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Please complete a separate form for each indicator on which you wish to respond

	Indicator Issue

	1. Is the Technical Definition of this indicator clear?
	Yes    FORMCHECKBOX 
  No   FORMCHECKBOX 


	If NO

a.
What aspects of the technical definition of the indicator are unclear? Please specify clearly


– is it in relation to the measurement method, or


– on reporting 

	Definition of support: "an organisation operating within the framework of a professional regulatory body" - surely this does not exclude Rape Crisis?  This is unclear.


	b. Please suggest how the template can be clarified/improved.

	Definition of support via counselling sessions should be organisations assessed and recognised by the local authority (or CDRP) rather than "operating within the regulatory framework of a professional regulatory body".  in turn guidance to CDRPs and PCTs should give criteria for recognising suitable organisations.  NB some organisations which are independent will not be "commissioned" but can be "recognised".


	2. Does the Technical Definition for this indicator have any unintended consequences?
	Yes   FORMCHECKBOX 
   No   FORMCHECKBOX 


	If YES

a. What are the unintended consequences on this national indicator?

	 

Definitions are problematic here. Given that we know that the number of victims who report to the police is a very small proportion of victims as a whole, the focus of this indicator solely on those who report to the police fails to address the support needs of victims who do not report to the police.  

There may be a concentration of resources, therefore, towards those who have reported to the police at the expense of those who have not.

There is also a potential bias towards statutory (i.e. SARC) provision - not surprising given the current definition of a victim as someone who reports to the police - but one size does not fit all and specialist services are sometimes best provided by specialists in a particular subfield eg addressing the needs of BME women, those with learning disabilities, involved in prostitution etc.

We know that waiting lists for women in crisis having been raped are often as long as 6 months. This indicator does not give a timeframe for referral. 


	b. Can the unintended consequence be avoided? If so, how?

	The development of an indicator that captures levels of service provision for those who do not report to the police.

Inclusion of a measure of speed of referral



	Will the Technical Definitions for this Indicator work In practice? 
	Yes   FORMCHECKBOX 
   No   FORMCHECKBOX 
  



	If NO

a.
Why would this technical definition not work in practice?

	See above.  

1) some excellent support services may be excluded 

2) the definition may work for victims who report to the police but Rationale is "to measure and drive performance of local areas in the reduction of harm resulting from serious sexual offences, through the provision of support services to victims".  Most victims do not report to the police so their needs are not met by this indicator. 



	Indicator Issue

	4. Is this indicator defined at the right spatial level?


	Yes    FORMCHECKBOX 
  No   FORMCHECKBOX 


	a)
If not, what level should it be defined at? (including whether information is already gathered and/or reported at that level and if so where, if not, estimated cost of collecting and reporting it)

	     


	5. Should data for this indicator be provided for any or all of the different equalities strands (please tick the relevant box)? 
	Ethnicity
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Gender
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Religion
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Age
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Sexual orientation
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Disability
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Other
 FORMCHECKBOX 

(Please specify)
 FORMCHECKBOX 


	a) For any boxes ticked at 5, is this information already gathered and/or reported and, if so, where? If not, what would be the estimated additional burden of collecting and reporting it?

	See above.

It would be appropriate to ensure that service provision for victims known to be particularly vulnerable eg those involved in prostitution, with learning disabilities, etc. are monitored.  Ethnicity data will need to be disaggregated.   



	6. Further comments on the questions above and/or any other comments that are not covered. 

	We recognise that this indicator has a role but there needs to be acknowledgement of the problems associated with collecting data solely on the basis of police reports.


	We consider that a politician seeking to know whether victims of serious sexual violence are being adequately supported will not have that question answered by the suggested measures for this indicator.


	     


	Completed forms can be sent to niconsultation@communities.gsi.gov.uk. 

Hard copy responses should be returned to Local Government Quality and Performance Division, Zone J2, 4th Floor, Eland House, Bressenden Place, LONDON, SW1E 5DU.


