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Executive Summary 

The criminal and anti-social exploitation of e-mobility technologies has emerged as a 
significant and evolving national challenge. While e-mobility devices oKer important 
benefits in relation to accessibility, aKordability, economic opportunity and sustainable 
transport, their rapid growth has also created new vulnerabilities relating to criminality, 
anti-social behaviour, public safety, product compliance, regulatory oversight and public 
confidence. These issues extend beyond traditional policing concerns and sit at the 
intersection of public safety, criminal justice, transport policy, product regulation, 
customs enforcement and technological innovation. The challenge facing policymakers 
is therefore not whether e-mobility should be supported, but how its benefits can be 
realised while reducing the harms and vulnerabilities associated with its misuse and 
exploitation. 

To support the development of a coordinated national response, the Centre for Policing 
Research and Learning (CPRL) convened a national multi-agency problem-definition 
workshop on behalf of the NPCC E-Mobility Portfolio. The workshop brought together 
senior representatives from policing, government, enforcement agencies, regulators, 
industry and academia, including the Department for Transport, HMRC, Trading 
Standards, the OKice of the Chief Scientific Adviser for Policing, the College of Policing 
and police forces from across the United Kingdom. The event was designed to integrate 
evidence, expertise and operational experience from across the system to develop a 
shared understanding of the challenges, opportunities and priorities associated with e-
mobility. 

The workshop demonstrated that substantial expertise already exists across the 
stakeholder landscape. Participants brought operational experience, intelligence, 
regulatory knowledge, market insight and research expertise relating to e-mobility and its 
impacts. However, discussions consistently highlighted that this knowledge remains 
fragmented across organisations, sectors and policy domains. A central conclusion 
emerging from the workshop was that no single organisation currently possesses a 
suKiciently comprehensive understanding of the scale, nature and drivers of the problem 
to support fully coordinated national action. Participants identified significant limitations 
in data capture, classification, intelligence development and information sharing. In 
many cases, existing systems do not consistently identify incidents as e-mobility related, 
limiting the ability of agencies to understand the true scale and nature of emerging 
harms. 

The workshop also highlighted a substantial gap in the current research landscape. 
Existing research has overwhelmingly focused on the opportunities and benefits 
associated with e-mobility technologies. Comparatively little attention has been given to 
their criminal and anti-social exploitation, the vulnerabilities created by emerging supply 
chains and markets, the implications of grey-market imports, the role of organised 
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criminality, or the wider social and public safety consequences associated with rapid 
technological adoption. Addressing this evidence gap will be essential if future policy and 
operational responses are to remain proportionate, eKective and legitimate. 

Despite these limitations, several areas of broad consensus emerged. Participants 
emphasised the need for improved national problem definition and intelligence 
capability; stronger understanding of supply chains, importation pathways and product 
compliance; enhanced partnership between policing, government, regulators and 
industry; and the development of a coordinated programme of research, innovation and 
evaluation capable of supporting future policy, legislative and operational reform. 

Attention was given to the potential value of registration and traceability mechanisms. 
Participants identified registration as a promising area for further exploration, noting its 
potential to support regulatory compliance, product accountability, criminal 
investigation, public understanding and enforcement eKectiveness simultaneously. 
While additional work is required to assess feasibility and implementation models, 
registration emerged as one of the strongest areas of consensus and a potentially 
important foundation for future policy development. 

More broadly, the workshop demonstrated the value of structured multi-agency problem-
definition as a methodology for addressing complex national challenges that cut across 
traditional organisational boundaries. By bringing together diverse forms of evidence and 
expertise, the process enabled stakeholders to move beyond individual organisational 
perspectives and begin constructing a shared understanding of a rapidly evolving issue. 
In doing so, it illustrated the role CPRL can play in supporting NPCC portfolio leads 
through evidence integration, stakeholder coordination, research mobilisation and the 
development of coherent national strategies for emerging policing challenges. 

This report should therefore be viewed as the beginning of a longer process. It provides 
an initial foundation for developing a coordinated national understanding of the criminal 
and anti-social exploitation of e-mobility technologies and identifies a number of 
priorities for future research, policy development and partnership activity. The overall 
objective is to support the development of a coherent national framework capable of 
preserving the substantial benefits of e-mobility while reducing the risks associated with 
criminality, anti-social behaviour and public safety harms. 
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1. Introduction and Purpose 

The criminal and anti-social use of e-mobility devices has emerged as an increasingly 
significant challenge for policing, regulators, industry and government. While e-mobility 
technologies oKer substantial benefits in terms of sustainable transport, accessibility 
and economic opportunity, concerns are growing regarding their misuse in anti-social 
behaviour, criminal activity, road safety incidents, product safety risks and wider public 
harms. 

The issue has been identified through the National Police Chiefs' Council (NPCC) 
Problem Book methodology as part of the broader anti-social behaviour landscape. The 
Problem Book provides a structured process through which nationally significant policing 
challenges are identified, prioritised and examined to support the development of 
coordinated responses involving policing, government, academia, industry and other 
partners. E-mobility presents a particularly complex challenge because it cuts across 
multiple policing portfolios and policy domains, including anti-social behaviour, roads 
policing, criminality, product regulation, customs enforcement, public safety and 
transport policy. 

Recognising both the growing significance of the issue and the complexity of the 
stakeholder landscape, the Centre for Policing Research and Learning (CPRL) convened 
a multi-agency problem-definition workshop on behalf of the NPCC E-Mobility Portfolio 
on 3 June 2026. The workshop brought together representatives from policing, 
government departments, enforcement agencies, industry organisations, academic 
institutions and research bodies. The purpose was to create a structured environment 
through which existing evidence, operational experience and professional expertise 
could be brought together to improve understanding of the challenges associated with e-
mobility and identify priorities for future action. 

The workshop was not designed to provide definitive answers to every aspect of the 
problem. Rather, it formed part of a broader process of evidence integration and strategic 
problem definition. Participants contributed a wide range of expertise, including 
operational policing experience, intelligence and enforcement knowledge, regulatory 
perspectives, market and industry insights, behavioural science, transport policy 
expertise and academic research. Through structured discussion, the workshop sought 
to identify areas of consensus, clarify key uncertainties, highlight evidence gaps and 
explore opportunities for coordinated national action. 

Importantly, the discussions highlighted that substantial expertise and evidence already 
exist across the stakeholder landscape. However, it was apparent these forms of 
knowledge are distributed across organisations and sectors, limiting the ability of any 
single agency to develop a comprehensive understanding of the issue. The workshop 
therefore was not only able to examine the challenges associated with e-mobility but also 
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to develop a shared understanding capable of informing future policy development, 
research activity, operational innovation and engagement with government. 

This report captures the principal themes emerging from those discussions. It 
summarises areas of consensus, identifies key challenges and opportunities, highlights 
priority evidence gaps, and proposes a framework through which policing and partners 
can continue to develop a coordinated and evidence-based response to the criminal and 
anti-social exploitation of e-mobility technologies. 

2. Strategic Context 

The criminal and anti-social use of e-mobility technologies presents a complex and 
evolving challenge that extends beyond the responsibilities of any single organisation or 
policy domain. While e-mobility devices are increasingly recognised as an important 
component of sustainable transport systems, concerns are growing regarding their 
misuse in anti-social behaviour, acquisitive crime, serious criminality, road safety 
incidents, public nuisance, product safety failures and wider community harms. 

The significance of the issue is reflected within the National Police Chiefs' Council 
(NPCC) Problem Book methodology, where e-mobility-related harms have been 
identified within the broader anti-social behaviour problem set. The Problem Book 
provides a structured process through which nationally significant policing challenges 
are identified, prioritised and assessed to support evidence-based decision making, 
research commissioning, innovation and policy development. Within this framework, 
anti-social behaviour is recognised as a major national challenge aKecting communities 
across England and Wales. The emergence of e-mobility as a recurring concern within 
this broader problem landscape highlights its growing operational and strategic 
importance. 

However, unlike many traditional policing challenges, e-mobility does not sit neatly 
within a single portfolio or organisational responsibility. The issue spans anti-social 
behaviour, roads policing, neighbourhood crime, organised criminality, product 
regulation, customs enforcement, consumer protection, transport policy, environmental 
policy and public legitimacy.1 DiKerent agencies therefore encounter diKerent 
manifestations of the problem and hold diKerent forms of evidence relating to it. As a 
consequence, knowledge, responsibility and intervention capabilities are distributed 
across multiple organisations, creating challenges for coordination, prioritisation and 
strategic leadership. 

The workshop discussions consistently highlighted the extent to which understanding of 
the problem remains fragmented. Participants described limitations in data collection, 
classification and intelligence systems that constrain the ability of organisations to 

 
1 Smith, R., Coxhead, J. (2024). Policing and Investigating Criminal Activities by Gangs Using E-Bikes, E-Scooters and E-Motorcycles 
in the UK. In: Albrecht, J.F., den Heyer, G. (eds) Special Topics in Policing. Springer, Cham. 
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develop an accurate picture of the scale, distribution and characteristics of e-mobility-
related harms. Existing police systems often do not allow inclusion of e-mobility data and 
capture only partial aspects of the problem, while information held by industry, 
regulators, enforcement agencies and government departments is rarely integrated into 
a coherent national picture. This fragmentation limits the ability of stakeholders to 
quantify harms, identify emerging trends, prioritise resources and develop coordinated 
responses. 

The discussions also highlighted an important gap within the current research landscape. 
Existing research on e-mobility has overwhelmingly focused on the potential benefits of 
the technology, including decarbonisation, sustainable transport, accessibility, 
economic opportunity and urban mobility.2 While these issues remain important, 
comparatively little research has examined the criminal and anti-social exploitation of e-
mobility devices, the vulnerabilities associated with emerging supply chains and 
markets, the implications of grey importation, the relationship between e-mobility and 
organised criminality, or the eKectiveness of regulatory and enforcement responses. 
Consequently, stakeholders are often required to make decisions in an environment 
where operational harms are increasingly visible, but the supporting evidence base 
remains underdeveloped. 

Taken together, these factors create a significant challenge for policing and partners. 
The issue is widely recognised, substantial expertise exists across the stakeholder 
landscape, and multiple organisations are actively engaged in addressing diHerent 
aspects of the problem. However, the absence of a shared evidence base, common 
problem definition and coordinated governance framework currently limits the 
ability of stakeholders to translate that expertise into coherent national action. 

Against this backdrop, the workshop sought to create a structured process through which 
diverse forms of evidence, operational experience and professional expertise could be 
brought together to improve collective understanding of the problem and identify 
priorities for future research, policy development and operational innovation. 

3. Emerging Areas of Consensus 

3.1 Fragmentation of Understanding, Ownership and Response 

A central theme emerging from the workshop was that the criminal and anti-social use of 
e-mobility technologies is not best understood as a single problem to be addressed by 
policing in isolation. Rather, it represents a complex systems challenge that manifests 
across multiple organisational, regulatory and policy domains. 

 
2 Philips, I., Cairns, S., Séjournet, A. de, Anable, J., Labib Azzouz, Behrendt, F., Brand, C., Cass, N., Darking, M., Glachant, C., 
Heinen, E., Marks, N. and Nelson, T. (2025). E-Cargo Bikes as a Personal Transport Mode in the UK: Insights from National Surveys 
and Suburban Trials. Journal of Cycling and Micromobility Research, 6: 100093. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcmr.2025.100093 
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Participants consistently highlighted that diKerent organisations encounter diKerent 
aspects of the issue and therefore possess diKerent forms of evidence, expertise and 
operational experience.  

• Policing agencies experience the consequences through anti-social behaviour, 
acquisitive crime, road safety concerns and wider criminality. Industry 
representatives encounter challenges associated with product standards, grey 
importation and market regulation.  

• Industry - experience fragmentation of the market and squeezing of legitimate 
market via ‘grey’ imports. 

• Trading Standards, HMRC and customs agencies experience the issue through 
importation, product safety, regulatory compliance and substantial revenue loss.  

• Government departments engage with broader questions relating to transport 
policy, sustainability and regulation.  

• Academic researchers contribute evidence relating to behaviour, regulation, 
public safety and evaluation. 

A key problem is that no single organisation currently holds a suKiciently comprehensive 
understanding of the issues to support fully coordinated and wholistic national 
responses. Consequently, opportunities for prevention, disruption and policy 
development may be overlooked, while duplication of eKort and inconsistent 
approaches emerge across diKerent sectors. 

Participants therefore recognised that one of the principal challenges associated 
with e-mobility is not simply the harms generated by the technology itself, but the 
absence of structures capable of integrating knowledge, evidence and action across 
the wider system. The issue cuts across multiple NPCC portfolios and extends 
beyond policing into areas of government, regulation and industry, creating 
challenges around ownership, accountability and coordination. 

The workshop consequently reinforced the importance of developing mechanisms – 
such as the CPRL workshop - through which stakeholders can collectively define the 
problem, integrate available evidence and coordinate activity.  

Participants broadly agreed that eKective responses will require greater collaboration 
between policing, government departments, enforcement agencies, regulators, industry 
bodies and academic partners if the complexity of the issue is to be addressed 
eKectively. 

This understanding provided an important foundation for many of the subsequent 
discussions and informed several of the themes explored throughout the remainder of 
the workshop. 
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3.2 Limitations in Data, Intelligence and Problem Definition 

A second and closely related theme concerned the limitations of existing data, 
intelligence and analytical systems. Participants repeatedly highlighted that while the 
issue is widely recognised across multiple sectors, the ability to accurately quantify its 
scale, distribution and characteristics remains limited. 

Stakeholders described how information relating to e-mobility is currently dispersed 
across numerous organisations, databases and recording systems. Police forces capture 
elements of the problem through crime, anti-social behaviour, road safety and 
intelligence systems, while regulators, enforcement agencies, industry bodies and 
government departments each hold additional information relevant to understanding the 
issue. However, challenges extend beyond simple data sharing. In many cases, existing 
recording systems are not configured to identify e-mobility as a distinct category of 
incident. Events involving e-mobility devices may therefore be recorded under a wide 
range of oKence types, road safety incidents or anti-social behaviour classifications 
without any mechanism for identifying their connection to e-mobility. As a result, the true 
scale and nature of the issue often remains obscured within existing datasets. Where 
relevant information is captured, datasets are rarely integrated and frequently employ 
diKerent classifications, definitions and recording practices, further limiting the ability to 
generate a comprehensive intelligence picture. 

Consequently, there is limited ability to aggregate information nationally, identify 
emerging trends or develop a coherent strategic assessment. This challenge is 
compounded by the rapid pace of technological development, and the diversity of 
devices now present within the marketplace. 

The workshop therefore identified improved problem definition, classification, data 
capture and intelligence capability as foundational requirements for future 
progress. Participants broadly agreed that a stronger evidence base would support 
more eHective policy development, improve resource allocation, strengthen 
engagement with government and help identify where intervention would be most 
eHective. 

Importantly, discussions suggested that the challenge is not a lack of concern or 
operational awareness. Rather, stakeholders consistently described an inability to 
measure and communicate the scale and nature of the problem with suKicient precision 
to support coordinated national action. 

3.3 The Multi-Dimensional Nature of E-Mobility Harm 

Workshop discussions highlighted the diverse range of harms associated with the 
criminal and anti-social use of e-mobility technologies. Participants repeatedly 
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emphasised that the issue cannot be reduced to a single category of oKending or public 
concern. 

For policing, concerns included anti-social behaviour, dangerous riding, acquisitive 
crime, the use of e-mobility devices to facilitate oKending, road safety risks and wider 
community impacts. Participants also highlighted emerging concerns regarding the use 
of high-powered or modified devices within criminal networks and organised oKending. 

Beyond policing, participants identified broader issues relating to product safety, 
consumer protection, customs fraud, regulatory compliance and public confidence. 
Particular concern was expressed regarding unsafe devices, battery failures and fire risks 
associated with poorly regulated products entering the marketplace. 

A central theme emerging from the workshop was therefore that diKerent stakeholders 
often engage with e-mobility through distinct regulatory, operational and institutional 
frameworks. Manufacturers, retailers, regulators, customs agencies and standards 
bodies tend to focus on product safety, compliance, market regulation and consumer 
protection. Their primary concerns relate to ensuring products meet appropriate 
standards, protecting consumers from harm and maintaining confidence in legitimate 
markets. In contrast, policing organisations approach the issue through frameworks 
concerned with crime, disorder, public safety, vulnerability, exploitation and community 
harm. While these perspectives are individually valid, they can result in fragmented 
understandings of risk and dispersed ownership of emerging problems. 

Participants therefore stressed the importance of developing a more integrated approach 
capable of bridging these diKerent perspectives. Many of the most significant harms 
associated with e-mobility arise at the intersection of product safety, regulatory 
compliance, criminal exploitation and public safety. Workshop discussions highlighted 
how these domains are often treated separately by diKerent agencies despite being 
closely interconnected in practice. 

As an example, participants noted industry-based analysis of cases reported by police 
suggesting that approximately 75% of oKending involving e-mobility devices is 
associated with vehicles sourced through the ‘grey market’. These devices frequently fall 
outside existing regulatory and compliance frameworks, creating challenges around 
product standards, traceability and enforcement. Participants suggested that such 
vehicles are particularly attractive to oKenders because they are often high-powered, 
diKicult to identify, and in many cases lack eKective mechanisms for registration or 
tracing. Their speed, manoeuvrability and relative anonymity can increase their utility in 
a range of oKences, including robbery, drug supply, anti-social behaviour and the evasion 
of police. Consequently, what may initially appear to be a product compliance issue can 
quickly become a policing, community safety and criminal justice concern. This example 
illustrates the extent to which eKective responses require coordinated action across 
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regulatory, industry and law enforcement partners rather than interventions confined to 
any single sector. 

Addressing these issues eKectively requires a shared understanding of the threat 
landscape and greater coordination between agencies that have traditionally operated 
within separate policy and operational domains. The workshop highlighted that no single 
organisation currently possesses either the data, powers or operational remit necessary 
to address the full range of harms associated with e-mobility. Instead, responsibility is 
distributed across policing, local authorities, regulators, enforcement agencies, 
government departments and industry stakeholders, each of whom holds only part of the 
overall picture. 

Taken together, these discussions reinforced the view that e-mobility represents a 
complex systems challenge rather than a discrete policing problem. The interaction 
between product design, market regulation, consumer behaviour, criminal 
exploitation and public safety creates vulnerabilities that cannot be eHectively 
addressed through enforcement activity alone. Participants therefore emphasised 
the need for a coherent strategic framework capable of integrating intelligence, 
regulation, prevention and enforcement activity across organisational boundaries. 

3.4 The Importance of DiHerentiating Legitimate and Illegitimate Use 

The workshop also explored the wider societal dimensions of e-mobility. Participants 
recognised that these technologies deliver substantial benefits relating to accessibility, 
aKordability, employment opportunities and sustainable transport. There was broad 
agreement that policy responses should therefore seek to reduce criminality, anti-social 
behaviour and safety risks without undermining the legitimate social, economic and 
environmental benefits that e-mobility can provide. The challenge is not simply to control 
emerging harms, but to create the conditions under which innovation can develop safely, 
responsibly and with public confidence. 

A recurring theme throughout the workshop therefore concerned the need to distinguish 
more clearly between legitimate and illegitimate uses of e-mobility technologies. 

Participants noted that current legal and regulatory arrangements can be diKicult for 
members of the public to understand. Distinctions between diKerent categories of 
devices, permissible modifications and legal requirements are often unclear, creating 
confusion among users and complicating enforcement activity. 

Many participants argued that a substantial proportion of users are not intentionally 
seeking to engage in criminal behaviour but are operating within an environment 
characterised by regulatory ambiguity, inconsistent messaging and limited public 
understanding. This creates challenges both for compliance and for public legitimacy. 
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Discussions focused on the importance of developing clearer pathways through 
which lawful use can be encouraged and supported. Participants suggested that 
creating more coherent and accessible frameworks for legitimate use could help 
reduce levels of unintentional non-compliance while allowing enforcement 
resources to focus more eHectively on persistent oHenders and higher-harm 
criminality. 

This principle informed several subsequent discussions regarding registration, 
regulation, public communication and industry engagement. 

3.5 The Importance of Upstream Prevention and Supply Chains 

The workshop repeatedly returned to concerns regarding upstream supply chains and 
the role they may play in enabling downstream harms. 

As noted above, participants described growing concerns regarding grey importation, 
product compliance, online marketplaces and the availability of devices that may not 
meet relevant regulatory standards. Industry representatives, enforcement agencies and 
regulatory stakeholders highlighted the challenges associated with monitoring 
importation routes and ensuring compliance within a rapidly expanding marketplace. 

Attention was paid to the relationship between product standards, modification, 
enforcement and public safety. Participants noted that interventions focused solely 
on end users may fail to address wider systemic drivers associated with supply 
chains, market incentives and regulatory vulnerabilities. 

The discussions therefore reinforced the potential value of examining the issue through a 
broader systems lens that incorporates manufacturers, importers, distributors, online 
platforms and regulatory agencies alongside policing and enforcement bodies. 

There was broad agreement that future work should seek to improve understanding of 
these upstream dynamics and identify opportunities for prevention and disruption before 
harms manifest within communities. 

3.6 The Need for a Coordinated National Response 

The final area of consensus concerned the need for greater national coordination. 

Participants recognised that significant activity is already taking place across policing, 
government, industry and regulatory bodies. However, given much of this work remains 
fragmented it is often undertaken in relative isolation from parallel initiatives occurring 
elsewhere within the system. 

The workshop therefore highlighted the need for structures capable of integrating 
evidence, coordinating activity and supporting collective problem solving across 
organisational boundaries. Participants emphasised the importance of creating 
mechanisms through which operational experience, intelligence, regulatory knowledge, 
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industry expertise and academic research can be brought together to inform strategic 
decision making. 

There was broad agreement that future progress will depend upon continued 
collaboration between stakeholders and the development of a shared evidence 
base capable of supporting necessary policy development, legislative reform, 
operational innovation and public communication. 

The workshop itself demonstrated the value of structured multi-agency problem-
definition as a means of facilitating such collaboration. By bringing together diverse 
forms of expertise and evidence, participants were able to move beyond organisational 
perspectives and begin developing a shared understanding of a complex and rapidly 
evolving national challenge. This shared understanding provides the foundation upon 
which future research, policy development and coordinated action can be built. 

4. Emerging Strategic Opportunities 

The workshop was not intended to develop a definitive programme of reform. However, 
discussions identified recurring themes that participants considered worthy of further 
exploration and development. These opportunities emerged from the collective expertise 
of stakeholders and represent potential areas for future policy development, research 
activity, operational innovation and partnership working. 

4.1 Strengthening National Intelligence and Problem Definition 

Participants consistently identified improved intelligence, data collection and problem 
definition as the highest priority for future development. 

While substantial operational experience and organisational knowledge already exist, 
stakeholders highlighted limitations in current data systems and the absence of a 
comprehensive national picture. Participants suggested that improvements in 
classification, recording practices, information sharing and analytical capability could 
significantly enhance understanding of the scale, nature and distribution of e-mobility-
related harms. 

A recurring theme was that stronger problem definition would provide a foundation for 
more eKective policy development, resource allocation, operational targeting and 
engagement with government. Participants also highlighted the potential value of a 
national strategic assessment capable of integrating information from policing, 
regulators, industry and enforcement agencies. 

4.2 Creating Clearer Pathways for Legitimate Use 

A second major theme concerned the importance of reducing ambiguity surrounding 
lawful and legitimate use. 
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Participants noted that existing legal and regulatory frameworks are often diKicult for 
users to understand and may inadvertently contribute to widespread non-compliance. 
Discussions therefore explored opportunities to develop clearer and more coherent 
pathways through which legitimate users could engage with e-mobility technologies. 

The principle underpinning these discussions was that reducing uncertainty and 
increasing clarity may improve compliance, enhance legitimacy and enable 
enforcement eHorts to focus more eHectively on higher-harm behaviours and 
persistent oHenders. 

Several potential mechanisms were discussed, including registration models, improved 
classification systems and clearer communication of legal requirements. Participants 
generally viewed these not as ends in themselves but as potential tools for creating a 
more coherent and understandable regulatory environment. 

4.3 Addressing Upstream Supply Chains and Importation Risks 

The workshop highlighted growing concern regarding the role of upstream supply chains 
in enabling downstream harms. 

Participants described challenges associated with grey importation, product 
compliance, online marketplaces and the availability of devices that may not meet 
relevant safety or regulatory standards. Discussions suggested that a significant 
proportion of current activity focuses on end users despite the possibility that important 
drivers of the problem may originate further upstream. 

Consequently, participants identified opportunities to strengthen collaboration between 
policing, regulators, customs authorities, Trading Standards and industry to improve 
understanding of supply chains, identify vulnerabilities and explore preventative 
interventions. 

The discussions suggested that addressing upstream risks may oKer opportunities to 
reduce harms before they manifest within communities and may complement more 
traditional enforcement approaches. 

4.4 Developing Stronger Industry Partnerships 

Industry representatives made a significant and notably solutions-focused contribution 
throughout the workshop. While discussions highlighted important challenges relating to 
product compliance, grey-market imports, criminal exploitation and public safety, 
industry stakeholders consistently sought to identify practical mechanisms capable of 
reducing harm while supporting the continued development of the e-mobility sector. 

Participants recognised that industry possesses valuable expertise relating to product 
standards, distribution networks, consumer behaviour, technological innovation and 
emerging market trends. This knowledge was viewed as an important resource that could 
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complement the capabilities of policing, regulators and government agencies. Several 
participants emphasised that eKective responses to the challenges associated with e-
mobility would require stronger and more structured collaboration between these 
sectors. 

The most significant area of consensus centred on the issue of product registration and 
traceability. Participants heard examples of app-based registration systems that could 
provide a relatively simple and low-cost mechanism for recording legitimate e-mobility 
devices. Such systems could potentially be configured to register only legally imported 
and compliant products and, where appropriate, linked to insurance requirements. 
Participants noted that approaches of this kind could improve accountability across the 
sector, provide users with clear evidence of legitimate ownership, and enable 
enforcement agencies to distinguish more readily between compliant devices and those 
entering the market through grey-market channels. 

The discussion highlighted the potential strategic value of registration as a 
mechanism capable of addressing multiple challenges simultaneously. Improved 
traceability could support regulatory compliance, strengthen product safety 
oversight, assist criminal investigations and reduce opportunities for the criminal 
exploitation of unregistered or non-compliant devices. It was also suggested that 
straightforward registration checks could provide police oHicers with a practical 
means of assessing legitimacy during encounters, helping to support more 
proportionate and intelligence-led enforcement activity. 

Participants also identified examples from other jurisdictions where industry has played 
an active role in supporting registration systems, compliance frameworks, product 
standards and public awareness campaigns. These examples reinforced the view that 
industry should not be regarded solely as a sector requiring regulation, but as an 
important partner in developing solutions. The workshop therefore highlighted significant 
opportunities for collaborative approaches in which government, regulators, industry 
and law enforcement work together to create a safer, more accountable and more 
sustainable e-mobility ecosystem. 

4.5 Understanding the Role of Delivery Platforms and the Gig Economy 

Discussions highlighted the importance of the rapidly expanding delivery sector as a 
significant area for future consideration. 

Participants explored the relationship between delivery platforms, rider behaviour, 
compliance, worker exploitation and public perceptions of e-mobility. Concerns were 
raised regarding incentives operating within existing business models and the potential 
consequences these may have for safety, compliance and public confidence. 
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At the same time, participants recognised the economic opportunities and employment 
benefits generated by the sector. Future work was therefore considered necessary to 
better understand the interaction between delivery platforms, regulatory frameworks, 
labour market conditions and e-mobility-related harms. 

This was identified as an area where further research and partnership working may be 
particularly valuable. 

4.6 Public Awareness, Legitimacy and Compliance 

Participants emphasised that long-term success would depend not only on enforcement 
activity but also on the development of public understanding, legitimacy and voluntary 
compliance. Throughout the workshop there was broad recognition that many members 
of the public currently find the e-mobility landscape diKicult to navigate. Confusion exists 
regarding device classifications, legal requirements, insurance obligations and the 
distinction between compliant and non-compliant products. 

Discussions suggested that this confusion is not simply a communication problem but 
also reflects the complexity and fragmentation of the current regulatory environment. 
Participants therefore argued that eKorts to improve public understanding are likely to be 
most eKective when linked to clear and visible mechanisms that help users identify, 
purchase and operate compliant devices. 

In this regard, the registration systems discussed during the workshop were viewed as 
potentially oKering benefits beyond enforcement and traceability. Participants suggested 
that registration could provide a practical framework through which lawful adoption, 
ownership and compliance are made more visible and understandable to consumers. 
Such systems could help create clearer distinctions between legitimate and grey-market 
devices while providing users with greater confidence regarding the status of products 
they purchase and operate. 

Participants therefore viewed communication as one component of a broader system 
response. EKective public awareness campaigns would need to be supported by 
coherent regulatory frameworks, straightforward pathways to compliance and visible 
mechanisms for demonstrating legitimacy. Taken together, these measures could help 
strengthen public confidence, encourage responsible use and support the development 
of a safer and more accountable e-mobility ecosystem. 

4.7 Building a Coordinated National Programme of Research and Innovation 

The final strategic opportunity concerned the development of a coordinated programme 
of research, innovation and evaluation. 

Participants identified a substantial gap within the current evidence base relating to the 
criminal and anti-social exploitation of e-mobility technologies. While significant 
knowledge exists regarding sustainable transport and the benefits of e-mobility, 



 15 

comparatively little research has examined criminal misuse, regulatory vulnerabilities, 
supply chains, compliance behaviour or the eKectiveness of intervention strategies. 

The workshop therefore highlighted the need for a coordinated research agenda capable 
of supporting policy development, operational decision making and future legislative 
reform. Participants emphasised the importance of integrating academic research with 
operational experience and practitioner expertise to ensure that future work remains 
both scientifically robust and practically relevant. 

Taken together, these opportunities suggest that eKective responses will require a 
combination of improved intelligence, clearer regulation, stronger partnerships, 
enhanced research capability and coordinated national leadership. The challenge is not 
simply one of enforcement, but of developing a coherent system response capable of 
balancing the benefits of e-mobility with the need to reduce harm and strengthen public 
safety. 

5. Towards a National Theory of Change 

The recurring theme throughout the workshop was that the criminal and anti-social use 
of e-mobility technologies should not be understood as a collection of isolated issues 
requiring separate interventions. Rather, participants consistently described an 
interconnected system in which regulatory ambiguity, fragmented ownership, limited 
intelligence, upstream supply-chain vulnerabilities, market incentives and enforcement 
challenges combine to produce a range of downstream harms. 

This understanding suggests that no single intervention is likely to be suKicient. Instead, 
eKective responses will require coordinated activity across multiple domains, supported 
by a shared understanding of how change is expected to occur. The discussions therefore 
pointed towards the need for a formal Theory of Change capable of guiding future 
research, policy development, operational activity and evaluation. 

5.1 The Strategic Challenge 

Participants broadly agreed that the principal challenge is not a lack of commitment or 
activity amongst stakeholders. The challenge instead lies in the fragmented nature of the 
current response. Stakeholders possess substantial expertise and evidence relating to 
diKerent aspects of the issue, but these insights remain dispersed across organisational 
and sectoral boundaries. This fragmentation limits the ability to develop a 
comprehensive understanding of the problem, prioritise interventions and coordinate 
activity at a national level. The resulting environment is characterised by: 

• fragmented intelligence and data; 
• inconsistent classifications and recording practices; 
• regulatory ambiguity; 
• limited visibility of upstream supply chains; 
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• challenges in diKerentiating legitimate and illegitimate use; 
• dispersed ownership across multiple agencies and portfolios. 

These conditions constrain the ability of stakeholders to develop eKective and 
proportionate responses. 

5.2 Strategic Enablers 

Workshop discussions identified several interrelated factors that may help create the 
conditions for more eKective intervention. 

Improved Problem Definition and Intelligence 

A stronger evidence base would improve understanding of the scale, distribution and 
characteristics of e-mobility-related harms. Enhanced intelligence would support 
prioritisation, resource allocation and engagement with government while providing a 
foundation for future policy development. 

Regulatory Clarity and Legitimate Pathways: Clearer legal and regulatory frameworks 
have the potential to improve public understanding, strengthen compliance and support 
legitimacy. Greater diKerentiation between legitimate and illegitimate use may allow 
enforcement resources to be focused more eKectively on higher-harm behaviours. 

Upstream Prevention: Improved understanding of importation pathways, product 
standards, supply chains and marketplace dynamics may create opportunities to reduce 
harm before it reaches communities. This approach complements rather than replaces 
downstream enforcement activity. 

Partnership and Coordination: EKective responses will require sustained collaboration 
between policing, government, regulators, industry, enforcement agencies and 
academia. Improved coordination has the potential to reduce duplication, strengthen 
collective understanding and improve the coherence of national responses. 

Research, Innovation and Evaluation: A coordinated programme of research and 
evaluation is necessary to strengthen the evidence base, test emerging interventions and 
ensure future policy development is informed by robust evidence rather than 
assumption. 

5.3 Intermediate Outcomes 

Participants suggested that progress across these strategic enablers could contribute to 
several important intermediate outcomes, including: 

• improved understanding of the problem; 
• enhanced ability to identify and target high-harm behaviours; 
• greater levels of voluntary compliance; 
• improved product safety and regulatory compliance; 
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• more eKective use of policing and public-sector resources; 
• strengthened partnership working; 
• increased public confidence and legitimacy. 

These outcomes are mutually reinforcing and collectively contribute to a more eKective 
and proportionate system response. 

5.4 Long-Term Outcomes 

The workshop discussions suggest that the ultimate objective is not the elimination of e-
mobility technologies, nor the suppression of their use. Rather, the goal is to support the 
development of a safe, legitimate and sustainable e-mobility environment in which the 
benefits of the technology can be realised while the opportunities for criminal and anti-
social exploitation are reduced. 

Achieving this objective will require ongoing collaboration between stakeholders and a 
commitment to evidence-led decision making. The workshop highlighted that progress is 
likely to depend upon sustained eKort across policy, regulation, enforcement, industry 
engagement and research rather than any single intervention or organisational response. 

The Theory of Change outlined here should therefore be viewed as an initial framework 
emerging from the workshop rather than a final model. Future research, strategic 
assessment and pilot activity will be required to refine, test and strengthen these 
assumptions. However, it provides an important starting point for developing a coherent 
national programme of work capable of supporting future policy, legislative and 
operational change. 

6. Proposed Programme of Work 

The workshop demonstrated both the complexity of the e-mobility challenge and the 
significant opportunities that exist for developing a more coordinated national response. 
While participants identified a number of promising avenues for future action, 
discussions also highlighted the need for further evidence, analysis and partnership 
development before definitive policy or legislative recommendations can be made.  

Consequently, the workshop suggests the need for a structured programme of work 
designed to strengthen understanding of the problem, improve coordination between 
stakeholders and support the development of evidence-based interventions. 

6.1 Phase One: Consolidation and Strategic Assessment 

The immediate priority is to consolidate the learning emerging from the workshop and 
strengthen the evidence base underpinning future activity. 

This phase should focus on: 

• consolidating workshop outputs and stakeholder contributions; 
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• identifying existing datasets, intelligence sources and analytical products; 
• mapping ongoing activity across policing, government, regulators, industry and 

academia; 
• identifying key evidence gaps and research priorities; 
• developing a more detailed strategic assessment of the issue; 
• refining and testing the Theory of Change emerging from the workshop. 

This phase would provide the foundation for future policy development and ensure that 
subsequent activity is informed by the best available evidence. 

6.2 Phase Two: Building a National Evidence and Partnership Framework 

The workshop highlighted the importance of bringing together the diverse forms of 
expertise currently distributed across the stakeholder landscape. As noted, participants 
repeatedly emphasised that no single organisation possesses all the information 
required to understand the issue comprehensively. A second phase of activity should 
therefore focus on establishing a collaborative framework capable of supporting ongoing 
coordination, evidence sharing and collective problem solving. Potential areas of activity 
include: 

• development of a multi-agency stakeholder network; 
• creation of mechanisms for intelligence and information sharing; 
• engagement with government departments and regulatory bodies; 
• expansion of industry partnerships; 
• development of collaborative research projects; 
• identification of opportunities for joint funding and innovation activity. 

The objective would be to create a sustainable structure through which stakeholders can 
continue to develop a shared understanding of the issue and coordinate future activity. 

6.3 Phase Three: Research, Innovation and Pilot Activity 

The workshop identified several strategic opportunities that warrant further exploration. 
However, participants consistently recognised the need to test assumptions and 
evaluate potential interventions before wider implementation. 

A programme of research and innovation activity should therefore be developed to 
examine issues including: 

• the scale and characteristics of e-mobility-related harms; 
• data collection and intelligence requirements; 
• regulatory and legislative options; 
• registration and compliance models; 
• supply-chain vulnerabilities and grey importation; 
• delivery-sector dynamics; 
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• public attitudes, compliance behaviour and legitimacy; 
• the eKectiveness of preventative and enforcement interventions. 

Where appropriate, pilot projects should be used to test emerging approaches and 
generate evidence capable of informing future policy and operational decision making. 

6.4 Phase Four: Policy Development and National Coordination 

As understanding of the issue develops, opportunities will emerge to support policy 
reform, legislative development and greater national coordination. However, participants 
emphasised that the complexity and pace of growth within the e-mobility sector means 
that there is value in exploring and evaluating potential solutions alongside continued 
evidence development. 

The workshop highlighted the importance of ensuring that future policy development is 
informed by a comprehensive understanding of the problem and reflects the 
perspectives of policing, government, regulators, industry and aKected communities. 
Emphasis was placed on the need to develop practical interventions capable of 
improving compliance, accountability and public confidence while supporting the 
legitimate benefits associated with e-mobility technologies. 

The discussions identified several potential areas for future activity, including: 

• development of national guidance and good practice; 
• engagement with government departments regarding legislative and regulatory 

frameworks; 
• exploration, piloting and evaluation of registration and traceability systems to 

support compliance, enforcement and product accountability; 
• support for national communication and public engagement strategies; 
• development of coordinated approaches to intelligence, prevention and 

enforcement; 
• evaluation of emerging interventions, regulatory reforms and partnership models. 

Participants noted that registration and traceability mechanisms may warrant particular 
attention given their potential to address multiple challenges simultaneously, including 
product compliance, criminal exploitation, public understanding and enforcement 
eKectiveness. Further work may therefore be required to assess the feasibility, costs, 
governance arrangements and potential impacts of diKerent registration models. 

The overall objective should be to create a coherent national framework capable of 
balancing the substantial social and economic benefits of e-mobility technologies with 
the need to reduce criminal, anti-social and public safety harms. Such an approach 
would provide a stronger foundation for coordinated action across policing, government, 
regulators, industry and communities. 
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6.5 The Role of CPRL 

The workshop demonstrated the value of structured, multi-agency problem-definition as 
a mechanism for addressing complex and emerging challenges that cut across 
traditional organisational and policy boundaries. Discussions repeatedly highlighted that 
no single organisation possesses the powers, information, expertise or responsibilities 
necessary to address the full spectrum of issues associated with e-mobility. EKective 
responses therefore depend upon the ability to bring together diverse stakeholders, 
develop shared understanding and coordinate activity across multiple sectors. 

This convening function sits at the heart of CPRL's mission. Through its partnership with 
policing, government, industry and academia, CPRL provides an independent platform 
through which evidence, expertise and practical experience can be brought together to 
support the identification, analysis and resolution of nationally significant policing 
challenges. The workshop illustrated how this approach can help move discussions 
beyond organisational perspectives towards a more integrated understanding of 
complex public safety problems. 

Within the context of e-mobility, CPRL is well positioned to support the continued 
development of this agenda through stakeholder engagement and coordination, 
evidence synthesis, research and innovation activity, evaluation, and knowledge 
exchange. Importantly, CPRL can also help identify emerging areas of consensus, 
facilitate the testing and evaluation of new approaches, and support the translation of 
learning into policy and practice. CPRL's role is not to act as an operational lead or policy 
owner. Rather, its contribution is to provide the infrastructure through which evidence, 
expertise, innovation and partnership can be mobilised in support of NPCC portfolio 
leadership and wider national decision-making. This reflects CPRL's broader strategic 
objective of supporting policing and its partners to address complex challenges through 
research-informed collaboration, innovation and problem-solving. 

The workshop therefore represents more than a standalone event. It demonstrates a 
model through which policing can work alongside government, regulators, industry and 
researchers to develop a shared understanding of emerging threats and opportunities. 
The challenge now is to build upon the momentum generated by the discussions and 
establish a sustained programme of activity capable of improving understanding, 
informing policy development, testing potential interventions and reducing the harms 
associated with the criminal and anti-social exploitation of e-mobility technologies. 

7. Conclusion 

The workshop demonstrated that the criminal and anti-social exploitation of e-mobility 
technologies represents a significant and evolving national challenge. While the benefits 
of e-mobility are increasingly recognised in relation to accessibility, aKordability, 
economic opportunity and sustainable transport, participants identified growing 
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concerns relating to criminality, anti-social behaviour, public safety, product 
compliance, regulatory oversight and public confidence. These harms are already being 
experienced across multiple sectors and jurisdictions, yet understanding of their scale, 
nature and interconnections remains fragmented. 

A central insight emerging from the discussions was that e-mobility should not be 
understood solely as a policing issue. Rather, it represents a complex systems challenge 
sitting at the intersection of technological innovation, market regulation, consumer 
behaviour, public safety and criminal exploitation. Responsibility for understanding and 
addressing these issues is distributed across policing, government, regulators, industry 
and communities. Consequently, eKective responses will depend not only upon 
enforcement activity, but upon the ability to develop shared understanding, coordinate 
action and create coherent frameworks for compliance, accountability and public 
confidence. 

The workshop also highlighted an important gap within the current evidence base. While 
considerable attention has been devoted to the opportunities and benefits associated 
with e-mobility technologies, comparatively little research has examined their criminal 
and anti-social exploitation, associated vulnerabilities and wider societal impacts. 
Developing this evidence base will be essential if future interventions are to remain 
proportionate, eKective and legitimate. Importantly, the discussions moved beyond 
problem identification and began to explore potential solutions. Participants identified 
registration and traceability as promising areas for further exploration. While additional 
work is required to assess feasibility, governance and implementation models, these 
approaches were viewed as having the potential to support regulatory compliance, 
product accountability, criminal investigation, public understanding and enforcement 
eKectiveness simultaneously. As such, they may oKer an important foundation for future 
policy development. 

The workshop demonstrated the value of structured multi-agency engagement in 
addressing emerging challenges of this nature. By bringing together expertise from 
policing, government, industry, academia and regulatory bodies, participants were able 
to develop a more integrated understanding of the problem and identify opportunities for 
collaboration that would not have emerged through organisationally isolated 
approaches. This report should therefore be viewed not as the conclusion of a process, 
but as the beginning of one. It provides an initial foundation for a national conversation 
about how the opportunities presented by e-mobility can be realised while reducing the 
risks associated with criminal and anti-social exploitation. Achieving that balance will 
require continued collaboration, stronger evidence, policy innovation and sustained 
partnership working. The challenge is significant, but the workshop demonstrated that 
there is both the expertise and willingness across sectors to begin developing the 
coordinated response that this rapidly evolving landscape requires. 


