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Background
The Crime Survey for England and Wales (CSEW) was designed to estimate the number of victims of crime in the adult household population. It has also been used to estimate the number of crimes experienced by these victims, as respondents are asked the number of times they have been a victim of crime. Reporting the prevalence of victimisation is relatively straightforward as survey respondents are either a victim of the specified crime type in the last 12 months or not. Reporting the total number of incidents can be more complex due to the nature of repeat victimisation; respondents can be a victim of “series incidents” which comprise multiple incidents that are very similar, occur under the same circumstances, and are probably committed by the same people. Producing an estimate of the total number of incidents is unproblematic for most crime types as the number of repeat victimisations suffered by an individual is usually small and easily recalled. For example, it is unlikely victims will not be able to remember the number of times their house was broken into in the previous 12 months. However, for certain crime types, such as violence in a domestic setting, the victim may suffer repeat victimisation with a frequency that is difficult to quantify over a 12-month period. There is also evidence that suggests substantial potential for measurement error when large incident counts are reported for an individual crime type.

Although only a very small proportion of survey respondents report they have been high-frequency repeat victims of crime, the number of such respondents can vary considerably from year to year and if the issue was left unaddressed, survey estimates of incidents of crime would be subject to large sample variability from year to year (although estimates of the number of victims of crime are not affected). This would result in the publication of incident rates which would fluctuate widely between survey years, making it difficult to discern trends. Since one of the strengths of the survey has been its ability to provide trends for the crime types and population it covers, in cases of repeat victimisation the CSEW (and its predecessor the British Crime Survey) has always only included the first five incidents of a series in the estimate of the total number of incidents of crime in the population. This is not an uncommon way to handle the issue of repeat victimisation, for example the National Crime Victimisation Survey in the United States takes a similar approach.
There has been criticism of this methodology for failing to adequately handle the very real occurrence of repeat victimisation
,
, and in 2015 we committed to reviewing the method for addressing high-frequency repeat victimisation going forward. Analysis of the effect of the current methodology on estimates of incidents of crime was presented to the Government Statistical Service Methodology Advisory Committee in November 2015, and members of the committee agreed that the current methodology should be reviewed and alternative options considered. Following this, we commissioned a review of the current and alternative methods for addressing high-frequency repeat victimisation.

This review was carried out by Joel Williams, Head of Survey Methods at Kantar Public, and independently peer reviewed. The review proposed a set of recommendations including:

· moving away from the current methodology of arbitrarily capping at 5 repeat incidents for any specific type of crime

· adopting a lighter cap at the 98th or 99th percentile of the distribution of victim incident counts for each crime type

· using multiple-year aggregations, rather than single year, to estimate the number of incidents for some crime types

· more prominent use of confidence intervals around the estimates

· giving greater prominence to estimates of prevalence of single and repeat victimisation of crime presented alongside the number of incidents

· exploring the feasibility of developing new questions which might provide a clearer picture (than simply trying to count the number of times victimised) of the nature of victimisation experienced by repeat victims

The consultation asking users for their feedback on these recommendations ran for 10 weeks, opening on 6 July 2016 and closing on 13 September 2016. It was launched alongside a media article, and was promoted via our Twitter account and on the RSS StatsUserNet site. Emails were also sent to known stakeholders and other potentially interested parties to alert them to the consultation. Users were provided with a copy of the review which explained the recommendations, and were invited to respond to a number of questions about these recommendations via an online survey. The option of sending responses via email was also made available.
Summary of responses
We received 33 responses to the consultation and we would like to thank all respondents for taking the time to respond.
The following analysis of responses excludes 5 responses which were only minimally completed with just some of the yes or no questions answered and no respondent information supplied. Of the remaining 28 responses, 19 included the respondent’s name or organisation. Respondents included academics, government departments and domestic abuse charities/support groups. A list of respondents can be found in Annex A
.
The consultation contained 7 questions on the methodology for addressing high-frequency repeat victimisation. The responses to each of these questions are summarised, along with some comments provided within some of the responses. 

Question 1: Do you agree that the current methodology of capping counts of repeat incidents at 5 should be changed? 

There were 28 responses to this question; 23 respondents stated that the methodology should be changed and 3 respondents thought it should stay the same, 2 users did not answer the yes or no question, one of whom stated they were open to changes to the methodology so long as the estimates remain robust enough to show meaningful trends. The other user said that if the current methodology was changed, it would be beneficial to users across the UK if the method to reduce volatility could be replicated in other surveys.
Comments supporting the change in methodology included:
· “To better understand the true levels of repeat victimisation and who it affects”

· “The current methodology of capping repeat incidents at 5 results in a misleading picture of the rate of violent crime that hides the gendered nature of domestic abuse”

· “While the cap is in place we will only receive misleading information”

· “It is clear from the analysis presented in the technical paper that capping counts at 5 for all crime types significantly suppresses the raw data for certain crime types…”
Comments against a change in the methodology included:
· “Given the way in which crime counts are totalled up to produce trend measures it is absolutely imperative that a cap on numbers of repeat incidents is maintained to enable a sensible and proportionate estimate of crime to be produced”

· “There is a risk of measurement error, the need to ensure a high level of accuracy, ensure timeliness and protect trend data”
Question 2: Is the proposed methodology of capping at the crime-specific 98th or 99th percentile a suitable alternative? 
There were 24 responses to this question; 12 respondents agreed that this was a suitable alternative, 10 respondents did not agree that this was a suitable alternative, and 2 respondents did not answer the yes or no question, one of whom said it was a suitable alternative and one of whom was concerned about the comparability when applying the method to other surveys, but did not specify whether it was a suitable alternative.  
Of the 10 respondents who did not agree that this was a suitable alternative, 8 said that they instead supported the removal of a cap altogether, and 2 respondents said that the 98th or 99th percentile is too high and instead we should be retaining a cap of 5.
Of the respondents who agreed this was a suitable alternative, 5 thought that the 98th percentile should be used, 3 thought that the 99th percentile should be used, and 4 did not state a preference.

Comments in support of the proposed methodology included:
· “Analyses conducted by TNS-BMRB for this consultation demonstrate that this methodology would be a suitable alternative” and that “this would allow for a much more accurate understanding of the incidents of domestic abuse”.“This will provide sufficient accuracy re repeat victimisation”

· “This would be a huge improvement from before, and I prefer the 98th percentile”

· “The 98th percentile is less arbitrary than the current cap while still limiting the level of volatility added to the series. We believe that use of the 99th percentile would add too much volatility to the series for violence (and therefore potentially overall CSEW crime), based on the information presented in Figure 4 of the independent review” 

Comments from users not in support of the proposed methodology included:
· “We instead support the abolition of capping”

· “It would be minimally better than capping at five… a better solution would be to remove cap entirely”

· “a better solution would be to remove cap entirely. Adopting the methodology of capping at the crime-specific 98th or 99th percentile would continue to present an under-estimate in the scale of crime and continue to reflect the lack of transparency and accuracy with regard to distribution of repeat victimisation in specific crime types”

· “All of the problems of systematic under-estimation of the scale of crime and systematic bias in the distribution of different crime types and for particular groups of victims apply equally to capping at 5 counts, the 98th percentile or the 99th percentile” The user goes on to say that “Although the 99th percentile might be ‘close’ to the 100th percentile (representing all reported data), a considerable number of crimes are still excluded”. 

· “Capping at 5 is acceptable”

Question 3: What are your views on the use of annualised multiple-year aggregations of data to report some crime types, and the use of different time periods for different crime types?
There were 21 responses to this question: 
· 4 respondents were in favour of the use of annualised multiple-year aggregations
· 5 respondents were in favour of the approach but not the use of different time periods for different crime types 
· 2 respondents were in favour of the approach but noted that there would be difficulties in presenting and explaining the data;  

· 9 respondents were not in favour of the use of annualised multiple-year aggregations 
· 1 respondent said they didn’t know

Comments given in support of annualised multiple-year aggregations included:
· “We consider the use of annualised multiple-year aggregations of data to be a well-established technique to deal with the issue of volatility in data over time, where the sample size of the data is not large enough to deliver acceptable levels of volatility on an annual basis”, however this user also stated that “The use of different time periods for different crime types is likely to reduce clarity, coherence and comparability”

· “These are useful for considering trends alongside annual figures for the current year”

· “Annualised multiple-year aggregations are a satisfactory, tried and tested method that sits well with similar ONS statistical reporting. However, having different time periods for different crimes seems unnecessarily confusing and complex”

· “Aggregating multiple years of data together to make robust statistics appears a practical and acceptable method of ensuring increased reliability when producing some of the crime types. It would be helpful to be able to make comparisons between different crimes experienced by one subgroup, which could potentially be very difficult if they are analysed using different time periods. It would perhaps be useful if those crimes which did not require aggregating were also produced in an aggregated format, in addition to their single-year format, so comparisons could be made”  

Comments from users not in support of annualised multiple-year aggregations included:
· “We do not support the use of annualised multiple-year aggregations of data. As stated above, a key use of the CSEW is to show changes in the level of crime, for all CSEW crime and certain crime types. Annualised multiple-year aggregations will mean this is only possible over the medium and longer term, and the CSEW will cease to be as useful to show short-term changes in crime which we think would be a significant loss of information”

· “It depends on the crime, but generally this would appear to add confusion rather than clarity. If the crime is relatively rare however and one wanted to measure trends then there may be a good purpose”

· “Different time periods for different crime types would be difficult to get across to the reader and I would prefer to avoid this. I would also prefer not to have to go back more than 3 years”

· “We would caution especially against the use of different time periods for different crime types, which we think would complicate the comparison and interpretation of trends data”. The user also commented that “we would argue for analysis plans to be set a priori, rather than making post-hoc adjustments to the time periods used to report crimes of different types”
Question 4: The use of annualised multiple-year aggregations of data would affect the timeliness of the data. Do you think that the effect on timeliness would be an acceptable compromise to better reflect high-frequency repeat victimisation in the estimates?
There were 23 responses to this question; 13 respondents agreed that the effect on timeliness would be an acceptable compromise, 4 said it would not be an acceptable compromise, and 6 did not answer the yes or no question. Of the respondents who did not answer the yes or no question, 2 commented that it would be an acceptable compromise, 2 commented it would not be an acceptable compromise, 1 commented they didn’t agree with the use of multiple-year aggregations at all, and 1 did not provide further information.
Comments from users who accepted a lag in timeliness included:
· “The increased accuracy which would be achieved in relation to high-frequency repeat victimisation justifies this. If it led to a more accurate and better representation of individual’s experiences, we would accept that data needed to be aggregated” 

· “The use of annualised multiple-year aggregations of data would have a minor effect on the timeliness of the data. After an initial transition period new estimates would be calculated on an annual basis with a small time lag. The minor effect on the timeliness would be an acceptable compromise in order to increase the relevance, accuracy, clarity, coherence and comparability of the crime statistics in England and Wales”

· “We think that improving the analysis by removing the cap is more important than concerns about preserving the time series. We believe that it is also important that the crime survey captures experiences of power and control and the impact this has on the victims”

Comments from users who did not accept a lag in timeliness included:
· “3 years is a long time to wait and the lack of timeliness would mean that evidence to act is not available”

· “Making the data less timely appears to be a step backwards. The overlapping time periods are confusing, and this approach seems more convoluted than the current cap, or the proposed 98th/99th percentile cap”

· “We do not recommend the use of annualised multiple-year aggregations”

· “In this instance, we believe that the main face-to-face survey should concentrate on timely and robust estimates rather than trying to better reflect high repeat victimisation”
Question 5: Revising previous CSEW figures based on any new methodology to create a comparable time series would be a substantial task. Do you consider this to be a priority in relation to your use of crime statistics? 
There were 23 responses to this question; 11 respondents said revising the time series should be a priority, 6 respondents said revising the time series is not a priority, and 6 respondents did not answer the yes or no question. Of the respondents who did not answer the yes or no question, 4 commented that revising the time series should be a priority, 1 said it was not a priority, and 1 respondent said they were not able to comment on the resource required.
Comments from users who considered revising the time series to be a priority included:
· “We think it is important to release an updated time series at the same time as any estimates are produced on a new basis. This is in order to avoid confusing and inadvertently misleading users of such an important series, who may try to compare across time periods that are no longer comparable. Therefore we consider this to be an absolute priority and would be very concerned if ONS undermined the comparability of the CSEW series over the last 35 years”

· “Without a back series a discontinuity will be introduced into the time series. It would be useful to see the trend over the last decade at least”

· “An important task to do if the new methodology is adopted for sake of comparison and crime trend analysis”

· “For those who rely on ONS published statistics on crime in England and Wales, including policy makers, civil society, and the public, the creation of a comparable time series based on a new methodology is a priority”

Comments from users who did not consider revising the back series to be a priority included:
· “My use of such crime statistics is minimal and does not need such new methodologies. Would suggest we set a (previously defined) number of users calling for this change before we go ahead”

· “Not a priority, as noted the current list of recordable crimes is too wide. It would be simple to establish a more focussed and reliable index of major crimes with which to measure overall crime trends”

Question 6: Would you be prepared to accept a discontinuity between survey years prior to 2001/02 (when the survey was not continuous and use of annualised multiple-year aggregations is not possible) and 2001/02 onwards?

There were 23 responses to this question; 15 respondents said they were prepared to accept a discontinuity, 4 users said they were not prepared to accept a discontinuity, and 4 users did not answer the yes or no question. Of the 4 users who didn’t answer the yes or no question, 1 said they were not able to accept a discontinuity and 3 said they were not able to comment on whether they would accept a discontinuity.
Comments from users who were prepared to accept a discontinuity included:
· “Yes – data users would still have access to 15 years worth of data, enabling analysis of trends”

· “A time series from 2001/02 would be fine in itself for studying the trend and evidencing prevalence and incidence of repeat victimisation”

· “While we would prefer that there was not a discontinuity between survey years we would be prepared to accept a discontinuity in order to improve the analysis and consequently the data used for planning current and future service provision”
· “Yes because there are now enough data sets for trends to emerge on aggregated data”

· “The amendments proposed are considered far more beneficial to continuity of the current methodology, and although comparison data is informative, having comparative data post 2001/02 would be sufficient for our purposes”

Comments from users who were not prepared to accept a discontinuity included:
· “Given that the impact of capping on trends in violent crime has been demonstrated to be so significant, it is important to be able to re-asses crime trends in England and Wales producing an alternative methodology as far back as possible, preferable to the beginning of the data series in 1982, but at least as far back as the 1990’s where crime rates in England and Wales currently reach a peak”

· “One of the strengths of the CSEW is that the same methodology has been used since the first survey 35 years ago. This consistent methodology means that there is a 35 year time series of crime that can be cross compared against other surveys and sources of information to understand criminal behaviour and potentially identify worrying signs in emerging statistics. We would not want to see a break in the existing time series. A break in the series would be particularly unhelpful given the crime ‘peak’ was in the 1995 survey, and we would no longer be able to measure trends from this point”

Comments from users who did not answer the yes or no question include:

· “We appreciate that due to the historical data such a discontinuity may arise. Policy makers, the media and the public are very concerned with trends in crime – it informs much public debate – so we would urge the ONS to try to read back and reassess trends (as recommended by Walby et al
) but understand if a 'perfect' continuity cannot be achieved”
· “It would seem to me sensible to go back ideally till the data started or sufficiently to gather enough of a comparable data set over several years but to select a point that may have seen notable changes in the data. If I am not mistaken this may be back to the 1990’s. However, if this is not possible the 2001/2 is an acceptable compromise”
Question 7: What are your views on giving greater prominence to prevalence rates and developing new questions to better capture the experiences of repeat victims?

There were 23 responses to this question; 10 respondents agreed to developing new questions but felt that both prevalence rates and incident counts were important, rather than prevalence rates being used alone, 6 respondents said that prevalence rates should be presented instead of incident counts, 6 agreed that new questions should be developed but did not indicate whether they wanted to give greater prominence to prevalence rates, and 1 user was unsure.
Comments from users who agreed that prevalence rates should be presented alongside incident counts included:
· “We recognise that the author of the independent review has made a strong argument outlining why prevalence rates are more robust than incident counts. However, we believe that it is important that both prevalence rates and incident counts are produced going forward. Incident counts have been the headline figure used from the survey over the last 35 years, and provide useful information around the level of crime types”
· “We understand the priority for CSEW as producing estimates of crime which are comparable to police data and other data sets so to that extent the primary focus would be estimates of crime. Prevalence data is valuable however not at the expense of number of reported incidents. Better understanding of repeat victims' experiences is definitely worth capturing and we would suggest that consulting victims themselves would be the first step towards doing this”
· “I think the priority for CSEW is producing estimates of crime which are comparable to police data and other data sets so to that extent the primary focus would be estimates of crime. Prevalence data is also always very valuable – some of this is produced by ONS though but we would always welcome further enhancement of that information but not at the expense of numbers of reported incidents”
Comments from users who agreed that prevalence rates should be used instead of incident counts included:
· “Given the inherent difficulties associated with accurately estimating numbers of victimisation incidents, we would certainly welcome greater focus on prevalence rates.     Once a victim has been identified as a repeat victim (however this is defined), the precise number of incidents of victimisation is arguably less relevant than, say, their experience or perceptions of the services accessed”
· “I feel prevalence rates would be a positive step in accurately assessing the location and impact of repeat victimisation”
· “Prevalence data are preferable to incidence data, as they are easier to understand and more robust.  Information on the impact of crimes on victims would be useful regardless of whether victims were singly or multiply victimised”
Outcome
The results of the consultation were presented at the National Statistician’s Crime Statistics Advisory Committee in September 2016, and based on advice from the Committee (as well as the consultation responses received) it was decided that:
a) The use of annualised multiple-year aggregations will not be implemented. Although some users strongly advocated this approach, many respondents felt that the use of different time periods for different crime types would lack transparency and be confusing for users. Using the same time period for every crime type (for example, three years) will also not be taken forward as it would introduce an unnecessary loss of timeliness for the majority of crime types where the use of multiple-year aggregations is not needed to provide stable estimates. This would be unacceptable to key stakeholders, and feedback from other official social surveys indicates that the use of averaging across time periods is not favoured by the majority of users. 
b) The 98th percentile of victim incident counts for each crime type (calculated over a number of years) will be used as the cap on the number of repeat incidents for any one respondent that are included within estimates. The research paper indicates that if these caps were calculated using data for 2003 to 2015, then the cap of 5 would increase to 12 for violence and sexual offences, and 18 for threats, although further work will be carried out to determine how many years’ data should be used to calculate the value of the 98th percentile. Although some users favoured the complete removal of the cap, the decision to not use annualised multiple-year aggregations means that this would introduce unstable estimates. Indeed, the use of the 98th rather than 99th percentile has been chosen due to the increased volatility of single-year point estimates when the 99th percentile is used as the basis for the cap.

c) The time series will be revised back as far as possible. Preliminary investigations suggest that it will be possible to revise back as far as 2001 to 2002 and possibly further; additional work will be carried out to fully assess how far back we can revise, and we will keep users informed of the findings. 

d) Uncapped data should be made available as part of our methodology information to meet demand from some users. However, as these estimates of total incidents will be subject to considerable volatility from year to year, strong caveats will be given around their use. 
In addition, we will review if further analysis of data relating to repeat victims can be included within our annual Focus on Violent Crime and Sexual Offences publication, and also explore how greater prominence can be given to confidence intervals and prevalence rates within our regular publications.
In finalising our methodology, further work will be carried out to consider the best way of quantifying incident numbers for victims who report the number of incidents experienced is “too many to remember”. Some exploratory analysis of the data for such cases will be undertaken to identify any common patterns or areas which would benefit from further investigation; face-to-face focus groups will then be run to obtain feedback about how respondents answer these questions, and any issues identified by the data analysis will be discussed within these groups. Depending on the outcomes of this exercise, we may consider adding questions to the main CSEW questionnaire to seek further clarification where these answers are recorded.

Making these methodological changes and revising the back series is a substantial piece of work. As a result of the further work needed to determine the feasibility of revisions prior to 2001 to 2002, and investigate how best to quantify “too many to remember”, it will not be possible to implement the new methodology and revise the back series by July 2017 (for the year ending March 2017 estimates). We are currently developing a timetable for the work and will keep users informed of our plans, but we expect to implement the new methodology by July 2018 at the latest. 

As well as these planned changes to the main CSEW estimates, development work on the intimate personal violence self-completion module of the CSEW is currently taking place. Given the issues of under-reporting in the face-to-face interview, the self-completion module is the main source of our statistics on domestic abuse, which are published annually in our Focus on Violent Crime and Sexual Offences publication. One of the key issues being addressed as part of the development work is to provide a good quality measure of the frequency of abuse suffered, to improve the understanding of repeat victimisation of domestic abuse. New questions are being tested to do this, and if testing proves successful these questions will be introduced into the survey from April 2017. Data from these questions would first be published in early 2019 (for the year ending March 2018). 

Annex A: Organisations which responded

1. Crown Prosecution Service
2. Scottish Government

3. Crime and Policing Analysis team, Home Office

4. Rights of Women

5. Nia Project

6. University of East London

7. SafeLives

8. End Violence Against Women Coalition

9. Women’s Aid

10. The Mankind Initiative

11. Centre for Crime and Justice Studies

12. Lancaster University

13. RISE

14. Section of Women’s Mental Health, Kings College London

15. Youth Justice Board

16. University of Leeds

Getting in Touch

If you have any queries or comments about the consultation process, please email Simeon Bowen at ons.communications@ons.gsi.gov.uk or call 0845 601 3034.

You can also write to us at the following address:

Consultation Coordinator,

Room 1.101

Office for National Statistics,

Government Buildings,

Cardiff Road,

Newport,

South Wales,

NP10 8XG.

For further information on ONS consultations, please visit https://www.ons.gov.uk/aboutus/whatwedo/statistics/consultationsandsurveys
Follow us:

Facebook
Twitter
LinkedIn
YouTube
Storify



Accessibility
All material relating to this consultation can be provided in braille, large print or audio formats on request. British Sign Language interpreters can also be requested for any supporting events.
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� �HYPERLINK "http://www.civitas.org.uk/archive/pdf/CivitasReviewJun07.pdf"��http://www.civitas.org.uk/archive/pdf/CivitasReviewJun07.pdf�


� 3 respondents asked us not to publish their name; therefore these are not included in the list in Annex A.
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