz8O48lWQ17I6c14PQh7%2FZBLyfwcNVJk4qAfj9yEQ%3D&reserved=0
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.ons.gov.uk%2Fpeoplepopulationandcommunity%2Fbirthsdeathsandmarriages%2Fdeaths%2Fdatasets%2Fsuicidesbylocalauthority%2Fcurrent&data=04%7C01%7C%7Cea46a943dc6045a2310408d925deb297%7C9fe658cdb3cd405685193222ffa96be8%7C1%7C0%7C637582460665726004%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=uVrz8O48lWQ17I6c14PQh7%2FZBLyfwcNVJk4qAfj9yEQ%3D&reserved=0
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.ons.gov.uk%2Fpeoplepopulationandcommunity%2Fbirthsdeathsandmarriages%2Fdeaths%2Fdatasets%2Fsuicidesbylocalauthority%2Fcurrent&data=04%7C01%7C%7Cea46a943dc6045a2310408d925deb297%7C9fe658cdb3cd405685193222ffa96be8%7C1%7C0%7C637582460665726004%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=uVrz8O48lWQ17I6c14PQh7%2FZBLyfwcNVJk4qAfj9yEQ%3D&reserved=0
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Findicators.ic.nhs.uk%2Fwebview%2F&data=04%7C01%7C%7Cea46a943dc6045a2310408d925deb297%7C9fe658cdb3cd405685193222ffa96be8%7C1%7C0%7C637582460665735952%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=hKSHx98EnbCOhxVs7hvquynuxsM9nL1%2FV4mMQCOvhKc%3D&reserved=0


 

 

Appendix E: Theft groups included 
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