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The London Assembly held a panel discussion on road crime on 11 February 2016, at which the 
MPS and TfL gave evidence, as did RoadPeace and LCC.  A joint submission from CTC (now Cycling 
UK), LCC, Living Streets, Road Danger Reduction Forum, RoadPeace, Sustrans, and 20s Plenty for 
Us had been submitted the previous month. Much of the panel discussion was on how to evaluate 
the effectiveness of the police in tackling road crime. At that time, the key performance indicators 
(KPI) for the MPS Roads Transport Policing Command (RTPC) were not known.  
 
The MOPAC and TfL Services Agreement is now available on-line, and we have read what was 
agreed by the police and TfL. Of the six agreed objectives for the MPS Roads Transport and 
Policing Command (RTPC), we have reviewed the two safety related objectives (Five and Six) with 
the two key crime related objectives (One and Twos). 
 
Table 1:  RTPC safety and crime related objectives 

No Objective Key Performance Indicator (KPI) 
Objective 
Five 

Contribute to reducing collisions and 
casualties on London through problem 
solving and traffic enforcement.  

• Reduction in KSI collisions overall 
• Reduction in KSI collisions involving 

HGVs and other commercial vehicles 
• BikeSafe London attendance 

Objective 
Six 

Improving cycle safety and reducing 
cycle theft. 

• Reduction in KSI collisions involving 
cyclists overall 

• Cycle theft 
• Cycle theft detections 

Objective 
One 

Reducing crime and anti-social 
behaviour on and around London’s 
public transport. 

• Bus-related crime rate per million  
passenger journeys 

• Bus-related crime volume (by overall 
volume and category) 

• Driver incident reports (disturbances) 
rate per million passenger journeys 

Objective 
Two 

Reducing fear of crime to improve 
public confidence in the safety of the 
journeys they make in the capital. 

• Customer Satisfaction Survey Personal 
Safety at Bus Stop / On Bus 

• % of Londoners who can recall episode 
of worry whilst travelling on public 
transport in the last three months 

• Did this worry put respondent off using 
public transport again 

 

245a Coldharbour Lane 
London, SW9 8RR 
phone 020 7733 1603 
www.roadpeace.org 
helpline 0845 4500 355 

 Page 1 
 



As seen in Table 1, there are no KPI related to road crime (driving offences). Nor are there any KPI 
related to satisfaction, worry and impact on travel modes because of road crime, as included with 
Objective Two.  
 
The MOPAC and TfL Services agreement does include additional supplementary performance 
indicators on road crime such as dangerous and careless driving offences. But as the police and TfL 
acknowledged at the panel discussion, the supplementary performance indicators are mostly 
activity based, due to the lack of baseline data. We do not know how many drivers are speeding, 
driving whilst impaired or how often careless or dangerous driving occurs. Nor do we know how 
safe those walking or cycling feel or if collisions are being investigated thoroughly and offenders 
being detected. 
 
We repeat our call for such baseline data to be collected and for future KPI to be based on 
improvements made, with compliance, satisfaction and confidence. We have suggested some 
performance indicators for the interim period, and ask that they are considered as part of the 
annual refresh of the RTPC priorities currently underway. 
 
Suggested performance indicators include: 

1. Perception of safety by those walking and cycling 
2. Speed compliance 
3. Offenders brought to justice 
4. Victim satisfaction in collision investigation 
5. Public confidence in police efforts to reduce road danger 

 
1. Perception of safety  by those walking and cycling 

Perception of safety is already included as a KPI with public transport use, but not yet with road 
travel.  DfT included perception of safety by cyclists and pedestrians in their outcome indicators 
for their Strategic Framework for Road Safety (RAS41001). For cyclists, the indicators were:  

• Percentage of cyclists who agreed that it was too dangerous for them to cycle on the 
roads. 

• Percentage of cyclists who said they felt fairly confident cycling on the road 
 

2. Speed compliance 
It should be possible for TfL to monitor speed compliance within London, as DfT already does this 
on a regional and national level.  DfT has included monitoring speed compliance by speed limit 
and vehicle type as outcome indicators for their Strategic Framework for Road Safety (RAS41001). 
 
London can also learn from Sweden, as they have included speed compliance as a key objective in 
their Vision Zero strategy.  
 

3. Offenders Brought to Justice 
The MPS should report the outcomes of their collision investigations, just as they report the 
outcomes of other investigations.   
 
It should be possible for the community to know how often a driver is being prosecuted and 
convicted for causing a crash which kills or injures another, and how this varies by the victim’s 
road user mode.  TfL’s 2012 report, Pedestrians fatalities in London (2006-2010), reported 35% of 
pedestrian fatal collisions resulted in a driver being convicted.  But this decreased to 10% when 
the pedestrian was a child and as low as 5% for an elderly pedestrian.  This data could be 
monitored in a timely fashion and for free by the community, if the MPS issued a press release 
after every trial involving a fatality or serious injury.  
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4. Victim satisfaction and support 

With Objective Five, TfL‘s expectation includes 
Undertaking thorough and effective investigation of collisions on London’s roads that has victim 
satisfaction at its centre, distils learning to prevent further collisions… 
 
Whilst the police include “effective investigation” in their operational objectives, they do not 
mention victim satisfaction in the Police Operational Objectives for Objective Five, although in 
Objective One, they have included “Supporting victims and bringing those who offend to justice”. 
 
Victim satisfaction is a key indicator for police. Those bereaved and injured in collisions should be 
asked their satisfaction with the police. Victims should be analysed by road user type so it should 
be able to tell if certain groups have more or less confidence in the police. Victims of hit and run 
collisions should be analysed separately as the police have the additional role of finding the driver 
in these cases. 
 
And just as victim care is included as a supplementary performance indicator for Objective One, so 
should it be included under Objectives Five and Six. 
 

5. Public confidence with police efforts to reduce road danger 
Road users should be asked their level of confidence in traffic law enforcement by the police. This 
could be analysed by road user group and by pre and post crash involvement.  
 
This was proposed to TfL after our conference on Road Danger Reduction and Enforcement in 
London: how policing can support walking and cycling.  But this would have required a new survey 
by TfL. 
 
In addition to KPIs, we repeat our key call for the MPS and the Mayor to treat road crime as crime 
This includes ensuring road crime statistics are included along with other crime statistics in 
community presentations. Just because they are not included in the Home Office’s definition of 
notifiable crime is no reason for them to be excluded from public reports and community 
discussions in London, including with the Safer Neighbourhood Board meetings. 
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