Appendix H: Additional charts and tables
for ‘Wider Growth’ analysis

Figure H.1 Crime rate in base year (2011) in Rural Conservation Aggregates and Comparator
Aggregates (crime rates per 1,000 population)
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Note: data for London are not presented due to there being very small numbers of Rural CAs.

Figure H.2 Change in crime rate (2011-2016) in Rural Conservation Aggregates and Comparator
Aggregates (crime rates per 1,000 population)




Figure H.2 Change in crime rate (2011-2016) in Rural Conservation Aggregates and Comparator
Aggregates (crime rates per 1,000 population)
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Note: data for London are not presented due to there being very small numbers of Rural CAs.

Figure H.3 Crime rate in base year (2011) in Urban Residential Conservation Aggregates and
Comparator Aggregates (crime rates per 1,000 population)
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Figure H.4 Change in crime rate (2011-2016) in Urban Residential Conservation Aggregates and
Comparator Aggregates (crime rates per 1,000 population)
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Figure H.5 Crime rate in base year (2011) in Town Centre Conservation Aggregates and Comparator
Aggregates (crime rates per 1,000 population)
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Figure H.6 Change in crime rate (2011-2016) in Town Centre Conservation Aggregates and
Comparator Aggregates (crime rates per 1,000 population)
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Figure H.7 Map: Crime rate in 2011 in Rural Conservation Aggregates (National Quintiles)




Composite Crime rates in Rural Conservation Aggregates: 2011
National Quintiles
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Figure H.8 Map: Crime rate in 2011 in Urban Residential Conservation Aggregates (National
Quintiles)




Figure H.8 Map: Crime rate in 2011 in Urban Residential Conservation Aggregates (National
Quintiles)
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Figure H.9 Map: Crime rate in 2011 in Town Centre Conservation Aggregates (National Quintiles) ‘




Composite Crime rates in Town Centre Conservation Aggregates: 2011

National Quintiles
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Figure H.10 Box plot: Distribution of Local Authority crime rates across Conservation Aggregates and
Comparator Aggregates by category (2011)
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Figure H.11 Box plot: Difference between Conservation and Comparator Aggregate crime rates at
the 2011 baseline point in time (all categories)
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Figure H.12 Bar Chart: Difference in crime rate between Rural Conservation Aggregates and their
matched Comparator Aggregates in 2011
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Figure H.13 Bar Chart: Difference in crime rate between Urban Residential Conservation Aggregates
and their matched Comparator Aggregates in 2011
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Figure H.14 Bar Chart: Difference in crime rate between Town Centre Residential Conservation
Aggregates and their matched Comparator Aggregates in 2011
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Figure H.15 Box plot: Distribution of crime rates in Conservation Aggregates in 2011 and 2016 (all

categories)
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Figure H.16 Box plot: Distribution of Local Authorities in terms of relative performance of their
Conservation Aggregates vs Comparator Aggregates in terms of change in crime rate (2011-2016)

Change in crime rate in Conservation Aggreates relative

to their matched Comparator Aggregate

150

Note: dashed lines show the distribution of Local Authority values. The boxes
represent the interquartile range (the bottom of the box is the 25th percentile,
and the top of the box is the 75th percentile). Conservation Aggregates below the
red line performed worse than their matched Comparator Aggregates.

100

50

-100
Rural

Urban Residential

Town Centre

Figure H.17 Scatterplot: Comparing direction of travel and relative performance of Rural

Conservation Aggregates between 2011 and 2016
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Figure H.18 Scatterplot: Comparing direction of travel and relative performance of Urban Residential
Conservation Aggregates between 2011 and 2016
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Figure H.19 Scatterplot: Comparing direction of travel and relative performance of Town Centre
Conservation Aggregates between 2011 and 2016
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