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Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime) (Co-Chair):  Welcome to Justice 
Matters.  Can I just remind people that this is a meeting that is held in public, so it is webcast; it 
is for the public record.  Just to remind people of that fact.  This is our political assembly to the 
public. 
 
Thank you very much for coming to come and discuss this incredibly important issue.  To pick 
up on Claire's detailed and robust Review of rape cases in 2016.  I do not need to remind 
anyone about the difficulties that have been uncovered through Claire's Rape Review, but also 
great pieces of work as well around the quite shocking rate of reports that end in conviction; 
just 3%.  Only 14% of cases that go to CPS for charging and also the amount of time it is 
taking.  Claire's report from 2016 was 18 months, and we all know that has increased, given the 
difficulties and the issues that have come about since then. 
 
Today, we really want to focus on ensuring we get some really concrete actions out of today, so 
we are going to focus on attrition, timeliness and the vulnerability of victims and the services 
that victims can access.  That really is our focus.  I know there are plethora of other issues and 
there are other recommendations with Claire's Report that are as important.  We have had a lot 
of controversy around belief, and I know that is an issue, but today we really want to focus on 
what we can do to progress from report to court and to ensure victims get the support that they 
need.  So that is focus of today; it is not that we have forgotten those other issues.  That is the 
focus. 
 
I would like to handover to Claire, who is more expert than I am. 
 
Claire Waxman (Independent Victims Commissioner for London) (Co-Chair):  Thank 
you, Sophie (Linden), but I think you have covered it all.  Just to echo what Sophie (Linden) 
said, obviously this latest rape review shows us a very bleak picture for rape victims and 
survivors trying to access justice and support as well.  I am really pleased that there has been a 
positive response to the review and we are having today's session and that there is a 
multiagency approach to really tackling the issues. 
 
As the review showed, there are a number of critical issues that we need to urgently address if 
we want to improve justice outcomes and also recovery outcomes for victims and survivors of 
rape, in London.  Identifying and understanding vulnerabilities is absolutely important.  Also, 
addressing the issues around delays and timeliness and tackling those drivers that are driving 
the attrition rates as well, which is what we will be focusing on this morning. 
 
We only have an hour and a half, so I know we want to try to get good discussions but some 
clear action plans as well, from this.  So, without further ado, I am going to hand over to Matt 
Pickering who is from the Evidence and Insight Team at MOPAC, who will talk us the through 
the research. 
 
Mat Pickering (Evidence & Insight Manager, MOPAC):  I will start by giving a brief 
overview of the research.  It has already been touched upon in the introduction, but for more 
clarity the Rape Review is a collaborative project between MOPAC, Evidence and Insight and the 
University of West London.  The overall aim of the project was to examine reported rape in 
London and the specific focus was how key factors related to the victims, the suspect and the 
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offence.  As well as a subsequent investigation by the police may affect different outcomes for 
victims and the progression of cases through the criminal justice system. 
 
In total, 501 allegations from April 2016 were examined and coded.  There are 146 variables 
that were coded across five broad areas.  It builds on previous reviews of rape conducted by the 
Metropolitan Police Service between 2005 and 2012. 
 
To give a brief overview of the key characteristics from the sample, the profile of survivors is 
predominantly female and young.  That has remained fairly consistent from previous reviews.  
Suspects are slightly older and almost exclusively male.  Overwhelming, the suspect was known 
in some way to the victim prior to the offence, so complete strangers featured in only 7% of the 
cases examined. 
 
Moving onto the offence circumstances, more than half of the offences were recorded as 
occurring either in a private or a domestic setting.  There was clear overlap of rape and domestic 
abuse.  28% of the sample was specifically flagged as DA related on the police systems as 
related to domestic abuse.  17% of all the rapes recorded in the sample were reported via the 
Domestic Abuse, Stalking and Honour Based Violence Assessment (DASH Assessment).  Less 
than a quarter of survivors were recorded as having an injury, and there are also very low levels 
of recorded weapon use in the sample, just 2%. 
 
In terms of the reporting of these cases to the police, they are often a week or longer after the 
offence and about a quarter were reported over a year after the offence took place.  42% of the 
cases examined were reported to police by a third party, so that could be a friend, relative, 
support organisation or healthcare providers. 
 
The research shows the victims present with many needs or vulnerabilities.  Almost all survivors, 
95% of the sample, had some form of need or vulnerability.  The 2016 sample saw a big 
increase in mental health identified as a need and vulnerability compared to the previous 
reviews; so 41%.  This may be indicative of greater awareness and identification of mental 
health issues during the investigation stage.  Further to this increase, the research shows that 
survivors with identified mental health issues were also significantly more likely to have been 
victimised in the preceding year; have been a previous victim of a sexual assault or domestic 
abuse and also have a prior police record. 
 
The timeliness of cases in the sample from April 2016 from report through to outcome.  The key 
point, already alluded to in the introduction, 18 months from initial reporting to trial outcome, 
was the average seen.  The report shows the different averages for each stage of the process. 
 
To focus on the attrition, overall of the 501 allegations made, 419 were classified as a crime, 
14% were submitted to the CPS for a charging decision.  Victim withdrawal was the most 
common form of attrition in the sample of cases, at about 58% or 244.  After that, police taking 
no further action leading to cases no longer progressing was 29%.  Overall, of the 501 
allegations 3%, so 14 cases, ended with a conviction. 
 
Delving a little deeper into the victim withdrawal, the research showed the majority of victim 
withdrawal occurred early in the process.  The majority during the police investigation stage of 
the case.  Qualitive analysis of the comments recorded for the reasons for withdrawal showed 
that these are often complex and interrelated.  So, stress and trauma caused or exacerbated by 
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the investigation or being involved in that investigation.  A desire to just move on from what 
had happened, concern for their own safety or indeed for the perpetrator's own situation.  The 
act of reporting in and of itself was enough and not having wanted to report the rape in the first 
place. 
 
Analysis was then further undertaken by the researchers, to look into the predictors of certain 
outcomes.  What they found was the procedural characteristics related to the investigation were 
identified as strong predictors of cases leading to victim withdrawal or police no further action, 
so the two main areas of attrition. 
 
In terms of victims and survivors, they were more likely withdraw when multiple officers were in 
charge of the case or if the offence was identified via the DASH Risk Assessment.  They were 
less likely to withdraw if they had participated in a video recorded interview, the suspect was a 
family member or an Early Evidence Kit (EEK) was used.  Police no further action was more 
likely when evidence cast doubt, there was an inconsistent account given or there were no 
forensic opportunities.  Conversely, no further action was less likely to occur when the victim 
was aged under 18, the suspect was involved in another rape offence previously and the CPS 
advice was sought by police. 
 
Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime) (Co-Chair):  Thank you very much, 
Matt (Pickering) that is really helpful.  Does anyone have any questions about that or shall we 
move on? 
 
Sue Williams (MPS):  My name is Sue Williams; I am Head of Professionals for Safeguarding.  I 
chair the Regional Police Rape Forum and sit on the National Police Rape Working Group. 
 
This is to give a little bit of context since 2016.  We welcome the Rape Review and it is in the 
context that there are other reviews ongoing at this time.  There is a cross cutting Government 
end-to-end review, a HMIC RFS case review currently being undertaken in the Metropolitan 
Police Service, and also we have a Metropolitan Police Service Gold Group starting next to look 
at the victim's journey, covering a lot of these issues right the way through the end-to-end 
process. 
 
There is no doubt that there are a lot of challenges.  There are a lot of complexities regarding 
the crime and we have a growing nature of offences, growing demand for technology 
advancements, digital, media and disclosures and vulnerabilities.  All that plays into the 
challenges.  Just to mention that when we have gone to the 12 Operational BCU command 
units, the governance structure for rape offences, that was originally set up in CASO(?), still 
remains.  All those forums, all the rape reference groups, the SOIT co-ordinator, the sub-groups, 
the NFA panel all currently remain in place. 
 
So that people are aware, we roughly average about 6,000 rapes a year and it has increased 
25% from the previous year.  I want to put in the National context, because it is really important 
to understand the changes in rape investigation.  In 2014 there was a change to crime data 
integrity; that was the due to the changes in the Home Office counting rules.  This CAD to CRIS 
which is the reporting into a crime report, we are very keen to make sure that the crime reports 
do not get lost and it is reflected so that we understand the picture of rape.  Included within our 
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DASH processes, we asked the question around, "Have you been sexually assaulted or raped?"  
If a person discloses that, a new crime report is put onto the system. 
 
Changes around things like gang rape.  Whereas before it would be one crime report if there are 
multiple suspects, that will now be multiple crime reports.  All that adds to the increase in 
reporting.  Of course, we have had huge media education and third party reporting through 
social services and GPs, who are happy to come forward and report to us.  Just to show that the 
Metropolitan Police Service follows the national trend there. 
 
The context is that 2017 was a key time for policing, criminal justice, with the R v Allan case and 
advances in technology and the disclosure challenges we had.  We now build our cases to full 
case threshold and the London Police follow the national trend. 
 
Just some areas of progress: there is clear reduction in our evidence of rape myths that have 
influenced officers' decision making in the park.  Betsie Stanko, who I know is here today, did a 
review in 2012 and found evidence that these rape myths were impacting on decision making of 
police and we put those recommendations into our training to dispel that. 
 
I have mentioned the crime data integrity and we have this cross-Government approach now 
that is looking at where we take rape and some of the work we will do here today and also in 
the Gold Group and through my regional police will all feed into that cross-cutting piece of 
work. 
 
The impact on victims' vulnerability around mental health: we identified some of the 
vulnerabilities around mental health.  We put a flag on our crime reporting system.  Part of the 
increase that you see is because we are asking officers to flag up.  The front-line policing, the 
investigating officers, anyone that is involved in recording those crimes put the flags on the 
system so that we are able to have a better understanding around mental health issues.  
Particularly, being more victim focused when previously we had people come to us or phone us 
from mental health establishments, we often would not talk to the victim but talk to the carer 
and not necessarily record what had happened.  Now, we are very much in the place where we 
go and we speak to the victim and we take their account and we listen to the victim.  So, we are 
recording more in terms of people that make complaints from mental health establishments. 
 
I mentioned about key challenges around evidential difficulties; we will get into possibly a bit 
more.  It is about building to the four codes threshold, so we have that victim consistently.  All 
the digital material that we have to supply and the social media material.  Just to give you an 
idea of what that means, an average computer will have 1 terabyte of material, that could be 
about 50 hours per exhibit.  Sometimes, if we produce that in paper format that could be half a 
million pages of A4, that the officers have to look at and could be part of the full disclosure.  
The size of an average mobile phone is 44 gigabytes.  On average we spend 80 hours per exhibit 
and again would produce in the region of anything up to half a million A4 sheets of paper.  It is 
a huge task from the advancements in technology and then having to review all that as part of 
our case building. 
 
Attrition: we mentioned DASH.  We ask in our DASH Assessment those questions, as mentioned 
previously.  There is a College of Policing Project where they are looking at a new DASH trial, 
which takes that question out of the risk assessment process, and that is currently being trialled 
in three other forces.  The Metropolitan Police Service will look at what comes out of those trials 
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and we will then decide whether or not we want to adopt the new DASH process.  For many of 
us, that question is a good indicator of whether there is violence in the relationship and the 
level of risk that it presents to the victim.  At the moment, we did not put ourselves up to be 
part of that trial, but we will wait and see what comes out of that. 
 
We thought the video recording investigation, so the EEK is part of our victim engagement.  We 
have shown it as a victim engagement factor because when the victim engages and they want to 
pursue, then they will take part in those processes.  It is getting them to that point that is the 
challenging and most difficult bit.  This is where we need the support of third sector 
organisations, Havens, the Rape Crisis, ISVAs, anybody that can support the victim through their 
journey to get them to that point.  We have to be honest with the victim and to tell them what 
the journey entails and how long it is going to take and what is going to happen to them on 
their criminal justice journey.  When we get to the BRIs and the EEKs they have already 
engaged.  That is quite a positive thing and that is why you are seeing it as a success when they 
get to that point. 
 
Timeliness: it says about 345 days to final submission.  What that does not include is that the 
officers will have sought, in many cases, the early investigative advice from CPS and also our 
case management team and RASSO.  They will have done that in the meantime before they get 
to that.  We are now looking at an average case being anything up to 18 months or maybe even 
more because of the technology and the capacity to process the high volumes of digital media. 
 
There is an ability of some of our partners to share this information.  Like if we apply to social 
care, social services.  We would like them to give it back to us in 28 days, but often it can take 
six months or more.  All that lengthens the timescales of the investigation. 
 
There has been some progress and we are looking at whether we can do things quicker in 
downloads through an XRY system and there is also Magnet system in Lambeth which allows us 
to interrogate phone data downloads.  It is all new and it is what we are looking at to see if that 
will help us improve and reduce the timescales. 
 
We acknowledge our referrals to Haven are low.  We have asked the BCUs to look at this and to 
do some dip sampling, and see how we can improve that.  The directions for our investigating 
officers, SOIT officers, frontline officers are to make sure that you refer to Havens.  Clearly, if 
somebody has a historical event and it is outside the forensic window and even over 12 months 
old, that might not be what is considered as a suitable referral, but if the Havens are happy to 
take a referral post that time then we are happy to make those referrals and we can try to push 
more onto that.  It is whether the Havens will have the capacity to support that, particularly as 
we have 6,000 victims a year.  That is quite a lot of people. 
 
One of the recommendations was about trauma enforced training.  That is already included in 
quite a lot of our training courses that we run for not only for the SOIT officers but also for 
detective officers in safeguarding and investigating rape.  They do have trauma training 
included within there, but we are exploring other opportunities and there are some additional 
trauma programmes that we are looking in to see if we can enhance the way that officers think 
about trauma when they are investigating right at the first instance. 
 
We did have some CPS surgeries in South London.  It was good practice.  We have now rolled it 
out to North London BCUs and that has absolutely been met on both sides as a really useful and 
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successful intervention.  Working closer together so that we can help provide the evidence that 
we need, as quickly as possible, in a timely fashion, so we get the best outcome for our victims.  
That plays into this joint implementation plan between the CPS and our case management team 
and our BCU detectives superintendents safeguarding.  Superintendents were all meeting for 
the first time on Monday to talk through the plan and what that means and how we can 
progress it. 
 
Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime) (Co-Chair):  Thank you very much, 
that is really helpful.  We will come back to you because there are three items that I would really 
like to pick up on.  One in particular, which is around SOIT officers and capacity and vacancies 
within the BCUs around SOIT.  An action plan and what you can do around that. 
 
There were two issues that you have raised which is around trauma informed and how an action 
plan growing out of trauma informed training to all officers that are involved in this and then 
the low referral rates into Haven.  Before I do that, can I ask Baljit Ubhey to respond on behalf 
of the CPS in terms of how you are responding to those recommendations in the review made 
by Claire. 
 
Baljit Ubhey (Crown Prosecution Service):  Thank you very much.  Thank you for inviting 
the CPS.  I am here in my capacity as Director of Strategy and Policy for the CPS.  The 
recommendations in this Report are policy recommendations.  I do have colleagues from CPS 
London, both London areas, Ruth and Lynette, who can talk about some of the good work that 
is going on now with the police, that Sue (Williams) has already highlighted.  They are very 
happy to speak about that. 
 
Just before I come onto that CPS recommendations, just to commend you, Claire, on an 
excellent report.  It is a really useful evidence based thoughtful incisive report and really helpful 
in terms of taking forward some broad issues, which will apply beyond London.  The things that 
we are discussing today in terms of attrition, timeliness and how we support these very 
vulnerable victims is something that absolutely the CPS wants to play its part in, alongside other 
parts of the criminal justice system.  I also sit on the cross-CJS Review; I am on the sub-group.  
That is very much looking at these issues as well.  I thought I would just say that in opening. 
 
Coming onto those two recommendations specifically for the CPS, the first recommendation 
relates to having training for prosecutors on the neurological impact of trauma on memory, so 
that that is understood by prosecutors when they are making those vital charging decisions and 
that that is then represented throughout proceedings.  We think that is a very good 
recommendation and we have accepted that recommendation.  The Director wrote sometime 
ago accepting that recommendation.  To give you an update of where we are with that, our 
training department nationally is going to commission someone externally to produce a video 
that we can use as part of our training for prosecutors.  That has been a very helpful observation 
from this report. 
 
The slightly more problematic recommendation, which we cannot accept in its current form.  We 
have shared with Claire; our pre-trial guidance and you have had the opportunity on 5 
September having a meeting with members of my team to talk you through some of the 
challenges as to why it is not possible for the CPS to accept the recommendation in its current 
form.  What the CPS is doing at the moment is revising its pre-trial therapy guidance.  We are 
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doing a lot of stakeholder engagement on that, so that is still in train.  The recommendation is 
that we should only request that to show the impact of the crime on the victim and not for any 
other purpose. 
 
The next slide explains why that is not possible, because obviously the CPS has to apply the law 
as it exists.  What the law requires us to do when we are reviewing cases, is to look at the rules 
on disclosure.  We have to look at reasonable lines of enquiry whether they point towards or 
away from a suspect, and we work very closely with the police in doing that.  We also have to 
make a decision whether we disclose material.  If it is likely to undermine the prosecution case, 
or assist the defence, we have a duty to disclose that material.  That is part of the fair trial 
process.  It is not possible to accept the recommendation in its current form. 
 
I want to go on and say a little more about that.  It is really important in this area because there 
is a lot of misunderstanding.  There are myths and stereotypes about what can and cannot 
happen.  One of the things we really do need to do, especially once we have finalised our 
guidance, is really think about how we communicate this to a vast range of different 
stakeholders.  Whether that is therapists, whether that is victims, because I think there is a lot of 
misunderstanding about the process as it currently stands. 
 
We are not preventing or discouraging people from receiving therapy, even on the existing 
guidance as it is currently drafted, it is clear that the welfare of the victim is a priority.  Notes 
will not automatically be disclosed.  There is a process that we have to go through to work out 
whether we receive those notes.  The process is that we would ask for consent and there is 
scope for court orders, but it is not the case that these are automatically disclosed.  There is a 
thoughtful process that we have to go through.  Even if we receive the information, via the 
police, we will then determine whether that information is disclosable, so there are a number of 
gateways that we go through when dealing with this.  So, the two points that I would really like 
people to take away is that there is not automatic disclosure, but the CPS must comply with the 
law in this area.  Those were the only recommendations in this report.  Happy to take questions 
as the conversation develops. 
 
Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime) (Co-Chair):  Thank you very much.  
Claire is going to come back to some of the actions/recommendations around the CPS.  If I just 
turn back to the Metropolitan Police Service in terms of the three issues that I highlighted, 
especially around capacity around SOIT officers and what your action plan is around ensuring 
that there is sufficient SOIT officers available for those victims who do come forward and report. 
 
AC Mark Simmons (MPS):  Before we come onto what we are doing at the moment, it is 
worth just putting a marker down that the Metropolitan Police Service probably deploys SOIT 
officers more consistently and in more cases than any other Force in the Country.  At the 
moment, there are a number of Forces that do not deploy SOIT officers at all or in a much more 
limited basis.  It is never a defence to say that everyone else is worse, that is not the point in 
this.  There is something about the fact that this goes back to Sue's (Williams) point earlier on, 
there is a much wider challenge around the issue about SOIT officers. 
 
In the background there is some work being done at the moment, because our desire would 
always be to have SOIT officers available to deploy in every case.  If that is possible and 
becomes possible then that is still what we would like to be able to do.  We are looking to 
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recruit more SOIT officers.  We have three courses currently planned over the coming months, 
all of which are full.  I think it is about 12 officers at a time in those courses.  It has been a 
difficult job to recruit officers.  No one will need me to describe the nature of the work and the 
stresses that go with it, particularly given the volume of cases they are being asked to manage 
at the moment as well. 
 
For a long time, we have struggled to recruit people to the SOIT role.  We have made some 
progress in having that number of recruits coming through, albeit we need to keep that work 
going because that is still not sufficient for what we ideally want to be able to do.  That is 
progress, albeit limited progress at the moment. 
 
Amongst the things that we will be looking at in the group that I am convening as from next 
week – there are partners that are joining us in that discussion.  In the short term are there 
things we need to do structurally that help us deploy SOITs more consistency across London.  It 
is not an even picture as to the number of SOITs available in different parts of London.  We do 
want to unpick a bit more some of the reasons why the number of SOIT officers who are not 
able to be deployed, at the moment, which is clearly linked with workload and stress and the 
kind of nature of the role, but it is again not even and consistent across London.  So, we want 
to unpick that some more. 
 
We do have action in training around recruitment and training.  There are a number of other 
things that we do not know exactly what the answer is, but we want to look at in terms of SOIT 
deployment.  It is very easy to fall quickly into a discussion about rationing and how often SOITs 
are deployed and putting controls on that.  At the moment, we do struggle to deploy SOITs in 
the way that we have done historically to every allegation of rape that is up to 12 months old.  
That is really difficult for us at the moment.  Again, it is work we are doing to look at how we 
manage that.  I would like us to make sure that we have (a) the capacity, and we have the 
decision making by officers with the right skills.  At every allegation we make an assessment of 
the value and the appropriateness of deploying a SOIT and we have SOITs available to deploy in 
all those cases where the answer to that is, "Yes".  That is the ambition. 
 
The action plan is in development.  It is true, there are actions we have been doing.  There is 
more we need to do and we are actively looking at what those different options might be on 
that. 
 
Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime) (Co-Chair):  Do you want to add 
anything in terms of the Haven?  The skills are also obviously investigative skills but also skills 
that we have talked about and you have talked about, and Claire (Waxman) talks about being 
trauma informed and really understanding that.  It is about that as well as the capacity to make 
sure that those officers who are investigating the allegations are sufficiently skilled in 
investigation and are trauma informed.  In terms of the referrals to Haven which many providers 
are telling us are dropping and you mentioned that yourself.  What is your action plan around 
ensuring that those referrals, where it is appropriate, are being made? 
 
Sue Williams (MPS):  Siân (Thomas) and I had that discussion about working with our BCU 
detective superintendents in safeguarding to make sure that they were dip sampling and why 
they were not referring.  In a lot of cases there is the London Gateway, but I do not think we are 
picking up the referrals from there.  Can you expand on that? 
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AC Mark Simmons (MPS):  If you just take a step back, at the moment what we are trying to 
do is understand what has happened with the referrals.  We know that referrals have dropped 
off.  We have not yet seen data from the Havens themselves on it, which would be great to see.  
In one of the BCUs which covers three boroughs, we have done a sample.  Once we have gone 
through and looked at the record keeping it suggests that the rate of referral to Havens from 
our data has dropped from an average of 16% and 20% over time to about 10%.  That is from 
our data telling us that that is a drop in three Boroughs in London.  We are very keen to look at 
the data from the Havens to put that against the dip so we can see that we have an accurate 
picture and one version that tells us what is happening. 
 
That sample that we have looked at has started to open some questions around what decision-
making the officers are making as to when they are referring to the Havens or not.  I am not 
saying we have yet worked through what the answers to that are, but it raises some very clear 
questions around what is in the investigating officers' minds, whether it is a SOIT or otherwise, 
as to when a referral is made.  In short, there are some hypotheses around that but it is a bit 
early to say whether we have got through to what is really behind it.  We do acknowledge that 
we have seen a reduction.  Really keen to explore that in more detail with the Havens and to get 
both sides of the picture of what we think is happening there.  From our own data, what I have 
described has undoubtedly opened some questions around the decisions that officers are 
making on referral. 
 
Sue Williams (MPS):  That will be raised in the Gold Group as well.  That data will come to 
Gold Group and we will unpick it there as well. 
 
Claire Waxman (Independent Victims Commissioner for London) (Co-Chair):  If we are 
looking at the issue around SOIT officers and capacity issue and that not all victims will be 
getting a SOIT officer then at least picking up what else is being offered, what type of support 
is being offered.  If they are having low referrals to Havens and not getting a SOIT officer, then 
that is an issue. 
 
AC Mark Simmons (MPS):  Absolutely, and I have not yet been able to match the bit around 
to what extent are there cases where there is not.  Most of those will be cases with SOITs, most 
of them, but we need to unpick who is making that decision and the next level of detail and 
what are the factors in that.  If you ask me to make a judgement at the moment, they are 
making broadly good judgements around the forensic window, but I am not sure they are taking 
the full needs of the victim always into account around the other services that Havens offer that 
are really important for people who have experienced that. 
 
Sue Williams (MPS):  It is worth making the point that those victims that do not have a SOIT 
officer deployed to them, will have a detective officer who is trained in victim support.  We have 
done additional awareness training with some of our cohort of detective constables, so that they 
are absolutely aware of what is available, how to refer on.  How to support the victim ongoing 
throughout the investigation.  It is part of their safeguarding training as well.  If you are a 
detective, you should understand how to support your victim in any case. 
 
Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime) (Co-Chair):  I am not trying to cast 
aspersions on that training, but the clear issue is that with sexual offences there is a need for a 
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particular type of training, with trauma informed training.  What we are looking for is assurance 
and an action plan around ensuring that those of your officers, who are dealing with sexual 
offences and rape in this way, are appropriately trained.  SOIT officer capacity is one issue 
where they are not having SOIT officers for good judgement and operational reasons, but they 
are also therefore getting the right support from being referred properly to Havens but also the 
right support through the investigation and that investigation is being done appropriately. 
 
From your Gold Group, which is absolutely how you are gripping this and I really appreciate that, 
I would be really grateful if we could have some actions coming back so that we can understand 
the direction of travel, where the milestones are and how quickly this is going to be put in place.  
So, we know what progress is and we can assure ourselves on that. 
 
Sue Williams (MPS):  That is something that we will look up within the Gold Group.  We were 
going to revisit the training, revisit Haven referrals and also operationally around SOITs.  We 
have already made some operational decisions so that they do not get distracted.  The SOIT 
officers do not get distracted and also their environment and how they work with their 
occupational health and also their shifts.  We have done some review on that and we know that 
we have three surgeries a week in Havens, which are supported by SOITs at the moment.  
Anybody that is a victim of rape, will get support.  So, they will get a SOIT officer.  If they are 
outside of that, for example very historical, they still get triaged because if they are a vulnerable 
person or they have mental health, they will still have a SOIT officer available to them.  
Otherwise, the investigating officer has some training around dealing with victims. 
 
Please be assured that our detectives are trained to be able to deal with victims of crime and 
particularly rape victims.  The trauma training is in various parts of their training and we can go 
back and we will look at that to make sure, because that is a really important part about 
understanding how trauma affects victims and making sure that when we reflect that, we may 
have to go back and do further interviews.  That will be part of something that we will pick up 
on in the Gold Group. 
 
Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime) (Co-Chair):  I absolutely accept all 
that, but what we can see from Claire's (Waxman) Rape Review, is that even with all training 
and with the support that you are talking about, that we have such low levels of convictions in 
terms of report to court.  3% from courts to conviction and we know from Claire's (Waxman) 
report that that is about victims having the same officer looking after them, not having multiple 
officers looking after them. 
 
Sue Williams, (Metropolitan Police Service):  We will look at that as well. 
 
Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime) (Co-Chair):  Focusing on the 
Metropolitan Police Service here, we are going to come onto other partners.  So, we do need a 
step change in what is happening and that is what we are looking for in the action plan. 
 
Sue Williams (MPS):  Where we can minimise the handover, we will definitely do that.  That is 
not our intention to give multiple investigating officers. 
 
Claire Waxman (Independent Victims Commissioner for London) (Co-Chair):  Also, while 
we keep going on about the trauma training, I understand that it is pockets of it in various 
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places.  Really reviewing the quality of that training, because we are seeing that increase with 
victims with mental health needs.  What was very concerning from the research was obviously 
the police NFAing cases where there are issues around credibility and I am very concerned that 
we have a misunderstanding of the impact of trauma and not picking that up and identifying 
that. 
 
AC Mark Simmons (MPS):  The trauma therapy course has gained a significant amount of 
currency recently.  We weren’t talking about trauma informed practice about 12   18 months 
ago in the same way.  So, there is a lot of currency around that and absolutely recognise the 
importance of that.  We just have to acknowledge the challenges we are dealing with.  Again, 
this is not saying we are complacent around it at all, and we do not recognise the poor 
outcomes that survivors of rape experience from the criminal justice system and the police as 
part of that, of course not. 
 
There are some very deeply ingrained challenges that we are trying to deal with here.  Many of 
which have been exacerbated since this Report was done.  Sue (Williams) referenced it earlier 
on, the effect of the Allan case in a variety of different ways has exacerbated many of the 
challenges that we are talking about here.  We absolutely get the point around the trauma 
informed practice.  There is a lot of talk about that and I agree that it is really important.  We 
have to be careful about thinking that there is a silver bullet in here.  The work that we are 
doing we will be doing with colleagues from other agencies through the Gold Group; we started 
that 6 months or a year ago.  The work we are doing does to take the process through from 
beginning to end, looking at all the different aspects and how cumulatively we can shift the 
experience of victims and the outcomes, but there is not a silver bullet in this.  One part of it 
that is going to move it is going to need to be both within the investigative process and then 
across all the agencies involved.  We are going to be looking for gains to make in every aspect 
of that. 
 
Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime) (Co-Chair):  We can see that by 
the number of partners we have around the table.  Each part of the puzzle has to be playing at 
its absolute best, step change each part. 
 
Claire Waxman (Independent Victims Commissioner for London) (Co-Chair):  What I 
want to pick up with both partners is what was a very critical issue that has come out of the 
Report and in previous reports as well.  Dame Elish's report and the HMCPSI thematic review of 
RASSO is around case progression.  That is having a big impact on victims withdrawing, because 
we are taking far too long to get to decisions.  There are too many stuck cases and there are 
cases that are being administratively finalised because officers are not managing those cases or 
they are not being picked up. 
 
These issues have been identified over the last few years and they have definitely come to the 
forefront in this research, work is being done from the Metropolitan Police Service perspective 
and the same from the CPS.  You mentioned some good practice in South London, but trying to 
understand how we are picking up a lot of stuck cases and what we are doing to really unpick 
those delays and push those cases forward? 
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Sue Williams (MPS):  I am going to bring Siân (Thomas) in around the implementation plan 
we have with the CPS.  That is really exciting about how we are going to move some of this 
forward. 
 
Siân Thomas (MPS):  We have discussed before some of the issues that we have investigating 
these complex cases and certainly with the CPS about how we look at those challenges with the 
digital material, forensics and all of that.  Then with often very complex cases about the 
timeliness.  As you rightly point out when you already have a very traumatised victim, to then 
say, "This could take 12 to 18 months", is just not ideal and simply not acceptable. 
 
With the CPS we have looked and we have already started the action plan looking at how we get 
that early investigative advice in and we get it right with an action plan back from the CPS so we 
can say, "These are the points we really need to gather, and why we need to do them".  We are 
then looking at the cases that might be held up, so we are sharing that information between the 
two agencies to say, "Why is that case held up?  What do we need to do to progress that?"  
Then looking at that wider piece of how do we then progress that case with the 12 BCUs to say, 
"These are the cases over 90 days old.  What is it we need to do to push that forward to meet 
that investigation plan? 
 
Then the CPS have mirrored our action plan so that both sides are working together.  On 
Monday we will have the 12 BCUs represented with the CPS so we can sit and look at some of 
that data and say, "How do we unpick some of these stumbling blocks?  How do we make them 
go slightly smoother?"  That does not suddenly mean that we will get cases to court in six 
months but at least we can be reassured that some of the work that we are doing is trying to 
make that as efficient as we can and looking at some of the issues we have around the 
technology.  It is one that cannot be underestimated.  It has to be acknowledged that if you 
have two people and two phones that might need to be looked at, with a reasonable line of 
enquiry it takes time and we have to get that right.  As you rightly point out, with Monday and 
going forward, we should be able to at least look at some of those cases that are stuck or need 
some progression. 
 
Claire Waxman (Independent Victims Commissioner for London) (Co-Chair):  The 
technology issue was not really reflected in the April 2016 research, because this is pre-R v 
Allan, so we already had issues around case progression that has been picked up in previous 
reviews.  I totally understand the impact. 
 
Siân Thomas (MPS):  We did not code for that.  There is no code that we can look at for the 
digital materials. 
 
Claire Waxman (Independent Victims Commissioner for London) (Co-Chair):  We did.  
We put something down to pick up around third party and digital, but it did not come up as a 
big critical issue.  It is far more pronounced now, post-R v Allan. 
 
AC Mark Simmons (MPS):  The Allan case is certainly made it more pronounced in terms of 
the initial reaction.  Part of what we are trying to move back from is the swinging very hard 
away from a proportionate response, certainly from the police point of view as we have 
acknowledged that is largely what happened in the Allan case.  We went too far in the opposite 
direction, but the Allan case itself actually demonstrates how significant digital evidence was as 
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a blocker, even though we did not have the same external profile and the aggravating factors of 
the people thinking they needed to do more of the analysis beforehand.  So, not a new issue; 
what the Allan case did is really exacerbate it. 
 
Claire Waxman (Independent Victims Commissioner for London) (Co-Chair):  We know 
early investigative advice is really important, that came out in the research.  That has been 
picked up in those joint plans, but also, I assume you are looking at those plans coming from 
CPS, whether they are reasonable and proportionate, that you can do with them within a 
timeframe, because I know that is an issue that comes up. 
 
Sue Williams (MPS):  We are challenging back when we get these action plans to make sure 
that they are proportionate.  From our point of view, when we are working with a victim and we 
look at the evidence, if we think the action plan is unreasonable then we push it back through 
the case management team, RASSO, and they will have the conversations with CPS, "Do we 
really need to do a third or fourth mobile phone?"  Or whatever it might be.  That is something 
that we do look and we do push back on. 
 
A really helpful thing is the NFA panels that we have.  Where police no further action a case, we 
look at that with the CPS and with partners and we go through it, we pore over it and it is part 
of organisational learning as to, "Why did this case fail?  What could we do better in the 
future?"  The CPS have a similar panel. 
 
Lynette Woodrow (Crown Prosecution Service):  Just on the scrutiny panel, we are hoping 
to actually join forces with the police scrutiny panel, which is already in existence and we would 
like to add some CPS cases to be scrutinised at the same time in the same way.  That is one of 
the things that we will bring in and have a look at. 
 
Claire (Waxman) asked about the proportionality of action plans and whether that was in our 
implementation plan and, yes, you are right it is.  That is something else that we will be looking 
at data on and I think it is really important that we do that.  You will aware of the wider review, 
the inspectorate, are also going to be looking at that.  We are certainly interested to see their 
findings in due course. 
 
Baljit Ubhey (Crown Prosecution Service):  I would say that Claire (Waxman) has hit the nail 
on the head, when you say, "EIA is absolutely key".  That is why the work that is going on in 
London is really good.  EIA is critical.  Joint healthy local working is absolutely critical because it 
is only through that dialogue that you are going to develop that shared understanding of what 
you need and getting it right first time.  We need to have that communication, that 
conversation at a local level and I think the work that London is doing sounds like it will 
absolutely pay dividends in the future.  EIA is key. 
 
We are looking at how long it takes us nationally to look at turning around charging advices.  At 
the moment, from submission from the police it is about 30 days; it should be 21 days.  It is 
something we monitor because we do understand that timely advice is really key.  The issues of, 
"Is it proportionate?  Is that right?", is absolutely right.  There is that healthy check and 
challenge between police and CPS. 
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What we are noticing is that consultations are going up, and that is because of going backwards 
and forwards saying, "We have this but we need to get more".  I think we are genuinely 
committed and interested in looking at what has gone on.  Why is that admin finalised number 
going up?  What is happening to those plans that the CPS is sending?  What is happening to 
that?  So, I will not go over the ground that has already been very well articulated in some of 
those technological challenges.  The important thing is that we really understand and have a 
grip on what is going on.  Then we are in a place to move things forward.  That applies across 
the board. 
 
Claire Waxman (Independent Victims Commissioner for London) (Co-Chair):  Can I just 
pick up; you are wanting to join the panel, but I assume you will also be looking at why there 
are a drop-in referrals as well? 
 
Lynette Woodrow (Crown Prosecution Service):  Yes, that is very much what is behind the 
RASSO implementation plans.  Something we are really focused on.  Just to reference the EIA 
surgeries, which we have been talking about a lot.  Early investigative advice has been in 
existence for some time and what we really wanted to look at was how we could increase the 
amount of cases coming to us for EIA and the quality of those conversations.  We have seen 
positive results from your review. 
 
That is how the surgeries came about.  Started initially in South London and they started in July 
and now they are broadly used across London.  There are lawyers, managers going into police 
stations.  A series of appointments during the day to have face-to-face conversations with 
officers just to ensure that there is a really good quality conversation.  Thinking about a strategy 
for the investigation.  Thinking about what is a reasonable line of enquiry and importantly what 
is not a reasonable line of enquiry.  Making sure that both sides understand that. 
 
Ruth Bowskill (Crown Prosecution Service):  Would you mind if I picked up on the EIA 
point?  In relation to the EIA, even if the prosecutors are not in the police station, they are 
available for EIA on every day for officers to be able to contact us, and they do frequently 
contact us.  We would like it to be more and I would endorse what Lynette (Woodrow) says.  We 
can say what does not need to be done or we can say, "This is a reasonable line of enquiry", but 
we can also stop unnecessary, potentially enquiries taking place, which will actually support the 
police in being able to conduct their investigation more quickly and act to get those cases to us.  
It is not just about what do we want, it is, "Do not go down this road, because you do not need 
to". 
 
Claire Waxman (Independent Victims Commissioner for London) (Co-Chair):  Siân, are 
you pushing that more? 
 
Siân Thomas (MPS):  That is what one piece of our plan is saying.  If we are going to start 
down this route, we know it could take us 6 to 12 months.  What we do not want to do is go to 
the CPS in 12 months.  Have a different conversation which says, "We need to do that", and it 
then extends that time.  So, that is the work we are doing with the officers and that is part of 
the plan to say how many have you submitted and if we have not submitted it, why not?  
Coming back at or around the 28-day point, where you know where your investigation is, that is 
the point which is crucial to sit down with the lawyer if possible and not on the phone, to say, 
"This is what we have.  How are we going to take this forward?  What is the best way?" 
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Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime) (Co-Chair):  Can I just ask?  Dame 
Elish's review in 2015 called for more resources in this area and also shared units.  The way you 
are describing it, that is not a shared unit, that is about surgeries and people on the phone.  
What are the reasons of that recommendation not being implemented? 
 
Baljit Ubhey (Crown Prosecution Service):  In terms of the more resources: the Dame Elish 
Review took place, more resources were put into the RASSO teams as a result of that.  That was 
definitely one of the things that happened within the CPS.  We took a view that with more 
digital working and we would had put quite a lot of effort and energy into building our RASSO 
units, it is a national model that we have.  We do not have joint units, but not having joint units 
does not mean that you cannot have really good joint working.  We have a national model.  We 
thought resourcing was the priority. 
 
Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime) (Co-Chair):  Certainly, something I 
would be interested in having a look at in terms of the Review, the recommendations and how 
not having co-location and joint units has an impact on ability to get that joint working. 
 
AC Mark Simmons (MPS):  All of us would sign up to that without any hesitation, I am sure.  
We will also know that there was a time when there were joint units in every police station in 
every Borough in London with the CPS.  For a whole range of reasons, mostly resource-based, 
we had to move away from that and that is part of the change in the context from the Dame 
Elish's Review until today around what is possible or not.  We would all love to have joint units, 
if we could do that.  That should be an ambition. 
 
Claire Waxman (Independent Victims Commissioner for London) (Co-Chair):  Just on 
that, it sounds as though a lot of good work is now in train and I think it would be good to be 
regularly updated on the progress on that. 
 
Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime) (Co-Chair):  What I would also find 
helpful is not just in terms of being updated, is we are always looking for milestones.  Being 
updated on progress is one thing but actually understanding is that quick enough or fast 
enough and it is what is expected.  I would like to see, within these action plans that we are 
asking for the notes and the updates, is actually this is what we would expect, and therefore you 
should have had this uplift in appropriate advice and uplift in detections and a reduction in the 
amount of time it is taking to get it to court. 
 
Sue Williams (MPS):  We have put that in our implementation plans.  What we are looking for 
as an outcome and the timescales. 
 
Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime) (Co-Chair):  Thank you. 
 
Claire Waxman (Independent Victims Commissioner for London) (Co-Chair):  Just very 
quickly picking up what was shown in the research.  One of the key issues around creating these 
delays is obviously what Siân (Thomas) mentioned; requests for third-party material.  It has 
come up again in past reviews as well as to how do you get local authorities to oblige and come 
back to you within those timeframes.  We know it is taking up to six months.  There was a talk 
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of a protocol, so just want to know what work was done since the previous reviews on 
developing some sort of protocol with local authorities.  Has anything happened? 
 
Sue Williams (MPS):  We have invited someone from London Councils to represent local 
authorities to come to our Gold Group so we can actually address this particular issue and seek 
the best way forward, whether that would be a memorandum of understanding, whether it 
should be done locally.  We will try to find the best resolution for that as part of our processes 
when we look at it in the Gold Group. 
 
Claire Waxman (Independent Victims Commissioner for London) (Co-Chair):  We have 
Catherine (Dunn) here, from London Councils.  What role can you play in utilising your 
networks?  It is a recommendation that was made a few years ago, but it is obviously creating a 
delay to the cases progressing. 
 
Catherine Dunn (London Councils):  I am aware that my colleague has been invited to that 
Group, so that could provide a forum for progressing this.  There is a limit to what I can talk 
about in terms of the technical and operational side of how these requests are being processed 
in local authorities.  As a first step, it would be helpful to hear from Boroughs and understand 
what the situation is from the local authority perspective in terms of processing requests for 
third party materials, gathering the material, liaising with their internal legal teams and the 
Metropolitan Police Service and CPS.  That is something that we can take back as to hear 
directly from Boroughs and that. 
 
What would be helpful is if it is possible to have some data on where there are concerns about 
delays from local authorities, so that Boroughs can then take that back and look at that.  I do 
not know whether that is something that would be available. 
 
Sue Williams (MPS):  We can have a look and see whether we can get some examples. 
 
Siân Thomas (MPS):  A certain number of the Boroughs would be able to show the 
differences that the local authorities have.  There is not always a consistent approach.  We could 
certainly present to that and we could obviously show some cases where there has been some 
considerable delay and how we work through that and make it a more efficient and consistent 
approach across London. 
 
The other part to that is this is not just a London issue.  We will often have cases where the 
officers will need to go nationwide.  They will often have to have multiple requests across local 
authorities and different social services, so it is not just a case of they might go to one local 
authority.  They could find a child who has had a complex background making 16 different 
requests for information that would be a reasonable line of enquiry; with each different local 
authority having a different legal team or a different team who deals with these requests 
 
Claire Waxman (Independent Victims Commissioner for London) (Co-Chair):  They are 
coming to the Gold Group so you are progressing and trying to look at this protocol. 
 
Sue Williams (MPS):  There is a representative. 
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Claire Waxman (Independent Victims Commissioner for London) (Co-Chair):  I pick up 
the point that Siân (Thomas) is saying, we can work on one for London but there are cases 
where you will need to speak to different councils nationally, so it is a bigger issue.  Do we know 
what is happening nationally with that protocol? 
 
Sue Williams (MPS):  That is something that I can feed up through my regional police working 
group and then into the national working group.  We can pick it up and see if there is good 
practice in other police forces.  If there are good practices then we can see if it something that 
we can engage in London, or if it something that prevents us through some sort of legislative 
requirement, then we can feed it up through the national working group into the Government 
cross-cutting review. 
 
Claire Waxman (Independent Victims Commissioner for London) (Co-Chair):  Baljit, can 
you pick up on those? 
 
Baljit Ubhey (Crown Prosecution Service):  I am sure this is something that will come out of 
the CJS cross-system review, because this is an ongoing issue in terms of compliance with the 
protocol, so I will make a note of that. 
 
Claire Waxman (Independent Victims Commissioner for London) (Co-Chair):  From 
speaking to some of the Councils, their concerns were to ensure that what they being requested 
to disclose was reasonable and proportionate.  Just giving them the confidence that that is 
meeting those requirements.  Are we picking up with that with training with investigators and 
police?  That we are only asking for …? 
 
Siân Thomas (MPS):  From the work that we have done with the surgeries, those are the 
discussions that are taking place, to ensure that it is being done on a case-by-case basis.  That 
we are satisfied, the CPS are satisfied and that is where the EIA really comes in to ensure that 
the officer is not doing it because they think they might be requested to do it, at some point; if 
we have an understanding of why that becomes a reasonable line of enquiry.  We are not quite 
there yet, but we have done a great deal of work on that.  Officers have a greater understanding 
and work with the CPS to say, "Do we need it, why is it required and how does it progress this 
case?" 
 
Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime) (Co-Chair):  It would be really 
helpful in terms of it being London-wide this protocol rather than Borough by Borough, so we 
have consistency.  Especially we have just heard that it may be national but there will be a 
number of Boroughs involved. 
 
Catherine Dunn (London Councils):  There was a regional London protocol that was 
originally signed around 2013 – 2014.  That was developed and that was across all Boroughs.  It 
is something perhaps to pick up again with the relevant London-wide structures for 
safeguarding in Children's Services.  That is something we can take back with London Councils. 
 
Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime) (Co-Chair):  Brilliant, that would 
be really helpful.  In terms of some of the actions that we have asked for in terms of updates 
and milestones around timeliness and attrition, this is part of it, that we would really like the 
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London Council to be part of it.  You are part of the Gold Group, that is part of the updates and 
the actions we would like to come back on as well.  Thank you. 
 
That is end of the section on timeliness and attrition.  Lucy Hayton from the Gateway Services.  
If we could focus on resources and demand and what your service is showing you and how it is 
working? 
 
Lucy Hayton (Women and Girls Network):  Thank you very much for inviting us to speak 
today.  By way of a brief introduction the Gateway is a partnership pilot project between the 
four Rape Crisis Centres, Galop, Survivors UK, the Havens and MOPAC, led by Women and Girls 
Network. 
 
It is a project that has been running for a number of years and comes to an end in March 2020.  
The background to the project is that, historically, London has had a very chronically 
underfunded sexual violence sector.  There has been a massive increase in demand over the past 
ten years.  The aims of the project are really to better utilise existing resources of sexual 
violence services through increased collaboration and partnership and to gain a better 
understanding of need and demand across the Capital. 
 
We do this through two core parts of the projects.  First by introducing a pan-London triage 
service available online or on the phone.  Meaning that survivors can receive swift contact with a 
specially trained navigator who works with that individual to present them with a bespoke 
package of support options, based on what is currently available in the City.  Then help them to 
access that service if they wish. 
 
The second part is the introduction of what has been termed in the bid, "Complex Needs 
ISVAs", in the voluntary agencies to work with survivors who have faced multiple discrimination, 
disadvantage and chronic disempowerment.  Create forums from which these ISVAs can improve 
practice through shared training and reflective spaces.  
 
I should say that the Gateway hasn't resolved our service resource issues, which are still very real 
in London.  We are struggling every day to refer survivors into the right support services or the 
best support services for them.  What we can do is we can offer some interim supports, at least 
through the Gateway, so making sure that people are aware of their options.  That they are 
explained to them and that we can also support them when the services are available and 
recontact them at that point. 
 
So, the idea is that it does provide an improved consistency of offer in the City, but I should also 
say that we have also struggled with our own resourcing starting with only three members of 
frontline staff.  Around 40% of our calls have been missed because the line was busy since we 
opened. 
 
We opened last year in mid-October.  Since then we have had nearly 1,800 individual survivors 
registered for the service, plus supported hundreds of other survivors who wanted one off 
pieces of information of support or transfer through to the acute support from the Havens.  
That is us very briefly. 
 
I was asked to talk about how we addressed complexity and vulnerability.  I was pleased that we 
could talk to this because it really gets to the heart of our objectives with the project and our 
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ethos and approach.  We believe that when it comes to addressing sexual violence, the biggest 
complexity lies within the institutions, social structures and attitudes that determine how a 
survivor is responded to.  Today, we are talking about the criminal justice system but there are 
lots of other institutions and systems that survivors have to engage with.  A few of which I have 
listed. 
 
This complexity is further exacerbated by structural inequalities so the more overlapping 
disadvantage that a survivor faces then the greater challenge they find in coping and recovering 
from their experience and the more specialised responses they require.  For example, at the 
moment we would really struggle if we had a young woman who has a young child with limited 
ability to travel, who requires an interpreter and is experiencing suicide ideation.  We would 
really struggle to support her because of the limits that services have and the limited criteria 
that we encounter with some services. 
 
Similarly, in terms of vulnerability, we also see that some survivors are targeted by perpetrators.  
We understand that the reason for this is that those individuals are more likely to encounter 
challenges in being heard or supported or obtaining justice.  We see it as our responsibility to 
listen, support and collaborate with that individual, so that they are able to obtain the right 
response.  Taking this response invites us to create an interaction that is based on mutuality and 
collaboration.  It helps us to take survivors as experts in their own lives, and motivates us to 
continuously learn about how we can improve in the future. 
 
It changes some of the practical ways in which we work and structure the service.  We do not 
assume we are easy to access.  We endeavour to be persistent in our communication.  Our 
assessments do not involve asking survivors to tell us again about what has happened or involve 
a rigid tick box exercise.  They are focused on safety, wellbeing and they are undertaken by 
well-trained staff who have a thorough understanding of gender-based violence and trauma. 
 
We do not overly focus on diagnoses or coping mechanisms.  We instead hold that harm that 
survivors experience at the hearts of the conversation.  We ask direct questions about gender, 
sexuality, disability, ethnicity.  We never make any assumptions in that regard, because asking 
these questions means that survivors are more likely to feel heard and understood and that we 
care about these issues.  That means that we have a better chance of finding the right service 
for them. 
 
We also talk to survivors about their strengths, their resilience, to explore what resources they 
already have as any interventions that we are going to offer are going to be far more effective if 
they complement and work with their existing resources.  We work flexibly and that is 
particularly important for the ISVAs in the project, because the greater adversity that a survivor 
faces, the more time it might take to engage and build trust. 
 
We work collaboratively with the partnership and with other agencies and so a huge part of 
what navigators and ISVAs do is liaising with other professionals to help survivors communicate 
their needs and wishes, to make the response more likely to be effective both in that instance 
and hopefully in the future. 
 
We proactively seek input and feedback with every survivor that we support, as this really is the 
first step for creating that collaborative approach that we are seeking to develop.  Finally, by 
taking this approach it demands that we provide adequate training and support for our staff, 
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because we know that it is really difficult for workers who are working with traumatic 
experiences every day, and plus responding to all this complexity and these limitations and the 
lack of resources, to avoid that compassion fatigue and avoid that poor practice and slipping 
back into seeing survivors themselves as that problem or replicating abusive power dynamics.  
We see it as our responsibility to provide shared training and we have done that across the 
partnership.  Also, for our staff to have systems of inter-team support, management support, 
clinical supervision and also access to workplace support programmes.  That is really important 
for us. 
 
In terms of where we see what the Gateway could possibly do in terms of responding to this 
justice crisis, we do have a few ideas if we can continue with the project.  We believe that it 
offers an opportunity to gather information on gaps, issues and opportunity in terms of service 
provision.  We also think that we could extend the success of the partnership working, so that 
we can benefit from the expertise of smaller specialist organisations across London, whilst 
simultaneously looking at better integration with larger statutory services, potentially. 
 
We feel confident that if we do receive more core funding, that we can also start to look at 
bringing in more diverse funding streams and linking in with other existing partnerships that are 
already happening in the City.  We think it can act as a hub for improving professional practice, 
training and awareness raising initiatives, particularly as it offers a simple pan-London referral 
pathway.  Potentially offer and support quality assurance both at the individual level by raising 
issues or questions on behalf of individual survivors, but also at an institutional level so we can 
collect feedback on what survivors are telling us about their experiences of reporting, going 
through the criminal justice system or accessing support. 
 
Finally, and perhaps most excitingly from our perspective, it could potentially be a platform to 
launch really innovative London-wide survivor collaboration projects and initiatives, so we can 
hear from survivors more directly about what they believe could be done to address issues such 
as attrition and timeliness with the CPS and service access problems that we are talking about 
today. 
 
I do not know if that answers your questions, but I am happy to answer further questions and 
hope that brings a few starting points for how we can work together on some of these issues. 
 
Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime) (Co-Chair):  Thank you for that, 
that is really helpful. 
 
Claire Waxman (Independent Victims Commissioner for London) (Co-Chair):  Thank 
you, Lucy.  The main issue that you have touched upon is obviously the demand and just not 
having the capacity to provide a service to victims.  6,000 victims will report in a year, if they 
were all referred to the service can the service cope with that in its current state? 
 
Lucy Hayton (Women and Girls Network):  Not at the moment, we have been able to 
increase the resourcing slightly, which has started to improve the number of calls we are able to 
take and how well we are able to operate, but we would require more resources.  Also, we need 
to look at the resourcing for the organisations that we are referring onto, because we are very 
aware of the limitations of the support that we are able to offer. 
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That is a very complex question, but there are some potential opportunities in looking at service 
eligibility and criteria and where the real sticking points are.  We currently have a real issue 
around survivors whose first language is not English.  That is a real problem for us but also 
potentially around risks, so if survivors are experiencing suicide ideation, some statutory services 
will not accept or work with that person.  There are some opportunities for conversations at 
quite a high level with statutory services about how we can collaborate to provide interim 
support, for example when waiting lists are very long.  Ultimately, we are talking about a huge 
resourcing issue for the specialist sector, because there is not enough counselling available at 
the moment. 
 
Claire Waxman (Independent Victims Commissioner for London) (Co-Chair):  Talking 
about counselling, we have touched upon it a bit earlier, if you have those survivors that are 
going through the criminal justice route, in your experience is accessing counselling difficult for 
them if they are going through the criminal justice route for some of the issues raised?  It is not 
necessarily about disclosing to defence, but it is even the mere fact of having to disclose to the 
police and CPS, causes a lot of concern for survivors does it not? 
 
Lucy Hayton (Women and Girls Network):  It definitely does.  Some clarity around those 
processes would be really helpful for individual survivors.  There needs to be more conversations 
with therapeutic services.  I am not sure that we have been given enough assurances about what 
would happen in circumstances where notes are called, where evidence from those notes is 
used.  What the processes would be for that.  Our concern is that we do not want our support to 
then prevent the survivor from accessing justice.  We are always going to be working in a 
perverse way, so we need to be part of those conversations because unless we can be provided 
with adequate reassurance, we are not going to take that risk to provide full counselling to a 
survivor in those circumstances. 
 
Lots of organisations will provide some form of support.  In our organisation we provide 
grounding sessions, which is limited to six sessions, but that does not involve talking about the 
assaults, because we are concerned that if that is something that we raise, and then that is 
brought up in counselling, that could be then raised in court and we are not sure whether or not 
that would then potentially limit that person's access to justice. 
 
Claire Waxman (Independent Victims Commissioner for London) (Co-Chair):  The 
problem is the support journey and the justice journey are not compatible, because disclosure 
laws and the way it is structured is that survivors would have to share.  At the very least the 
police and CPS would need to look at the notes to see if they are reasonable.  We are providing 
grounding sessions but if we look at the length of time taken from reporting to court, it is well 
over 18 months now; I know cases of three years.  I am just struggling to understand how we 
can allow a survivor to stay in that situation with just some grounding sessions and not get 
proper therapeutic support to help them recover or cope with that long justice journey. 
 
Whilst I appreciate the pre-trial therapy guidance is trying to explain it, which we need to 
explain it to therapists and those supporting victims, it does not tackle the issue, if we are very 
honest, that access to justice and trying to get support are not compatible. 
 
Dame Vera Baird (National Victims’ Commissioner):  I just wondered if it was at all 
possible?  I respect entirely the Criminal Procedure and Investigations Act obligations and I am 



 

23 

grateful to Baljit for the clarity and reasoning about Recommendation 7.  If you looked back at 
the CPS Response slide it makes the legal parameters very clear, but the middle paragraph of 
the next slide is, as the CPS deal with it, only requested where it is a reasonable line of enquiry.  
I wonder if it is at all practical to give indications to the services when it would not be a 
reasonable line of enquiry?  In what sort of circumstances and then there can be some 
reassurance. 
 
Claire Waxman (Independent Victims Commissioner for London) (Co-Chair):  We have 
asked for that on the pre-trial therapy guidance.  To make it a lot clearer because it is still very 
vague in the guidance.  It does not actually state when it is not reasonable and proportionate so 
that does need clarifying still within that guidance. 
 
Baljit Ubhey (Crown Prosecution Service):  We can look at that and that is why we have 
delayed our publishing of this guidance, because we really do want to get feedback from 
everyone.  There is more that we can do to communicate what this guidance actually says and 
how it can be helpful.  Because of how we review cases and decisions what we are never going 
to be able to do is give an exact, "This is what will happen in every scenario", but I definitely 
think once we have finalised this guidance, giving some real thought to how we communicate 
this.  There are competing tensions, but I do not think things are as bleak as people think they 
are either.  
 
Claire Waxman (Independent Victims Commissioner for London) (Co-Chair):  It is from a 
survivor's perspective.  They want to see a counsellor and even the concern around sharing that 
with the police, their personal records, is enough of a barrier for survivors to not access the 
counselling. 
 
Baljit Ubhey (Crown Prosecution Service):  That is where I say there are competing 
tensions.  What I would say is even there, it has to be a reasonable line of enquiry.  Yes, to 
looking at how we can communicate this more effectively once the guidance is finalised, is what 
I would say nationally. 
 
Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime) (Co-Chair):  In your development 
of that guidance, can you commit to talking to the Gateway service about what would be most 
helpful for them as providers of the services?  They are your key stakeholders. 
 
Baljit Ubhey (Crown Prosecution Service):  We are very happy to share the guidance with 
them and get feedback as well. 
 
Dame Vera Baird (National Victims’ Commissioner):  If I may so, if the bottom line is that, 
almost inevitably, it will always be a reasonable line of enquiry. 
 
Claire Waxman (Independent Victims Commissioner for London) (Co-Chair):  The 
judiciary say it always is. 
 
Dame Vera Baird (National Victims’ Commissioner):  You just need to say so, and then 
people understand. 
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Namita Prakash (Survivors’ Trust):  Using my centre as an example, I am based in Reading, 
the Trust House.  Just to add to that, what we are saying is that we have heard similar stuff 
from other organisations, is that in all the cases that are going to CPS or the police are thinking 
that it is to go to the CPS, they are looking at counselling notes.  It is not just reasonable line of 
enquiry.  All of them are requesting any client that we have whose case is going to the CPS, 
they are looking into the notes and they are requesting notes.  What you are saying is great, but 
in practice it is different. 
 
Claire Waxman (Independent Victims Commissioner for London) (Co-Chair):  The 
judiciary were pushing that, but that does not necessarily mean those notes will be disclosed to 
the defence.  They will decide whether it is a reasonable line, but it is still issue around even 
going to the Metropolitan Police Service and CPS. 
 
Baljit Ubhey (Crown Prosecution Service):  There are different tests at different stages. 
 
Namita Prakash (Survivors’ Trust):  I understand. 
 
Baljit Ubhey (Crown Prosecution Service): Is what you are saying, "Is that policy?"  Is the 
current policy being applied consistently in practice?  What we are saying here is there is more 
work to do here and once we finalise this guidance there is a real opportunity to articulate what 
the parameters are going forward. 
 
Catherine Bewley (Galop):  I am Catherine Bewley from Galop, LGBT Anti violence 
organisation and also the Co-chair of the Rape Reference Group here in London.  Just taking on 
that point, one of the challenges is that a lot of these discussions with survivors are held with in 
the third sector, is that we are having these discussions.  That is the point that Lucy was 
making.  We cannot say to somebody what that reasonable line of enquiry would be.  At the 
start of the process we are having to say to them, "Your notes might be looked at".  We have to 
enable a survivor to have an informed choice.  What that usually means is that within the third 
sector, we are holding and being with people through this 18-months or longer, and that is 
really hard when we are up to the limit in terms of our capacity. 
 
I notice in the Review, one of the victim withdrawal issues was stress and trauma caused or 
exacerbated by the investigation.  There is a lot in there that is challenging but that is one of 
the things that we should be working on making.  We can do something about that.  
Investigations are always going to be challenging, but we can try to make it less stressful and 
less retraumatising.  That is about trauma informed work, but it is also about where the third 
sector sits in that process as well and how we are resourced to do that.  It did not say in this 
report where ISVAs came into the process and it would be quite nice to know whether that 
made a difference to not to survivors' engagement. 
 
Claire Waxman (Independent Victims Commissioner for London) (Co-Chair):  It talks 
about once they are engaged and accessing support, they are far more likely to stay engaged. 
 
Catherine Bewley (Galop):  It is a really skilled job and it takes a long time for an ISVA to get 
into their role so it needs that consistency and continuity. 
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Claire Waxman (Independent Victims Commissioner for London) (Co-Chair):  That is 
why coming back to our earlier discussions around SOIT capacity.  The two go hand-in-hand.  
We have to make sure that they are being referred as quickly as possible for ISVA services and 
getting that support at the start. 
 
Catherine Bewley (Galop):  Just on that, one of our real challenges in London is we are still 
working through this BCU reorganisation.  We do not have a command with operational direct 
lines of accountability.  You have the SOIT co-ordinator and everybody is very kind of linked in.  
That is really good.  From the Rape Reference point of view, is just wanting to make sure we 
have equity across London that all BCUs are operating to the same high-quality of decision 
making.  Particularly, where evidence casts doubt and it might lead to NFAs.  What is the 
consistency in the level of judgement being made and is that consistent and equitable across 
the whole of London, across all BCUs, all safeguarding teams?  It is about us working towards 
knowing that we have that in London. 
 
Claire Waxman (Independent Victims Commissioner for London) (Co-Chair):  I hope the 
Gold Group will be picking up on a lot of these issues. 
 
Sue Williams (MPS):  That is part of the action plan. 
 
Claire Waxman (Independent Victims Commissioner for London) (Co-Chair):  I was 
going to make a very quick point about Section 28, if that was utilised more would that then 
help victims and survivors cross-examined much earlier on and then we would not have the issue 
around counselling.  They would then be out of that three-year process and then they could 
access counselling more uninhibited and more freely.  Would that be something? 
 
Ruth Bowskill (Crown Prosecution Service):  It is one of the aims of Section 28.  To help 
stop that re-traumatisation victim having to wait so long in the process.  You are still looking 
when you have the police investigation timings.  You are still looking at a huge chunk of time 
that is left that a victim is left unsupported.  In terms of the Section 28 roll out, that is being 
tested in three courts at the moment.  One of which is Kingston.  We are going to need to wait 
to see the results from a policy perspective as well as an operational perspective before thinking 
as to whether or not there will be a national roll out of Section 28 in relation to victims of sexual 
offences.  We have already committed to a national roll out for children and vulnerable adults, 
but we have not committed to a national roll out for victims of sexual offences, that is being 
tested at the moment. 
 
Claire Waxman (Independent Victims Commissioner for London) (Co-Chair):  What is 
the timeframe for that testing? 
 
Ruth Bowskill (Crown Prosecution Service):  If you have anything around the times.  It was 
delayed while we got the IT right, in terms of the testing. 
 
Damien McCleave (HMCTS):  I do not know.  I thought it was the back end of next year, was 
the national roll out.  I know the next tranche of included sites is going to be decided before 
Christmas of this year. 
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Ruth Bowskill (Crown Prosecution Service):  That will just be for vulnerable, that will not be 
for intimidated.  We need to get good data on this. 
 
Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime) (Co-Chair):  How long have you 
been testing Kingston for sexual offences? 
 
Ruth Bowskill (Crown Prosecution Service):  Only a couple of months. 
 
Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime) (Co-Chair):  I do not know how 
long you need to test it, but once you have the testing evaluation then that is quickly brought 
into the action plans.  If the result is, "Yes, it does help", then we can look to get not just one 
court in London testing it and using it, but more courts in London using it.   
 
Ruth Bowskill (Crown Prosecution Service):  We know it impacts guilty pleas as well, so 
there are huge benefits in relation to Section 28. 
 
Claire Waxman (Independent Victims Commissioner for London) (Co-Chair):  I assume 
with the Government end-to-end review, there will be a focus on Section 28 and picking that up 
as well, because it has played such a big part. 
 
Ruth Bowskill (Crown Prosecution Service):  It is relevant to considerations.  The end-to-
end review is looking at a huge number of things.  For example, one of the first things they are 
looking at is victim attrition.  We know that has shown an impact in relation to children.  Let us 
see what it does for sexual offences. 
 
Claire Waxman (Independent Victims Commissioner for London) (Co-Chair):  We will 
probably have to talk about the elephant in the room, ultimately, we need more funding.  The 
Government have put in £5 million nationally.  What is coming to London will not touch the 
sides.  What can we then look to from the Government to try to support this, because we have 
6,000 victims in London and if they are referred to the service, the service will not cope?  It is all 
very well doing this end-to-end review but without the right funding what difference are we 
going to make on the ground to survivors? 
 
Catherine Hinwood (Ministry of Justice):  I am a Deputy Director of National Criminal 
Justice, Family Justice Policy at the Ministry of Justice.  I wanted to give a little bit of a national 
picture as well as a picture in London.  You have a figure of 58% in terms of victims dropping 
out of the process before charge in 2016.  In 2018 the national average is 52% so there is 
something really specific in London around victim attrition that I want to look at.  One of the 
things it would be great to drill down into more, is the impact of support services and ISVAs, 
because I think it is probably right that there is a correlation between victim attrition in London 
and the very high rate, and some of the waiting lists that London was seeing in 2016 for support 
services.  We do not have real data on that, so I would be really keen to see whether or not 
there is anything more we can do to drill down into the impact of support services and ISVAs.  I 
think our teams could work together on what needs to be done there. 
 
We have seen really fantastic results in Essex, for example, where the victim attrition rate has 
gone down to 33% where there is really good joint working between support services and the 
police and most victims have access to an ISVA.  I was quite surprised to hear the really low 
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number of referral rates from the Metropolitan Police Service to the Havens only at 10%.  We 
do need to do some work around what the true picture of demand looks like in London, because 
that referral rate should be much higher.  We know in Essex, for example, they have now a 
100% referral rate onto support services and ISVAs and it has really impacted victim attrition. 
 
Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime) (Co-Chair):  Do we have that 
picture of demand in London through our Gateway service and we have a good understanding 
of the demand and the resources in London?  There is just a big gap between demand and 
funding and London does not get its fair share.  I will continue to lobby that as Deputy Mayor 
but we cannot not talk about that.  The ISVAs in London is about resources and lack of 
understanding how important they are. 
 
Catherine Hinwood (Ministry of Justice):  I do not think I was suggesting there is a lack of 
an understanding as to how important they are in, anyway. 
 
Claire Waxman (Independent Victims Commissioner for London) (Co-Chair):  I know 
what you are saying about referrals, that does need tackling. 
 
Catherine Hinwood (Ministry of Justice):  We need to work together to make sure that with 
the extra £5 million that has been announced to go into support services recently, we are 
understanding what the demand looks like in London.  So, when we allocated an uplift in the 
budgets for national rape support centres in April, we looked at demand.  Where centres across 
the Country got a 10% uplift, London got a 50% uplift.  I accept that that does not meet 
demand, but what I am saying is we have an extra £4 million to allocate for next year, and we 
have an extra £1 million that has been agreed to be invested in IVAs only, so let us work 
together to better understand what the picture looks like in London. 
 
Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime) (Co-Chair):  We will take that as 
an action to ensure that we have given you that understanding that we have.  Thank you, did 
you have anything else?  It is 1.00 pm. 
 
Claire Waxman (Independent Victims Commissioner for London) (Co-Chair):  We should 
end on that positive action. 
 
Dame Vera Baird (National Victims’ Commissioner):  Can we just say it is national problem, 
not just a London problem; a shortage of ISVAs, a very significant one.  We have to go beyond 
the moral point about why it is needed and the data needs to be showing to what extent it can 
sustain people in the criminal justice system, so that all the resource that goes into people and 
then they cannot sustain their position, is not wasted.  Is invested appropriately.  The data from 
the third sector is absolutely key to this, because it will not be collected anywhere else except 
on one-off rape reviews.  It needs to be daily counted, who is being allocated?  Is it helping?  
Whether they are sustaining their position?  Whether you could ever make a link to conviction 
rate or not I do not now, but if more people stay in the criminal justice system then the chances 
are better.  I really urge the third sector. 
 
We found some excellent data in Essex and I would venture to suggest that that is not wholly 
unconnected with the fact that they have now tackled the issues and have got a really good rate 
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of sustaining.  I would appeal to the third sector to try to keep as much data as possible and 
make it available to the powers that be. 
 
Sophie Linden (Deputy Mayor for Policing and Crime) (Co-Chair):  Thank you that is 
really helpful.  That is the data that we are getting through the Gateway Service, gives you that 
demand.  It is not just a fantastic service but it gives us exactly the evidence we need to make 
the case of what is needed in London. 
 
Thank you very much to everyone for coming.  We have a number of actions for everybody to 
follow up in terms of action plans.  We would like to be able to publish our responses to today 
and the formal responses to Claire's Review as well.  It is part of the transparency and 
accountability of services in London and what is happening for rape victims.  Thank you very 
much for coming.  I do appreciate the partnership work taking place.  Thank you. 


