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Background and context
In 2005 the Australian Capital Territory (ACT) Office 
of the Director of Public Prosecutions (DPP) and the 
Australian Federal Police (AFP) produced a report, 
Responding to sexual assault: The challenge of 
change (DPP & AFP 2005), which made 105 
recommendations for reforming the way sexual 
offence cases are handled by the ACT’s criminal 
justice system. The Sexual Assault Reform Program 
(SARP) is one key initiative developed in response  
to these recommendations. Managed by the ACT 
Justice and Community Safety Directorate (JACS), 
SARP’s main objective is to improve aspects of the 
criminal justice system relating to:

•	 processes and support for victims of sexual 
offences as they progress through the system;

•	 attrition in sexual offence matters in the criminal 
justice system; and

•	 coordination and collaboration among the 
agencies involved.

In November 2007 the ACT Attorney-General 
announced $4 million of funding for several SARP 
reforms. This funding provided for additional victim 
support staff; a dedicated additional police officer, 
prosecutor and legal policy officer; and an upgrade 
of equipment for the Supreme Court and Magistrates 
Court, including improvements in technology to assist 
witnesses in giving evidence, and the establishment 
of an off-site facility to allow witnesses to give 
evidence from a location outside of the court.

In addition, the reform agenda included a number of 
legislative amendments that changed how evidence 
can be given by victims of sexual and family violence 
offences, children and other vulnerable witnesses. 
The primary objectives of these legislative changes 

are to provide an unintimidating, safe environment 
for vulnerable witnesses (including sexual offence 
complainants) to give evidence and to obtain prompt 
statements from witnesses to improve the quality of 
evidence captured (DPP 2009: 13).

The current evaluation
The funding for SARP reforms also provided for  
a preliminary evaluation of the reforms; this report 
outlines findings from the evaluation. The evaluation 
sought to address whether the program has met its 
key objectives: better support for victims, lower 
attrition rates and improved coordination and 
collaboration among agencies involved in 
administering SARP.

The evaluation was conducted in two stages and 
involved a mixed-methods approach. During stage  
1 key indicators for the evaluation were developed 
with stakeholders. During stage 2 quantitative data 
were collected by stakeholders and provided to  
the AIC for analysis. Qualitative interviews were also 
conducted with service delivery providers, and with 
a small number (n=5) of victim/survivors of sexual 
offences whose cases had recently been resolved  
in the ACT criminal justice system. 

The current evaluation is preliminary in nature. As the 
SARP reforms will take time to become entrenched 
within the ACT’s criminal justice system, some of  
the impacts of the reforms may not yet be evident. 
Nonetheless, this evaluation provides an insight into 
how well the SARP reforms have been implemented 
to date, as well as key areas that could be addressed 
in the future. Key findings from the preliminary 
evaluation are outlined briefly below. 

Executive summary
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Improving processes  
and supports for victim/
survivors of sexual offences
The SARP reforms appear to have been successful 
in improving the criminal justice process for victim/
survivors of sexual offences in the ACT in a number 
of areas. Specifically, stakeholders felt strongly that 
legislative changes have improved the criminal 
justice process for sexual offence victim/survivors, 
and that support services available to victim/
survivors improved across most stages of the 
criminal justice process. 

In addition, stakeholders agreed that the new 
Wraparound process, under which representatives 
from all relevant law enforcement and service 
provider agencies in the ACT meet regularly to 
ensure ‘joined-up’ responses are offered to victim/
survivors of sexual offences, has been a success. In 
particular, the Wraparound process has helped local 
agencies understand the roles of the agencies that 
provide services to victim/survivors of sexual offences 
in the ACT. Stakeholders therefore claimed that 
collaboration has improved between the local law 
enforcement sector and the victim support sector.

A number of key limitations of the Wraparound 
process have, however, been identified by this 
evaluation. Data on Wraparound indicate, for 
example, that not all victim/survivors were offered 
Wraparound and that of those offered Wraparound 
not all consented to participating. One stakeholder 
suggested that to improve the proportion of victim/
survivors who consent to Wraparound, agencies 
need to better inform victim/survivors why entering 
the Wraparound process may be preferable to the 
alternative of not participating. 

This evaluation has also identified that supporters  
of sexual offence victim/survivors, such as family 
members, are currently underserviced and often  
not recognised in the process, although VSACT  
and CRCC currently provide support and services to 
the families of the primary victim/survivor. Adequately 
supporting those who support victim/survivors of 
sexual offences is important not only for the wellbeing 
of the support person but also to encourage and 
assist the victim/survivor to progress through the 
criminal justice system.

Perhaps SARP’s main limitation in relation to 
improving the criminal justice process for victim/
survivors has been its failure to reduce the time 
sexual offence cases take to be resolved. There is 
little evidence that the SARP reforms have made the 
criminal justice process shorter for victim/survivors; 
in fact, some sexual offence cases now take even 
longer to be finalised in court. However, it is 
recognised that trial delays are not unique to sexual 
offence cases in the ACT and are experienced 
broadly across criminal trials. In addition, the 
introduction of pre-trial hearings has allowed victim/
survivors to give evidence substantially earlier in the 
process than was previously the case, potentially 
minimising their trauma during the trial process. 

Nonetheless, given that the length of time sexual 
offence cases take to be resolved in court is a  
major factor in the attrition of sexual offence cases  
in the criminal justice system, future evaluations 
considering the longer term impacts of the SARP 
reforms should focus on what causes delays as well 
as whether court delays have been minimised. 

Reducing attrition in sexual 
offence matters in the ACT 
criminal justice system
There is little evidence available at this stage  
about the effect the SARP reforms have had on the 
attrition of sexual offence cases. Accurate 
measurement of changes to the attrition rate 
requires data gathered over a number of years,  
so future evaluations of SARP should consider  
this issue in more detail. 

Improving interagency 
coordination and processes
Key stakeholders who contributed to this research 
strongly believe that the SARP reforms have resulted 
in a substantial improvement in the working 
relationships of agencies that respond  
to and/or provide services to victim/survivors  
of sexual offences in the ACT. It appears these 
relationships have moved from coordination to 
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collaboration as agencies proactively liaise with each 
other as a result of the reforms. Importantly, this 
collaborative working environment appears to be 
having a beneficial impact on victim/survivors, both 
by increasing their confidence in the agencies and 
helping them to access appropriate services. 
Collaborating also helps agencies streamline their 
services and use time and resources more efficiently.

On the other hand, stakeholders also felt strongly 
that the governance of SARP lacks overall 
coordination and that one agency should be 
responsible for this coordination role. For example, 
many stakeholders argued that an implementation 
officer based at JACS should be an ongoing 
component of the SARP reforms.

Conclusions and  
future directions
As outlined above, the SARP reforms have provided 
a useful foundation on which to continue improving 
services and support for victims/survivors of sexual 
offences in the ACT. Despite the preliminary nature 
of the current evaluation, a number of key messages 
have emerged, as follows. 

Interpreting the parameters  
of the legislation 

Stakeholder consultations identified that there are 
still many aspects of the new legislation that need to 
be resolved and applied in practice. SARP agencies 
should therefore consider and respond to any issues 
concerning aspects of the new legislation as they 
become more widely implemented. 

Reform is an ongoing process 

Stakeholders agreed that the SARP reforms have 
facilitated better interagency collaboration and 
coordination of support provided to victim/survivors 
of sexual offences. However, it should be noted that 
the SARP reforms are part of an ongoing process to 
improve these services. It is therefore important that 
relevant agencies maintain their commitment to the 
reforms and to responding in a ‘joined-up’ manner 
to the needs of victim/survivors of sexual offences in 
the ACT. This could be facilitated with guidance from 
the SARP Reference Group or another governing 
body.

More efficient use of resources

Although Wraparound agencies have made 
considerable progress in achieving their aims of 
better collaboration and fewer victims ‘falling through 
the cracks’ of the criminal justice system, there 
remains an opportunity to use resources more 
efficiently. For example, stakeholders from one 
agency suggested that a common intake form could 
be developed to facilitate shared-care planning for 
victim/survivors to identify and minimise any service 
overlaps using already stretched resources. 

In addition to examining the longer term impacts  
of the SARP reforms, future research on their 
effectiveness could also consider to what extent  
they have addressed the limitations identified in this 
report. 
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History of the  
Sexual Assault Reform 
Program (SARP)
Prior to the current reforms, the Australian Capital 
Territory Government established the Sexual Assault 
Response Program with the objective of identifying 
ways to improve the experiences of sexual offence 
victims entering the ACT criminal justice system 
(DPP & AFP 2005). Comprising a Senior Prosecutor 
from the Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions 
(DPP) and a specialist Sexual Assault and Child 
Abuse Team (SACAT) from the Australian Federal 
Police (AFP), the SARP team consulted broadly with 
prosecutors, investigators and service providers 
across Australia and overseas. The 2005 report 
Responding to sexual assault: The challenge of 
change (DPP & AFP 2005) documents the team’s 
findings and its 105 proposed recommendations.

The Sexual Assault Reform Program (SARP)  
was developed as a direct response to the 
recommendations to reform the way sexual offence 
cases are handled by the ACT criminal justice 
system. Managed by the ACT’s Justice and 
Community Safety Directorate (JACS), SARP has  
a number of key objectives, principally:

•	 improving the processes and support for victims 
of sexual offences as they progress through the 
criminal justice system;

•	 reducing attrition in sexual offence matters in  
the criminal justice system; and

•	 improving coordination and collaboration among 
agencies involved in the criminal justice system.

In November 2007 the ACT Attorney-General 
announced $4 million of funding for several SARP 
reforms: 

•	 three additional victim support positions;

•	 the establishment of an off-site witness facility  
to allow witnesses to give evidence away from  
the court precinct;

•	 an upgrade of equipment for the Supreme Court 
and Magistrates Court;

•	 development of a multimedia victim information 
package;

•	 additional staffing (one more police officer, 
prosecutor and legal policy officer);

•	 development of an accredited inter-agency 
training and evaluation initiative; and

•	 provision for an evaluation of the reforms.

In addition to these upgrades to SARP infrastructure, 
the reform agenda included a number of legislative 

Background,  
context and literature 
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changes that came into effect on 30 May 2009. The 
legislative amendments changed how evidence  
can be given by victims of sexual and family violence 
offences, children and other vulnerable witnesses. 
There is no internationally agreed definition of 
‘vulnerable’ witnesses. However, the following 
groups are often considered to require special 
protection: children and young people; Aborigines 
and Torres Strait Islanders; the mentally ill or 
disordered, and persons with developmental 
disabilities; and persons from culturally and 
linguistically diverse (CALD) communities. The 
primary objectives of this legislation are to provide  
an unintimidating, safe environment for vulnerable 
witnesses (including sexual offence complainants) to 
give evidence; and to obtain prompt statements from 
witnesses to best capture evidence (DPP 2009: 13). 

The current SARP evaluation sought to address 
whether key program objectives have been met. 
Specific questions explored were:

•	 Have there been improvements in the processes 
and support for victims of sexual offences as they 
progress through the criminal justice system?

•	 Has attrition in sexual offence matters in the ACT’s 
criminal justice system improved?

•	 Have there been improvements in the coordination 
and collaboration among agencies involved in 
administering SARP?

The objectives and corresponding reforms were 
developed to address the primary factors previously 
identified in research that influence a victim/survivor’s 
decision to report a sexual offence and to pursue the 
matter in the criminal justice system.

Use of the terms ‘sexual offence 
victim/survivor’ and ‘offender’

Throughout this report, the term ‘victim/survivor’ will 
be used for individuals who have reported a sexual 
offence to the police or sought counselling from  
the support services. ’Offender’ is used to describe 
the individual(s) identified by the victim/survivor  
as having committed the offence. Although it is 
recognised that not all cases are proven and that  
in some cases the ‘offenders’ are in fact ‘alleged 
offenders’ who have not been convicted, the term 
‘offender’ has been used for the sake of readability.

Barriers to reporting and 
prosecuting sexual offences
The ‘dark figure’ of sexual offences 
It has been well documented that most sexual 
offences are not reported to the police (Bouhours  
& Daly 2008; Lievore 2003) and that sexual offences 
are underreported compared with other crimes. 
Research clearly demonstrates that reported sexual 
offences reflect only a minority of all crimes of this 
nature (Fitzgerald 2006). Self-report surveys, for 
example, demonstrate that many more sexual 
offences occur than are reported to police; the 
unreported offences constitute the ‘dark figure’ 
(Lievore 2003: 26) of sexual violence.

Furthermore, as Neame and Heenan (2003) argue, 
the methods adopted by these surveys (eg written 
questionnaires) can obscure the level of sexual 
violence against particular groups of victims, such as 
those from culturally and linguistically diverse (CALD) 
communities, young people, homeless people and 
sex workers. Research has also highlighted the 
greater levels of sexual offences experienced by 
women with disabilities, who often have very low 
reporting rates (Frohmader 2011). This is 
compounded by the lack of support services 
available to these women (Frohmader 2011).

Attrition of sexual offence cases  
in the criminal justice system
Existing research clearly shows that sexual offences 
have a very high rate of attrition (Kelly, Lovett & Regan 
2005; Lievore 2003); sexual offences against 
children in particular have one of the highest rates  
of attrition of any offence (Eastwood, Kift & Grace 
2006). Attrition in this context refers to sexual 
offence cases that have entered the criminal justice 
system (eg via a report to police) but ‘drop out’ 
before a criminal conviction is recorded (Kelly, Lovett 
& Regan 2005).

Attrition of sexual offence cases in the criminal 
justice system is one of the primary drivers of the 
SARP reforms. There can be numerous reasons why 
a case does not proceed to conviction, or ‘drops 
out’ of the criminal justice system. Attrition can 
occur at a number of stages or ‘points’ (Kelly, Lovett 
& Regan 2005): reporting, investigation, prosecution 
and adjudication. Each of these is discussed below.
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Reporting

Not all victims of sexual offences report the  
offence to police. Self-report surveys consistently 
demonstrate that many more sexual offences take 
place than are reported (Neame & Heenan 2003). 
Common reasons for reporting a sexual offence  
to police were found by Kelly, Lovett & Regan (2005) 
to be:

•	 to sanction the offender;

•	 to protect others from the offender;

•	 fear of the offender; and

•	 because sexual offences ‘should’ be reported. 

The study found non-reporting was commonly due to:

•	 the abuse having occurred some time ago;

•	 not wanting others to know what happened;

•	 the victim not being able to face the criminal 
justice system; 

•	 concern about not being believed; and

•	 lack of faith in the police.

It was also found that a small proportion of reports 
are deemed by police to be false (Kelly, Lovett & 
Regan 2005; Triggs et al. 2009). 

Reasons for not reporting and prosecuting sexual 
offences have been well documented in the research 
literature. Lievore (2003) found that there are two 
broad categories of barriers to reporting: personal 
barriers and barriers related to the criminal justice 
system. These are listed in Table 1. 

There are also a range of barriers to reporting and 
prosecuting sexual offences that are unique to child 

victims. Research has found that children often delay 
reporting sexual offences because of self-blame, 
shame, and threats by or fear of the offender, and/or 
other psychological effects of the abuse (Lewis 
2006). Research has demonstrated that child 
witnesses are often perceived as unreliable (Sumner-
Armstrong & Newcombe 2007). Delays in reporting 
sexual offences can further exacerbate this. 

Importantly, a study by Taylor and Putt (2007) found 
that women from Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait 
Islander and CALD backgrounds list further barriers 
to reporting sexual violence. For example, Aboriginal 
and/or Torres Strait Islander women listed fear of 
being ostracised for bringing shame upon the family; 
fear of retaliatory violence from the offenders and 
their supporters; fear of having children removed  
by social welfare authorities; and reluctance to be 
responsible for the incarceration of an Aboriginal 
and/or Torres Strait Islander offender, given the high 
incarceration rate for these groups. CALD women in 
Taylor and Putt’s (2007) study also listed additional 
barriers: not considering sexual violence committed 
by a husband to be a crime; pressure to avoid 
shaming the whole community; fear of deportation; 
and fear resulting from adverse experiences with 
police in their home country. 

Investigation

A proportion of cases reported to police are not 
subsequently investigated by police. Often, police  
do not proceed with the investigation of an offence 
due to evidentiary difficulties (Borzycki 2007)—for 
example, insufficient evidence of an offence, no 

Table 1 Common barriers to reporting sexual offences

Personal barriers Justice system barriers

•	 Perception	that	offence	is	too	trivial	or	inappropriate	to	report	to	police

•	 Perception	that	offence	is	not	a	‘real’	crime

•	 It	not	being	clear	that	harm	was	intended

•	 Wanting	to	deal	with	it	themselves

•	 Regarding	it	as	a	private	matter

•	 Shame	or	embarrassment

•	 Not	wanting	family	or	others	to	know

•	 Fear	of	reprisal	by	assailant

•	 Blamed	by	self	or	others	for	the	attack

•	 Wanting	to	protect	offender,	relationship	or	children	

•	 Perception	that	police	would	not	or	could	not	do	anything

•	 Perception	that	police	would	not	think	it	was	serious	
enough,	or	would	not	want	to	be	bothered	with	the	
incident

•	 Fear	of	not	being	believed	by	police

•	 Fear	of	being	treated	with	hostility	by	police	or	others	
within	the	justice	system

•	 Fear	or	dislike	of	police

•	 Fear	of	the	legal	process

•	 Lack	of	proof	that	the	incident	happened

•	 Not	knowing	how	to	report

Source:	Lievore	(2003:	28)
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offender identified, or little prospect of a conviction 
(Kelly, Lovett & Regan 2005). The latter is particularly 
the case when the complainant has a mental illness 
or intellectual disability, and/or is a ‘repeat 
complainant’ (Kelly, Lovett & Regan 2005). It should 
be noted that people with mental health problems 
and/or intellectual disabilities are overrepresented as 
victim/survivors of sexual offences. Research has 
also indicated that some victims of sexual offences 
are targeted repeatedly, with offenders using 
knowledge of prior offences against victims as part 
of their modus operandi (Clark & Quadara 2010). 
‘Repeat complainants’ or those with mental health 
or intellectual disability issues are therefore likely to 
form a substantial proportion of all sexual offence 
complainants. Evidentiary difficulties related to these 
issues are therefore likely to be common and may 
reduce the prospect of conviction. 

Research shows that in many cases, complainants 
become unwilling to proceed to prosecution, which 
may result in the withdrawal of a case by prosecutors, 
for two main reasons. ‘Decisions not to proceed 
when victims are reluctant may be based on a desire 
to minimise the risk of re-victimisation of those 
victims who have a pre-existing relationship with 
offenders, and/or because unwilling witnesses are 
likely to undermine a case’ (Borzycki 2007: 25). 
Prosecutors may also be concerned that victims 
who do not have a pre-existing relationship with an 
offender will be re-traumatised by the criminal justice 
process. 

Research indicates that complainants may  
be unable and/or unwilling to proceed with an 
investigation for a range or reasons, including:

•	 practical reasons (eg the complainant has moved 
away or police are unable to contact them) (Kelly, 
Lovett & Regan 2005);

•	 difficulties with the reporting process (eg being 
disbelieved by police; not wanting to have a 
forensic medical examination) (Kelly, Lovett & 
Regan 2005);

•	 not wanting others (eg family members, 
colleagues) to find out (Kelly, Lovett & Regan 
2005; Triggs et al. 2009);

•	 wanting to deal with the offence in their own way 
(Kelly, Lovett & Regan 2005);

•	 fear of the court process (Lievore 2005a; Triggs  
et al. 2009);

•	 being harassed by the offender (Lievore 2005a);

•	 not being able to recall details of the offence  
(eg due to drink-spiking) (Lievore 2005a; Triggs  
et al. 2009); and

•	 wanting the offender to be warned only, or 
wanting to make a report but take no further 
action (Triggs et al. 2009). 

A key finding of a number of previous studies is  
that complainants often withdraw from the process 
where a case of sexual violence has been made by 
another party. For example, Kelly, Lovett and Regan 
(2005) found that many complainants whose case 
had been reported to police by a health worker or in 
the context of a domestic violence investigation were 
unwilling to proceed (see also Lievore 2005a; Triggs 
et al. 2009). 

These findings highlight that, although responses  
to reports of sexual violence by police and other 
criminal justice personnel are important in minimising 
attrition, the preferences of individual complainants 
also play a key role. As Kelly, Lovett and Regan 
(2005: 62) argue:

[that] some people decide a rape investigation  
is either not what they sought, or not what they 
can sustain, is likely to remain the case however 
much the services and responses of professionals 
become more attuned to the realities of rape. 

Prosecution

The literature is largely silent on prosecutorial 
decision-making in sexual offence cases, and this 
has been identified as an important area for future 
research (Fitzgerald 2006; Lievore 2005b), particularly 
given that a high proportion of attrition occurs at this 
stage in the criminal justice system (Lievore 2005b). 
Research does indicate, however, that prosecutorial 
decisions about whether to proceed with sexual 
offence cases primarily relate to the quality of the 
evidence and the associated likelihood of conviction. 
Specifically, ‘the likelihood of cases proceeding 
increases significantly where prosecutors are more 
certain about the prospects of success’ (Lievore 
2005b: 5; see also Du Mont & Myhr 2000).
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The reluctance of some victims to proceed is again  
a key reason for the withdrawal of cases at this 
stage of the criminal justice system (Lievore 2005b). 
Lievore (2005b: 6) argues that there may be a 
relationship between prosecutors’ beliefs about  
the likelihood of conviction and victims’ decisions  
to withdraw: 

a victim may perceive a prosecutor’s advice that 
conviction is highly unlikely as an invitation not to 
proceed. This form of ‘discouragement’ may be 
intentional or unintentional and perhaps even 
altruistic in some instances (see also Du Mont & 
Myhr 2000). 

Fitzgerald’s (2006) study of the attrition of sexual 
offences in the New South Wales criminal justice 
system found that cases were more likely to proceed 
to prosecution if:

•	 the victim was aged over 10 years;

•	 the victim was female;

•	 the time elapsed between the offence and 
reporting of the offence was less than 10 years;

•	 the alleged offender was known to the victim;  
and/or

•	 the offence involved an aggravating factor.

Lievore (2005b) found that cases were most likely  
to proceed to prosecution if there was evidence  
of the use of force by the alleged offender and of 
non-consent on the part of the complainant. Du 
Mont and Myhr’s (2000) Canadian research posited 
that, while this may be due to victims who physically 
or verbally resist a sexual attack being perceived as 
more credible witnesses, it may also be due to the 
individual psychological make-up of these victims. 
Previous research has indicated that women who 
avoided being sexually assaulted by vigorously 
resisting had ‘high self-esteem and a sense of 
entitlement’ (Bart & O’Brien cited in Du Mont &  
Myhr 2000: 1127). Du Mont and Myhr (2000: 1127) 
therefore surmise that ‘a strong sense of esteem 
may help women who physically resist to assertively 
pursue their cases through a system criticized for 
being insensitive and traumatizing’. 

Adjudication

Research indicates that many sexual offences that 
proceed to adjudication do not result in conviction. 
Fitzgerald’s (2006) study of attrition in sexual offence 

cases in the New South Wales criminal justice system 
found that 44 percent of individuals who appeared in 
court for a sexual offence against a child were found 
guilty of at least one sexual offence against a child, 
and 42 percent of individuals who appeared in court 
for a sexual offence against an adult were found 
guilty of at least one sexual offence of this type.  
This equates to approximately eight percent of  
all reported sexual offences against children and  
10 percent of reported sexual offences against 
adults resulting in a conviction (Fitzgerald 2006). 

Conviction rates for sexual offences are typically 
lower than for other offence types (see eg Fitzgerald 
2006). Du Mont and Myhr’s (2000) Canadian research 
found that the use of physical force was the only 
significant predictor of conviction in sexual offence 
matters. Reasons for the failure to secure 
convictions in sexual offence cases are ‘complex 
and numerous’ (Borzycki 2007: 26). For example, 
Fitzgerald (2006) found that individuals appearing  
in court for a sexual offence are less likely to plead 
guilty than other defendants. Triggs et al.’s (2009) 
research in New Zealand found that, while a small 
proportion of defendants may be unfit to stand trial 
or have passed away, a larger proportion of cases 
adjudicated were either withdrawn/discharged or 
resulted in an acquittal.

Information on the reason for cases being withdrawn 
(by police or Crown prosecutors) was not available 
for most cases in the study; where information was 
available, reasons included victims not wanting  
to proceed, defendants pleading guilty to another 
charge in the case, and new contrary evidence 
(Triggs et al. 2009). This suggests that some  
factors relating to attrition are common across the 
investigation, prosecution and adjudication stages  
of the criminal justice system—certainly, victims’ 
reluctance to proceed can result in attrition at all  
of these stages. 

It is important to note that attrition in sexual offence 
matters does not occur evenly throughout the 
criminal justice process. That is, sexual offence 
cases ‘fall out’ of the criminal justice system at  
some stages more than others. Fitzgerald’s (2006: 4) 
research found that:

the major points of attrition for sexual offences in 
the criminal justice system lie between reporting 
and clear up, and between clear up and the 
commencement of criminal proceedings.
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This may vary according to a range of factors, 
including the relationship between the complainant 
and the defendant. Triggs et al. (2009: 65) found,  
for example, that:

current partners were more likely to be 
prosecuted, but, if prosecuted, were less likely  
to be convicted. Conversely, strangers were less 
likely to be prosecuted, but, if prosecuted, were 
more likely to be convicted.

Sexual offences in the 
Australian Capital Territory
Data on sexual offences in the ACT are available 
from a number of sources, including the AFP, JACS, 
and the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS). As 
each of these data sources has limitations, this 
section provides an overview of the latest recorded 
statistics on sexual offences from each of these 
sources.

Police data

In 2009–10 ACT Policing recorded 291 sexual 
offences (AFP 2010). Table 2 shows all sexual 
offences in the ACT during 2009–10 by offence type, 
offence clear-up rate and sex of the person charged 
with each offence. Sexual offences are defined 
under Part 3 of the Crimes Act 1900 (ACT) 
(Appendix C). ‘Cleared’ offences are defined as 
those for which there is an outcome during the 
reporting period; ‘outcomes’ include identification  
of an alleged offender (eg through arrest, summons 
or other procedure, such as a police caution), 
withdrawal of the complaint or a determination  
that the offence was unsubstantiated (AFP 2010).

As Table 2 shows, clear-up rates for sexual offences 
varied substantially during 2009–10 according to the 
specific offence type. As clear-up rates do not relate 
exclusively to offences reported during the year, 
some clear-up rates appear to exceed 100 percent. 
This makes it difficult to determine with any accuracy 
the proportion of sexual offences that are cleared up 
in the ACT. JACS reports on these data each quarter 
(see eg JACS 2011c). 

Table 2 All sexual offences recorded by ACT Police, 2009–10, by offence type, clear-up rate and sex of 
person charged 

Offences 
reported

Offences 
cleared

Clear-up 
rate (%)a

Charges 
against males 

Charges against 
females

Total 
charges 

Sexual	assault	1st,	2nd	or	3rd	degreeb 9 9 100.0 15 0 15

Sexual	intercourse,	no	consent	 81 91 112.3 17 0 17

Sexual	intercourse	with	a	person	under	
16	years

36 37 102.8 8 0 8

Indecent	act,	assault 29 20 69.0 2 0 2

Indecent	act,	no	consent 41 33 80.5 26 0 26

Indecent	act	on	person	under	16	years 52 68 130.8 47 0 47

Incest 8 9 112.5 7 0 7

Indecent	exposure 35 15 42.9 6 2 8

Abduction	(sexual	intent)	 0 0 - 0 1 1

Total	sexual	offences 291 282 96.9 128 3 131

a:		Clear-up	rates	reported	by	ACT	Policing	do	not	relate	exclusively	to	offences	that	were	reported	during	the	2009–10	period.	As	a	result,	clear-up	rates	can	
exceed	100	percent.	

b:		There	are	varying	degrees	of	sexual	assault,	ranging	from	sexual	misdemeanours	through	to	more	serious	acts	that	are	most	commonly	known	by	the	public	
as	‘rape’.	Definitions	for	each	of	these	are	outlined	in	Part	3	of	the	Crimes Act 1900,	an	extract	of	which	can	be	found	at	Appendix	C	in	this	report

Source:	AFP	(2010:	145).	
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According to the ABS (2011a), 55 offenders were 
proceeded against by ACT Policing for a principal 
offence of ‘sexual assault and related offences’ 
during 2009–10. This equates to 1.9 percent of  
all offenders proceeded against by police during  
the period. In other jurisdictions, the proportion  
of offenders proceeded against whose principal 
offence was sexual assault or a related offence 
ranged from 0.6 percent in Tasmania to 2.1 percent 
in both Queensland and Western Australia (ABS 
2011a). As a rate per 100,000 population, however, 
the ACT had the lowest rate of sexual offenders, at 
17.7 per 100,000. The Northern Territory had the 
highest rate, at 87.7 per 100,000, and the national 
rate was 33.0 per 100,000 population (ABS 2011a). 

The ABS (2011b) reports that during the 2010 
calendar year 160 victims of sexual assault (44.9 per 
100,000 population) reported an offence to ACT 
Policing. Of these victims, 143 (89%) were female;  
16 (10%) were male, and one (1%) did not have their 

sex recorded (ABS 2011). The rate of reported 
sexual offences in the ACT during 2010 was lower 
than in all other jurisdictions except Tasmania  
(30.1 per 100,000) and substantially lower than the 
national average (79.5 per 100,000) (ABS 2011b). 

Of the 160 victims who reported a sexual offence  
to police, 66 percent reported that the offender was 
known to them. As Table 3 shows, the relationship 
to the alleged offender varied according to the sex of 
the complainant. While all male complainants were 
known to their alleged offender, over one-quarter 
(26%) of female complainants reported being 
sexually assaulted by strangers (ABS 2011b). 

Court data

According to the ABS (2011c), 41 defendants were 
adjudicated for sexual assault and related matters  
in all courts (Supreme Court, Magistrates Court and 
Children’s Court) in the ACT during 2009–10. During 

Table 3 Sexual assault complainants in the ACT, 2010, by sex and relationship to alleged offender 

Males Females Total

Known to complainant

Family member

Partnera 0b 6 6

Other	family	member 	6 10 15

Totalc 6 21 26

Non-family member

Ex-partnerd 0b 10 10

Other	non-family	member 3 7 11

Totale 10 69 80

Not known to complainant 

Stranger

Relationship	not	knownf	

0b

0b

37

16

37

17

Totalg	 16 143 160

a:	‘Partner’	includes	boyfriend–girlfriend	relationships

b:	zero	denotes	no	count	or	counts	rounded	to	zero	(including	null	cells)

c:	Includes	other	related	family	member	that	were	not	elsewhere	classified

d:	‘Ex-partner’	includes	ex-boyfriend–ex-girlfriend	relationships.

e:	Includes	other	non-family	members	not	further	defined	

f:		Includes	‘no	offender	identified’	and	‘not	stated/inadequately	described’.	This	denotes	that	the	relationship	of	offender	to	victim	has	not	been	recorded	or	the	
information	supplied	is	insufficient	to	classify	elsewhere

g:	Includes	one	complainant	whose	sex	was	not	recorded

Source:	Adapted	from	ABS	(2011:	45)
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2009–10, 32 defendants were adjudicated in relation 
to sexual assault and related matters in the ACT 
Supreme Court, and a further eight were adjudicated 
in the Magistrates Court. Three young people were 
adjudicated for sexual assault and related offences 
in the Children’s Court during this period (ABS 
2011c). 

More recent data from JACS (2011c) indicate that 
during 2010–11, 66 sexual assault and related 
offences were adjudicated in the ACT courts (see 
Table 4).

JACS (2011a; 2011b; 2010a; 2010b) also reports  
on the pleading behaviours of defendants in all 
courts in the ACT. Table 5 shows pleas relating to 
sexual assault and related offences in all ACT courts 
during 2010–11. 

As Table 5 indicates, nearly half (46%; n=33) of  
all cases in relation to sexual assault and related 
offences in the ACT during 2010–11 were defended, 
over one-third (35%; n=25) were not defended,  
and a further 15 percent (n=11) were withdrawn  
by the prosecution. Although the small numbers  
of total pleas make it difficult to draw meaningful 
comparisons between sexual assault and non-
assaultive sexual offences, it is worth noting that a 
higher proportion of non-assaultive sexual offence 
matters were withdrawn by the prosecution (25%; 

n=3) than was the case in sexual assault matters 
(14%; n=8).

As Table 6 indicates, over one-third (35%; n=25)  
of sexual assault and related matters were proven  
in the ACT during 2010–11. Most of these matters 
were finalised via a guilty plea by the defendant; only 
a small proportion were finalised via a finding of guilt 
by the court following a plea of not guilty (6% of  
all sexual assault and related matters; n=4). Only 
four percent (n=3) resulted in an acquittal. More 
commonly, matters were withdrawn by the 
prosecution (17%; n=12) or had an ‘unknown’ 
outcome (32%; n=23).

Improvements to data collection and reporting  
have resulted in the introduction of the outcome 
categories ‘committed for trial’ and ‘committed  
for sentence’. According to JACS (2011b), these 
categories capture data that were previously 
recorded as ‘unknown’ outcomes. It may be the 
case, therefore, that some of the high proportion  
of matters with an ‘unknown’ outcome were in fact 
committed for trial or sentence to the Supreme 
Court during 2010–11. Only limited data are 
available on the sentencing outcomes for sexual 
assault and related matters in the ACT during the 
2010–11 period. Data reported by JACS (2011a; 
2011b; 2010a; 2010b) indicate that the sentencing 
outcome in the majority of these matters is 

Table 4 Sexual assault and related offences adjudicated in the ACT, 2010–11, by quarter and court

Magistrates Court Children’s Court Supreme Court Total

July–September 2010

Sexual	assault 0 0 0 0

Non-assaultive	sexual	offences 9 0 6 15

October–December 2010

Sexual	assault 0 0 0 0

Non-assaultive	sexual	offences 6 0 7 13

January–March 2011

Sexual	assault 2 0 1 3

Non-assaultive	sexual	offences 11 0 4 15

April–June 2011

Sexual	assault 10 1 5 16

Non-assaultive	sexual	offences 2 0 2 4

Total 40 1 25 66

Source:	Adapted	from	ACT	Department	of	Justice	and	Community	Safety	(2011a;	2011b;	2010a;	2010b)
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‘unknown’ (70%; n=50). Thirteen percent of matters 
(n=9) resulted in a fixed term of full-time 
imprisonment. Small proportions resulted in a  
fully suspended sentence (7%; n=5), a partly 
suspended sentence (7%; n=5), a good behaviour 
bond (1%; n=1) and a term of periodic detention 
(1%; n=1).

Summary
As Australian and international literature highlights, 
attrition of sexual assault victim/survivors occurs at 
each stage of the criminal justice system. Barriers 
even exist prior to reporting the offence, which  
can ultimately affect the progression of the case 
throughout the criminal justice system. The ACT  
has the lowest rate of sexual offenders compared  
to other jurisdictions, and one of the lowest rates  
of reported sexual offences. However, clear-up rates 
vary substantially. Just over one-third of matters 
were proven in the courts; the majority were finalised 
by guilty pleas. Trial delays contribute to cases 
taking over two years to be finalised in the ACT 
Courts, and many cases still ‘drop out’ before being 
finalised in court.

The implementation of SARP is a critical step in 
addressing these key barriers. The ACT is not 
isolated in attempting to address these challenges. 
There is a broader shift both in Australia and 
overseas to improve the experiences of sexual 
offence victim/survivors in the criminal justice system 
and the outcomes of their cases. See, for example, 
Victoria’s Sexual Assault Reform Strategy final 
evaluation report (http://www.justice.vic.gov.au/
home/the+justice+system/ justice+sexual+assault+r
eform+strategy+-+final+evaluation+report+(pdf) and 
New Zealand’s Sexual Violence Research Project 
(http://www.mwa.govt.nz/our-work/svrproject/index.
html/ ?searchterm=denise). Other reform projects 
and information can also be found on the Australian 
Centre for the Study of Sexual Assault website 
(http://www.aifs.gov.au/acssa/ research/lawpolicy.php).

Evaluating the SARP reforms is an important step 
towards identifying what is working in the current 
approach and which areas could be modified or 
enhanced to improve the experience of victim/
survivors entering the criminal justice system.

http://www.justice.vic.gov.au/home/the+justice+system/justice+sexual+assault+reform+strategy+-+final+evaluation+report+(pdf)
http://www.justice.vic.gov.au/home/the+justice+system/justice+sexual+assault+reform+strategy+-+final+evaluation+report+(pdf)
http://www.justice.vic.gov.au/home/the+justice+system/justice+sexual+assault+reform+strategy+-+final+evaluation+report+(pdf)
http://www.mwa.govt.nz/our-work/svrproject/index.html/?searchterm=denise
http://www.mwa.govt.nz/our-work/svrproject/index.html/?searchterm=denise
http://www.aifs.gov.au/acssa/research/lawpolicy.php
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The SARP evaluation was conducted in two stages. 
Stage 1 began in October 2009 and Stage 2 in July 
2010. The two-stage process was necessary as  
the final proposed SARP reforms were introduced  
in May 2009. As such, a minimum of one year was 
needed to document changes resulting from these 
final reforms. Stage 1 was used to identify key 
indicators for the evaluation and to allow stakeholders 
providing the data, time to collect the data 
proposed. It also allowed the researchers the 
opportunity to ensure the indicator measures 
selected were feasible in terms of timelines and  
data extraction. Stage 2 was the key data collection 
and interview stage. Given the sensitivity of the data 
collection, particularly in regard to victim/survivor 
interviews, the proposed evaluation method was 
submitted to the AIC Human Research Ethics 
Committee, who approved it.

As discussed earlier, the SARP evaluation sought  
to address three key questions:

•	 Have there been improvements in the processes 
and support for victims of sexual offences as they 
progress through the criminal justice system?

•	 Has attrition in sexual offence matters in the ACT’s 
criminal justice system improved?

•	 Have there been improvements in the coordination 
and collaboration among agencies involved in 
administering SARP?

A mixed-methods approach to the evaluation was 
adopted: data collected on key measures for each 
question were supplemented by interviews with  
both victim/survivors of sexual offences and selected 
service delivery providers from Wraparound. In 
planning the evaluation, a classic experimental 
design evaluation framework was considered 
unfeasible. Reasons for this include the absence  
of consistent data across the evaluation, the time 
parameters for conducting randomised controlled 
pre-and post-testing, the inability to randomly 
interview victims/survivors, and the lack of a 
comparable control site. A realist evaluation 
framework was consequently adapted and applied. 

A realist framework has its advantages and 
complements other evaluation methods. Instead of 
focusing principally on what works (such as classic 
experimental design), realist evaluation looks at the 
various contexts and mechanisms that are required 
for a project/program to work (Pawson &Tilley 1997). 
In other words, the focus is not just on what works 
but also on how and in what context. Knowing these 
factors helps agencies determine not only how a 
project works but also what mechanisms can be 
altered that might improve service delivery in the 
future. It also aids greater knowledge transfer among 
agencies wishing to adopt successful processes 
from a project (Ekblom 2010) and can help them 
avoid replicating factors that influenced any negative 
outcomes (Ekblom 2010). 

Method
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The realist approach can be applied even if a  
project has not been completely implemented.  
Its framework can be used for investigating the 
processes behind the reforms and what aspects of 
these appear to have helped (or hindered) furthering 
SARP in the ACT. The purpose of this evaluation  
is to give JACS, the SARP Reference Group and 
Wraparound agencies an insight into how well the 
reforms have been implemented to date to inform 
them of any preliminary outcomes. From this 
assessment, the key stakeholder agencies will be 
able to reflect on the current practices and identify 
any service delivery areas that need improving or 
updating.

Development of indicators
Prior to the AIC evaluation, JACS and Wraparound 
stakeholders developed a set of indicators for the 
SARP reforms based on the Responding to sexual 
assault: The challenge of change report (DPP & AFP 
2005). Qualitative and quantitative indicators were 
identified to measure the success of the reforms 
according to each objective—for example, ‘number 
of sexual offence cases reported to police’ and 
‘number and type of SARP training sessions 
delivered’. Indicators were selected on the basis  
of available data and how feasible these were to 
access, and on the basis of relevance to the SARP 
objectives. The preliminary indicator list was updated 
based on the outcomes of preliminary consultations 
with key stakeholder agencies, and the AIC then 
sought feedback on these revised draft indicators 
from Wraparound agencies. The draft indicator list 
was again amended based on this feedback and 
circulated to all Wraparound stakeholders for 
comment in late 2009. It was then revised and 
updated in April 2011 to reflect available resources 
and the feasibility of indicators that were not able  
to be identified earlier. The final list of indicators  
is available at Appendix A.

It must be noted that this evaluation has not 
collected data for each indicator identified, as data 
for some of the indicators are currently unavailable. 
Many SARP agencies were in the process of 
updating or modifying their data collection processes 
so were unable to provide the relevant information 
for the period required. However, it was raised 

during the consultation that these indicators could 
be incorporated in future program evaluations. 
Where possible, if quantitative data were not 
available, qualitative information was sought via  
the consultations.

Victim/survivor interviews
Defining a victim/survivor

The term ‘victim/survivor’ is used in this report to 
describe a person who has been subjected to a 
sexual offence as defined by Part 3 of the Crimes 
Act 1900 (ACT). This Act includes persons who are 
victims of:

•	 sexual assault in the first, second and third degrees;

•	 sexual intercourse without consent; 

•	 sexual intercourse with a young person;

•	 maintaining a sexual relationship with young 
person;

•	 act of indecency in the first, second and third 
degrees;

•	 acts of indecency without consent;

•	 acts of indecency with young people;

•	 incest and similar offences; and

•	 abduction (see Appendix C for Part Three 3 of  
the Crimes Act 1900 (ACT)).

Upon discussion with the DPP, it was determined 
that all offences under Part 3 of the Act, other  
than the pornography-related offences, should be 
included in the parameters of the research. It was 
noted in initial consultations that victim/survivors of 
indecent acts can often display as much distress 
following the offence as victim/survivors of sexual 
assault, and often require access to the same services.

Inclusion criteria for  
victims/survivor interviewees

Each service provider that recruited victim/survivors 
to be interviewed was asked to liaise with the other 
Wraparound agencies that were assisting the AIC to 
recruit victim/survivors for interviews. As the timeline 
and resources for conducting the research were 
limited, only five victim/survivors in total were 
interviewed for this study. 
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The following criteria applied to the victim/survivor 
selection:

•	 The participant must be a survivor of a sexual 
offence as outlined in Part 3 of the Crimes Act 
1900 (ACT) (see Appendix C). (The victim/survivor 
may have been under the age of consent when 
the sexual offence occurred, but they must be 
over the age of consent in order to be interviewed.) 

•	 The participant must be able to understand the 
purpose and scope of the interview and provide 
informed consent. For this reason, survivors with 
intellectual disabilities were excluded.

•	 Survivors should no longer be ‘in crisis’ and 
should be able to cope with the demands of the 
interview with appropriate support mechanisms.

After further consultation with the DPP 
representative, the criteria for selecting victim/
survivors were amended to exclude cases that were 
pending or had not been finalised in the court. This 
step was taken as interviewing a victim/survivor prior 
to the case being finalised could potentially have 
jeopardised their confidentiality.

CRCC, VSACT and the DPP liaised to determine the 
most appropriate victims/survivors to approach for 
the research as well as to avoid an individual being 
approached by more than one agency. Appropriate 
protocols protected the privacy of individuals being 
put forward for the consultations, and each agency 
reviewed its policies and procedures in relation to 
what information about each victim/survivor could 
be shared prior to the meeting. The process began 
in September 2010 and continued until September 
2011. Victim/survivors were approached in October/
November 2011 and were granted a three-week 
‘cooling-off period’ to carefully consider if they 
wished to be interviewed. 

Interview schedule,  
method and development

The SARP victim/survivor interview schedule and 
methodology were modelled on a format developed 
by a study conducted by the AIC in 2005 for  
the Office for Women on women’s help-seeking 
decisions and service responses to sexual offences 
(see Lievore 2005a). This was done because the 
information sought in the 2005 study was similar  
to the information that was required for the SARP 

evaluation. In addition, the 2005 interview schedule 
was rigorously developed in consultation with an 
expert in designing questionnaires that request 
information on sensitive issues, and with feedback 
from participating sexual offence services (Lievore 
2005a). The schedule and methodology were also 
subjected to a rigorous ethics process.

Relevant questions were modified for the SARP 
evaluation to address the key research questions, 
and further questions were added as necessary.  
The interview schedule was then circulated to 
Wraparound stakeholders for comment. The  
final draft interview schedule, incorporating the 
stakeholder comment, was submitted to the  
AIC Research Human Ethics Committee for 
consideration.

The interviews with victim/survivors were conducted 
following a semi-structured format. Victim/survivors 
had the option to cease the interview at any time, 
and counselling services were available to them at 
any stage during and after the interview.

Sexual offence service delivery 
provider (SDP) interviews

Interviews with the various sexual offence SDPs in 
the ACT comprised a key component of this study. 
However, due to time and resource limitations it was 
not feasible to interview all agencies involved in  
the SARP reforms. In the end, five interviews were 
conducted with representatives of the following key 
Wraparound agencies: ACT Policing SACAT team, 
CRCC, VSACT, and the DPP. The ACT Courts 
(although not formally part of Wraparound) were also 
interviewed. These interviews were conducted using 
a semi-structured format and were based on the key 
objectives of the reforms. Questions for each agency 
varied slightly to reflect its role and level of involvement 
in Wraparound. Only one agency, JACS, was not 
interviewed face-to-face; at its own request it was 
sent out a modified questionnaire to complete.

Limitations of the study
The current SARP evaluation was very limited in both 
resources and time, so its scope was developed  
to reflect these restrictions. A key limitation in this 
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evaluation is that the data available were not able  
to be compared across agencies. Further limitations 
are listed below.

Different units of measurement used

When different units of measurement are used in 
various datasets, it is difficult to determine whether 
what is being analysed is comparing like with like, 
This can reduce confidence in the findings—
particularly in the case of data collected from the 
different agencies participating in the SARP reforms. 
Wraparound data are victim-focused, in contrast to 
data collected from the ACT Courts and the DPP, 
which are offender-focused. This is problematic 
because an offender can have multiple victims and/
or multiple offences and may therefore be counted 
numerous times in captured data. Similarly, victims 
can have multiple offenders. This limitation was 
identified in a previous study tracking sexual 
offenders in the ACT criminal justice system (see 
Borzycki 2007).

Nature of available datasets

Although collation of the indicator data has been 
quite consistent in the last 12 months, available 
indicator data from before the 2009 legislative 
changes are limited across all agencies. Most of  
the indicator data identified as appropriate for the 
evaluation have not been collected in their present 
format for the period of data collection required. 
Indeed, as the SARP reforms have been implemented 
only recently, it is difficult at this stage to draw many 
conclusions from quantitative data. As a result, this 
preliminary evaluation has relied heavily on qualitative 
data collected from key stakeholder agencies and 
the small number of victim/survivors of sexual offences. 

Delays in criminal justice  
system proceedings

Although it was suggested that many of the causes 
of delays in sexual offence cases pre SARP have 
been minimised by the new legislative changes (DPP 
2009), delays still exist, and some sexual offence 
cases in the criminal justice system can take years 
to be resolved. As few complainants have 
progressed through the criminal justice system since 

the reforms began, it is difficult to look at changes 
over time. This evaluation, as mentioned, has 
therefore relied heavily on qualitative data from 
stakeholders and victim/survivors. Future evaluations 
will be better placed to make more conclusive 
comments about the impacts of the SARP reforms. 

Incremental implementation  
of SARP reforms

The suite of SARP reforms proposed in the DPP  
and AFP (2005) report has been implemented 
incrementally since 2007 and, of these, the most 
recent legislative changes occurred in May 2009.  
As there is no fixed date on which the legislative 
changes came into effect, no comparison can be 
made of the system pre and post reforms. In any 
case, the effect of the SARP reforms may have 
predated the data collected for this evaluation, but 
data for an earlier period would have been unreliable 
so was not collected.

Applicability to specific  
victim/survivors

The study excluded looking specifically at the  
effects of SARP on victim/survivors from CALD 
backgrounds, of Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait 
Islander descent, and/or with mental illness, 
intellectual disability or other disabilities, primarily 
because of the additional resources needed to cater 
for these groups in the interview process. However, 
victim/survivors from these backgrounds were not 
actively excluded from the interview process if they 
were able to satisfy the interview inclusion criteria.

The small ACT population and small number of 
victim/survivors who report sexual offences mean 
the sample of people identifying with one or more  
of these groups is very low. They are nonetheless 
recognised as a priority for future research into 
criminal justice responses to sexual offences, as it 
has been recognised that women from Aboriginal 
and/or Torres Strait Islander and CALD communities 
and/or those with a mental health issue or intellectual 
disability may be particularly at risk of sexual 
violence.

A national survey on violence against women 
conducted by Mouzos and Makkai (cited in Taylor  
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& Putt 2007) found that sexual violence against 
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander women  
was three times more common than against 
non-Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander women. 
It was also found that CALD women were as much 
at risk of sexual violence as non-CALD women. In 
addition, a recent report on violence against women 
with disabilities highlighted that they often suffer 
higher levels of domestic/family violence and sexual 
offences than women without a disability, and that 
support services catering to these women are 
limited or not available (see Frohmader (2011) for  
an overview of these factors in more detail).

Bias in stakeholder and victim/
survivor interviews

Stakeholders interviewed for the evaluation have a 
significant investment in the success of the SARP 
reforms. Many of the Wraparound agencies and 
SARP Reference Group members received funding 
to implement their part of the reforms. As such, 
there is a potential risk for stakeholders interviewed 
to describe the reforms in a favourable light. Key 
stakeholders interviewed for this research from 
Wraparound were self-selected. In addition,  
focus group attendees who were not part of the 
Wraparound/SARP Reference Group (eg police 
investigators) were selected by their agency’s 

Wraparound contact officer. Despite these risks  
to objectivity, the stakeholder interviews were  
an appropriate method to obtain information on  
the SARP reforms, as there are no others in the 
community who would be able to comment on these 
reform processes and their success. In addition, 
victim/survivor interviews have been used to balance 
the perception of stakeholder agencies.

Limited pool of suitable victim/
survivors to interview

Many sexual offence cases are settled via a guilty 
plea (see Table 5 above), limiting the number of 
sexual offence cases defended in the courts since 
introduction of the SARP reforms. This substantially 
lowered the number of victim/survivors who could 
be recruited to comment on the support services 
provided and on aspects of the reforms throughout 
the whole process. 

The small number of interviews conducted for this 
preliminary evaluation of the SARP reforms (n=5) 
cannot be considered representative of all sexual 
offence victim/survivors in the ACT. Nonetheless,  
the interview data that emerge provide an important 
insight into the experiences of a small number of 
victim/survivors, and a critical complement to the 
views of service delivery providers and other 
stakeholders.
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The success of SARP depends on the context in 
which it operates. Key to understanding the effect  
of SARP on its objectives is to recognise that the 
reforms were not introduced in isolation but operate 
alongside other legislation, programs and competing 
resourcing requirements within the ACT criminal 
justice system, and are influenced by the broader 
environment. Indeed, it has been recognised that  
a program in and of itself cannot be the cause of 
change; rather, it is the action taken, decisions made 
and resources provided by various stakeholders  
that enable change (Pawson & Tilley 1997). It is 
therefore important to assess how well each reform 
implemented actually effected the intended change 
in the context in which it was introduced. 

As previously mentioned, SARP has introduced, 
among other things, the following key reforms: 

•	 three additional victim support positions (two 
positions specifically for victim support and one 
for witness assistance at the DPP);

•	 establishment of an off-site witness facility to allow 
witnesses to give evidence away from the court 
precinct;

•	 an upgrade of equipment for the Supreme Court 
and Magistrates Court;

•	 development of a multimedia victim information 
package; and

•	 development of an accredited inter-agency 
training and evaluation initiative.

•	 These reforms are expected to exert change via 
the following key mechanisms: 

•	 reducing the length of time a victim/survivor 
spends in the criminal justice system,

•	 providing more support at the time of contact,

•	 improving coordination among agencies, and 

•	 reducing the impact of reporting sexual offences 
on victim/survivors. 

Reducing the length of time a victim/survivor needs 
to spend waiting for a court appearance—this is 
considered to contribute to the reduction of victim/
survivor attrition throughout the criminal justice 
process. This is meant to occur by decreasing the 
amount of time the victim/survivor spends ‘in limbo’ 
waiting for a hearing or outcome, Being in limbo  
is considered to heighten the risk of distress and 
subsequent attrition in the criminal justice system.

Providing more support at the time of contact and 
improving coordination among agencies—this would 
occur through the streamlining of processes—that 
is, agencies collaborating to (1) see where delays 
might occur, (2) prevent delays and (3) reduce any 
overlap of services to a victim/survivor or identify  
any gaps in service provision to limit the chance of 
under- or over-servicing. The increased and more 

How the Sexual Assault 
Reform Program intends 

to effect change
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targeted support is also expected to empower  
the victim/survivor to remain in the criminal justice 
system and thus could contribute to a reduction  
in attrition. Better training and development of 
stakeholder agency staff in regard to the reforms 
would make them aware of what changes have 
occurred and what services their agency and/or 
Wraparound can offer to victim/survivors. This 
should help victim/survivors have more positive 
contact with the criminal justice system, and ensure 
that they receive appropriate support.

Reducing the impact of reporting sexual offences—
improving technology used during reporting and 
court (such as tape-recording and video equipment) 
should lessen the impact and intrusive nature of 
many reporting practices used in the criminal justice 
system. It can also help reduce the chance of 
equipment failure or poor recording, thereby limiting 
the need for victim/survivors to re-record or repeat 
their evidence and experiencing additional trauma. 
These changes should result in victim/survivors 
being less distressed and more comfortable when 
giving evidence and less likely to leave the criminal 
justice system. It could also mean that victim/
survivors feel more supported and satisfied even  
if the outcome is not in their favour. 

If the above mechanisms work as intended, the 
reforms should achieve their objectives—namely:  
an improvement in processes and support for 
victims of sexual offences as they progress through 
the criminal justice system, reduced attrition, and 
improved coordination and collaboration among 
agencies involved in administering SARP. On the 
other hand, if the reforms put in place are not 
operating as intended, it is important to know  
this and examine whether these reforms have any 
unintended effects (either positive or negative). 

When reviewing the indicators for each objective,  
the contextual influences on the success of each 
indicator are discussed. Many of the indicators  
are in terms of outputs, such as the number of 
Wraparound meetings or number of cases that 
progress to the Supreme Court. Many of these 
outputs do not of themselves indicate positive 
outcomes for victim/survivors—nor whether the 
processes and coordination among service delivery 
providers have improved. For this reason this report 
discusses many indicators concurrently and, where 

there is overlap in findings, describes them in detail 
only once, referring in subsequent sections to that 
detail to reduce repetition.

Wraparound
An integral part of SARP, Wraparound is the 
coordinated response to victim/survivors of sexual 
offences reporting to ACT Policing. The primary 
function of Wraparound is to provide a mobile 
counselling and support service that responds to  
the victim/survivors when they first present to police 
or forensic/medical services (http://crcc.org.au/
assistance/legal). There are two components to 
Wraparound: the first is the MoU established 
between ACT Policing and CRCC that specifies  
that CRCC will be contacted when the police attend 
a sexual offence case; the second is the offer to the 
victim/survivor entry to the Wraparound process (see 
objectives of the Wraparound terms of reference in 
Appendix B).

The key mechanism behind Wraparound is for  
a victim/survivor to engage earlier with support 
services and thus be more likely to stay in the 
process and get a better outcome, leading to 
reduced attrition (Consultation with ACT Policing). 
Each organisation contributes to different aspects  
of the Wraparound process in an effort to deliver 
effective services to victim/survivors of sexual 
offences, and to reduce duplication of services. 
Wraparound also seeks to avoid overservicing some 
victim/survivors and conversely, to make sure that 
victim/survivors do not fall through any gaps in 
service delivery (underservicing).

Clients predominantly enter Wraparound via contact 
with police. Police seek victim/survivors’ consent to 
be referred to Wraparound and, if obtained, victim/
survivors are given a victim liaison officer (VLO) to  
be their primary support and contact. (Those who 
do not consent are still assigned a VLO, even if they 
do not access their support.) Not all victim/survivors 
enter Wraparound on first contact; clients can be 
engaged through other means (eg CRCC or VSACT 
referral). Although Wraparound is designed for 
victim/survivors who intend to progress through  
the criminal justice system, support is still provided 
to those who do not enter the system (Consultation 
with VSACT).
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Wrapround meetings are held monthly, where cases 
are discussed in regards to any problems or issues 
arising, victim/survivor needs (eg whether they  
have support, who they will be referred to), and any 
developments in the case (eg status of investigation 
or trial). Support services such as CRCC and VSACT 
can maintain contact with victim/survivors for many 
years, even beyond a case being finalised. However, 
victims in the post-sentence stage do not generally 
continue to be involved with Wraparound, although 
they may still stay engaged with a support agency 
(Consultation with VSACT). 

The following agencies are members of Wraparound:

•	 Canberra Rape Crisis Centre (CRCC);

•	 Service Assisting Male Survivors of Sexual Assault 
(SAMSSA) (this is a service run by CRCC);

•	 ACT Policing, Australian Federal Police (ACT 
Policing);

•	 Victim Support ACT (VSACT);

•	 Children at Risk Health Unit (CARHU);

•	 Care and Protection Services (CPS);

•	 Forensic and Medical Sexual Assault Care 
(FAMSAC); and

•	 Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions 
(DPP). 

Wraparound is designed to:

•	 ensure appropriate and adequate support is 
provided to victims who report sexual offences  
to the police;

•	 provide a coordinated response to victims’ case 
management; and

•	 provide information to, and communicate with, 
victims throughout their involvement with the 
criminal justice process (see http://www.aifs.gov.
au/acssa/ppdb/wraparound.html). 

The services provided by Wraparound are a central 
focus of this evaluation.

http://www.aifs.gov.au/acssa/ppdb/wraparound.html)
http://www.aifs.gov.au/acssa/ppdb/wraparound.html)
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As stated previously, one of the key objectives of the 
SARP reforms is to improve processes and support 
for victims of sexual offences throughout the criminal 
justice system. This chapter considers to what 
extent this objective has been met, based on 
quantitative data provided by Wraparound agencies 
and consultations conducted with representatives 
from these agencies. 

Agency stakeholders agreed that the SARP reforms 
had, to varying degrees, improved the processes 
and support for victim/survivors as they progressed 
through the criminal justice system. However, 
because of the length of time it takes for many cases 
to be tried in court, it is difficult to assess the impact 
of the legislative changes. In general, agencies said 
they were positive about the reforms, although ‘time 
will tell’ (Consultation with ACT Policing) how they 
will affect victim/survivors in the long term once more 
cases progress through the courts. 

Stakeholders commented that, when talking to their 
counterparts in other jurisdictions, it appeared the 
ACT is ‘dealing with victims better’ because it 
engaged CRCC throughout the process and used 
specialist sexual offence investigators (Consultation 
with ACT Policing). It was also noted that the type of 
services victim/survivors want can influence the 
experience they have within the criminal justice 
system (Consultation with ACT Policing).

Broadly speaking, the victim/survivors interviewed 
for this preliminary evaluation had positive 
experiences with the ACT criminal justice system. 
Where appropriate, comments from victim/survivors 
interviewed are included throughout the remainder  
of this report. 

Reporting to police and 
Wraparound services 
offered to victim/survivors 
of sexual offences
Central to the reforms are the services provided  
by Wraparound agencies. Obtaining evidence via 
interviews soon after the offence was considered a 
critical part of the reforms, as this is important for the 
victim/survivor’s recollection and memory of the event 
(Consultation with CRCC). How and when Wraparound 
agencies contact victims can therefore affect the 
overall level of service and support that is provided.

First contact and referrals to 
Wraparound

The following information was obtained from the 
Wraparound database. Some of these data may not 

Improving processes  
and support for victims  
of sexual offences
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capture whether Wraparound services were  
offered, as this would require data to be captured 
retrospectively, which is not currently possible. It 
should also be noted that individuals can consent  
to Wraparound in the first instance and subsequently 
withdraw from the process.

Wraparound referrals 2008–09

During the 2008–09 financial year, 245 individuals 
reported sexual offences to ACT Policing, of whom 
males comprised 11 percent (n=26) and children 
(individuals aged 17 years or less) comprised  
41 percent (n=100)—including children on behalf  
of whom a report was made. Children ranged in  
age from three to 17 years: 43 percent were aged 
10–14 years, 37 percent were aged 15–17 years 
and 20 percent were under 10 years. 

Slightly more than two-thirds of all individuals who 
reported a sexual offence to ACT Policing (69%; 
n=168) were offered Wraparound during 2008–09. 
Of those offered Wraparound, 135 (80%) consented 
to the process. 

Of the 100 children (aged 17 years or less) who 
reported a sexual offence to ACT Policing during 
2008–09, 68 (68%) were offered Wraparound.  
Of those 68 children 51 (75%) consented to the 
process. Of the 145 adults who reported a sexual 
offence to ACT Policing during that period, 100 (69%) 
were offered Wraparound. Of the 100 adults offered 
Wraparound, 84 (84%) consented to the process.

Most of the 245 individuals had their cases finalised 
by police as at June 2009—that is, the police had 
completed investigations. For 15 individuals, cases 
were either continuing, or ACT Policing was unable 
to provide data to the AIC because the cases were 
highly sensitive. 

Wraparound referrals 2009–10

During the 2009–10 financial year 280 individuals 
reported sexual offences to ACT Policing, of whom 
males comprised 14 percent (n=40). Of those 
individuals whose age is known (n=278) children 
(aged 17 years or less) comprised 48 percent 
(n=132). Children ranged in age from one to  
17 years. Children aged 15–17 years comprised  
37 percent of all children who reported an offence; 
children aged 10–14 years comprised 41 percent, 

and children aged under ten years comprised  
22 percent. 

Slightly more than half of all individuals who reported 
a sexual offence to ACT Policing (54%; n=152) were 
offered Wraparound during 2009–10. Of those 
offered Wraparound, 115 (76%) consented to the 
process. Of the 132 children (aged 17 years or less) 
who reported a sexual offence to ACT Policing 
during 2009–10, 76 (58%) were offered Wraparound, 
and 62 (81%) of them consented to the process. Of 
the 146 adults who reported a sexual offence to 
ACT Policing during 2009–10, 76 (52%) were offered 
Wraparound, and 53 (70%) of them consented to 
the process. 

Most of the 280 individuals had had their cases 
finalised by police as at June 2010 (ie police had 
completed investigations). For 37 individuals cases 
were either continuing or ACT Policing was unable 
to provide data to the AIC because the cases were 
highly sensitive. 

In 2010–11, police referred 161 sexual offence 
victims to the Wraparound program (VSACT 2011). 
More detail about these cases is not available for 
inclusion in this report. 

CRCC has noticed a marked increase in callouts 
since the establishment of a MoU in 2008 with ACT 
Policing and the Forensic and Medical Sexual 
Assault Care (FAMSAC) services (Figure 1). As Figure 
1 illustrates, in 2004–05 only 23 callout requests 
were made by police or FAMSAC to CRCC. There 
have been over 100 callouts each year since the 
2008 MoU, with a peak of 202 callouts in the 
2008–09 financial year. 

Identifying victim/survivor 
needs and providing 
appropriate support
The needs of victim/survivors are complex and may 
be influenced by many variables. Support services 
(eg CRCC, VSACT) have identified many challenges 
to providing appropriate support to victim/survivors 
of sexual offences. 

Law enforcement, the DPP and the victim support 
agencies consulted for this study recognised that 
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the ways in which they attempt to assist victim/
survivors can often conflict, even though these 
agencies all aim to give the victim/survivor the best 
outcome. One key area of divergence is that where 
police engage with the victim/survivor to obtain 
sufficient evidence to identify and pursue an offender 
and charge them for the offence, support services 
like CRCC and VSACT are more likely to promote 
exploration of the victim/survivors’ feelings. Often the 
recollections the victim/survivor gives to the police 
focus on how the offence affected them rather than 
on the facts and details of the events, which is what 
is required for the police to pursue a case in court.

While one or two of the victim/survivors interviewed 
for this study felt that police could have been more 
emotionally supportive, others recognised that the 
police have a discrete role to play and ‘are not social 
workers’. Since engaging in Wraparound, agencies 
have indicated that their understanding of these 
challenges has improved and that the Wraparound 
process provides an opportunity to discuss any 
potential issues. 

Stakeholders also perceived that the SARP reforms 
have played an important role in improving victim/
survivor access to immediate counselling services 
following a sexual offence. Prior to the reforms, it 
was at the victim/survivor’s discretion to have a 
CRCC counsellor contacted to provide assistance. 
This was problematic as victim/survivors often 
declined the offer on the basis of not wanting to 
‘disturb’ someone else, particularly if it was late at 
night or before dawn—times when many sexual 
offences are reported.

There was also concern about whether a victim/
survivor has the capacity to give informed consent  
at the time of crisis. Since the SARP reforms, the 
current MoU between ACT Policing and CRCC 
states that CRCC will be contacted irrespective  
of victim/survivors’ requests, although there is no 
requirement for the victim/survivor to engage with 
the counsellor. This removes the onus from victim/
survivors to make a decision about counselling, 
enabling them to access support services immediately. 

Figure 1 CRCC callouts by ACT Policing and FAMSAC from 2004–05 to 2010–11 (n)
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Since this was introduced, ACT Policing has reported 
that in the majority of cases the victim chooses to 
talk to CRCC, whereas prior to the reforms only 
approximately half agreed to speak to a counsellor 
(Consultation with ACT Policing). This is reflected  
in CRCC’s callout figures (see Figure 1 above).

One victim/survivor interviewed for this research 
commented that she did not think to access support 
from a counsellor while reporting the offence to 
police. However, this victim/survivor had a counsellor 
was made automatically available to her, according 
to Wraparound procedures, and the victim/survivor 
found this ‘extremely helpful’. This demonstrates the 
importance of making access to a counsellor an 
automatic process. 

Contact with victim

Some agencies, such as FAMSAC, have a short-
term but essential role in the process (ie providing 
forensic examinations); others have much longer 
contact with a victim/survivor. Victim service 
agencies generally participate in every phase of  
the process. This might have commenced prior to  
a victim/survivor reporting to police and may 
continue for years after the case has been finalised. 
How Wraparound agencies contact victim/survivors 
is guided by service agreements and/or agency 
guidelines. These are outlined in Appendix B 
(Wraparound service terms of reference).

For example, once VSACT receives a Wraparound 
referral, it is required to establish contact with the 
victim/survivor within five working days—and will  
aim to do so as soon as possible (Consultation with 
VSACT). This contact must be followed up within 
seven days. However, it can be a struggle to meet 
such commitments as VSACT provides services to 
victims of all types of crime, not only sexual 
offences.

When the DPP receives a case, the Witness 
Assistance Service (WAS) initiates contact with the 
victim/survivor by issuing a letter detailing the type of 
support it offers and what to expect in the process. 
The DPP indicated that it tries to meet with victim/
survivors at various stages of the criminal justice 
process to keep them informed. If an accused 
person enters a plea of not guilty, the DPP (via WAS) 
will usually meet with the victim/survivor before the 

case management hearing. Not all cases proceed  
to case management hearing; if the accused pleads 
guilty, no case management hearing is needed;  
and the DPP will offer to meet with the victim before 
sentencing takes place.

The DPP’s contact with victim/survivors is not 
restricted; it can meet with them at any time, in 
particular when the matter has been committed or 
when the trial date is close (Consultation with DPP). 
The timing of a meeting depends primarily on when 
the victim would like to meet with the prosecutor. 
Staff have found that victim/survivors sometimes  
do not want to meet with the prosecutor too many 
weeks before the trial, so as to limit the potential for 
re-traumatisation. This was considered particularly 
the case for children.

The DPP indicated that witnesses greatly appreciate 
WAS, as its staff often develop good relationships 
with victim/survivors. The DPP attributed this to  
the fact that WAS staff are not the prosecutors and 
can therefore appear ‘more human’ to them. For 
example, while the DPP has to be engaged with  
the evidence and details of the administration of  
the case, staff from WAS or one of the other support 
agencies are able to focus on addressing the emotional 
needs of victims. 

As described above, CRCC can have contact with  
a victim/survivor at the time an offence is reported  
to police. The centre also provides support and 
counselling services through a crisis hotline and 
often has a long-term support role for victim/
survivors. This also includes support for victim/
survivors who have not entered the criminal justice 
system or who have already left but require ongoing 
assistance. Unlike VSACT, CRCC is not restricted  
in the number of counselling sessions it can offer to 
victim/survivors. 

Stakeholders consulted for this study also noted  
that victim/survivors enter the services of support 
agencies such as VSACT and CRCC at a faster  
rate than they exit them. Victim/survivors considered 
ongoing contact to be an important part of the 
services they received—one victim/survivor noted 
that she had called CRCC 68 times since her 
contact with the service began. A number of the 
victim/survivors interviewed for this research also 
sought counselling for members of their families  
(eg parents, siblings, children) in the aftermath of  
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the offence. Thus an additional onus is placed on 
these agencies to provide support to a growing 
number of clients without a corresponding increase 
in resources. Despite this, all agencies believe they 
are adhering to the requirements set out in the 
service charter.

Reasons that support  
is not accessed

As outlined above, not every victim/survivor who 
accesses support or reports a sexual offence 
consents to the Wraparound process. Some  
victim/survivors withdraw from the process after 
commencing. Reasons for withdrawing include:

•	 deciding, on reflection, that they are not yet ready 
for help; and/or

•	 genuinely not having understood what they were 
consenting to (Consultation with VSACT). 

Although stakeholders considered it important for 
victim/survivors to have access to the appropriate 
support services as soon as they reported an 
offence to police, they recognised that victim/
survivors did not always want them. However, it is 
not uncommon for victim/survivors to change their 
minds regarding contact with support services, and 
this can occur at any stage of the criminal justice 
process, or even years after the event. 

One agency commented that ‘a lot of people don’t 
realise the importance of victim support until they  
are in it or through it and don’t understand the 
importance of an advocate’ (Consultation with 
VSACT). In addition, many victim/survivors were 
unaware of the importance of a ‘champion’ until  
the court case drew closer, believing that having  
a supportive family member or friend would be 
sufficient support. However, support services are still 
available at any time throughout the process, even if 
an individual previously declined an offer of support. 

Stakeholders also indicated that victim/survivors do 
not often realise that court support may be useful 
not only during court hearings but also during the 
lead-up to hearings (eg with preparing victim impact 
statements and/or preparing for other aspects of the 
hearing). Different agencies can provide support to 
an individual at various times, depending on need. 
For example, VSACT and WAS will often liaise with 

each other prior to a court case to determine who 
will support the victim/survivor if s/he is attending 
court. This is done in consultation with the victim/
survivor. 

Victim/survivors do not always have the same 
supporter each time. One client requested the WAS 
representative when giving pre-trial evidence, and 
was supported by their case worker for cross-
examination. The decision is made on a case-by-
case basis. The improved collaboration promoted  
by the SARP reforms has enabled this cooperation 
among agencies, giving victim/survivors more 
options to suit their needs at each stage of the 
process (Consultation with VSACT).

Each agency has a different protocol for contacting 
victim/survivors who withdraw from Wraparound  
or who did not consent to the process when first 
approached. Some victim/survivors are referred to 
agencies at a later stage in the process if they have 
declined Wraparound (Consultation with VSACT).  
If victims have not consented to the process or  
have withdrawn, VSACT lets them know that it will 
recontact them in approximately one month to see  
if they feel the same way. This follow-up is done with 
the client’s consent and at a time agreed with the 
client. It was pointed out that this was done because 
there is often a big difference between what they 
might think they need initially and what they might 
need in the longer term. One agency noted that 
demonstrating what support services provide rather 
than just asking if the victim/survivor wishes to talk 
to a counsellor can be a key factor in an individual 
consenting to support. 

Flow of information  
to victim/survivors

Most information on court processes and the 
criminal justice system is provided to victim/survivors 
by VSACT and WAS. VSACT will talk through what 
they are participating in well before the trial, including 
a discussion of support options available during the 
process and preparing the victim/survivor for both 
good and bad outcomes. This is considered an 
important strategy to ensure that the victim/survivor 
has enough information about the criminal justice 
process and what they are participating in—
including defendants’ rights—to make an informed 
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judgement about their participation in the process 
(Consultation with VSACT). 

WAS is the ‘first port of call’ in a victim/survivor’s 
contact with the DPP (Consultation with DPP). WAS 
assists victims to take part in, and navigate their way 
through, the prosecution process without causing 
unnecessary distress. Within reason, this includes 
many things, such as:

•	 providing information on the court process and 
the progress of criminal matters (usually calling  
or writing to the victim/survivor after every court 
appearance to let them know the result and next 
court date); 

•	 providing information on the victim/survivor’s rights 
and responsibilities; 

•	 arranging for the victim/survivor to visit the 
courtroom before the hearing date; 

•	 sitting with and providing support for victim/
survivors when they meet with prosecutors  
and while giving evidence; 

•	 providing referrals to support agencies for 
counselling and other assistance; 

•	 assisting the victim/survivor with writing a  
victim impact statement; 

•	 consulting with the victim/survivor on the 
defendant’s bail applications; 

•	 providing support letters where requested; and 

•	 generally advocating on behalf of victims around 
the court process (Consultation with DPP).

The DPP noted that by providing these services 
WAS takes the pressure off prosecutors and allows 
them to focus on the trial and ‘what they do best’ 
(Consultation with DPP).

VSACT hosts the Wraparound website, which was 
developed in consultation with the other Wraparound 
agencies. Established in 2007, the website offers 
information to victim/survivors and their families 
about the criminal justice process, victims’ rights, 
and support and assistance available to the victim 
(see http://wraparound.victimsupport.act.gov.au/
category.php?id=1). VSACT has expanded the 
website to include resources for both sexual offence 
victim/survivors and victim/survivors of other offences.

A booklet was initially developed that outlined 
VSACT’s services, but this has since been replaced 
by a set of factsheets (Consultation with VSACT) 

titled Understanding the criminal justice system. The 
factsheets outline the different stages of the criminal 
justice system and were developed in collaboration 
with other Wraparound agencies. VSACT indicated 
that it was better to provide victim/survivors with  
a great deal of information at the start rather than 
leave them ‘in the dark’ later on (Consultation with 
VSACT).

The victim/survivors interviewed for this research  
had varied views about the level and content of the 
information provided to them before their trials. While 
they were all given information about the court 
process, most felt unprepared in some way and/or 
that the provision of information could be 
improved—as one commented, because victim/
survivors ‘need to be able to make informed 
decisions’ as they progress through the criminal 
justice system. A number of the victim/survivors 
found out details of their court cases in the media 
rather than from criminal justice system staff. One 
described this as ‘pretty disheartening’. Another was 
informed very late in the process that she was only 
one of a number of victim/survivors giving evidence 
against an offender. This was a vital piece of 
information for this victim/survivor, as she had very 
nearly decided to withdraw from the case, but would 
not have considered doing so had she known there 
were other victim/survivors. 

Victim/survivors also felt that the information 
provided to them should not be ‘paternalistic’ or 
‘sugar-coated’. For example, most felt insufficiently 
informed about the probability of delays in the trial 
process. This suggests that, while service providers 
try to balance the information they provide to victim/
survivors by ensuring it is adequate without alarming 
victim/survivors unnecessarily or causing them to 
withdraw from the process—victim/survivors made 
the point that they greatly appreciate honest and 
realistic information. 

Some gaps in the provision of information were also 
identified by stakeholders. For example, when court 
delays occur, it is not always known if the victim/
survivor is made aware of or consulted about why 
they occur (Consultation with DPP). One agency 
indicated that victims should be kept informed 
throughout the process beyond the minimal 
standard specified in the ACT Victims of Crime Act 
1994 (Consultation with VSACT). It was suggested 

http://wraparound.victimsupport.act.gov.au/category.php?id=1
http://wraparound.victimsupport.act.gov.au/category.php?id=1
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that to increase the likelihood of a victim/survivor 
consenting to the Wraparound process, agencies 
need to demonstrate why it is preferable to the 
alternative option of not participating. 

Determining the level of information provided to 
guardians of victim/survivors under 18 years of age 
has also been problematic. Technically, everyone 
aged under 18 years is deemed legally incompetent 
and his/her guardian has a right to access relevant 
records (such as medical records), but this does not 
always occur in practice (Consultation with VSACT). 
In some cases, parents might also control access  
to the young person, and it can therefore be unclear 
who is being served—the victim/survivor or the 
parent(s) (Consultation with VSACT).

It was proposed that parents also need an 
information guide, because they too can have 
difficulty understanding and participating in the 
criminal justice process. This should, however, be 
balanced against maintaining the dignity of the 
young person who was offended against. VSACT 
indicated that it can be complicated when the young 
person and parent/guardian have different views 
about whether to proceed with a prosecution, and 
balancing the needs of both can be difficult. To 
overcome this, it was proposed that there needs to 
be a legal framework about informing parents and 
what information parents can receive (Consultation 
with VSACT). 

Factors that influence  
the length of time  
cases spend in the  
criminal justice system
Reducing the length of time sexual offence cases 
spend in the criminal justice system was considered 
by stakeholders to be an essential part of providing 
better services to victim/survivors. However, it was 
universally acknowledged that evidence of SARP 
reforms making the process shorter for victim/
survivors appears to be limited. Instead, stakeholders 
believe that the process now takes as long, if not 
longer, to be finalised. Due to the data limitations 
described above, however, this was not able to be 
examined empirically. 

It was estimated that the time between a complaint 
and finalisation of a case in court is on average 
approximately two years, and it is rare for cases to 
be resolved within a shorter time (Consultation with 
ACT Policing). Although no data were available to 
review the average time for a matter to be heard in 
court, the DPP estimated the following timeframes:

•	 Magistrates Court:

 – from first appearance to committal: three to  
four months

•	 Supreme Court: 

 – from post-committal to delivering pre-trial 
evidence: six to 12 months 

 – from post-committal to trial date: 18 to 24 
months (note that the six to 12 months for 
pre-trial evidence is included in this estimation).

The time it takes for a case to be finalised is 
influenced by contextual factors such as whether  
the offender is a stranger or is known to the victim, 
whether the victim is a child and how long ago the 
offence occurred. The stakeholder consultations 
revealed that the following factors had a direct 
influence on the length of time a case spends in  
the criminal justice system: 

•	 the age of victim/survivor (ie whether child  
or adult);

•	 whether the victim/survivor lives in the ACT (this 
can affect access to support and reporting to police);

•	 when the offence occurred (ie whether  
a historical or recent offence);

•	 whether the offence occurred over a long  
period or was a ‘one-off’;

•	 when support is wanted and/or accessed; and

•	 court processes.

These factors are considered in detail below. 

Age of victim/survivors
Some agency stakeholders noted that the age of 
victim/survivors when they were offended against 
could affect their experience of the criminal justice 
system and could also influence the expediency of 
the process. Given the differences noted among 
children, teenagers and adults, the SARP reforms 
are unlikely to have an equal impact on every victim/
survivor. 
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Adults

Police processes for adult victim/survivors of sexual 
offences are determined on a case-by-case basis. 
Police have contact when victim/survivors report to 
them directly or are referred by CRCC or FAMSAC. 
In general, the process involves talking to and 
explaining the process to the victim/survivor. 

Children

The majority of reported sexual offences against 
children are family related. The police process for 
interviewing and dealing with child victims of sexual 
offences differs slightly from that for adults. For 
instance, it is unlikely that children themselves will 
approach the police or counselling services; police 
usually receive reports from family members, Care 
and Protection Services or the school. Who the 
offender is and how the interview is conducted can 
influence the eventual progression of a case through 
the criminal justice system.

Police action and response to a complaint can be 
influenced by any possible contact a child may have 
with the alleged offender. In cases that involve 
children being exposed to family violence, protocols 
allow processes to move much faster, given the risk 
posed to the child (Consultation with ACT Policing). 
For example, in cases in which there is a high 
likelihood of contact (eg father to child), police 
require an immediate response. However, an 
offender is almost always restricted from having 
contact with the victim via bail conditions. 

The interview process also depends on the incident. 
It may be easier to interview a victim/survivor who 
has been offended against once by a stranger than 
a victim/survivor of continual sexual abuse, as 
children who have suffered repeated abuse may 
‘shut down’ emotionally (Consultation with ACT 
Policing). 

How children are interviewed

Interviewing children can be a multistage process 
involving many meetings to develop rapport between 
the child and police officer. This can include 
play-based interactions prior to discussing the 
offence. Sessions are taped using video and audio 
and then transcribed. However, in the event of a 

victim/survivor ‘shutting down’ emotionally, 
numerous attempts at recording an interview can 
transpire. This can be problematic as each interview 
can have slight variations and SACAT is unsure how 
these will be interpreted when heard in court and 
whether the variation will affect the credibility of the 
interview (Consultation with ACT Policing). 

Teenagers

Teenage victim/survivors were considered by 
stakeholders to often fall through the gaps that exist 
in sexual offence services and also to be vulnerable 
to the ambiguity in sexual offence legislation and 
reforms. The level of disclosure by teenagers can be 
influenced by who is present when they are being 
interviewed. Police indicated that, whereas young 
children usually talk openly with a parent in the 
room, teenagers can become embarrassed if they 
had been engaged in activities prior to the offence 
that the parents may not approve of (eg smoking 
marijuana). This can affect the length of time it takes 
to conduct an interview and potentially the credibility 
of the victim/survivor’s story if there have been 
inconsistencies in their story during the report to 
police. Thus, one-on-one interviews are preferable in 
these circumstances (Consultation with ACT Policing).

Defining age and its impact  
on available services

The age of victim/survivors can be problematic in 
applying and interpreting various aspects of the 
SARP reforms. SACAT points out that there are 
definitional issues in how to proceed with cases.  
For example, the age of sexual consent in the ACT  
is 16 years, yet legally a child is classified as being 
anyone younger than 18 years. Consequently, in 
cases of sexual offences, the Crimes Act 1900 
considers a young person to be under 16 years  
and the offence is classed differently from similar 
offences against victims aged between 16 and  
18 years who in other legal matters are considered 
legally a child. However, 16 to 18-year-olds may still 
make video recordings of their evidence-in-chief. 

This definitional issue can make it difficult to refer 
victim/survivors to the appropriate support 
services—particularly, as was raised by some 
stakeholders (Consultation with CRCC, ACT Policing), 
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available services tend not to cater for victim/
survivors in this ‘in-between’ age group. This has  
the potential to affect attrition rates and the victim/
survivor’s overall satisfaction with the process—
given the importance of appropriate support to 
victim/survivors remaining in the criminal justice 
system (Consultation with CRCC, VSACT). It is also 
yet to be resolved whether a victim/survivor who 
turns 18 during the trial may use recordings of 
evidence-in-chief made when they were under  
18 or whether they are required to go before court 
(this issue will be explored in more depth later in this 
report).

Historical compared with  
recent sexual offences 

Agency stakeholders pointed out that historical 
offences often take much longer to be resolved  
in the criminal justice system than recent offences. 
As explained earlier, sexual offences are often not 
reported to the police immediately. To reiterate, 
some factors that can affect reporting include fear  
of reprisal, not knowing how to report, considering 
the matter ‘too trivial’ and protecting the offender 
(see Table 1 for other identified factors). Due to the 
comparative lack of urgency of these cases with 
recent offences, they may not be addressed 
immediately and may not be followed up until an 
investigator is made available (Consultation with  
ACT Policing).

A key problem with historical sexual offences is 
determining when the offences occurred. ACT Policing 
indicated that it is difficult to get information on events 
that have gone on for years, as investigators need 
timeframes to interview alleged offenders. Police 
also noted that child victim/survivors of ongoing 
sexual abuse often remember the first time and the 
last time and ‘something in the middle’. This is often 
also true of adults reporting historical abuse.

It is difficult to report specific events and their dates 
if the abuse happened on many occasions. This can 
make a case difficult to pursue and can increase the 
time it takes to develop a case against an offender 
(or offenders) (Consultation with ACT Policing). In 
addition, it is common for victims of long-term 
offending to talk to the police about how this affected 
them but not the actual event(s) (Consultation with 

ACT Policing). Despite the extra time it can take  
to investigate these cases compared to recent 
sexual offences, there is no difference in delays  
or processes between the two once they proceed  
to court (Consultation with DPP).

Agency stakeholders (CRCC) also noted that it is not 
uncommon for victim/survivors of sexual offences to 
not identify as having been raped. As a result, they 
may not seek counselling or wish to pursue the 
matter via the criminal justice system. As described 
above, it can take years before the victim/survivor 
seeks out professional counselling or police 
assistance, and this can affect the length of time it 
takes to investigate and pursue a matter in the courts. 

Offences that occurred  
over a long period compared  
with ‘one-off’ incidents

As mentioned, victim/survivors who have been 
offended against once by a stranger can be much 
easier to interview than victim/survivors who have 
suffered repeated abuse over a long period 
(Consultation with ACT Policing). Children who have 
suffered long-term sexual abuse are considered to 
be more likely to emotionally ‘shut down’ and may 
not have the communication skills or support 
mechanisms in place to make a statement 
(Consultation with ACT Policing). As with historical 
offences, it can be difficult to determine dates of the 
offences (see above) (Consultation with ACT Policing). 

The police interview process

Interviewing victim/survivors is often a long and 
complicated process. ACT Policing indicated that, 
when an individual reports a sexual offence to the 
police, as a rule they consider the report to be 
genuine. One of the more difficult aspects of the 
process is when the investigator starts ‘testing’ the 
story. Maintaining a rapport with a victim/survivor 
becomes difficult, as police questioning can be 
viewed by the victim/survivor as a cross-
examination, particularly as the police, in the course 
of trying to establish what happened, ‘start picking 
the story to pieces’ (Consultation with ACT Policing).

If inconsistencies exist, it can take hours or days 
before investigators are able to identify them. In 
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some cases a victim/survivor may have lied about 
one part of the story to protect another person. This 
can become problematic and reduce the credibility 
of the victim/survivor, which may result in their story 
not standing up in court. With the improved 
relationship between the police and CRCC, the 
police stakeholders consulted for this research noted 
that they have scope to discuss openly with CRCC 
counsellors any concerns they or CRCC may have 
about any inconsistencies in a client’s story and to 
negotiate the best path forward with that client.

Trial processes

Stakeholders unanimously agreed that most delays 
are the result of trial processes. It is important to 
note that the court cannot always influence the 
reasons behind delays, as these are often directly 
related to trial processes. Agencies identified the 
following factors as some of the key reasons behind 
delays:

•	 The time it takes to set a trial date—This is 
influenced by many factors, including (but not 
limited to) the defence or prosecution not filing the 
correct documents on time; negotiations between 
the prosecution and defence over charges and 
possible pleas; delays in a defendant obtaining 
representation, particularly if legal aid entitlement 
is a factor; and pre-trial application matters (eg 
applications by co-defendants for separate trials, 
or the defendant applying to have separate trials 
for multiple matters).

•	 Judge-alone trials—the delay in judge-alone trials 
is the result of many verdicts being reserved, 
which can sometimes take months. Nonetheless, 
the courts indicate that jury trials appear to run 
longer than judge-alone trials.

•	 Trial dates are vacated (ie original date has 
changed). 

•	 Numerous adjournments can be requested by the 
defence.

•	 Verdicts are delayed in being handed down.

•	 Documents are subpoenaed by the defence team 
immediately before the trial date set (thus 
postponing the hearing date).

•	 Counsel and witnesses are not always 
immediately available.

•	 Split cases—two or more charges are being 
contested where the more serious charge 
progresses to the Supreme Court and the other/s 
remain in the Magistrates Court. (This is the result 
of current sentencing law and not current court 
processes).

•	 There are case backlogs in the Magistrates and 
Supreme Courts (which will be explored in more 
depth in the subsequent section). and

•	 Judges call in sick (although this is not common).

Even if an offender has been convicted, aspects of 
the trial process may still affect the victim/survivor, 
particularly if an appeal is lodged or a judgement is 
reserved (Consultation with VSACT). These can 
lengthen delays in justice faced by victim/survivors, 
even when cases appear to have been finalised in 
court.

ACT Human Rights Act 2004 (ACT)
A few respondents indicated that the ACT’s Human 
Rights Act 2004 can contribute to more lengthy 
delays in sexual offence cases. In 2004 the ACT was 
the first Australian jurisdiction to legislate on human 
rights, basing its Act on United Nations guidelines. 
The Act covers 17 rights, outlined in Table 7.

There is a perception that the human rights of victim/
survivors are being superseded by the rights of the 
offender in ACT sexual offence trials (Consultation 
with ACT Policing, VSACT). Police representatives 
explained that the legislation itself is not the problem; 
rather, it is the way defence lawyers and other court 
representatives have applied the Act. Stakeholders 
perceived that for sexual offence cases the Act has 
been an advantage primarily for the defendants and 
is seen to be worded in favour of defendants 
(Consultation with ACT Policing). 

Another agency was concerned about whether  
the human rights of a victim (eg speedy, impartial 
processes) are considered when the court is 
deciding whether to allow an adjournment. The  
DPP reported that it would strenuously oppose any 
application for adjournment made by the defence 
unless there was a valid reason based in law. 
Overall, it was observed that the number of 
adjournments in sexual offence cases was 
comparable to other case types, although 
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adjournment delays can often have often a more 
negative effect on sexual offence victim/survivors 
than on victims of less serious crimes (Consultation 
with DPP).

Delays a global, not  
SARP-specific problem

Delays were not considered unique to sexual 
offences, as other cases in the criminal justice 
system are similarly affected (Consultation with 
Courts). Therefore, it was proposed that procedural 
and legislative changes are required across the court 
system within the ACT to address the underlying 
causes of the delays. Until this occurs the SARP 
reforms will have only a modest impact on the  
length of time sexual offence cases spend in court 
(Consultation with Courts). The process of change 
has already commenced, with the introduction of a 
number of strategies, including:

•	 the appointment of acting judges in the 2010–11 
financial year for nine months to assist in clearing 
the backlog of cases in the Supreme Court;

•	 changes to legislation (eg civil matters legislation 
and bail laws) to streamline court processes and 
minimise delays where possible;

•	 a review of case listings; and

•	 building an additional jury courtroom in the 
Supreme Court (now totalling three) so that more 
cases can be heard.

More recently, following a review of case management 
and listing practices in the ACT, a ‘Supreme Court 
Blitz’ was announced (on 16 December 2011) to 

clear case backlogs in the Supreme Court. Short-
term additional resources will be used for the ‘blitz’ 
on current trial listings, which should result in earlier 
hearing dates for most trials scheduled from 
mid-2012. (http://cdn.justice.act.gov.au/resources/
uploads/Supreme/Practice_Direction_Docket_
System.pdf). The docket system will subsequently 
be introduced and matters not addressed by the 
‘blitz’ will become part of the judges’ dockets. The 
long-term impact of these actions and any court 
reform has yet to be established. It was noted that 
the appointment of acting judges was effective in 
increasing the clearance rates for new cases during 
this time, but not the current backlog of cases in 
court (Consultation with Courts).

While it is not possible for the victim/survivors 
interviewed for this research to comment on overall 
delays in sexual offences progressing through the 
ACT criminal justice system, it is important to note 
that delays were a key concern for all victim/
survivors interviewed. 

Court and  
legislative reforms
Although the reforms delivered by the courts are 
perceived to have only limited impact on court delay, 
they are perceived to have had a positive influence 
on the victim/survivor experience of providing 
evidence both to the police and when a case goes 
to trial.

Table 7 Rights covered under the ACT Human Rights Act 2004

Recognition	and	equality	before	the	law Freedom	of	expression

The	right	to	life The	right	to	participate	in	public	life

The	right	not	to	be	subject	to	torture	and	cruel,	inhuman	or	
degrading	treatment

The	right	to	a	fair	trial	and	rights	in	criminal	proceedings

The	right	not	to	be	subject	to	medical	treatment	or	experimentation	
without	consent

The	right	to	compensation	for	wrongful	conviction

The	right	to	privacy	and	reputation Protection	against	double	jeopardy

Rights	of	the	family	and	children Protection	against	retrospective	criminal	laws

Freedom	of	movement Freedom	from	forced	work

Freedom	of	thought,	conscience	and	religious	belief Rights	of	minorities	to	enjoy	their	culture.

Freedom	of	peaceful	assembly	and	association

http://cdn.justice.act.gov.au/resources/uploads/Supreme/Practice_Direction_Docket_System.pdf
http://cdn.justice.act.gov.au/resources/uploads/Supreme/Practice_Direction_Docket_System.pdf
http://cdn.justice.act.gov.au/resources/uploads/Supreme/Practice_Direction_Docket_System.pdf
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On 30 May 2009, new SARP legislation came into 
force via the Sexual and Violent Offences Legislation 
Amendment Act 2008 (ACT). These reforms altered 
how evidence can be given by children, victims of 
sexual and family violence and other vulnerable 
witnesses. The primary objectives of this legislation 
are to provide an unintimidating, safe environment 
for vulnerable witnesses (including sexual offence 
complainants) in which to give evidence and to 
obtain prompt statements from witnesses to best 
capture evidence (DPP 2009: 13). The legislation 
incorporated the following changes, accompanied 
by equipment upgrades to facilitate them:

•	 a broader range of witnesses being allowed to  
use remote witness facilities;

•	 pre-trial recording of evidence given by children, 
intellectually impaired witnesses and other 
vulnerable complainants in sexual offence 
proceedings;

•	 use of police interviews as evidence-in-chief  
for child complainants in a range of sexual  
and personal violence offences;

•	 prohibition on cross-examination of a range  
of prosecution witnesses by unrepresented 
defendants; 

•	 permission for certain groups of witnesses (eg 
children and witnesses with a disability) to have  
a support person with them while they are giving 
evidence (see Part 48, 81C); and

•	 complainants in sexual offences no longer being 
required to give evidence at committal hearings. 

In March 2012, further amendments were made to 
the Evidence (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1991 
(ACT). In particular, amendments have been made to 
insert existing provisions of the Evidence Act 1971, 
into the Evidence (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 
1991, which need to be saved when it is repealed. 
Amendments have also been made to provide that 
the court is not bound by the rules of evidence and 
may inform itself as it considers appropriate when 
making certain determinations. An overview of the 
key SARP changes are summarised in Box 1. Not  
all victim/survivors are entitled to all three provisions 
(Consultation with DPP).

Effectiveness of the  
legislative changes 

The changes to the legislation were considered of 
benefit to victim/survivors of sexual offences and 
vulnerable victims of other offences. The evidence-
in-chief provisions allow a police interview to be 
tendered in a trial as a witness’s evidence-in-chief  
so that the time a vulnerable witness spends giving 
evidence is limited. However, even where evidence-
in-chief recordings are used in a trial, the witness 
can give further evidence-in-chief and will usually  
still be cross-examined by the defence during the 
trial or pre-trial hearing (Consultation with DPP).

In addition, judges have the authority to order 
recorded pre-trial evidence to be edited before it 
goes to trial to remove any information a judge 
deems is not relevant (Consultation with Courts).  
In 2011, there were 175 requests to use the CCTV 
equipment. Of these requests, 10 were granted for  
a pre-trial hearing and 77 for the trial (Courts data). 
The remaining applications did not result in the use 
of the CCTV equipment for a number of reasons, 
including:

•	 The CCTV equipment and facilities were booked 
for other cases. In some instances, the equipment 
is booked for longer than the period for which it  
is ultimately needed as it is difficult to predict the 
length of trials;

•	 Matters were adjourned; and

•	 Defendants changed their plea to guilty on the  
day of the pre-trial hearing.

It was noted that not every victim/survivor wishes  
to use the CCTV facilities at trial (Consultation with 
VSACT), although it is still very rare in the ACT for  
a victim/survivor to appear in the courtroom as 
opposed to the remote witness facility (Consultation 
with DPP). The DPP will let the victim/survivor decide 
whether they wish to use the CCTV (Consultation 
with DPP). One concern with the changes in the 
laws was whether victim/survivors are able to give 
evidence at the pre-trial stage, as the legislation 
imposes restrictions on this entitlement. Clarifying 
issues such as these was considered best achieved 
by a revived SARP Reference Group.
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There was also criticism about victim/survivors being 
able to elect to use pre-trial evidence rather than 
having to prove to the courts that they are vulnerable 
(Consultation with VSACT). In addition, ACT Policing 
indicated that the legislation still has gaps regarding 
children (eg age disparities) and intellectually 
impaired witnesses. Despite these concerns, all 
agencies interviewed indicated that the legislative 
changes were an improvement for sexual offence 
victims/survivors.

Pre-trial hearings

Pre-trial hearings are used to enable child witnesses 
and vulnerable witnesses in sexual offence matters 
to give their evidence prior to the trial date proper. It 
is recorded and then played back at trial (which may 
be held some months later) (Consultation with the 
DPP). Pre-recorded evidence and the increased 
number of witnesses who are able to give their 
evidence via CCTV have been supported by two 

Box 1 Summary of provisions under the Sexual Assault Reform Program

Closed-circuit television (CCTV)

What is it? Some	people	are	entitled	to	give	their	evidence	using	closed-circuit	television,	which	will	link	them	to	the	
courtroom	using	cameras	and	television	screens.	They	will	be	able	to	hear,	see	and	speak	to	the	Judge/
Magistrate,	Prosecutor	and	defence	lawyer	but	will	not	see	or	hear	the	defendant.	(CCTV	was	already	used	for	
children	and	victim/survivors	of	sexual	offences	before	the	change	in	legislation	but	now	extends	to	others,	
listed	below).

Who is entitled to it? •	 Children	under	18	(both	witnesses	and	victim/survivors);

•	 Victim/survivors	of	a	sexual	offence	(regardless	of	age);

•	 Victim/survivors	of	serious	violence	offences;	and	

•	 Victim/survivors	of	less	serious	violent	offences	where	there	is	a	relevant	relationship	(eg	in	family	violence	
cases)	or	a	disability	affecting	the	ability	to	give	evidence.

Pre-trial evidence (PTE)

What is it? A	person	has	their	evidence	recorded	early	and	this	recording	is	then	played	at	the	trial	to	minimise	the	risk	of	
trauma	to	the	victim/survivor.	The	evidence	is	still	given	using	CCTV	and	the	person	still	gives	evidence-in-
chief	and	is	cross-examined.	All	participants	are	present	in	the	courtroom	except	for	the	jury.	

 Who is entitled to it?         •	 Child	victims	(under	18);

•	 Victims	of	a	sexual	offence	who	the	court	decides	must	give	evidence	early	to	minimise	trauma,	
intimidation	or	distress	(has	to	be	applied	for	by	the	prosecutor);

•	 Intellectually	impaired	victims	in	a	sexual	offence	(the	prosecution	may	have	to	prove	intellectual	
impairment);	and

•	 Intellectually	impaired	witnesses	in	a	sexual	offence	(the	prosecution	may	have	to	prove	intellectual	
impairment).

Evidence-in-chief interview (EIC)

What is it? A	person	(usually	a	child	under	18)	gives	an	interview	to	police	that	is	video	recorded.	This	is	then	played	in	
court	(and	to	the	witness	in	the	remote	room)	as	their	EIC	to	remove	the	need	to	give	evidence	on	multiple	
occasions.	The	person	may	still	have	to	answer	additional	questions	from	the	prosecution,	and	will	still	be	
cross-examined	by	the	defence.	The	majority	of	people	entitled	to	an	EIC	interview	are	also	entitled	to	CCTV	
(with	the	exception	of	intellectually	impaired	witnesses	in	a	sexual	offence).	Similarly,	some	people	giving	
evidence	using	an	EIC	interview	do	this	by	using	pre-trial	evidence.	

Who is entitled to it? •	 Child	(under	18)	victims	in	sexual	offences;

•	 Child	(under	18)	victims	in	both	serious	and	less	serious	violent	offences;

•	 Intellectually	impaired	victims	in	sexual	offences	(prosecution	may	have	to	prove	intellectual	impairment);	and

•	 Intellectually	impaired	victims	in	serious	and	less	serious	violent	offences	(prosecution	may	have	to	prove	
intellectual	impairment).

Only child witnesses and victim/survivors in sexual offences and intellectually impaired victims in sexual offences are entitled 
to all three provisions.

Source:	Personal	communication	with	ACT	DPP,	January	2012.
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additional remote witness rooms (one situated on 
the court premises, and the other at an offsite 
location). 

The experience of using the pre-trial hearings so far 
has been considered beneficial for victim/survivors, 
as it allows them to give evidence earlier in the 
process than was previously the case, thereby 
minimising potential trauma. However, the DPP, 
pointing out that this option is limited to children, 
intellectually impaired witnesses, and witnesses  
who could become distressed by the delay, has 
proposed expanding the provision to allow all victims 
of sexual offences to give evidence prior to the trial if 
they wish.

Currently, adult victims have to make a special 
application to the court, which can be stressful. 
It should also be noted that not all eligible victim/
survivors would opt to have their evidence recorded 
at a pre-trial hearing. One of the victim/survivors 
interviewed for this research was given the option of 
a pre-trial hearing but opted instead to give evidence 
in court via CCTV, as she felt this would give her 
‘more control’. This victim/survivor felt that police 
supported her decision to do so as it may have 
made her evidence appear more valid. 

Remote witness facilities

The remote witness facility was singled out as  
being a very positive aspect of the SARP reforms 
(Consultation with DPP, VSACT). One of the 
advantages of the facility is that it is located offsite. 
Not being in the same building as the courts 
(Consultation with VSACT) reduces the chance of 
the victim/survivor encountering the offender during 
the trial. Victim/survivors of a sexual offence also  
do not need to ask to use the remote witness facility, 
as it is automatically made available to them 
(Consultation with VSACT). Most victim/survivors 
use the offsite facility rather than the witness rooms 
located onsite. The only time this would not occur 
automatically is if the room is already booked for 
another case, although this has not happened to 
date (Consultation with Courts). 

The remote witness facility room is equipped with  
a hearing loop for people with auditory disabilities 
and is considered comfortable to use. In particular,  
it is large enough to have a support person and the 

SARP technology officer present during the pre-trial 
hearing (Consultation with Courts). Having the SARP 
technology officer on hand during the trial in case 
any technological difficulties arise also streamlines 
the process. During pre-trial recording, the victim/
survivor’s image is projected into the courtroom  
via audiovisual link to enable the jury and defendant 
to see the witness while s/he gives evidence. The 
victim/survivor sees the judge and the bar table on a 
split screen, but not the defendant (Consultation with 
Courts). This technology also allows the defence or 
prosecutor to display evidence to the victim via a 
‘document camera’, which is considered an 
essential part of the court process. The document 
camera technology was funded outside of the SARP 
reforms, but has nevertheless contributed to the 
improved remote witness room facilities the reforms 
introduced. 

Both stakeholders and victim/survivors suggested 
that some aspects of the remote witness facilities 
could be refined. Victim/survivors were generally 
supportive of the remote witness facilities and the 
option of giving evidence and being cross-examined 
via CCTV instead of in the courtroom. Nonetheless, 
some issues remain. For example, one victim/
survivor was pleased she could give evidence via 
CCTV but was disappointed that this meant she 
could not follow (or even hear) the rest of the case. 
Another victim/survivor commented that, as it  
was not made clear to her when the audiovisual 
equipment would be switched on, she was unable 
to prepare herself to be seen in the courtroom. In 
general, victim/survivors felt that more information 
about, and perhaps even practice with, the 
audiovisual equipment would have been helpful. 

Similarly, stakeholders supported the remote witness 
facility and audiovisual equipment but reported  
a number of remaining issues. For example, the 
connection between the court and the witness room 
sometimes drops out, and this can disrupt the flow 
of evidence being given by the witness (Consultation 
with DPP). In addition, sometimes the view that the 
victim sees in the remote witness room is not the 
correct view (eg only the judge is visible and not  
the lawyers). Sometimes there is concern that 
attempting to change the view will result in losing  
it altogether (Consultation with DPP). 
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The DPP noted that, even though the judge’s 
associates are trained in the use of the SARP 
equipment, there can still be difficulties—equipment 
malfunction has led to some trials being delayed  
by a few hours (Consultation with DPP). The DPP 
recognised the important role that the SARP 
technology officer plays in ensuring that the 
equipment functions but noted that it can be difficult 
for that officer to provide expertise when cases are 
being heard in separate courtrooms (or a courtroom 
and the remote witness room) at the same time. The 
DPP therefore advocates having additional trained 
SARP technology officers skilled in Information 
Technology to be on hand to offer the technological 
expertise that judges’ associates are not always able 
to provide (Consultation with DPP).

It was suggested that training on the SARP 
equipment should extend to teaching users of the 
remote witness rooms how to handle the equipment, 
including how to adjust the view displayed on the 
audiovisual equipment, and what the most 
acceptable view is. 

Functional issues with the remote witness facilities 
have also been identified. It was reported that family 
or supporters sitting in the waiting room to the offsite 
witness room could clearly hear the entirety of the 
evidence given by the victim/supporter. This can 
jeopardise the case if the family member or 
supporter is also a witness, apart from the fact that 
many victims do not want their family members to 
hear their evidence (Consultation with DPP). 

While both stakeholders and victim/survivors believe 
the new physical and audiovisual facilities leave 
room for improvement, it should be noted that views 
about the facilities are largely subjective, and in 
some cases those consulted for this research made 
somewhat contradictory comments. For example, 
while one victim/survivor felt that having the toilet 
facilities inside the onsite witness facility was 
convenient and reduced the potential of seeing the 
defendant or the defendants’ supporters, another 
commented that it was inappropriate given the small 
size of the room and non-soundproof toilet doors.

Pre-trial delays

While it was considered positive that the SARP 
reforms have reduced the number of victims being 

cross-examined in the witness box (Consultation 
with ACT Policing), police reported that pre-trial 
hearings are also becoming increasingly delayed.  
In one instance a child waited more than 15 months 
to get a pre-trial hearing set. This is problematic as 
the delays can be traumatic for a child. Police also 
noticed that, if pre-trial hearings occur two to three 
years after the event, children can ‘lose interest’, 
which can have a negative impact on the case 
outcome. Again, however, quantitative data were  
not available to further examine the issue of pre-trial 
delays. 

Whereas ACT Policing noted that giving pre-trial 
evidence can be beneficial for younger children so 
that they can have it over with and try to ‘move on 
with their lives’, VSACT commented that this is not 
always the case. Instead of being ‘free to go’ and 
moving on, some child victims often still ‘live in 
limbo’, the offence having had, and continuing  
to have, a significant impact on their lives. This is 
particularly the case if the accused person is still  
in the community or in the child’s life (VSACT). 

Trial delays

Following the reforms to the committal process, 
many stakeholders perceived a reduction in the time 
cases spent in the Magistrates Court. However, 
those reforms had no application to the Supreme 
Court, where delays continued—although the DPP 
believes that the 2012 ‘blitz’ has the capacity to 
significantly reduce them (Consultation with DPP). 

The purpose of committal hearings is to determine 
whether there is enough evidence for a case to go to 
trial. In a magistrate committal hearing, this could be 
decided over a day or a few weeks and may require 
witnesses to attend and give evidence. In contrast, 
paper committal hearings only require the prosecutor 
to tender statements on which the magistrate makes 
a decision to commit the matter—with no need to 
call witnesses to testify. The benefit is that matters 
can be committed for trial more quickly; where the 
evidence needs to be tested in more depth, this now 
occurs during the trial in the Supreme Court.

Paper committal hearings are now in place for all 
matters in the ACT, but the prosecution or defence 
can make an application to have some witnesses 
give evidence at magistrate committal hearings. 
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However, there is a prohibition on requiring victim/
survivors of sexual offences to give evidence at this 
stage. It is now uncommon for the defence to apply 
for any evidence to be heard at a committal hearing. 
Consequently, these cases are moving to the 
Supreme Court faster, thus providing a superficial 
change in where trial delays occur, even though the 
overall delay is approximately the same (Consultation 
with DPP). Currently, cases are being issued trial 
dates for mid-2013, although pre-trial hearings can 
occur a year or so earlier. The proposed Supreme 
Court ‘blitz’ is expected to have a positive impact on 
trial delays (Consultation with DPP). A large number 
of matters are now listed for April to May 2012 and 
July to August 2012.

Evidence-in-chief provisions

The use of pre-recorded evidence is also seen as a 
key step in providing more of a voice to vulnerable 
victim/survivors, especially those who have minimal 
verbal communication. For example, victim/survivors 
with intellectual and/or sensory disabilities are 
unlikely to give evidence in court, so the capacity to 
pre-record evidence is an important tool for them 
(Consultation with CRCC).

Children’s reactions to recording interviews can vary. 
Some like the idea and think it is ‘cool’; others find 
the process very uncomfortable (Consultation with 
ACT Policing). Stakeholders noted that any type of 
victim, and regardless of age, can be uncomfortable 
with this process. A major issue with conducting 
pre-recorded interviews with victim/survivors—
especially if they have suffered long-term abuse— 
is getting them to explain the events chronologically 
and in detail (Consultation with ACT Policing). Police 
will often record multiple times in order to obtain a 
usable recording but are then concerned that this 
could be misconstrued as ‘coaching’ the witness.  
At the time of the evaluation, this concern had yet to 
be tested in court. 

Number of pre-recorded evidence-in-chief 
interviews conducted and number of 
evidence-in-chief interviews used in court

The police do not currently have the means to 
determine how many children have been interviewed 
in accordance with the legislation on use of 

pre-recorded evidence-in-chief. These numbers are 
not easily captured or monitored, especially since 
child victims of other offences can also be 
interviewed according to the same process. 

Practical considerations when applying  
the evidence-in-chief provisions

In practice, there have been some hindrances to 
applying the provisions of the new legislation for the 
recording and use of evidence-in-chief provisions. 
For example, the terminology used in the legislation 
has made it difficult to adhere to the changes 
introduced (Consultation with ACT Policing). Other 
issues include:

•	 Sharing information with ACT Care and Protection 
Services. 
The reforms have made it more difficult to provide 
information to other related services, in particular 
the ACT Government’s Care and Protection 
Services (CPS) (a service provided by the ACT 
Office for Children, Youth and Family Support). 
Prior to the SARP reforms, CPS staff were able  
to obtain a copy of a young person’s interview 
from police; under the new legislation, police may 
no longer provide CPS with a recording of an 
interview, even if a CPS representative had been 
present during the interview. 

•	 Interstate interviews. 
Interviews conducted with children or vulnerable 
witnesses interstate often cannot be used as 
evidence—either because the law requires the 
interview to be conducted by a ‘prescribed 
person’ (see below) or because other jurisdictions 
may not provide copies of the interviews. This 
could require a child to ‘go into the witness box 
again’ (Consultation with ACT Policing). If a child  
is interviewed interstate there might be duplication 
as the reporting individual might disclose offences 
in both NSW and the ACT. Police noted that it is 
common in cases of long-term sexual abuse that 
some if the incidents will have taken place in the 
ACT and some in NSW. Best practice would be  
to get the whole story off the child on tape so that, 
even if a child makes a report at an ACT police 
station about events that happened in NSW, ACT 
Policing can provide the relevant details to NSW 
Police.
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•	 Prescribed person division. 
The legislation requires interviews for evidence-in-
chief to be conducted by someone trained in the 
legislative requirements. Consequently, although 
an experienced officer ‘on the road’ might 
complete a very good interview, this cannot be 
used if the officer is not appropriately recognised 
as a ‘prescribed person’. This could mean that  
a child or vulnerable witness may need to have 
more than one interview.

•	 Length of time between reporting to police  
and case being finalised in court 
At the time of the evaluation, there were no data 
available to measure the length of time between 
reporting to police and cases being finalised in 
court. Data were also not available to measure the 
length of time each case spent in the Magistrates 
Court and Supreme Court respectively. This was 
due to different reporting practices and agency 
representatives not having sufficient time and/or 
resources to dedicate to the task. However, the 
importance of this information was recognised by 
most agencies; any further monitoring of court 
delays should investigate these data if practicable. 
As noted earlier, agency stakeholders commented 
that it can take at least two years for a case to be 
heard in court. This does not include the time it 
takes for victim/survivors to report an offence in 
the first instance.

Improved court services 
Numerous changes have been introduced to 
support the legislative changes and additional 
services proposed as part of the reforms. As raised 
earlier, this included access to a remote witness 
facility and an additional court person. However,  
the success of these reforms was considered 
underpinned by what technology and technical 
support is available (Consultation with Courts, ACT 
Policing). In particular, the presence of the SARP 
technical officer was considered essential to making 
sure the rooms and equipment run smoothly 
(Consultation with Courts).The SARP technical 
officer attends each pre-trial recording to ensure  
all equipment is working correctly. If the officer is 
unavailable, a back-up officer is used (Consultation 
with Courts). This service is also perceived to be 
facilitated by the good relationship that the SARP 

technical officer has with the court equipment 
technicians (Consultation with Courts). 

SARP funding was initially provided to fit out  
two courts with equipment upgrades and provide 
two remote witness facilities connected by CCTV 
(Consultation with Courts). At the same time the 
courts received additional funding from the Court 
Improvement Project to upgrade facilities in the 
Magistrates and Supreme Courts. As a result,  
six courts now have technology upgrades and 
improved facilities, and there are now four remote 
witness rooms: two are located in the Magistrates 
Court building, one is on the Supreme Court 
premises and the fourth is the offsite witness facility. 
The combination of these two funding sources 
means there is now more scope for victim/survivors 
to access these services than was initially set out in 
the SARP reforms. 

Improved technology and equipment
Agencies recognised that there has been a vast 
improvement in available technology, resulting in 
clearer recordings of victim/survivor evidence and 
greater visual and audio capability. This is due to  
not only the better audio and visual quality of the 
equipment but also the support provided onsite  
by the SARP technology officer if required. This 
improvement has benefited victims of a broad range 
of crime, including victim/survivors of serious crimes 
other than sexual offences (Consultation with ACT 
Policing).

Before the equipment was upgraded agencies 
remarked that the sound quality was low and that 
the victim/survivor would often have to lean into the 
microphone when giving evidence and speak up  
to enable the audio equipment to make a coherent 
recording of the evidence (Consultation with ACT 
Policing, DPP, Courts). It was also difficult to see the 
person giving the testimony, as the picture was often 
blurred. Some stakeholders reported that these 
issues are no longer present due to the upgrades, 
whereas others still reported difficulties. In general, 
victim/survivors felt that equipment worked well. 

In a number of cases the equipment has failed or  
not recorded as a result of a technological or human 
error (Consultation with Courts). There have been 
occasions when a victim is ready to give evidence 
but the technology has failed, and the victim has had 
to wait hours to begin giving evidence (Consultation 
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with DPP). To reduce the likelihood of this occurring 
again, the courts have installed a back-up system 
that records a second copy of pre-trial evidence  
on a hard drive. This system was funded outside of 
the SARP reforms (Consultation with Courts). Minor 
adjournments are also allowed if there is equipment 
failure, including the capacity for equipment to be 
moved between courtrooms if necessary 
(Consultation with Courts).

Availability of equipment and  
number of people who chose  
not to use the video equipment

The equipment and witness rooms have been 
available for all relevant sexual offence cases 
(Consultations with Courts). It is difficult to determine 
how many victim/survivors of sexual offences chose 
to use the video equipment. While the courts do 
collect information on who uses the equipment, 
these data include child witnesses, who are entitled 
to give evidence via an audiovisual link in any matter 
before the courts—that is, for offences other than 
sexual offences. However, there have been no 
recorded sexual offence matters where the victim/
survivor has chosen not to use the video equipment. 

Number of people who choose  
to use the one-way screen

To date there is no record of anyone using or 
requesting to use the one-way screen (Consultation 
with Courts). As almost all victim/survivors give 
evidence via CCTV and as the legislation prohibits 
the accused being in view of the victim/survivor  
in the CCTV room, the use of the screen was 
considered by some stakeholders to be relatively 
redundant (Consultation with DPP). However, others 
considered it important for victim/survivors to have 
the option available if required. 

Additional support staff in DDP

As part of broader reforms by the DPP independent 
of the SARP reforms, a new section with specialist 
prosecutors to deal with sexual offence cases has 
been created. This has appeared to have a positive 
effect on SARP processes in a number of ways:

•	 Since its appointment in December 2009, the 
section has been in monthly meetings with police. 
The meetings are thought to be of high quality  
and usefulness.

•	 The introduction of the DPP’s new data collection 
system was considered the result of the Senior 
Prosecutor having time to develop it due to 
increased staff capacity (Consultation with DPP).

Specialist prosecutors can build expertise in sexual 
offence matters, which has resulted in the DPP and 
other Wraparound agencies developing better and 
more stable working relationships, which may 
ultimately benefit victim/survivors (Consultation  
with CRCC). 

Who provides support  
to victim/survivors?
Besides accessing the support of agencies such  
as CRCC, VSACT and WAS, victim/survivors also 
obtain support from friends and family throughout 
the criminal justice process. Who the supporters are 
can vary, and this often depends on the relationship 
between the victim/survivor and offender 
(Consultation with CRCC). However, it was raised 
that the supporters of victim/survivors also need to 
have access to appropriate support networks, as 
their capacity to deal with the offence and criminal 
justice processes can have an impact on the victim/
survivor’s wellbeing and hence the attrition rate 
(Consultation with CRCC).

For victim/survivors who have contact with CRCC, 
supporters are predominantly non-offending 
mothers. The fact that parent supporters may also 
be victim/survivors of sexual offending (Consultation 
with CRCC) limits their capacity to make judgements 
about what is safe or ‘normal’ for their child. 

Supporting the supporters
How supporters react throughout the criminal justice 
process can also depend on their relationship with 
the victim/survivor. The low incarceration rates for 
offenders can be traumatic for the supporters 
(especially parents) as much as for the victim/
survivors, as they often perceive that ‘justice has  
not been done’ (Consultation with CRCC). It was 
reported that parents often suffer self-blame for the 
events, and can have both an offending child and  
a victimised child, thus further complicating the 
support needs for both offender and victim/survivor. 
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Although they might encourage reporting the 
offence, it was mentioned that sometimes non-
offending parents feel excluded from the criminal 
justice process. Moreover, parents can often feel 
they have failed to protect their child, especially if the 
offender accessed the child via his/her relationship 
with them (Consultation with CRCC). 

Service gaps
Despite the improvements in providing support  
to sexual offence victim/survivors, Wraparound 
agencies identified key gaps in the services that 
could influence their capacity to remain in the 
criminal justice system. Some of these gaps have 
been raised earlier in this report, such as the limited 
nature of services for victim/survivors who are 
considered neither children nor adults. ACT Policing 
identified that male counsellors for young male 
children are not readily available, which they 
discovered after a request to access a male 
counsellor was not able to be accommodated. One 
male victim/survivor interviewed for this research 
also commented that, in general, services to support 
those affected by sexual violence assume the victim/
survivor is female. There is also a lack of available 
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander counsellors 
(Consultation with ACT Policing).

Services for victim/survivors  
with a disability

A key gap in services not addressed by the reforms 
is the experience of victim/survivors with a disability 
(Consultation with ACT Policing, CRCC). These 
individuals were considered ‘very vulnerable’ and 
often do not progress far through the criminal justice 
system. (Consultation with CRCC). This was attributed 
to their being assessed as a potential ‘unreliable 
witness’ by the police or the DPP, particularly if  
they are children (Consultation with CRCC). 

However, stakeholders noted that these 
assessments are not necessarily a reflection of 
police and/or the DPP’s belief in the credibility of 
victim/survivors with disabilities; they are often based 
on the likelihood of the evidence not being accepted 
within the courts. There is also an acute lack of 
services available to disabled victims/survivors, 
particularly if they are children (Consultation with 
ACT Policing).The use of pre-recorded evidence-in-
chief is a key step to overcoming some issues, and it  

was suggested that it could be worthwhile training 
SACAT staff on how to interview intellectually 
disabled victim/survivors, particularly in relation  
to their use of body language to communicate 
(Consultation with CRCC). 

Needs of CALD victim/survivors

The impact of the reforms on CALD victim/survivors 
was difficult to determine. CRCC noted that few 
CALD victim/survivors become clients or report a 
sexual offence. However, they have observed that  
a lot of young international students, predominantly 
women, are sexually assaulted on or around the 
Australian National University campus. Anecdotally,  
it appears that CALD victim/survivors are usually 
concerned about their family’s response to the 
incident as they are ashamed of the attack 
(Consultation with CRCC). There can also be 
language and cultural barriers when providing 
services to CALD victim/survivors. For example, 
some may need to use a translator to pursue the 
complaint. VSACT noted that some CALD victim/
survivors may need the support service to help them 
develop a reason for trusting the processes available 
to victim/survivors, particularly if they have come 
from a culture where there is a lack of trust in the 
police and criminal justice system (see Taylor &  
Putt 2007). 

Services for offenders of sexual violence

It was raised that there needs to also be a focus on 
offenders of sexual violence, particularly when the 
offender is a child. It was specifically mentioned that 
parents of children who offend are the ‘forgotten 
victims’ (Consultation with CRCC). In addition, there 
are few agencies that support children who are sex 
offenders in the ACT after they turn 10 years old 
(children aged under 10 years can be referred to 
CARHU). CRCC noted that they do not provide 
services if the victim/survivor is also an offender 
unless they are working with families that include 
both the victim/survivor and offender.

Need for continuity in services 
provided to victim/survivors

Continuity for victim/survivors was considered an 
important factor in supporting them throughout the 
criminal justice processes. Both CRCC and ACT 
Policing conceded that a key limitation is the 
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turnover of staff in SACAT due to officers being 
rotated out of the team after three years. Although 
the possibility of an extension to four years exists,  
in practice officers are usually moved after two years 
(Consultation with ACT Policing). This practice is 
designed to encourage career development across 
multiple policing areas.

It is recognised that in the area of sexual offending  
it can take a long time to build up expertise, and  
that officers often want to stay in the area but are 
required to rotate to another. As sexual offence 
cases can sometimes last more than three years, 
victim/survivors may have to deal with more than 
one officer in succession, which is not considered 
ideal (Consultation with CRCC). CRCC and ACT 
Policing also noted that they have often built a good 
rapport and collaborative relationship with members 
of SACAT, and this process has to recommence  
with each new SACAT member. However, rotation of 
officers is recognised as being part of ACT Policing’s 
broader policy and not limited to SACAT.

Victim/survivors stressed the importance of having 
continuity in the law enforcement and support 
personnel they deal with. For example, one victim/
survivor had the same police officer throughout her 
case, but three prosecutors in quick succession, 
which she ‘hated’. Another victim/survivor ‘felt 
abandoned’ when her VSACT counsellor retired, 
especially given that she had disclosed so much 
personal information to that counsellor. Two of  
the victim/survivors interviewed reported that their 
detectives maintained contact with them even after 
being rotated out of SACAT. One victim/survivor saw 
the detective working on her case as ‘my detective’ 
and said ‘his case is my case and that is a huge 
comfort to me’. 

Victim/survivor satisfaction  
with the process/outcomes
Gauging victim/survivor satisfaction with the criminal 
justice process is essential to any meaningful 
evaluation of the SARP reforms. As CRCC pointed 
out, a victim/survivor’s wishes are paramount, but  
it can be difficult to determine the extent to which 
these are met. The success of an outcome can be 
different when measured against the goals of the 
various parts of the criminal justice system and a 
victim/survivor’s needs. For example, the primary 

goal of ACT Policing is to investigate the offence, 
arrest the offender and collect enough evidence to 
prosecute the offender in court, while the DPP aims 
to obtain a conviction against the offender. On the 
other hand, victim/survivors may only want to report 
the offence for ‘closure’ or to focus on their own 
‘healing’ rather than to pursue the case (often for 
years) in the courts.

ACT Policing indicated that responses from victims 
regarding their satisfaction with the outcome of 
cases are mixed. Police pointed out that the victim/
survivor’s satisfaction may depend on their 
expectations prior to disclosing the offence to police. 
In other words, did they expect a conviction or did 
they just want their story to be heard and believed? 
CRCC noted that many victims—both adults and 
children—want ‘their day in court’ and ‘to be heard’. 
However, reporting can be a double-edged sword: 
while many victim/survivors want legal validation  
of their experience, the court process may involve 
delays and uncertainty, even if a conviction is 
eventually recorded (Consultation with CRCC). 

There have been a number of cases in which victim/
survivors and their supporters have not been 
satisfied with the process. In one example the police 
gained a successful prosecution of an offender, but 
the family of the victim/survivor were extremely 
unhappy, as they did not want the case to go to 
court in the first place. On the other hand, police 
have engaged in cases in which victim/survivors 
indicated that the response of investigators and  
the CRCC went well beyond what they expected 
(Consultation with ACT Policing). Conversely, CRCC 
clients often wanted the DPP to proceed with a 
case, but this was not always followed through.

Police and the DPP indicated that sometimes the 
victim/survivor may not provide enough information 
to prosecute or may not understand why a case is 
discontinued. The DPP indicated that it meets with 
victim/survivors prior to any decision to discontinue 
a prosecution (Consultation with DPP). If at this 
meeting a decision is made not to proceed to 
prosecution, the victim/survivor is able to ask the 
prosecutor to explain the decision-making process 
and to give them the opportunity to ask questions 
about it (Consultation with DPP).

Overall, key stakeholder agencies found the SARP 
reforms to be beneficial for victim/survivors because 
it brought them additional choices for pursuing  
their cases through the criminal justice system 
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(Consultation with CRCC). The low level of complaints 
against police from victim/survivors was seen to 
indicate victim/survivor satisfaction with the process 
(Consultation with ACT Policing). However, it is 
unclear how this compares with the level of 
complaints prior to the SARP reforms.

In general, and as indicated throughout this report, 
the victim/survivors interviewed were satisfied with 
the criminal justice process. Indeed, while the victim/
survivors had suggestions on how the process could 
be further improved (as detailed elsewhere in this 
report), many of their key concerns were not about 
the criminal justice process per se but about the 
broader experience of being a ‘complainant’ in a 
sexual offence trial.

For example, in high-profile cases, some victim/
survivors found the presence of the media, and  
the detailed media reports of their cases, difficult  
to contend with. Furthermore, coping with social 
pressure, including from friends, family members 
and the broader community, was considered by 
some to be one of the most difficult aspects of  
the experience. One victim/survivor was physically 
assaulted by supporters of the offender, and two were 
pressured not to pursue their cases. One victim/
survivor even expressed the new-age sentiment 
among friends that she subconsciously ‘drew the 
offence to herself’.

Some victim/survivors reported feeling ‘dropped’ or 
‘cut off’ after their trial, particularly by prosecutors. 

One felt that, particularly in very complex and/or 
intrafamilial sexual offence matters, guidance from 
service providers about strategies for managing after 
the trial would have been helpful. Finally, victim/
survivors reported feeling that they lacked control 
over their cases, and the outcomes of cases. For 
some, the motivation for pursuing the case (ie 
wanting the offender to get help) was at odds with 
the primary purpose of the criminal justice system  
(ie to secure a conviction). As one victim/survivor 
commented, a sense of control is critical for victim/
survivors of sexual offences, as ‘victims have already 
had control taken away from them’. 

Despite the perceived shortcomings of the current 
criminal justice process for victim/survivors of sexual 
offences in the ACT, and the broader pressures 
placed on victim/survivors who participate in the 
criminal justice system, all those interviewed for  
this study (including those whose cases resulted  
in a verdict of not guilty) said they would report the 
offence again and would advise others to report 
sexual offences to police. In line with previous 
research, victim/survivors said that, despite the 
delays and difficulties encountered, they would 
report again because ‘it is the right thing to do’ to 
ensure that others are not victimised in the future, 
and/or to ensure the offender is held accountable or 
receives help. Victim/survivors’ reasons for choosing 
to stay in the criminal justice process are discussed 
in more detail below. 

Key points—Victim/survivor support

•	 Changes	to	legislation	seem	to	have	improved	the	criminal	justice	process	for	victim/survivors.	

•	 The	Wraparound	process	has	helped	law	enforcement	and	victim	support	agencies	understand	the	role	and	needs	of	other	agencies	
providing	services	to	victim/survivors	of	sexual	offences	in	the	ACT;	collaboration	has	therefore	improved	between	the	two	sectors.

•	 Not	all	victim/survivors	are	offered	the	opportunity	to	enter	the	Wraparound	process.	During	2008–09	slightly	more	than	two-thirds	of	
victim/survivors	were	offered	Wraparound;	during	2009–10	it	was	slightly	more	than	half.

•	 Approximately	three-quarters	of	all	victim/survivors	offered	Wraparound	consented	to	the	process.	

•	 To	increase	the	likelihood	of	victim/survivors	consenting	to	this	process,	agencies	may	need	to	discuss	with	victim/survivors	why	
entering	the	Wraparound	process	may	be	preferable	to	the	alternative	of	not	participating	in	it.

•	 Providing	detailed	information	about	the	services	that	each	agency	can	provide	to	victim/survivors	can	be	a	key	factor	in	their	decision	
to	access	support.

•	 Supporters	of	victim/survivors	such	as	family	members	are	currently	underserviced	and	often	not	recognised	in	the	process.	
Supporting	the	supporters	is	important	not	only	for	the	wellbeing	of	the	support	person	but	to	encourage	and	assist	the	victim/survivor	
to	progress	through	the	criminal	justice	system.

•	 Support	and	services	available	to	victim/survivors	were	considered	much	improved	at	all	stages	of	the	criminal	justice	process,	with	
the	exception	of	some	court	processes	(setting	trial	and	pre-trial	hearing	dates,	defence	delaying	tactics,	and	delays	in	the	Supreme	
Court).

•	 There	is	little	evidence	that	the	SARP	reforms	have	made	the	criminal	justice	process	shorter	for	victim/survivors.	In	fact,	some	sexual	
offence	cases	appear	to	now	take	even	longer	to	be	finalised	in	court.	Future	research	is	needed	to	further	examine	this	perception.
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Key points—Victim/survivor satisfaction

•	 Victim/survivors’	motivations	to	report	sexual	offences	to	police	and/or	support	agencies	and	their	initial	expectations	may	shape	their	
satisfaction	with	the	criminal	justice	process.	

•	 Expectations	and	perceptions	of	a	successful	outcome	in	sexual	offence	cases	can	differ	among	police,	support	agencies	and	victim/
survivors.

•	 Some	of	the	victims/survivors’	interviews	reported	negative	experiences	during	the	trial	in	relation	to	media,	friends	and	the	broader	
society.
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As outlined above, a detailed quantitative analysis of 
attrition rates of sexual offences in the ACT criminal 
justice system was not possible as part of this 
preliminary evaluation of the SARP reforms. 
Preliminary quantitative and qualitative data on the 
attrition of sexual offence victim/survivors in the ACT 
criminal justice system were, however, collected 
from key stakeholders. This chapter describes the 
qualitative data. 

Wraparound agencies were unanimous in reporting 
that it was too soon to tell whether SARP reforms 
have had a significant impact on reducing attrition. 
(The reasons for this are outlined in detail above.) 
Chiefly, the long time it takes for sexual offence 
cases to progress through the criminal justice 
system has resulted in only a small number of cases 
being finalised since the reforms were introduced. 

ACT Policing indicated that reasons for attrition can 
be subjective, and a victim/survivor may interpret  
the reasons why their case does not progress in  
a different way from the police and prosecutors.

Common reasons for the attrition of sexual offence 
cases include:

•	 insufficient evidence (eg the victim gave no 
statement, or the offender could not be located);

•	 disrespectful/discourteous treatment of victim/
survivors (by police, courts, and/or support service 
providers);

•	 intrusiveness and trauma arising from cross-
examinations;

•	 victim/survivors not being kept informed of the 
process; and

•	 trial delays.

As described in detail earlier in this report, attrition 
can occur at various ‘points’ in the criminal justice 
process. VSACT staff highlighted that court delays 
can contribute heavily to attrition rates. As one 
representative pointed out, ‘We can do all this 
fantastic work but, until we address court delay, 
people will still drop out.’ 

Attrition after reporting to 
police but prior to court
Attrition in sexual offence cases is not necessarily 
due to the process becoming too hard for the victim/
survivor once the offender has been charged 
(Consultation with ACT Policing). The age of the 
victim/survivor, a lack of corroborating evidence  
(eg physical evidence) and the timing of the offence 
can all have a significant influence on attrition rates 
(Consultation with ACT Policing, CRCC). Cases  
of long-term sexual abuse usually take longer to 
investigate than one-off incidents of sexual violence, 
and this can also affect attrition (Consultation with 
ACT Policing).

Reducing attrition in 
sexual offence matters  
in the ACT criminal  
justice system
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Table 8 Outcome of finalised sexual offence cases reported to ACT Policing, 2008–09 (n=230)

Outcome Number Percent of finalised cases (n=230) Percent of all cases (n=245)a

Complaint	withdrawn 60 26.1 24.5

Insufficient	evidence 64 27.8 26.1

Before	court 29 12.6 11.8

Unidentified	offender 41 17.8 16.7

Enquiries	continuing 7 3.0 2.9

False	allegation 1 0.4 0.4

Transfer	to	other	police	service	
or	other	agency

6 2.6 2.4

No	response	from	victim 6 2.6 2.4

Legislation	issues 1 0.4 0.4

Subject	to	appeal 2 0.8 0.8

Criminal	caution	issued 2 0.8 0.8

Matter	finalised	in	court 10 4.3 4.1

Diplomatic	status 1 0.4 0.4

Total 230 99.60 93.7

a:	Total	does	not	add	up	to	100	due	to	rounding

Source:	Wraparound	data	file

Table 9 Outcome of finalised sexual offence cases reported to ACT Policing, 2009–10 (n=243)

Outcome Number Percent of finalised cases (n=243) Percent of all cases (n=280)a

Complaint	withdrawn 66 27.2 23.6

Insufficient	evidence 83 34.2 29.6

Before	court 27 11.1 9.6

Unidentified	offender 27 11.1 9.6

Enquiries	continuing 0 0.0 0.0

False	allegation 6 2.5 2.1

Transfer	to	other	police	service	
or	other	agency

7 2.9 2.5

No	response	from	victim 13 5.3 4.6

Legislation	issues 2 0.8 0.7

Subject	to	appeal 0 0.0 0.0

Criminal	caution	issued 6 2.5 2.1

Matter	finalised	in	court 6 2.5 2.1

Diplomatic	status 0 0.0 0.0

Total 243 100 86.5

a:	Total	does	not	add	up	to	100	due	to	rounding

Source:	Wraparound	data	file
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Tables 8 and 9 illustrate the outcomes of sexual 
offence cases reported to ACT Policing in 2008–09 
and 2009–10 respectively. The most common 
causes of attrition in the criminal justice system at 
the point of police investigation during the two-year 
period from 1 July 2008 to 30 June 2010 were:

•	 insufficient evidence (31.1% of finalised cases); 

•	 the victim/survivor withdrawing the complaint 
(26.6%); and

•	 inability to identify the offender (14.4%).

Although previous research has found that cases  
of sexual offence against children have one of the 
highest rates of attrition of any offence (Eastwood, 
Kift & Grace 2006), police in the present study 
indicated that in their experience these cases are 
more likely to progress. It is likely that while these 
cases may progress in the criminal justice system, 
they may still result in a finding of not guilty. 
However, police stakeholders reported that they 
often dealt with females in late adolescence who 
were involved in consensual sexual incidents that 
they tended to later regret, and that there is high 
attrition among this group.

The Wraparound data outlined in Tables 8 and 9, 
however, indicate that false allegations were rarely 
made (or recorded) by police during 2008–09 and 
2009–10. In 2008–09 one false allegation was 
recorded (0.4% of all finalised cases), and in 
2009–10 six false allegations were recorded (2.1% 
of all finalised cases). In addition, it should be noted 
that such incidents would not explain the high 
attrition rates recorded at later stages of the criminal 
justice process because they do not make it to court. 

Evidentiary attrition is also common. This is when  
an offence has occurred but there is insufficient 
evidence to prove it. There are also victim/survivors 
who may report an offence to police but do not want 
it to progress further. Determining consent is also 
influenced by age. When victim/survivors are adults, 
the prosecution must prove beyond reasonable 
doubt that the offender knew or was reckless that  
s/he did not have the consent of the other person.

It was hypothesised that if a reverse onus was 
placed on the offender (ie an offender being required 
to prove that s/he did have consent) the attrition  
rate would be lower, although this is not able to be 
tested. For cases involving children, consent is not 

taken into account because all sexual incidents 
involving children less than 16 years of age are 
illegal, making it easier to present a case in court 
(Consultation with ACT Policing). 

Attrition when the matter has been 
referred to the DPP

The DPP representatives observed that by the time  
a case reaches court few victim/survivors ‘pull out’ 
of the criminal justice process. This is in line with 
international research, which indicates that most 
victim/survivors pull out at the investigation stage. 
However, some attrition still occurs at this stage, and 
it was conceded that the key factor in attrition prior 
to SARP was trial delay. As described above, this 
continues to be the case, and delays can occur for 
numerous reasons.

Delays can create additional trauma for the victim 
(Consultation with CRCC) and can influence the 
decision to leave the criminal justice system. In 
addition, the prospect of lengthy delays were 
thought to make victims reluctant to go through  
the process if the sentence given to the offender  
is comparable to the time they wait before the trial 
begins and they give evidence (Consultation with 
ACT Policing). It was therefore suggested that the 
case management process ‘needs to be sharper 
and…held to greater accountability’ (Consultation 
with VSACT).

Reasons that victim/
survivors choose to stay in 
the criminal justice system
Given the high degree of attrition of sexual offence 
cases, victim/survivors who stayed in the criminal 
justice system were asked why they chose to stay. 
One commented that, despite the continuous and 
unwelcome media and social pressure, the key 
motivations for pursuing the case remained—for 
example, seeking recognition that the offence was 
‘not right’ and preventing the same thing happening 
to someone else.

There was also a sense of going ‘too far down the 
path to turn back now’, particularly as a lot of 
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damage had already been done and ‘enemies had 
already been made’ (being physically assaulted by 
supporters of the offender, accused of being ‘in it for 
the money’ and extensive publicity about the case). 
The victim/survivor indicated that during this time 
there was little that the police or support agencies 
could do to address the societal pressures, as this 
was out of their control.

Other victim/survivors chose to stay in the criminal 
justice system to ensure the offender would not be 
able to victimise others and/or to ensure the offender 
received help with issues related to their offending 
(eg drug and alcohol addictions). 

Key points

•	 There	is	little	evidence	available	at	this	stage	about	the	effect	the	SARP	reforms	have	had	on	the	attrition	of	sexual	offence	cases	in	
the	ACT	criminal	justice	system.

•	 Attrition	rates	can	be	influenced	by	a	wide	range	of	factors,	including	the	age	of	the	victim/survivor	and	whether	the	offence	is	
historical	or	recent.

•	 The	length	of	time	it	takes	for	cases	to	be	resolved	in	court,	and	other	delays	associated	with	the	court	process,	are	considered	major	
factors	in	the	attrition	of	sexual	offence	cases	from	the	criminal	justice	system.
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Stakeholders unanimously agreed that a key 
strength of the SARP reform process was the 
positive effect on interagency coordination. 
Underpinning the success of the Wraparound 
collaboration and implementation of the SARP 
reforms are dedicated staff from each agency 
(Consultation with CRCC). Leadership within  
each agency was also considered essential. 

Establishing interagency 
coordination and processes
Agencies have engaged in the reform process in 
various ways. In 2007–08, funding was allocated  
to JACS for a full-time SARP officer to monitor the 
reforms, collaborate with and inform key stakeholders 
on the progress of the reforms, and provide a 
coordination role (Consultation with JACS). A one-off 
SARP forum was conducted in March 2009 that  
was designed to bring relevant agencies together  
to discuss how they could collaborate to improve 
services to victim/survivors of sexual offences.  
(See http://www.justice.act.gov.au/page/view/375.)

Two reference groups were established to implement 
the reforms—the SARP Reference Group and the 
Wraparound Reference Group—with different but 
related objectives. The SARP group focused 

primarily on governance issues, while the 
Wraparound group was oriented towards victim/
survivors and service delivery (Consultation with 
VSACT). The Wraparound process is the primary 
vehicle for coordinating key stakeholder agencies. 

Engaging stakeholder agencies

Some relationships, such as between ACT Policing 
and the DPP, were already established prior to the 
reforms. However, others, such as between CRCC 
and ACT Policing, required a new approach. Not 
every agency participated extensively in the 
reference groups and/or Wraparound meetings,  
and the level of their engagement in the Wraparound 
process varied. It was noted that some agencies’ 
non-engagement in the Wraparound process (eg 
DPP) appeared related to staff and/or management 
factors and that, when management changed,  
there was much greater engagement—often also 
facilitated by many meetings between the heads of 
the key agencies (Consultation with VSACT). Strong 
leadership from team leaders was also seen as a 
driver of the police’s improved relationship with 
CRCC (Consultation with ACT Policing).

An agency’s engagement could also be influenced 
by the benefit it sees in the meetings. For example, 
the DPP’s experience of the new SARP reforms has 
been only minimally affected by Wraparound. The 

Interagency coordination 
and processes 
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DPP stakeholders felt that the introduction of 
Wraparound was of more benefit to the other 
agencies, such as CRCC and VSACT, because even 
before the reforms they essentially had access to all 
victims/survivors of sexual offences who were going 
to court. In addition, the email contact about cases it 
had with other agencies in Wraparound existed prior 
to the establishment of Wraparound. They also 
highlighted that Wraparound was more about 
discussing new cases being presented, while the 
DPP often deals with cases that are not as recent 
and would not be raised in the Wraparound process. 

SARP Reference Group

The SARP Reference Group consisted of JACS, 
ACT Policing, DPP, VSACT, CRCC, FAMSAC, 
CARHU, the Law Society, the Bar Association,  
Legal Aid ACT, ACT Corrective Services, the 
Children and Young People’s Commissioner, and  
the courts. It was established in 2008 by JACS.  
An implementation reference group was set up as  
a subgroup (Consultation with JACS).

Regular meetings with the DPP were a useful vehicle 
for discussing details of the legislation in the lead-up 
to the reforms. There have been fewer meetings 
since the reforms were implemented (Consultation 
with DPP). The meetings are conducted on an ad 
hoc basis, and three to five months often pass 
between them (Consultation with Courts). It was 
noted that the time passing between meetings  
did not reflect poor coordination among agencies; 
rather, the reforms were working well and did not 
require meetings to be held more regularly 
(Consultation with Courts).

Nonetheless, stakeholder agencies (CRCC, VSACT, 
DPP and ACT Policing) were keen to formally 
reconvene the SARP Reference Group as they 
wanted to discuss the practical implications of the 
reforms and any unanticipated outcomes. Presently, 
there is no oversight group to report gaps in and 
issues with the reforms, or to devise ways to address 
them. The reference group was officially reconvened 
in March 2011 and meets on a quarterly basis. 

For example, police said that it would have been 
useful earlier to alert other stakeholders of the 
technical problems they had had with using some  
of the new equipment to make them aware of the 

implications of this for trials. The DPP mentioned 
that it would have been useful to use the group to 
discuss an issue that arose from using pre-recorded 
evidence-in-chief. On this occasion evidence 
recorded when the victim/survivor was 17-years-old 
is to be used in court after her 18th birthday.

As this situation has not been addressed in the 
legislation, it would need to be argued in court to  
be settled, which could take a number of months. 
As such, there is no certainty for the victim/survivor 
or the DPP—although the DPP reported feeling 
confident that the pre-recorded evidence-in-chief will 
eventually be allowed. The DPP noted, however, that 
such things should not be left to chance and that 
this case highlighted the importance of the reforms 
and the need to constantly assess their impact.

Information sharing

Information sharing among Wraparound agencies 
was at times particularly difficult to negotiate, yet  
it has become a positive outcome of the reforms. 
Delays in the information sharing process were often 
related to determining what information could be 
shared. Other information-sharing issues involving 
the DPP that were yet to be resolved include client 
confidentiality, conflict of interest and client privilege 
concerns (Consultation with ACT Policing).

VSACT noted that victim agencies can be hesitant  
to share information, as some previous initiatives 
required them to share too much. As a VSACT 
representative commented, ‘There has to be a  
need to know and you need to be clear about the 
purpose of information-sharing.’ To overcome these 
difficulties, a staff member from the ACT Privacy 
Commission was used to assist with the process, 
which was perceived to give more legitimacy to 
information-sharing arrangements, thus helping 
streamline the process (Consultation with ACT 
Policing).

Memoranda of Understanding

The establishment of Memoranda of Understanding 
(MoUs) among agencies was also perceived to 
facilitate information sharing. For example, the 2008 
MoU among CRCC, FAMSAC and ACT Policing was 
considered beneficial not only to define the 
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parameters of information that could be shared  
but also as a document for refocusing priorities if 
agencies felt they were going ‘off track’ (Consultation 
with ACT Policing). MoUs have also resulted in 
tangible changes in the number of first response 
callouts that CRCC attend (see ‘Improved 
processes’ section above). This process allowed 
CRCC to be recognised as a criminal justice agency 
(it was gazetted as one in 2009), legitimising its 
access to certain criminal justice information. This 
was considered a critical step in improving the level 
of information shared and the ease in accessing 
relevant information.

Information sharing between  
ACT Policing and the DPP

A working relationship between the DPP and ACT 
Policing existed prior to the reforms, as the DPP 
relies on the police to provide the evidence to 
prosecute each case. This relationship is crucial to 
the effective prosecution of sexual offence offenders. 
Since the reforms, one key performance indicator 
has been the number of meetings held between 
police and the DPP on sexual offence matters and 
the WAS role in supporting the victim/survivor. 
However, the DPP indicated that this indicator 
cannot be measured because it has not always  
been timely or practicable to meet formally to 
discuss cases. Instead, the DPP and police discuss 
matters nearly every day on a needs basis. This is in 
addition to meetings held between the DPP’s Sexual 
Offence Unit and SACAT every few months 
(Consultation with DPP).

Distribution of the SARP newsletter

A SARP newsletter was developed to inform 
stakeholders and the wider public of the progress 
and outcome of the proposed reforms. This 
newsletter was intended to be distributed quarterly.

Wraparound processes

One agency indicated that Wraparound has evolved 
since its implementation. Although its primary 
function is the provision of services to victim/
survivors of sexual offences, it has broadened  
its scope over time (Consultation with VSACT). 

Wraparound initially served to ensure that victim/
survivors who reported to police were put in contact 
with a support agency. Now it also incorporates 
ongoing updates on these individuals and the 
services they need (Consultation with VSACT). In 
general, stakeholders consulted for this research 
believe that the Wraparound process is achieving 
what it set out to accomplish: link victim/survivors 
with the appropriate support services when they 
enter the criminal justice system.

Wraparound Charter

The Wraparound Charter (the Charter) was signed  
in late 2010 by each agency involved with and/or 
responsible for sexual offence complainants. The 
agencies include the DPP, VSACT, ACT Policing/AFP 
and CRCC. The service standards of each agency 
involved in the process were developed in a 
separate document. A benefit of the service 
standards documentation is that it outlines how 
each agency is accountable to the others, and it 
does this by detailing precisely the role of each 
agency (Consultation with VSACT). Further, the 
Charter clarifies which Wraparound agency is 
accountable for each service/client (Consultation 
with VSACT). This is seen as a distinct benefit  
not only for the victim/survivor being serviced by 
Wraparound but also for the collaboration of partner 
agencies.

Delays that meant the Charter was not signed until 
late 2010 were attributed to changing personnel, 
absence of a key agency driving the process, and 
absence of an overarching governance framework 
that would shape discussions about the Charter 
(Consultation with VSACT). Changes were also 
made to the terms of reference, but this was done  
in consultation with other Wraparound members 
(Consultation with VSACT). Although many changes 
and actions have taken a long time to negotiate  
or implement (eg the Wraparound Charter), it  
is important to recognise that these are often 
negotiated alongside other core business priorities. 

Wraparound meetings

Wraparound meetings have been held monthly since 
the inception of the Wraparound process. At these 
meetings there are discussions about new referrals, 
including which support agency is best placed to 
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take on each referral. The meetings have mostly 
focused on the original objectives of Wraparound. 
However, as raised earlier, Wraparound members 
have recognised the need to re-establish the SARP 
Reference Group, which they have done informally 
(Consultation with VSACT). This group was formed 
as an ‘in-between’ response to agencies’ desire to 
discuss issues broader than the provision of victim/
survivor services. This resulted in a forum to progress 
service standards and the Wraparound Charter, and 
to discuss issues the agencies have encountered. 
One possible issue with the reference group is that it 
needs a governance framework that accommodates 
all the different objectives of the agencies involved in 
the SARP reforms. For example, the Wraparound 
process is very focused on victim/survivors, while 
agencies point out that there are other objectives  
to be considered. These include:

•	 new technology and its implications;

•	 protection of the accused person’s rights;

•	 treatment of convicted persons; and 

•	 legislative changes.

It was acknowledged that the Wraparound process 
has improved communication among involved 
agencies regarding who should make contact with 
the victim/survivor and what services are to be 
offered (Consultation with ACT Policing). 

ACT Policing suggested that additional monthly 
meetings they hold with the DPP since December 
2009 have been quite successful, attributing this  
to the appointment of the specialist sexual offence 
case workers at the DPP.

Coordination among agencies

Stakeholder agencies commented that the 
Wraparound process has helped streamline the 
services they provide to victim/survivors, enabling 
them to use their time more efficiently. In particular,  
it was noted that now agency staff ‘know who to go 
to’ if they need to contact someone about a case 
(Consultation with Courts). Agencies agreed that, as 
a result of this collaboration, fewer victim/survivors 
are being under- or overserviced. Improved information 
sharing among agencies has enabled them to  
track victim/survivors as they progress through the 
criminal justice system. However, it is noted that this 
ceases once a case has left Wraparound, although 

an agency still involved with a victim/survivor can still 
access information about the case.

There is also a perception that more victim/survivors 
are now accessing services more appropriate to 
their needs. Prior to Wraparound, ACT Policing 
indicated that they would receive calls from victim/
survivors needing to talk about the case that would 
be more appropriate for a counsellor. This was 
problematic as police are not trained as counsellors. 
The Wraparound process has allowed victim/
survivors to be linked to a counsellor (from CRCC or 
VSACT, for example) who is trained to assist them, 
and this eases the pressure on police so that they 
can concentrate their resources on the investigation 
(Consultation with ACT Policing). In addition, instead 
of CRCC employees obtaining information from ACT 
Policing via a complicated process, they can now 
contact the relevant police officer directly.

Coordination between ACT Policing and victim 
support agencies, particularly CRCC, was singled 
out by the majority of stakeholders as a key success 
of the SARP reforms (Consultation with ACT 
Policing, VSACT, CRCC). Apart from agencies 
having a greater understanding of the different 
functions of police and victim service agencies, 
stakeholders also reported greater appreciation of 
how each Wraparound agency can assist the others 
to achieve a common goal. CRCC noted that a 
detective who worked with them on sexual offence 
cases commented to them that they ‘couldn’t 
imagine doing the job without us’. This was 
considered very different to attitudes in the years 
prior to the reforms (Consultation with CRCC). 

The joint response of ACT Policing and CRCC at the 
time of crisis has helped free police up to focus on 
investigating while the CRCC counsellor focuses on 
the needs of the victim/survivor (such as emotional 
support or other practical matters that may be 
affected by the offence). The collaborative working 
relationship of ACT Policing, CRCC and other 
Wraparound agencies is also perceived to have had 
a positive effect on clients. CRCC indicated that the 
good relationship and rapport they now have with 
the police and other support agencies, showing they 
are all working towards the same goals, can build 
confidence in the victim/survivor and help develop 
trust. This positive response at the time of crisis is 
considered a crucial step in providing long-term 
support for victim/survivors (Consultation with CRCC). 
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Need for a key driver in  
Wraparound and SARP reforms

The lack of a key driving agency was considered  
one of the weaknesses in the coordination of the 
SARP reforms, which also influences Wraparound 
coordination. Although this did not have a great 
impact on the level of coordination among agencies, 
it was conceded that a key driver is needed to assist 
with the continued implementation of the reforms 
and to streamline related processes. In the initial 
implementation phase, the presence of a funded 
SARP implementation officer from JACS was 
considered extremely useful and important, 
particularly in relation to coordinating meetings  
and making sure that the processes were running 
smoothly. However, this position was non-ongoing. 
The Wraparound agencies were unanimous in 
wanting this position to be made ongoing, and  
they considered JACS the best agency to drive  
the reform agenda. However, the position depends 
ultimately on resources being made available.

Training

Various training activities have been developed  
to educate key personnel on the reforms and the 
implications of these changes. Training has been 
specifically developed in the following areas:

•	 the use of new equipment used in the court and  
in the remote witness facility for relevant court 
personnel;

•	 development of a support DVD on the SARP 
reforms; and

•	 evidence-in-chief provisions for police.

In March 2009 there was a two-day SARP forum 
where all the relevant agencies gave presentations 
on how Wraparound works and the issues related to 
the reforms. Training on the SARP reforms was also 
delivered by the DPP to prosecutors and the AFP on 
a needs basis when the reforms were first 
introduced and has continued on this basis, 
however, these sessions are not formally recorded.

Training on the use of  
equipment in the courts

The SARP technology officer has been funded on  
an ongoing basis by the courts to provide monitoring 

and assistance with the technology that has been 
introduced and to train relevant personnel in the use 
of the equipment (Consultation with Courts). This 
position is considered an essential component of 
effective use of the equipment. The technology 
officer also trains every relevant judge’s associate  
on how the equipment works. The SARP technology 
officer is now also available during court sessions, 
and will often attend trials to ensure that equipment 
is working correctly. In addition to this training, a 
procedure manual was also developed.

Police training materials

Three types of training material were developed for 
police as part of the SARP reforms: training on 
evidence-in-chief provisions; training by the DPP to 
SACAT on SARP provisions (including training AFP 
on sex offence prosecutions that include SARP) and 
a support DVD. ACT Policing reported that police 
are made aware of the sections of the reforms that 
are relevant to policing, particularly in relation to the 
qualifications needed to perform evidence-in-chief 
interviews (as only police accredited in conducting 
evidence-in-chief interviews can be used). There 
were mixed opinions on the quality of training 
delivered to the police, with one participant 
perceiving it as being slow to be established, 
providing inadequate information and being delivered 
in an ad hoc fashion. This was because there was 
no specific Wraparound training, and the training 
centred on watching a DVD. It was also noted that 
the training ‘doesn’t sink in’ until police have to deal 
with a victim/survivor of a sexual offence. 

However, some investigators indicated that the  
DVD was adequate, and that it is a requirement  
for officers of a particular rank to participate in  
the training sessions as part of their performance 
development assessment.

Evidence-in-chief provisions training

This was considered a big commitment and in the 
earlier stages involved a mentoring component. 
Although the mentoring element is not so common 
now, the training has evolved to include developing 
skills for engaging with sexual offence victims, 
interview techniques, information on the overall 
reforms, court process information, and details on 
Wraparound. 
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SARP training DVD

Although the production of a seven-minute SARP 
training DVD was behind schedule (by six to eight 
months), it is now readily available to all ACT police 
officers on their intranet. This DVD is also discussed 
at recruitment training and sessions have been 
completed with officers, although there is still a  
gap in coverage as many officers missed the training 
on Wraparound. SACAT officers in the consultation 
found the training video to be adequate; however, 
they are unsure of whether this is also the case for 
general first response officers. 

It was noted that the delay in producing the DVD 
resulted in some police not being provided with 
training. In addition, there were variations in the 
number of police officers who had used the 
resources, depending on the station. One police 
station (Tuggeranong), whose Officer in Charge (OIC) 
appeared to be very supportive of Wraparound,  
had a very high take-up rate of the training. This 
contrasted with other stations with less supportive 
OICs and correspondingly lower take-up rates of 
training. 

Despite this, police reported that senior management 
is very supportive of SARP and Wraparound and are 
keen to progress the reforms. It was noted that the 
Chief Police Officer had great interest in the reforms: 
officers reported that when they made suggestions 
on the reforms to the Chief Police Officer, they were 
confident they would be considered. As a result, 
they felt they had the opportunity to make positive 
changes. 

Victim/survivor perceptions  
of collaboration among  
criminal justice agencies 

Overall, the victim/survivors interviewed for this study 
reported that criminal justice agencies collaborated 
well. Victim/survivors described services as ‘pretty 
streamlined’ and felt there was little duplication 
among the services. One victim/survivor commented 
that this collaboration was critical as it meant she 
could avoid having to repeat her story to multiple 
service providers. 

Two of the victim/survivors commented, however, 
that there remains some lack of collaboration 
between police and support services. One victim/
survivor felt that police were somewhat derisive 
about counselling services and considered them  
‘a bit fluffy’. In another case, a support agency staff 
member made derisive comments about a particular 
police officer. Another victim/survivor considered 
collaboration between police officers and the 
support agencies as personality driven, claiming 
that, while some police officers seemed to 
collaborate well with support services, others  
did not. 

Key points

•	 There	has	been	a	great	improvement	in	coordination	and	collaboration	among	relevant	agencies,	particularly	between	ACT	Policing	
and	CRCC	since	Wraparound	started.

•	 Relationships	among	agencies	have	moved	from	coordination	to	collaboration,	with	agencies	proactively	liaising	with	each	other	as	a	
result	of	the	SARP	reforms.

•	 This	collaborative	working	environment	is	considered	to	be	having	a	beneficial	impact	on	victim/survivors,	by	both	increasing	victim/
survivors’	confidence	in	the	agencies	and	by	assisting	victim/survivors	to	access	appropriate	services.

•	 Collaboration	among	agencies	is	also	helping	them	streamline	services	and	use	time	and	resources	more	efficiently.

•	 Wraparound	is	continuously	evolving	in	its	purpose	and	activities	to	reflect	the	reality	of	implementing	and	sustaining	the	SARP	
reforms.	

•	 Training	on	the	reforms	has	been	promoted	in	ACT	Policing,	with	mixed	opinion	on	its	success,	but	it	was	recognised	that	it	is	only	
when	police	are	confronted	with	a	victim/survivor	of	a	sexual	offence	that	the	training	‘sinks	in’.

•	 Stakeholders	felt	strongly	that	one	agency	should	play	a	coordination	role,	and	that	an	implementation	officer	based	at	JACS	should	
be	an	ongoing	component	of	the	SARP	reforms.
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This report has outlined findings from a preliminary 
evaluation of the ACT’s Sexual Assault Reform 
Program (SARP). Given its infancy, it is not possible 
at this stage to draw concrete conclusions about  
the efficacy of the SARP reforms. The preliminary 
evaluation nonetheless raises some key points about 
the successes and shortcomings of the reforms  
to date. The remainder of this section summarises 
these and provides some recommendations for  
both the future of SARP and future evaluations of  
its reforms. 

SARP’s main objectives are reiterated as follows:

•	 improving the processes and support for victims 
of sexual offences as they progress through the 
criminal justice system;

•	 reducing attrition in sexual offence matters in  
the criminal justice system; and

•	 improving coordination and collaboration of 
agencies involved in the criminal justice system.

By implementing these reforms, change is expected 
to occur via the following key mechanisms: 

•	 reducing the length of time a victim/survivor 
spends in the criminal justice system; 

•	 providing more support at the time of contact; 

•	 improving coordination among agencies; and 

•	 reducing the impact on victim/survivors of 
reporting sexual offences. 

Key successes of  
the reforms to date
Overall, it appears that the more successful 
elements of SARP relate to the coordination among 
agencies that administer SARP and participate in 
Wraparound. This success is underpinned by the 
willingness of agency staff to engage in the process. 
The proactiveness of many of the Wraparound 
agencies in re-engaging in a reference group (albeit 
at this stage informally) in order to work through 
issues related to the reforms is indicative of the level 
of collaboration and trust among the agencies and 
their commitment to work together to improve the 
implementation of the reforms beyond minimum 
obligations.

As a result, the agencies have moved from an 
arrangement of simple coordination to one of 
proactive collaboration. This has enabled them to 
avoid under- or over-servicing victim/survivors and 
focus on their specific roles in the ACT criminal 
justice system. The increased collaboration among 
agencies appears to have resulted in a ‘joined up’ 
process for victim/survivors, as well as a more 
efficient use of resources.

In addition, the upgrading of technology and 
equipment (eg SARP remote witness facilities, better 
audiovisual and recording systems) has made the 

Conclusions, 
recommendations  
and future directions
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criminal justice process less prone to equipment 
failure and has helped create a more supportive 
context for victim/survivors giving evidence. This  
is underpinned by the presence of the SARP 
technology officer. The remote witness room has 
also had positive consequences for victim/survivors, 
allowing them to give evidence away from the 
accused and outside of the courtroom. This is  
also the case for the evidence-in-chief provisions. 
Although simple changes, they have brought about 
significant improvements in services to victim/
survivors of sexual offences.

Importantly, the SARP reforms appear to have 
improved the criminal justice process for victim/
survivors of sexual offences in the ACT. Stakeholders 
consulted for this study felt strongly that their 
increased collaboration has resulted in fewer victim/
survivors ‘falling through the cracks’ of the criminal 
justice system. In addition, specific legislative 
changes, such as allowing victim/survivors to give 
evidence at pre-trial hearings, are considered by 
stakeholders to have improved the criminal justice 
process for victim/survivors.

Although only a small number of victim/survivors 
were able to be interviewed for this study (n=5),  
all made positive comments about elements of  
the SARP reforms. In particular, victim/survivors 
appreciated:

•	 collaboration among agencies, which meant  
they did not have to repeatedly tell their story;

•	 technological advances, like CCTV, which meant 
they did not have to face the offender in the 
courtroom;

•	 the remote witness facility, as this reduced the 
likelihood of seeing the offender during the trial; 
and

•	 ongoing support and assistance provided by  
law enforcement and service delivery providers.

Importantly, victim/survivors were largely satisfied 
with the criminal justice process and claimed they 
would report an offence again, even in cases where 
a verdict of not guilty was handed down. 

As noted throughout this report, however, victim/
survivors had a range of suggestions as to how the 
criminal justice process in the ACT could be further 
improved for them. It should also be noted that 
victim/survivors’ motivations for pursuing their cases 

(and claiming they would do so again) often 
stemmed from factors unrelated to the criminal 
justice system per se (eg because ‘it is the right 
thing to do’).

Key areas for future 
improvements
Despite these successes, a number of areas for 
improvement remain. As outlined in more detail in 
the recommendations below, not all of these are 
within the control of the SARP agencies. They are 
nonetheless issues that SARP agencies, the broader 
criminal justice system and the community as a 
whole should be aware of if criminal justice 
responses to sexual offending are to improve. 

Attrition in the criminal justice system 

As described earlier in this report, the SARP reforms 
have not been in place for long enough to assess 
their impact on rates of attrition of sexual offence 
cases in the criminal justice system. However, this 
preliminary evaluation suggests that as a result of 
the reforms victim/survivor experiences through the 
criminal justice system has improved. This should 
encourage victim/survivors to remain in the criminal 
justice system, which in turn will contribute to a 
reduction in rates of attrition in the future. The 
capacity of the reforms to reduce attrition should 
nonetheless comprise a key component of future 
evaluations of SARP. 

Trial delays

Although preliminary, this evaluation suggests that 
the SARP reforms have not yet had an impact on 
reducing the time it takes for sexual offences to 
progress through the court system. In particular, the 
legislative changes to committal hearings that have 
allowed cases to move through the Magistrates 
Court more swiftly did not appear to reduce the time 
it takes for cases to be finalised in the Supreme 
Court. The persistence of delays must be carefully 
monitored to ensure it does not have a detrimental 
impact on the victim/survivors or on overall attrition 
rates.
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However, court delays are not isolated to sexual 
offence cases but are considered a ‘global’ problem 
affecting every type of case that progresses to the 
Supreme Court. Consequently, the SARP reforms 
alone are unlikely to have a significant effect on the 
length of time it takes for cases to be finalised in the 
Supreme Court. This issue therefore needs to be 
considered in relation to other criminal proceedings 
in the ACT judicial system (Consultation with Courts). 
It is important for local agencies that provide 
services to victim/survivors of sexual offences to 
focus on the elements of the criminal justice process 
that they have some control over; in most cases this 
does not include court delays.

Broader social pressure on victims

One of the more striking perceptions of the victim/
survivors was that public responses to their cases 
(including responses of family, friends and 
acquaintances), and in some cases media coverage, 
were a greater source of stress than the criminal 
justice process. This suggests that improving victim/
survivor perceptions of justice should not be solely 
reliant on the actions of traditional criminal justice 
agencies such as the police, courts and the DPP;  
it should be broadened to other sectors that could 
provide victims ‘a menu of options’ (Daly 2011: 26) 
that do not necessarily sit within formal criminal 
justice channels.

This is not to suggest that further initiatives that aim 
to reduce trial delays and improve the experience  
of victim/survivors within the criminal justice system 
are not worth exploring. Rather, future approaches 
specific to criminal justice should be considered in 
concert with less traditional, more victim-focused 
responses.

The ‘forgotten victims’  
of sexual offences

Consultations with stakeholders and interviews with 
victim/survivors revealed that, although processes 
appear to have improved for primary victim/survivors 
of sexual offences, secondary victims (ie close family 
members) could be better supported in the ACT. 
This is critical not only for the wellbeing of secondary 
victims but also because these individuals provide a 
key source of support to the primary victim/survivors 

of sexual offences. Providing enhanced services  
to these ‘forgotten victims’ should therefore both 
improve criminal justice processes for victim/
survivors and contribute towards reducing attrition  
in the system in the longer term. 

This preliminary evaluation has further identified that, 
while the SARP reforms may have improved criminal 
justice processes for child and adult victim/survivors, 
adolescent victim/survivors could be better 
supported with more appropriate measures to assist 
them through the criminal justice process. 

Recommendations
Ultimately, the SARP reforms have provided a useful 
foundation on which to continue improving service 
provision to victim/survivors of sexual offences in  
the ACT. As highlighted earlier in this report, in some 
instances successes have not been achieved  
in isolation, and a number of other strategies 
implemented alongside the SARP reforms (eg the 
Court Improvement Project) have contributed to 
current improvements. 

Nonetheless, this report makes a number of 
recommendations related to meeting the objectives 
of the SARP reforms. These are outlined below. 

•	 As lengthy trial delays can still affect sexual 
offence cases in the criminal justice system, the 
ACT may consider introducing a time limit for 
sexual offence cases. Time limits have been 
legislated in other Australian jurisdictions 
specifically for sexual offences. For example, in 
Victoria, section 99(2) of its Criminal procedure 
Act 2009 has specified that committal 
proceedings should be determined within two 
months of the committal mention hearing (http://
www.legislation.vic.gov.au/domino/Web_Notes/
LDMS/LTObject_Store/LTObjSt6.nsf/DDE300B84
6EED9C7CA257616000A3571/7CC40F6124771
AF0CA257981000F95DE/$FILE/09-7aa19B%20
authorised.pdf). The Northern Territory’s Sexual 
Offences (Evidence and Procedure) Act, section 
3A also imposes time limits, namely:

1. If a person is to be tried summarily for a sexual 
offence, the trial must be commenced within 
3 months of the matter being first mentioned in 
court. 
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2. If a person is charged with an indictable 
offence that is a sexual offence, a preliminary 
investigation under Part V, Division 1 of the 
Justices Act must be commenced within 3 
months of the matter being first mentioned in 
court. 

3. If a person is to be tried on indictment for a 
sexual offence, the trial must be commenced 
within 3 months of the person being committed 
for trial. 

4. The court in which the person is to be tried, or 
which is to conduct a preliminary examination 
(as the case may be) may, if it thinks fit, at any 
time and despite that the period fixed by 
subsection (1), (2) or (3) (as the case may be) 
has expired, grant an extension, not exceeding 
3 months, of the period. 

5. More than one extension may be granted 
under subsection (4).

The effectiveness of these and similar provisions 
could be reviewed and, if determined effective in 
reducing trial delays in the ACT, adapted to suit  
the needs of ACT stakeholders.

•	 A key agency driver is required to ensure the 
SARP reforms continue to be implemented 
appropriately, and to monitor any changes or 
developments that require Wraparound attention. 
This could also involve formalising the Wraparound 
and/or SARP development groups. JACS has 
been identified as the agency best placed to 
provide this support, and JACS has indicated  
that it is committed to providing a continuing 
monitoring role and to helping facilitate SARP 
Reference Group meetings on a needs basis. 

•	 Fuller explanations of the Wraparound process 
should to be provided to victim/survivors of sexual 
offences. As the take-up of Wraparound could  
be increased, clearer explanations of what 
participating in Wraparound would mean for 
victim/survivors and how they could benefit need 
to be delivered to those reporting sexual offences 
in the Australian Capital Territory.

•	 An increased focus on assisting and supporting 
the ‘forgotten victims’ of sexual offences, primarily 
family members who support victim/survivors 
through the criminal justice process, should be a 
key consideration of future SARP developments. 

•	 More appropriate service provision to adolescent 
victim/survivors should also be a future priority,  
as this preliminary evaluation has identified that 
criminal justice measures are often most 
appropriate for young children or adults.

•	 As continuity for victim/survivors was highlighted 
by both service delivery providers and victim/
survivors as a critical aspect of the criminal justice 
process, ACT Policing could consider allowing 
SACAT officers to remain involved in sexual 
offence cases even after they have been rotated 
out of SACAT. Although officers are rotated  
for occupational health and safety and career 
development reasons, stakeholders reported that 
some officers want to remain involved in sexual 
offence cases. 

•	 Community education, while clearly outside  
the domain of SARP agencies, is nonetheless  
an important objective. For victim/survivors 
interviewed for this study, social pressure was 
often the worst aspect of progressing through  
the criminal justice system. 

As stressed above, it is recognised that these are 
not all within the direct control of SARP agencies, 
and should be addressed by criminal and social 
justice agencies more broadly. 

Future evaluation  
of the Sexual Assault 
Reform Program
It is recommended that the SARP reforms are 
evaluated more fully once they are further embedded 
in the ACT criminal justice system. In particular, 
future evaluations should consider the views of a 
much larger number of victim/survivors of sexual 
offences than were able to be interviewed for this 
preliminary evaluation. As outlined above, future 
research should consider in particular whether  
and why trial delays continue and the effects of  
the SARP reforms on levels of attrition. 

Further, the researchers recognise the ongoing 
importance of investigating service delivery to 
victims/survivors of sexual offences who are from 
CALD backgrounds, who have mental illness 
problems and/or a disabilities, and who are of 
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Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander descent. The 
effect (if any) of the reforms on these groups should 
be explored where possible. It was also raised that 
for future evaluations carers of victim/survivors with a 
disability could be consulted. Of particular concern 
was the potential for victim/survivors with disabilities 

to experience credibility issues when pursuing cases 
within the criminal justice system. More targeted 
training for police officers and other professionals  
on responding to victim/survivors of sexual offences 
who have disabilities (eg in non-verbal ways of 
communicating) would be beneficial in this regard.
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SARP evaluation indicators (updated 29 April 2011)

Objective 1:

Improve processes and support for victims of sexual offences as they progress through the criminal justice system

Number	of	sexual	offence	cases	reported	to	police

Number	of	victim/survivors	offered	support	in	the	criminal	justice	system

Type	of	support	taken	up	by	victim/survivor

How	many	victim/survivors	consent	to	Wraparound	process

How	many	victim/survivors	consent	to	CRCC	support	at	the	time	

Timing	of	first	contact	with	victim/survivor

Number	of	victim/survivors	who	do	not	take	up	Wraparound	service	and	why

Number	of	times	victim/survivor	offered	support

Time	of	consent	to	entering	Wraparound	(eg	immediately	after,	other	contact	times	etc)

Quality	and	timeliness	of	support	offered	to	victim/survivors

Number	of	pre-trial	applications

Number	of	pre	trials	that	proceed

Availability	of	equipment

Number	of	people	who	choose	not	to	use	the	video	equipment

Number	of	people	who	choose	to	use	the	one-way	screen

Number	of	key	reforms	completed

Number	of	children	interviewed	in	accordance	with	the	legislation	(division	4.2a:	use	of	pre-recorded	evidence-in-chief)

Number	of	these	interviews	used	in	court

Number	of	proposed	legislation	changes	that	have	been	implemented

Who	goes	to	court	with	the	victims?	(friend/family,	CRCC,	Victim	Support,	DPP)

Court	processes	that	are	available	and/or	effective

Victim	satisfaction	at	court	or	in	Court	processes

Flow	of	information	to	victims

Objective 2: Reduce attrition in sexual offence matters in the criminal justice system

Number	of	sexual	offence	cases	reported	to	police

Cases	that	progress	to	DPP	stage	of	process

Cases	that	progress	to	the	Magistrates	Court

Number	of	cases	that	do	not	progress	within	the	Magistrates	Court

Cases	that	progress	to	the	Supreme	Court

Cases	that	progress	to	sentencing/court	outcome	

Appendix A:  
Indicator document
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SARP evaluation indicators (updated 29 April 2011) (continued)

Cases	that	comply	with/breach	the	sentence	order

Length	of	time	from	reporting	to	police	to	case	finalised	in	court

Duration	of	the	case	in	the	courts:

–	→ Magistrates

–	→ Supreme

Reasons	why	some	victims	choose	to	stay	in	the	criminal	justice	system

Objective 3: Improve coordination and collaboration of agencies involved in the criminal justice system

Number	of	SARP	meetings

Nature	and	quality	of	SARP	meetings	

Number	of	Wraparound	meetings,	signings	of	Charter	and	service	standards	developed

Nature	and	quality	of	Wraparound	meetings

(CRCC)	First	Response	team	interaction	with	police,	FAMSAC	and	CARHU

Nature	and	quality	of	First	Response	team	interaction	with	police,	FAMSAC	and	CARHU

Number	of	DPP—police	meetings	focusing	on	sexual	offence	matters	and	WAS	role	in	supporting	victim

Nature	and	quality	of	DPP—police	meetings	focusing	on	sexual	offence	matters	and	WAS	role	in	supporting	victim/survivor

Attendance	number	and	range	of	attendees	at	SARP	forum

Number	of	attendees	at	SARP	meetings

Number	and	type	of	SARP	training	sessions	delivered

Quality	and	timeliness	of	SARP	training	sessions	delivered

Development	and	signing	of	MOUs

Number	and	nature	of	seminars	conducted	with	service	providers	on	the	implementation	of	SARP	legislation

Quality	and	timeliness	of	seminars	conducted	with	service	providers	on	the	implementation	of	SARP	legislation

Number	of	training	on	the	use	of	equipment

Quarterly	distribution	of	SARP	newsletters	
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Appendix B: Wraparound 
terms of reference
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Appendix C: Part 3 
Crimes Act (1900)
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