
  

Appendix 1 – Borough Changes in Street Crime 2003/4 vs. Previous Year 
 

MPS Reduction: 4.2%

-40

-30

-20

-10

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

W
es

tm
in

st
er

C
am

de
n

Ea
lin

g

W
an

ds
w

or
th

To
w

er
 H

am
le

ts

H
ar

in
ge

y

La
m

be
th

M
er

to
n

H
ill

in
gd

on

W
al

th
am

 F
or

es
t

C
ro

yd
on

H
ou

ns
lo

w

Ki
ng

st
on

 u
po

n 
Th

am
es

Is
lin

gt
on

Br
en

t

H
ar

ro
w

Ba
rn

et

H
av

er
in

g

N
ew

ha
m

Be
xl

ey

H
am

m
er

sm
ith

 &
 F

ul
ha

m

So
ut

hw
ar

k

R
ed

br
id

ge

En
fie

ld

R
ic

hm
on

d 
up

on
 T

ha
m

es

H
ac

kn
ey

Ba
rk

in
g 

& 
D

ag
en

ha
m

Le
w

is
ha

m

Ke
ns

in
gt

on
 &

 C
he

ls
ea

Br
om

le
y

Su
tto

n

G
re

en
w

ic
h

%
 C

ha
ng

e

MPS Reduction: 7.1%
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Appendix 2 – Borough Changes in Burglary 2003/4 vs. Previous Year 
 



  

Appendix 3 – Borough Changes in Autocrime 2003/4 vs. Previous Year 
 

ppendix 4– Borough Changes in Total Notifiable Offences vs. Previous Year 

MPS Reduction: 7.1%
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MPS Reduction: 1.8%
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