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Executive Summary 

There has been growing concern about the prevalence, and prevention, of sexual violence amongst the Australian 

community. In recent years several Royal Commissions, as well as independent inquiries by the Australian 

Human Rights Commission (AHRC) and others, have revealed high rates of sexual harassment and incidents of 

sexual assault in institutional settings, workplaces, universities, and other settings including the home (Royal 

Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse, 2017; Royal Commission into Family Violence, 

2016; ARHC, 2020; AHRC, 2017; Szoke, 2021). The criminal justice system’s response to sexual offending has 

also been under scrutiny as research has shown incidents of rape and sexual assault are significantly 

underreported, under-prosecuted and under-convicted (Tidmarsh & Hamilton, 2020). The Victorian Law Reform 

Commission (VLRC) is currently conducting a review of sexual offences, an aspect of which is identifying the 

barriers to resolving sexual offences that are reported to police (VLRC, 2020). 

This paper presents the Crime Statistics Agency’s (CSA) findings from a study of the attrition of police-recorded 

sexual offence incidents through the Victorian justice system (i.e., the number of matters that enter but do not 

progress through the criminal justice system process). This study identifies the number of incidents that 

progress through five key stages including: whether the complaint was withdrawn, an offender identified, any 

charges laid, charges finalised in court and, lastly, whether charges were proven in court. The study also 

identifies the factors that are associated with likelihood of progression. For example, whether certain offence 

types or offender or victim survivor demographics are more or less likely to progress. 

Key findings 

1. 1 in 7 sexual offence incidents reported to police was ultimately proven in court 

There were 14,910 incidents involving at least one sexual offence reported to police in the two years from 1 July 

2015 to 30 June 2017. Of these, 1 in 7 (15%, n=2,222) incidents ultimately resulted in charges being proven in 

court (Figure 1, Figure 2).  

Figure 1. Attrition of sexual offence incidents through the Victorian criminal justice system, police-recorded 

incidents 2015/16 – 2016/17  

 

Attrition was highest during the police investigation stages of the justice system process (see Police record 
offender and Police charge offender in Figure 2 below). Police formally identified an offender for half (48%) of 

incidents, and they charged half (52%) of those identified offenders. This means a total of 75% of all incidents 

that entered the criminal justice system did not progress past the police investigation stage.  

Attrition was lowest immediately following the police investigation: 92% of incidents where charges were laid by 

police were finalised in court. Although prosecution data was not included in this study, this figure does suggest 

by proxy, that most matters referred for prosecution do proceed.  

Finally, two-thirds (65%) of incidents that had charges finalised in court had a proven outcome recorded for at 

least one of those charges. 
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Figure 2. Sexual offences incident attrition at each stage of the criminal justice system, 2015/16 – 2016/17.  

 

2. Rape incidents were the least likely to progress through the justice system 

Forty-one percent of sexual offence incidents in this study involved a rape offence. Rape incidents had the 
highest attrition rate, meaning they were the least likely to result in a proven outcome in court of any offence 
type. One in 10 rape incidents reported to police resulted in a proven court outcome. This figure dropped to 8% 
for rape incidents involving adult victim survivors (aged 18 years or older). 

The most common type of sexual offence reported to police was indecent assault, which accounted for 45% of all 

incidents in this study. Approximately 1 in 7 (15%) indecent assault incidents were proven in court. In contrast to 

rape incidents, indecent assault incidents that involved a child or adolescent victim survivors (aged under 18 

years) were less likely to result in a proven outcome (10%) than incidents involving an adult victim. 

Attrition rates were lower for some types of sexual offending. Just over 1 in 3 (36%) sexual offence against 

children incidents (predominantly child sexual abuse material and grooming offences) and 26% of image-based 

sexual abuse (intimate image-based offences) incidents resulted in a charge being proven at court. Many of 

these offences involve the production or distribution of images. These images potentially represent physical 

evidence of the crime and may provide a ‘digital footprint’ to aid police investigations.  

3. One in five incidents resulted in the victim survivor withdrawing their complaint 

Figure 3 below illustrates the key points at which sexual offence incidents ‘exit’ the criminal justice system. As 

shown, the victim survivor withdrew their complaint after reporting the sexual offence to police in one in five 

incidents (19%). Although further information on the reason the victim survivor withdrew their complaint was not 

available in this study, previous Victorian qualitative research into withdrawn rape complaints found that victim 

survivors often withdrew from the process due to time delays and a lack of certainty about whether their case 

would proceed or not (Heenan & Murray, 2006). Other points where sexual offence incident progression was 

most commonly discontinued were: 

• an offender was identified but a summons to appear in court was not authorised, meaning the offender 

was not charged (22%). 

• police investigated the incident and determined there was insufficient evidence that a crime had 

occurred (no offence was disclosed) (18%). 

Charges proven in court
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Charges proven
n=2,222 65%

Charges not 
proven

35%

Charges not 
finalised in court

8%

Offender not 
charged

48%

Offender not 
identified

52% Complaint withdrawn 19% 
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• police investigated the incident but were not able to ‘solve’ it (i.e., formally identify an offender) (14%). 

Just over 7% of all incidents resulted in a proven outcome in court and a prison sentence for the offender. A 

further 8% were proven in court and the offender received a non-custodial sentence, such as a community 

corrections order or fine. 

Figure 3. Police and court outcomes for sexual offence incidents that enter the criminal justice system 

=1% of incidents % Incident outcome 
Incident 
reported 

Offender 
identified 

Offender 
charged 

Charge 
finalised 
in court 

Charge 
proven 
in court 

 19% Complaint withdrawn      

 18% No offence disclosed      

 14% Unsolved      

 2% Other      

 22% 
Summons not 
authorised      

 1% 
Offender 
cautioned/other      

 2% 
Charges laid but not 
finalised in court      

 8% Charges not proven      

 8% 
Charges proven, non-
custodial sentence      

 7% 
Charges proven, 
custodial sentence      

 

4. Incidents involving strangers, ‘co-occurring offences’ and those occurring in 

regional Victoria were more likely to progress through the justice system 

Some characteristics of sexual offence incidents were associated with the likelihood of progression at certain 

points of the criminal justice system process. The grey boxes below summarise these factors separately for 

‘contact’ offences (rape, indecent assault, and incest) and ‘non-contact’ offences (sexual offences against 

children and image-based abuse).  

The following factors were found to impact attrition at multiple stages of the justice system process: 

Relationship type – In general, incidents where the victim survivor and offender were strangers were more likely 

to progress for rape, indecent assault, and incest offences. The exception to this trend was at the offender 

identification stage as, perhaps unsurprisingly, police were more likely to identify an offender if the parties were 

known to each other. 

Offence type - The type of offence impacted on the likelihood of progression through the police stages, for 

example rape incidents were less likely to progress at multiple police stages, as were image-based sexual 

offence incidents. The type of offence was not significantly related to charges being finalised or proven in court.  

Incidents also involving other, non-sexual, offences (co-occurring offences) - Incidents that also involved a non-

sexual ‘co-occurring offence’ consistently progressed further through the justice system than those that only 

involved sexual offences. However, there was evidence that these incidents were less likely to result in a proven 

outcome at court.  

Geographical location - An offender was more likely to be identified for incidents that occurred in regional Victoria 

than those in metropolitan Melbourne. Charges were more likely to be laid for contact offences that occurred in 

regional Victoria. However, geographical location was not associated with progression at the court stages.  
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Victim survivor age - In general, rape, indecent assault and incest offences involving child and adolescent victims 

were more likely to progress than those involving adults. Incidents involving young people were less likely to be 

withdrawn, more likely to result in an offender being charged and more likely to have those charges finalised in 

court. Conversely, an offender was less likely to be identified for offences involving victims aged under 18. 

 

What factors are related to progression of non-contact offence incidents? 

‘Non-contact’ offences include sexual offences against children (predominantly child sexual abuse material and grooming) 

and image based sexual offences (intimate image-based offences).  

Offence type 

• Sexual offences against children were more likely 
to proceed (complaint not withdrawn) and more 
likely to have charges laid than image-based sex 
offences.  

• However, sexual offences against children were 
less likely to have an offender identified. 

Incidents with a victim survivor identified 

• More likely to have charges laid 

Offender sex 

• Male offenders were more likely to have charges 

laid than female offenders 

Geographical location  

• Incidents in regional Victoria were more likely to 

have offender identified than incidents in 

metropolitan Melbourne. 

Incidents involving a non-sexual co-occurring offence 

• More likely to proceed with complaint (complaint 

not withdrawn). 

• More likely to identify an offender. 

• More likely to have charges laid. 

• More likely to have charges finalised in court. 

• Less likely to be have charges proven in court. 

Incident location type 

• Incidents in ‘other’ locations (e.g., bars, shops) 
were more likely to have offender charged than 
residential incidents. 

Time between incident occurring and being reported  

• Incidents reported more than 2 weeks after they 
occurred were more likely to have an offender 
identified and more likely to have charges laid 
than those reported within 2 weeks. 
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What factors are related to progression of contact offence incidents?  

‘Contact’ offences include rape, indecent assault and incest.  

Offence type 

• Incest incidents were more likely to proceed 

(complaint not withdrawn) than rape incidents. 

• Indecent assault incidents were more likely to 

have charges laid than rape incidents. 

Incidents involving a non-sexual co-occurring offence  

• More likely to proceed (complaint not withdrawn). 

• More likely to have an offender identified. 

• More likely to have charges laid. 

• Incidents with a Crimes against the person co-

offence were less likely to be proven in court. 

Relationship between victim survivor and offender 

• Incidents involving current or former partners or 
acquaintances were less likely to proceed (i.e., 
more likely to withdraw complaints) than stranger 
incidents. However, incidents involving other 
family were more likely to proceed (i.e., less likely 
to withdraw complaints) than stranger incidents. 

• Incidents where the victim survivor and offender 

were known to each other (current or former 

partners, other family or acquaintances) were 

more likely to have an offender identified but less 

likely to have charges laid than stranger incidents. 

• Current and former partner incidents were less 
likely to be proven in court than stranger 
incidents. 

Offender sex 

• Female offenders were less likely to have charges 

laid than male offenders. 

Offender age 

• Offenders 18-24 years old were more likely to 

have charges laid. 

Offenders with prior offences 

• Prior sexual offenders were more likely to have 
charges laid. 

• Prior justice procedure offenders were less likely 
to have charges finalised in court. 

• Prior drug offenders were less likely to have 
charges proven in court. 

Victim survivor sex 

• Incidents with female victim survivors were less 

likely to proceed (i.e., more likely to withdraw 

complaints) than male victim survivors. 

• Incidents with female victim survivors were more 

likely to have an offender identified. 

• Incidents with female victim survivors were more 

likely to be proven in court. 

Victim survivor age  

• Incidents with victim survivors aged under 10 

years old were more likely to proceed (complaint 

not withdrawn). 

• Incidents with victim survivors aged 17 years or 

younger were less likely to have an offender 

identified and victim survivors aged 18-24 years 

old were more likely to have an offender 

identified. 

• Incidents with victim survivors aged 10-24 years 

old were more likely to have charges laid. 

• Incidents with victim survivors aged 10-17 were 

more likely to have charges finalised in court. 

Geographical location 

• Incidents in regional Victoria were more likely to 

have an offender identified and more likely to 

have charges laid than metropolitan Melbourne. 

• Incidents in justice facilities were less likely to 

have charges laid and less likely to have charges 

finalised than metropolitan Melbourne incidents. 

Incident location type 

• Incidents in ‘community’ (e.g., schools, train 

stations) or ‘other’ locations (e.g., bars, shops) 

were more likely proceed (complaint not 

withdrawn) than residential incidents. 

• ‘Other’ locations were more likely to have an 
offender identified than residential locations. 

Time between incident occurring and being reported 

• Incidents reported >12 months after occurring 
were more likely to proceed (complaint not 
withdrawn) and more likely have offender 
identified.  

• Incidents reported 2 weeks–6 months after 
occurring were less likely to have offender 
identified. 

• Incidents reported >6 months after occurring 

were more likely to have charges laid. 

Time between incident being reported and charged  

• Incidents charged >12 months after reporting 

were less likely to have charges finalised in court 

and charges were less likely to be proven in court. 

• Incidents charged 2 weeks-6 months after 

reporting were more likely to be proven in court. 
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1. Introduction 

There has been growing concern about the prevalence, and prevention, of sexual violence amongst the Australian 

community. Over recent years several independent inquiries and reviews by the Australian Human Rights 

Commission (AHRC) and others have revealed high rates of sexual harassment and incidents of sexual assault in 

workplaces, universities, and other settings, including Parliament House in Canberra (ARHC, 2020; AHRC, 2017; 

Szoke, 2021; AHRC, 2021). Recent Royal Commissions into institutional responses to child sexual abuse, family 

violence and others have also highlighted structural barriers in some institutional settings, as well as gaps within 

the criminal justice system, that have led to failures in preventing and adequately responding to sexual harm 

within the community (Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse, 2017; Royal 

Commission into Family Violence, 2016; Royal Commission into Violence, Abuse, Neglect and Exploitation of 

People with Disability, 2019). Indeed, research has shown that incidents of rape and sexual assault are 

significantly underreported, under-prosecuted and under-convicted (Tidmarsh & Hamilton, 2020).  

In 2020 the Victorian Law Reform Commission (VLRC) was asked to review and report on Victoria’s laws relating 

to sexual offences. Their terms of reference include consideration of data and trends around the reporting of 

sexual offences, investigations, prosecution and conviction rates across Victoria and the attrition throughout the 

formal legal process for sexual offences that are reported (VLRC, 2020). 

1.1 What do we know about sexual offence attrition? 

What are the attrition rates at each stage of the criminal justice system process? 

Overall attrition rates 

Surveys suggest the vast majority of sexual assaults in the community go unreported. Thirteen per cent of 

women in Australia who experienced a sexual assault by a male in the last 10 years contacted police, or someone 

contacted police on their behalf (Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS), 2017). For those incidents that are 

reported to police, only a small proportion will be heard and proven in court. Most studies of sexual offence 

attrition through the justice system find that less than 20% of incidents reported to police result in a conviction in 

court, including:  

• In Victoria, a previous Crime Statistics Agency (CSA) study found 9% of sexual offence incidents 

recorded by police during 2009-2010 resulted in a proven outcome in the Magistrates’ or Children’s 

court. A further 8% of cases were transferred to a higher court where the final outcome was not known, 

which suggests a final proven rate of between 9% and 17% (Millsteed & McDonald, 2017). 

• A recent study published by the Victorian Sentencing Advisory Council found that between 2010 and 

2019 the number of sex offences sentenced by courts was relatively stable despite a 63% increase in the 

number of sex offences recorded by police (McGorrery, Simu, & Bathy, 2021). 

• In New South Wales, the Bureau of Crime Statistics and Research (BOCSAR) studied sexual offence 

incidents recorded by police during 2004. They found 8-10% resulted in a proven court outcome where 

criminal proceedings had commenced within six months of reporting (Fitzgerald, 2006). 

• A New Zealand study of victimisations recorded by police between 2014 and 2018 found 12% resulted in 

a conviction or other proven outcome at court, while 6% were still active in the court process (Ministry of 

Justice, 2019). 

• A meta-analysis of attrition studies in Australia found that conviction rates averaged 17% between 1970 

and 1989 and 11.5% between 1990 and 2005 (Daly & Bouhours, 2010).  

 

Police investigation stage 

Studies consistently show a substantial rate of attrition during the police investigation stage. During this stage, 

police investigate the reported crime, gather evidence, attempt to identify an offender, and decide whether to 

charge them, if identified. Studies show less than half of cases reported to police progress past the police 

investigation stage. The CSA’s previous study found one-third (34%) of offender incidents involving a sexual 
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offence resulted in police making an arrest, summons or other outcome considered to ‘progress’ the matter to 

the courts (Millsteed & McDonald, 2017). Another Victorian study found police laid charges in just 15% of cases 

involving rape between 2000 and 2003, though a further 21% of cases were still under investigation (Heenan & 

Murray, 2006). Previous studies in New South Wales and New Zealand have found similar results, with police 

laying charges for between 15% and 31% of sexual offence incidents (Fitzgerald, 2006; BOCSAR, 2021; Ministry of 

Justice, 2019; Triggs, Jordan & Kingi, 2009). Meta-analysis of the results of 75 attrition studies across five 

countries (including Australia) between 1970 and 2005 identified that 35% of cases reported to police were 

referred for prosecution at court (Daly & Bouhours, 2010). 

Prosecution stage 

Research suggests there is further attrition at the prosecution stage, however rates are lower at this point. For 

most sexual offences in Victoria, the prosecution stage involves the Office of Public Prosecutions (OPP) 

determining whether there are reasonable prospects of a conviction and whether a prosecution is in the public 

interest. If so, the OPP will prepare and present the matter in court (Office of Public Prosecutions Victoria, 2021). 

For sexual offences that are summary offences the prosecution may be managed by Victoria Police.  

In Victoria, the CSA’s study found corresponding court cases for 69% of police incidents that were deemed to 

have ‘progressed’ to prosecution, meaning 31% of incidents where charges were laid may not have progressed 

past this stage (Millsteed & McDonald, 2017). Meta-analysis of attrition rates produced a similar finding: 66% of 

cases that reached the prosecution stage proceeded to court (Daly & Bouhours, 2010). 

Court hearing stage and final outcomes 

During the court stage, charges are heard in court and the court determines the outcome of the matter. The court 

may prove the charge(s) or may strike out or dismiss it. Offenders who are found guilty of a crime may be 

sentenced to a term of imprisonment or a non-custodial outcome, such as a community corrections order or fine. 

In Victoria, the CSA’s previous study found 38% of cases finalised by the Magistrates’ or Children’s courts had at 

least one proven sexual offence charge. A further 35% were transferred to a higher court, however data for higher 

courts was not available for the study, so the final outcomes for these cases were not known. As noted above, 

these results indicate a final proven rate of between 9% and 17% of all sexual offence incidents (Millsteed & 

McDonald, 2017. In NSW, the BOCSAR found that between 2016 and 2020, 65-66% of people who appeared in 

court facing sexual assault charges involving an adult victim survivor were found guilty. For people facing child 

sexual assault charges during the same period, 59-65% were found guilty (BOCSAR, 2021). Meta-analysis of 

attrition rates across five countries including Australia between 1990 and 2005 found that, on average, 12.5% of 

all cases resulted in a conviction of any sexual offence and 6.5% of the original offence charged (Daly & 

Bouhours, 2010).  

What factors are associated with attrition of sexual offences? 

Research has also been conducted to understand the characteristics of sexual offence cases that are most likely 

to progress or be discontinued at various points throughout the criminal justice system process. Studies have 

examined the impact of a variety of characteristics on progression, including victim survivor demographics, the 

relationships between victim survivors and offenders, the location where the offence took place, and the time 

between occurrence and reporting of the offence to police.  

Studies have shown the relationship type between the victim survivor and offender can impact on the likelihood 

of progression. Victorian studies have found sexual offence incidents where the offender and victim survivor(s) 

were current or former partners, acquaintances or family members had a decreased likelihood of progression 

past the police investigation stage (Heenan & Murray, 2006; Millsteed & McDonald, 2017). Conversely, BOCSAR’s 

study of sexual offence incidents recorded by police during 2004 found that progression is more likely for cases 

where the offender is known to the victim survivor (Fitzgerald, 2006).  

Victim survivor demographic characteristics have also been shown to be statistically related to the likelihood of 

progression of sexual offences through the justice system. In Victoria, the CSA found incidents involving victim 

survivors aged 10-17 years old were more likely to be progressed by police by charging the alleged offender 
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(Millsteed & McDonald, 2017). The Heenan and Murray (2006) Victorian study found charges were more likely to 

be laid by police where the victim survivor was male, was physically injured and/or was not influenced by alcohol 

at the time of the offence. In New South Wales, progression through the police investigation stage was higher for 

female victim survivors and victim survivors aged over five years (Fitzgerald, 2006).  

Limited research was found on the relationship between offender characteristics and the progression of cases. 

The previous CSA study found incidents with male offenders and offenders with six or more prior recorded sexual 

offences were more likely to be ‘progressed’ by police by charging the alleged offender (Millsteed & McDonald, 

2017). Additionally, incidents involving adult offenders (aged 18 years or older) were less likely to proceed to 

court than incidents involving offenders aged 10 to 17 years. The Heenan and Murray (2006) Victorian study 

found police were more likely to lay charges if the offender had also committed other non-sexual offences and/or 

had a history of alleged or proven sexual offending. 

The previous analysis conducted by the CSA also found the length of time that elapsed between various elements 

of the offence and police investigation was also related to the likelihood of progression. The study found 

incidents that occurred over a six-month period or longer were more likely to record a police progression 

outcome and more likely to proceed to court (Millsteed & McDonald, 2017). This was the same for incidents 

where the time between the offence taking place and police recording the offence was less than two weeks. 

Incidents where the police investigation took longer than six months were less likely to proceed to court than 

those investigations finalised within two weeks. The CSA study also found police progression was more likely for 

incidents where the most serious recorded sexual offence was indecent assault. Police progression was also 

more likely if the incident involved multiple offences or certain co-occurring offence types. 

Why do we see high attrition and low conviction rates for sexual offences? 

There are many overlapping legal and cultural factors that can make progression of sexual offences through the 

criminal justice system difficult. The following summary has largely been adapted from Tidmarsh & Hamilton’s 

Misconceptions of sexual crimes against adult victims: Barriers to justice (2020). 

• Sexual offences can be difficult to prove beyond reasonable doubt in a criminal court setting. The nature 

of sexual offending can make it difficult to satisfy the evidentiary thresholds required for criminal 

convictions.  

o Sexual assaults may occur in a private or residential location without any witnesses. In 

Australia, sexual assaults are most likely to occur in the victim survivor’s own home or the 

perpetrator’s home (ABS, 2017). 

o Similarly, there may be limited or no medical or physical evidence depending on the type of 

assault and the time between the incident and any medical assessment. For example, forensic 

sexual assault investigation kits generally need to be administered within 72 hours of the 

incident, however victim survivors may delay reporting to police or seeking medical assistance 

due to shock, fear of not being believed, fear of the perpetrator or other barriers. 

• Community and jury misconceptions around sexual assault.  

o Juries must find charges to be proven beyond reasonable doubt, and community 

misconceptions can create doubt. 

o Members of a jury may hold misconceptions about sexual assault and victim survivors. For 

example, the idea that rape is mostly committed by strangers or that a victim survivor would 

always clearly verbally and physically protest (Taylor, 2007). There can be a disconnect for 

jurors when the case presented does not match these views. 

o Similarly, there are misconceptions within the community that false allegations of rape and 

sexual crimes are common, despite research showing they are not. The National Community 

Attitudes towards Violence against Women Survey in 2017 found that 16 percent of Australians 

believe ‘many allegations of sexual assault made by women are false’ (Webster et al, 2018). As 

jurors are selected from the general community, these assumptions may be present in some 

juror deliberations. This misconception also contributes to underreporting as it perpetuates the 
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idea that victim survivors who report sexual offending may not be believed (Wall & Tarczon, 

2013). 

• Expectations of traumatic trial experiences that are unlikely to result in a conviction. 

o Police, investigators and prosecutors progress cases based on their assessment of the 

likelihood of a guilty verdict. This ‘downstream’ orientation can result in fewer cases progressing 

to a court trial. 

o The criminal justice process can also retraumatise and psychologically harm victim survivors. 

An actual or anticipated negative experience can deter people from reporting or induce them to 

withdraw their complaint. This can also form part of the ‘downstream’ orientation mentioned 

previously, as practitioners may advise victim survivors of the potential harm and dissuade them 

from proceeding (Tidmarsh & Hamilton, 2020).  

1.2 The current study 

This study builds upon an existing body of research on sexual offence attrition rates in Victoria. Attrition studies 

must analyse incidents recorded by police from an earlier period as it can take several years for criminal 

proceedings to be initiated and cases finalised. Regular attrition studies are imperative for policymakers to 

monitor recent legal, judicial and cultural practices, and to enable analysis of trends over time, including 

evaluation of reform impacts on attrition. Advancements in linked justice data availability have facilitated the 

inclusion of more fulsome data. For example, the CSA’s 2017 study included court outcomes for cases finalised 

by the Magistrates’ and Children’s Courts but was unable to report on outcomes from higher courts due to the 

absence of County and Supreme court data. As the CSA’s data holdings relating to the criminal justice system 

have expanded, data on the outcomes of all charges recorded by police in Victoria are now available to the CSA 

for analysis.  

This research aims to track a recent sample of sexual offences from the point at which they are reported to 

Victoria Police, through to their finalisation in Victorian criminal courts, to determine what proportion of cases 

progress from being recorded by police to being finalised in court. Specifically, it will aim to answer the following 

research questions:  

1. What is the rate of attrition of sexual offences at key points across the criminal justice system in Victoria? 

2. Are particular types of sexual offences more likely to proceed through the justice system? 

3. Do incident characteristics, such as victim survivor and offender demographics, type of relationship between 

the victim survivor and the offender, location of the incident, the offender’s criminal history, time between 

offence and reporting, or length of police investigation impact on attrition? 

4. What police and court outcomes are recorded for sexual offence cases? 
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2. Method 

This study analyses sexual offence incidents recorded by police between 1 July 2015 and 30 June 2017, 

associated victim survivor and offender characteristics (where known), and court outcomes for offences finalised 

in the Magistrates’, Children’s, County and Supreme Courts up to 18 April 2021. The criminal incidents analysed 

involved at least one alleged ‘sexual offence’, as defined by the CSA’s offence classification. The CSA 

classification categorises rape, indecent assault, incest, sexual offences against children, and ‘other’ sexual 

offences as sexual offences (CSA, 2021a). Data was extracted from Victoria Police’s Law Enforcement 

Assistance Program (LEAP) database on 18 April 2021.  

A single police-recorded incident can involve multiple offences, one or more offenders and one or more victim 

survivors. This study uses ‘offender incidents’ as the primary counting unit, where one offender incident is 

counted for each alleged offender involved in each incident (or counted as a single incident where no offender is 

identified). Where an incident involved multiple offences, the most serious sexual offence was used to represent 

the offence type for the incident. If criminal proceedings were initiated and the matter was heard in court, the 

most serious court outcome for each offender incident is presented. The seriousness of offences, police 

outcomes and court outcomes were defined using standardised internal CSA indexes. Where an incident involved 

multiple victim survivors, one victim survivor was selected at random. 

The two-year reference period for incidents in this study is based on police reporting dates (i.e., the date the 

incident was reported to police), as opposed to the date the incident occurred. This means ‘historical’ incidents 

reported to police during this time are included in this analysis, however incidents reported to police post-June 

2017 are not included, even if they occurred during the reference period.  

It should be noted that for the purpose of this paper, references to offenders, incidents and offences are alleged 

rather than proven. Exceptions to this are where data is provided on proven court outcomes for incidents. The 

term ‘reported to police’ has been used for all police-recorded incidents. In practice an incident may be reported 

to police or police may detect an offence has occurred, for example where police identify child sexual abuse 

material on someone’s computer. 

2.1 Statistical Analyses 

Statistical analyses were conducted to examine the relationship between an incident’s characteristics and its 

progression through five stages of the criminal justice system. The outcome stages and incident characteristics 

included in these analyses are listed in Table 1. 

Five logistic regression models (one for each stage of the criminal justice system) were used to analyse two 

datasets of sexual offence incidents. One dataset included incidents involving ‘contact’ offences (those under the 

CSA Offence Groups of rape, indecent assault and incest) and the other included ‘non-contact’ offences (sexual 

offences against children and image-based sexual offences). As logistic regression analysis automatically 

excludes any cases with missing variables from the model, separating these incidents was required due to 

missing data for many independent variables, particularly those relating to victim survivor characteristics, for 

non-contact offence incidents. The models determined which combination of incident characteristics 

(independent variables) was most useful in explaining whether or not an incident progresses through each of the 

five stages of the justice system examined (dependent variables).  

Where the significance level associated with an independent variable (indicated by the symbol p) is less than .05, 

this indicates there was a statistically significant relationship between the independent and the dependent 

variable. The closer the significance level is to zero, the less likely it is that the results of the statistical test 

presented could have occurred by chance, or conversely, the more likely it is that the results represent true 

relationships between factors tested and progression, as opposed to random variation in the data.  
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Table 1. Final datasets and variables included in logistic regression 

Dataset scope 

Dataset 1: ‘Contact’ offence incidents  

• Rape 

• Indecent assault 

• Incest  

Dataset 2: ‘Non-contact’ offence incidents 

• Sexual offences against children (predominantly child sexual abuse material and grooming) 

• Image-based sexual offences 

Outcome stages (dependent variables) 

• Complaint proceeds (complaint not withdrawn) (y/n)   

• Police identify offender (y/n) 

• Police charged offender (y/n)  

• Charge(s) heard in court (y/n)  

• Charge(s) proven in court (y/n)  

Incident characteristics (independent variables) 

Demographics  

• Victim survivor sex  

• Victim survivor age  

• Victim survivor Aboriginal status 

• Offender age  

• Offender sex  

• Offender Aboriginal status 

Incident characteristics  

• The relationship between victim survivor and offender (current partner, former partner, other family member, 
acquaintance, stranger). 

• Most serious sexual offence for incident (by CSA offence index; CSA, 2021b) 

• Whether the incident related to a family violence incident report 

• Location 

o Type (residential, community, other) 

o Geographic location (metropolitan Melbourne, regional Victoria or justice facility (by CSA ‘justice and 
immigration institutional facility’ classification; CSA, 2021b)) 

• Whether incident involved other co-occurring offence types (by CSA offence subdivision):  

o Assault and related offences 

o Abduction and related offences  

o Robbery offences 

o Stalking, harassment, threatening behaviour  

o Property and deception offences  

o Drug offences  

o Public order and security offences  

o Justice procedures offences 

• Number of days between date offence occurred and date reported to police   

• Number of days between date reported to police and date charges laid 

• Number of days between date charges laid and date charges finalised in court    

Offender criminal history  

• Any prior Sexual Offences 
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• Any prior Crimes against the person (excluding Sexual Offences) 

• Any prior Property and deception offences  

• Any prior Drug offences  

• Any prior Public order and security offences  

• Any prior Justice procedures offences  

Can the modelling be used to predict which incidents will progress? 

The predictive accuracy of the models was measured using the AUC (area under the ROC curve) statistic. The 

AUC indicates how successful the model is at separating positive (correct predictions) and negative (incorrect 

predictions) classifications using a value between 0 and 1. A model whose predictions are 100% wrong has an 

AUC of 0 and one whose predictions are 100% correct has an AUC of 1. For the purposes of the present study, 

the following cut-points, which have been commonly adopted in previous forensic psychology and criminology 

research, were used: values between .56-.63 indicated a small effect, .64-.70 a medium effect, and .71 and above 

a large effect (Rice & Harris, 2005). AUC statistics have been included in the regression results in Appendix B. 

Caution should be exercised in using this predictive analysis. Though this analysis is helpful in identifying the 

types of factors that are related to progression, it cannot be used to reliably predict which matters will and won’t 

progress through the system in future. This is probably because there are some factors that also contribute to 

progression outcomes, but data is not collected on these factors or available for inclusion in the models. 

Similarly, significant factors should note be examined in isolation or read as causal. For example, although the 

time between the incident occurring and being reported was found to be a significant factor in whether charges 

were laid for contact offences, one would not suggest a victim survivor wait more than 12 months to report an 

incident to increase the likelihood of the offender being charged.  

2.2 Limitations 

Prosecution data 

Prosecution data was not included in this analysis, however the difference in the number of incidents where 

police laid charges and the number that were finalised in court has been used as a proxy measure for matters 

that did not progress through the prosecution stage. 

Victim survivor and offender gender  

Police record sex (rather than gender) and do not currently record non-binary sex types. This may not accurately 

represent a person’s own gender identity, intersex people or other non-binary people. This is an acknowledged 

limitation of this analysis of police-recorded data. 

Prevalence of sexual abuse in the community and police-recorded crime  

It is well understood that only a fraction of the sexual abuse occurring in the community is reported to police 

(Tidmarsh & Hamilton, 2020). There is also evidence that some members of the community are less likely to 

report crime to police. For example, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander women may be less likely to report to 

police due to a distrust of government authorities, lack of culturally appropriate services, or concerns that 

reporting a partner or family member violates some family and community norms. There are also known barriers 

to reporting for culturally and linguistically diverse (CALD) women, women with disabilities and LGBTIQ women 

(Mitra-Kahn, Newbigin & Hardefeldt, 2016). The report authors acknowledge that this study of police-recorded 

crime is limited to those offences reported to police and does not accurately capture all sexual offending 

occurring in the community. Nevertheless, this study does scrutinise the trajectories through the criminal justice 

system of those sexual offences that are reported to police. 
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3.  Findings 

3.1 Characteristics of sexual offence incidents 

The vast majority of police recorded sexual offence incidents between 2015/16 and 2016/17 involved rape (41%) 

or indecent assault (45%) as the most serious sexual offence for the incident (Figure 4). Sexual offences against 

children (predominantly child sexual abuse material and grooming related offences) accounted for 8% of 

incidents. The remaining incidents involved image-based sexual offences (predominantly generating or 

distributing intimate images of a person; 3%), incest (3%), or other sexual offences such as bestiality (<1%).  

Figure 4. Sexual offence incidents by offence type, 2015/16 – 2016/17 

 

Police recorded a victim survivor in almost all sex offence incidents (92%)1, whereas offenders were identified in 

just under half (48%) of incidents. Demographic characteristics for victim survivors and offenders are detailed in 

Table 2 below. Sexual offending is overwhelmingly gendered: 96% of recorded offenders were male and 81% of 

victim survivors were female. Victim survivors were generally younger and offenders older. Fifty-nine percent of 

victim survivors were aged 24 years or younger, yet almost three-quarters of offenders (72%) were aged 25 years 

or older. There were similar rates of Aboriginal victim survivors and offenders (4% each), however it should be 

noted that Aboriginal status was not recorded for 15% of victim survivors. 

 

1 Police may record an incident but no victim survivor. For example, they may find evidence of child sexual abuse material on 
an alleged offender’s computer, but the identity of the victim survivor is unknown. 
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Table 2. Victim survivor and offender demographics for sexual offence incidents, 2015/16 – 2016/17 

 Victim survivors Offenders 

 Number % Number % 

Person recorded     

No 1,149 7.7 7,756 52.0 

Yes 13,761 92.3 7,154 48.0 

Total incidents 14,910 100.0 14,910 100.0 

Age     

0-9 1,386 10.1 42 0.1 

10-17 4,455 32.4 803 11.2 

18-24 2,276 16.5 1,137 15.9 

25-34 2,018 14.7 1,392 19.5 

35-44 1,532 11.1 1,266 17.7 

45 and older 1,778 12.9 2,481 34.7 

Unknown 316 2.3 71 1.0 

Sex3     

Male 2,463 17.9 6,847 95.7 

Female 11,152 81.0 307 4.3 

Unknown 146 1.1 0 0.0 

Aboriginal status     

Aboriginal 490 3.6 271 3.8 

Not Aboriginal 11,156 81.1 6,776 94.7 

Unknown 2,115 15.4 107 1.5 

Total incidents with person recorded 13,761 100.0 7,154 100.0 

Sexual offence incidents reported to police most commonly involved offending by an acquaintance, such as a 

friend, colleague, neighbour, or co-resident (33%) (Figure 5). Twenty percent of incidents involved offending by an 

‘other’ family member, such as a parent, stepparent, or sibling. Fourteen percent of incidents involved offending 

by a current (9%) or former (5%) partner. 

Although police did not identify an offender for 52% of incidents, only 19% involved offending by a stranger and 

15% were unknown. This gap can be explained by the number of incidents where police determined no offence 

was disclosed, the complaint was withdrawn, or the offence remained unsolved (as no offender will be formally 

recorded by police for these incidents) (see section 3.3 Progression at the police investigation stage). 

 

2 Four offenders aged under 10 years old were recorded but not charged by police as the criminal age of responsibility 
begins at 10 years. Analysis of offender age in other parts of this paper refers to a combined ’17 or younger’ group. 
3 Police record binary sex types, which may not accurately represent a person’s own gender identity, intersex people or other 

non-binary people.  
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Figure 5. Sexual offence incidents by relationship type, 2015/16 – 2016/17 

 

Most sexual offending recorded by police occurred in metropolitan Melbourne and in a residential location (Table 

3). Two-thirds (65%) of incidents occurred in metropolitan Melbourne, one-third (34%) in regional Victoria and 

less than 1% in a justice facility. Two-thirds (68%) of incidents occurred in a residential location, such as a home 

or surrounding ground. The remaining incidents occurred in a community location, including on the street, at a 

school, parklands, or train station (21%) or an ‘other’ location type, including a licensed premises, restaurant, 

shopping centre, or sporting and recreational facility (7%). One in three incidents (35%) was classified by police 

as family violence related. 

Table 3. Sexual offence incident location and other characteristics, 2015/16 – 2016/17 

 Incidents 

 Number % 

Geographic location   

Metropolitan 9,692 65.0 

Regional 5,101 34.2 

Justice facility 114 0.8 

Unknown 3 0.0 

Location type   

Residential 10,084 67.6 

Community 3,191 21.4 

Other 1,087 7.3 

Unknown 548 3.7 

Family violence related4   

Yes 5,161 34.6 

No 9,749 65.4 

Total incidents 14,910 100.0 

It can take many years for sexual offence incidents to progress through the criminal justice system, in addition to 

potential delays in the incident being reported to police after it occurs. For example, incidents of child sexual 

abuse may be reported years later when the victim survivor is an adult. Figure 6 illustrates the time between key 

points in the justice system process: the time between the incident occurring and being reported to police, to 

charges being laid, and finally to the matter being finalised in court. 

There was great variation in the time between the incident occurring and being reported to police. Many incidents 

were reported very soon after occurring: 42% were reported within two weeks. However, a substantial number 

(29%) were reported more than 12 months later. Police most commonly laid charges within 6 months of the date 

 

4 A Family violence incident refers to an incident attended by Victoria Police where a Risk Assessment and Risk Management 
Report (also known as an L17 form) was completed. 
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the incident was reported to them (if they did lay charges). Ten percent of all incidents (or 39% of charged 

incidents) had charges laid within two weeks of the incident being reported and a further 7% of all incidents (or 

30% of charged incidents) before six months had passed.  

For incidents that were finalised in court, it generally took more than six months for a matter to be finalised from 

the date charges were laid. Eight percent of all incidents (or 35% of incidents heard in court) were finalised 

between 6 and 12 months after charges were laid. A further 8% of all incidents (or 37% of incidents heard in 

court) were finalised more than 12 months after charges were laid. 

Figure 6. Time to report, lay charges and finalise matters for sexual offence incidents, 2015/16 – 2016/17 

 

 

3.2 Progression of sexual offence incidents through the criminal justice system 

There were 14,910 incidents involving at least one sexual offence reported to police in the two years from 1 July 

2015 to 30 June 2017. Of these, 2,222 or 15% of all incidents ultimately resulted in charges being proven in court 

(Table 4). The five key points of progression where attrition has been measured for this study include: complaint 

withdrawn, offender identified, charges laid, charges finalised in court, and charges proven in court. 

Attrition was highest during the police investigation stages of the justice system (see Police record offender and 

Police charge offender in Figure 7 below). During these stages, a report is made to police, police investigate the 

alleged crime, gather evidence, and identify and charge a suspect, if possible. In the two-year period analysed, 

police formally identified an offender in approximately half (48%) of incidents, and they charged half (52%) of 

those identified offenders. Therefore, a total of 75% of all incidents had ‘exited’ or dropped out of the criminal 

justice process by the end of the police investigation stage. This figure includes 19% of all incidents whose 

progression was discontinued due to the victim survivor withdrawing their complaint. Outcomes at the police 

investigation stage are explored in detail in the next section 3.3 Progression at the police investigation stage. 

Attrition was lowest immediately following the police investigation: 92% of incidents where charges were laid 

were then finalised in court. Although prosecution data was not included in this study, this figure does suggest, 
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by proxy, that most matters referred for prosecution do proceed5. Finally, two-thirds (65%) of incidents with 

charges finalised in court had a proven outcome for at least one of those charges. Court and sentencing 

outcomes are explored in detail in section 3.4 Progression to court and final outcomes. 

Figure 7. Sexual offence incident attrition at each stage of the criminal justice system, 2015/16 – 2016/17.  

 

Attrition rates for the most common incident offence types and other key incident characteristics are illustrated 
in Table 4. The final proven outcome rate for all incidents was 15% or around 1 in 7 incidents. 

Rape incidents, which accounted for 41% of all sexual offence incidents (Figure 4), had the highest attrition, 

meaning they were the least likely to result in a proven outcome in court. One in 10 (10%) rape incidents went on 

to be proven in court. This figure dropped to 8% for rape incidents involving adult victim survivors (aged 18 years 

or older). The most common offence type was indecent assault, which accounted for 45% of all incidents. 

Approximately 1 in 7 (15%) indecent assault incidents were proven in court. Unlike rape incidents, indecent 

assault incidents involving child and adolescent victim survivors (aged under 18 years) were least likely to result 

in a proven outcome (10%). More than 1 in 3 (36%) sexual offence against children incidents and 26% of image-

based sexual offence incidents resulted in a proven outcome. 

Analysis by relationship type showed incidents involving strangers were more likely to be proven in court (18%) 

than current partner incidents (9%) or former partner incidents (13%). Final proven rates were slightly lower for 

incidents involving Aboriginal victim survivors (11% compared to 14% for non-Aboriginal victim survivors), and 

slightly higher for incidents involving Aboriginal offenders (33% compared with 31% for non-Aboriginal 

offenders)6. 

Incidents where police recorded family violence were proven in court at a similar rate to those where family 

violence was not recorded (14% compared with 15%). Incidents that occurred in regional Victoria were more 

often proven in court (17%) than those in metropolitan Melbourne (14%). Incidents that occurred in residential 

locations were less likely to be proven than those in ‘other’ locations, such as licensed premises, restaurants, 

retail and sporting areas (14% compared with 22%). This difference can be partially explained by the high number 

 

5 Note that a single incident in this study may have involved multiple offences and/or charges. The outcome ‘charges 
finalised in court’ signifies that at least one charge was finalised in court but does not specify which one or that all proceed. 
6 However, further statistical analyses in sections 3.3-3.5 show that the Aboriginal status of victim survivors and offenders 
does not have a statistically significant association with likelihood of offence progression. 
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of current or former partners incidents that occurred in a residential location and the high attrition rates for 

current and former partner incidents (see above). It can also partially be explained by the high proportion of 

incidents with a police outcome of ‘no offence disclosed’ that occurred in a residential location7. 

A detailed summary of attrition rates for all incident characteristics and victim survivor and offender 

demographics is available in Appendix A. 

Table 4. Attrition rates for police-recorded sexual offence incidents, 2015/16 - 2016/17 

 Incident 
reported 

Complaint 
not 

withdrawn 

Offender 
identified 

Charges 
laid 

Finalised in 
court 

Proven in 
court 

All sexual offence incidents 
n=14,910 12,147 7,154 3,719 3,416 2,222 

100% 81% 48% 25% 23% 15% 

Offence type       

Rape n=6,113 76% 44% 19% 17% 10% 

Victim survivors aged 18+ n=3,812 74% 46% 18% 15% 8% 

Victim survivors aged <18 n=2,210 78% 40% 20% 19% 13% 

Indecent assault n=6,744 83% 47% 26% 24% 15% 

Victim survivors aged 18+ n=3,489 84% 56% 34% 31% 19% 

Victim survivors aged <18 n=3,080 82% 37% 16% 15% 10% 

Incest n=388 90% 60% 31% 28% 15% 

Image-based sexual offences n=508 88% 65% 35% 33% 26% 

Sexual offences against children n=1,146 95% 61% 45% 43% 36% 

Cohorts of interest       

Aboriginal victim survivors n=490 83% 42% 20% 19% 11% 

Non-Aboriginal victim survivors n=11,156 81% 48% 24% 22% 14% 

Aboriginal offenders unknown unknown 
n=271 
100% 

56% 51% 33% 

Non-Aboriginal offenders unknown unknown 
n=6,776 

100% 
52% 48% 31% 

Offender is stranger n=2,811 84% 47% 28% 26% 18% 

Offender is current partner n=1,340 71% 47% 20% 18% 9% 

Offender is former partner n=694 75% 59% 28% 25% 13% 

Family violence related n=5,161 82% 52% 26% 23% 14% 

Not family violence related n=9,749 81% 46% 25% 23% 15% 

Incident characteristics       

Metropolitan Melbourne n=9,692 81% 45% 23% 21% 14% 

Regional Victoria n=5,101 82% 53% 29% 26% 17% 

Residential location n=10,084 81% 48% 24% 22% 14% 

Community location n=3,181 82% 45% 24% 22% 15% 

‘Other’ location n=1,087 85% 55% 33% 32% 22% 

  

 

7 71% of incidents where police determined no offence was disclosed occurred in a residential location 
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3.3 Progression at the police investigation stage 

One in four incidents resulted in police laying charges and therefore progressing the incident to the court stage 

(see purple columns in Figure 8 below). For incidents that did not progress past the police stage, there were four 

key outcomes:  

• police formally identified an offender but a summons to appear in court was not authorised, meaning the 

offender was not charged (22%). A common reason for this occurring is insufficient evidence.  

• the victim survivor withdrew their complaint after reporting (19%).  

• police investigated the incident and determined that ‘no offence was disclosed’ (18%). The Victoria 

Police definition for this outcome is that further information exists to indicate the crime did not occur or 

has no foundation8.  

• police investigated the incident but were not able to ‘solve’ it (i.e., identify an offender) (14%). 

Summons not authorised, complaint withdrawn and no offence disclosed outcomes are classified as cleared or 

resolved by police, whereas unsolved outcomes are not (Victoria Police, 2021). Note that ‘offender identified’ 

refers to police formally recording an alleged offender against an offence (and should not be confused with the 

offender being known or unknown to the victim). 

Figure 8. Police outcomes for sexual offence incidents, 2015/16 – 2016/17 

 

To examine the characteristics related to the progression of sexual offence incidents, three logistic regression 

models (one for each of the three stages of the criminal justice system related to police progression: complaint 

withdrawn, offender identified, and offender charged) were used to analyse two datasets of sexual offence 

incidents. One dataset included ‘contact’ offence incidents (those under the CSA Offence Groups of rape, 

indecent assault and incest) and the other included ‘non-contact’ offences (sexual offences against children and 

image-based sexual offences). See Appendix B Section 1.1-1.3 and 2.1-2.3 for a complete statistical results table 

for each logistic regression model, including non-significant results. The AUC for these models ranged from 

0.679 to 0.803, indicating a medium to large effect (Rice & Harris, 2005). If the models were used to predict 

 

8 No offence disclosed outcomes should not be read as false complaints. For example, mandatory reporting laws require 
specified people to report suspected sexual abuse. Still, police investigations may not find evidence that an offence has 
occurred. This fulfills the purpose of mandatory reporting with regards to child protection (Australian Institute of Family 
Studies, 2020). 
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attrition, the ‘charges laid’ model for non-contact offences would be strongest and the contact offences 

‘withdrawn’ model would be weakest.  

3.3.1 Factors related to a complaint being withdrawn 

A summary of all factors found to be significantly related to whether or not a sexual offence incident was 

withdrawn is shown in the grey box below. Table 5 shows the statistics for factors significantly associated with 

the victim survivor not withdrawing their complaint.  

Notable findings included: 

• Incidents that involved other offence types besides sex offences (‘co-occurring offences’) were more 

likely to proceed past this stage (i.e., the complaint was not withdrawn) (Contact offence incidents OR: 

5.5-6.65; Non-contact offence incidents OR: 33). 

• Contact offence incidents involving strangers were more likely to proceed than those involving current or 

former partners or acquaintances (OR: 0.51-0.77). Complaints for incidents involving current partners 

were the most likely to be withdrawn. 

• Some offence types were more likely to proceed than others. Incidents involving incest were more likely 

to proceed than rape incidents, meaning that rape incidents were more likely to be withdrawn (OR: 1.6). 

Incidents involving sex offences against children were more likely to proceed than image-based sexual 

offences, indicating that image-based sexual offences were more likely to be withdrawn (OR: 0.36).  

 

What factors are related to a complaint proceeding (complaint not withdrawn)? 

 

 

 
For contact offence incidents 
Includes rape, indecent assault and incest offences 

More likely to proceed (complaint not withdrawn) 

• Male victim survivor 

• Incidents involving other family and strangers 

• Incest incidents 

• Incidents reported more than 12 months after 
they occurred 

• Incidents involving other co-offences 

• Incidents in ‘other’ locations (restaurants, licenced 

premises, retail, sporting areas etc) 

• Incidents in community locations (streets, 
schools, parklands, train stations) 

• Victim survivors aged under 10 years 
 
Less likely to proceed (complaint withdrawn) 

• Female victim survivor 

• Incidents involving current or former partners or 
acquaintances 

• Rape incidents 

• Incidents reported within 12 months of occurring 

• Incidents involving sex offences only 

• Residential incidents 

For non-contact offence incidents 
Includes sexual offences against children and image-based abuse 

More likely to proceed (complaint not withdrawn) 

• Sexual offences against children 

• Incidents involving other co-occurring offences 

 
Less likely to proceed (complaint withdrawn) 

• Image-based sexual offences 

• Incidents involving sex offences only 
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Table 5. Statistically significant factors associated with victim survivor not withdrawing their complaint 

Factor Level Odds Ratio Odds 90% CI p-value 

Contact offences 

Victim survivor sex Male Reference category   

Female 0.81 (0.71, 0.92) <0.01 

Victim survivor age 0-9 2.86 (2.24, 3.66) <0.001 

25-34 Reference category   

Victim survivor relationship to 
offender 

Not associated Reference category   

Current partner 0.51 (0.44, 0.61) <0.001 

Former partner 0.54 (0.44, 0.66) <0.001 

Other family member 1.3 (1.09, 1.55) 0.02 

Acquaintance 0.77 (0.68, 0.87) <0.001 

Offence type Rape Reference category   

Incest 1.6 (1.14, 2.25) 0.02 

Time between offence and reporting 
to police 

Within 2 weeks Reference category   

More than 12 months 1.2 (1.07, 1.35) 0.01 

Co-occurring offences recorded Crimes against the person 6.65 (4.92, 9) <0.001 

Non-Crimes against the person 5.51 (3.71, 8.19) <0.001 

Incident location type Residential Reference category   

Community 1.17 (1.03, 1.32) 0.04 

Other 1.55 (1.27, 1.89) <0.001 

Non-contact offences     

Offence type Sexual offences against children Reference category   

 Image-based sexual offence 0.36 (0.25, 0.52) <0.001 

Co-occurring offences recorded Yes 33.37 (6.27, 177.73) <0.001 

 

3.3.2 Factors related to police identifying an offender 

A summary of all factors found to be significantly related to whether or not an offender was identified for a 

sexual offence incident is shown in the grey box below. This analysis only considered incidents for which the 

complaint was not withdrawn. Table 6 shows factors significantly associated with police identifying an offender.  

Notable findings included: 

• Incidents that also involved other offence types besides sex offences (‘co-occurring offences’) were 

more likely to have an offender identified (Contact offence incidents OR: 6.33-7.83; Non-contact offence 

incidents OR: 14.34).  

• For contact offence incidents, police were more likely to identify an offender for incidents involving a 

female victim survivor than a male victim survivor (OR: 1.47). 

• For contact offence incidents, police were less likely to identify an offender where victim survivors were 

aged under 18 years (OR: 0.36-0.71). Upon further examination this was due to high rates of the police 

outcome ‘no offence disclosed’ (and therefore no offender identified). For contact offences incidents 

that were not withdrawn, 53% involving victim survivors aged under 10 years and 28% for those aged 10 

to 17 years received ‘no offence disclosed’ outcomes compared with 10-15% for adult aged groups. 

• An offender was more likely to be identified for incidents that occurred in regional Victoria than those 

that occurred in metropolitan Melbourne (Contact offence incidents OR: 1.53; Non-contact offence 

incidents OR: 1.9). 

• Incidents that were reported to police more than 12 months after they occurred were more likely to have 

an offender formally identified compared with incidents reported within 2 weeks (Contact offence 

incidents OR: 1.77; Non-contact offence incidents OR: 4.1). 
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What factors are related to police identifying an offender? 

 
 

For contact offence incidents 
More likely to identify offender 

• Female victim survivor 

• Victim survivors aged 18 or older 

• Incidents in regional Victoria 

• Incidents where the offender and victim survivor 
were known to each other 

• Incidents in ‘other’ locations (restaurants, licenced 
premises, retail, sporting areas etc) 

• Incidents involving other co-offences 

• Incidents reported more than 12 months after 
occurring 

 
Less likely to identify an offender 

• Male victim survivor 

• Victim survivors aged under 18 years 

• Incidents in metropolitan Melbourne 

• Incidents involving strangers 

• Incidents in residential locations 

• Incidents involving sex offences only 

• Incidents reported within 12 months of occurring 

For non-contact offence incidents 
More likely to identify offender 

• Incidents in regional Victoria 

• Image-based sexual offences 

• Incidents involving other co-occurring offences 

• Incidents reported more than 2 weeks after they 
occurred 

 
Less likely to identify an offender 

• Incidents in metropolitan Melbourne 

• Sexual offences against children 

• Incidents involving sex offences only 

• Incidents reported within 2 weeks of occurring 

 

Table 6. Statistically significant factors associated with police formally identifying an offender 

Factor Level Odds Ratio Odds 90% CI p-value 

Contact offences 

Victim survivor sex Male Reference category   

Female 1.47 (1.32, 1.65) <0.001 

Victim survivor age 0-9 0.36 (0.3, 0.44) <0.001 

10-17 0.71 (0.62, 0.81) <0.001 

18-24 1.32 (1.13, 1.54) <0.01 

25-34 Reference category   

Victim survivor relationship to 
offender 

Not associated Reference category   

Current partner 1.25 (1.04, 1.49) 0.04 

Former partner 1.89 (1.49, 2.39) <0.001 

Other family member 1.71 (1.46, 2) <0.001 

Acquaintance 1.52 (1.35, 1.72) <0.001 

Time between offence and reporting 
to police 

Within 2 weeks Reference category   

2 weeks to 6 months 0.85 (0.76, 0.95) 0.02 

More than 12 months 1.77 (1.58, 1.98) <0.001 

Co-occurring offences recorded Crimes against the person 7.83 (6.18, 9.92) <0.001 

Non-Crimes against the person 6.33 (4.67, 8.58) <0.001 

Incident location type Residential Reference category   

Other 1.71 (1.43, 2.05) <0.001 

Geographic location Metropolitan Reference category   

Regional 1.53 (1.4, 1.68) <0.001 

Non-contact offences     
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Factor Level Odds Ratio Odds 90% CI p-value 

Offence type Sexual offences against children Reference category   

 Image-based sexual offence 1.55 (1.2, 2.01) <0.01 

Time between offence and reporting 
to police 

Within 2 weeks Reference category   

2 weeks to 6 months 1.55 (1.21, 1.97) <0.01 

6 to 12 months 2.35 (1.68, 3.28) <0.001 

More than 12 months 4.1 (2.88, 5.83) <0.001 

Co-occurring offences recorded Yes 14.34 (8.82, 23.31) <0.001 

Geographic location Metropolitan Reference category   

 Regional 1.9 (1.53, 2.37) <0.001 

 

3.3.3 Factors related to police charging an offender 

A summary of all factors found to be significantly related to whether or not an offender was charged for a sexual 

offence incident is shown in the grey box below and in Table 7. This analysis only considered incidents for which 

an offender was identified.  

Notable findings included: 

• Incidents that also involved other offence types besides sex offences (‘co-occurring offences’) were 

more likely to result in an offender being charged (Contact offence incidents OR: 3.47-5.55; Non-contact 

offence incidents OR: 4.75). 

• Police were less likely to lay charges in contact offence incidents if the offender and victim survivor knew 

each other, compared with if they were strangers (OR: 0.35-0.76). 

• Police were more likely to lay charges in contact offence incidents where the victim survivor was aged 10 

to 24 years, compared to incidents where the victim survivor was aged 25 to 34 (OR: 1.3-1.39). 

• There were mixed associations with offender age. For contact offences, offenders aged 18-24 were 

more likely to be charged than those aged 25-34 (OR: 1.26), while for non-contact offences, adolescent 

offenders (17 years and younger) were less likely to be charged than adult offenders aged 25 to 34 (OR: 

0.19). 

• For contact offences, offenders with a criminal history of recorded sex offences were more likely to be 

charged than offenders with no history of recorded sex offences (OR: 2.15).  

• Police were more likely to lay charges for contact offence incidents that occurred in regional Victoria 

compared to those that occurred in metropolitan Melbourne (OR: 1.36). However, incidents that occurred 

in a justice facility (includes most correctional and youth justice facilities and immigration detention 

centres; CSA, 2021b; 110 contact offence incidents in total) were less likely to have charges laid than 

both these regions (OR: 0.4).  

• Non-contact offence incidents that occurred in a ‘other’ location (e.g., bar, restaurant, shopping centre or 

sporting and recreational facility) were more likely to have charges laid compared with incidents that 

occurred in a residential location (OR: 2.56). 

 

 

  



 

24 
 

What factors are related to police charging an offender? 

 
 

For contact offence incidents 
More likely to be charged 

• Male offenders 

• Incidents in regional Victoria 

• Adolescent and young adult victim survivors 
(aged 10-24 years) 

• Offenders aged 18-24 

• Repeat sex offenders 

• Incidents involving strangers 

• Incidents involving other co-occurring offences 

• Indecent assault incidents 

• Incidents reported more than 6 months after 

occurring 

 
Less likely to be charged 

• Female offenders 

• Incidents in metropolitan Melbourne 

• Incidents that occurred in a justice facility 

• Victim survivors aged under 10 and 25 or older 

• Offenders aged under 18 years and 25 or older 

• Offenders with no prior recorded sex offences 

• Incidents involving sex offences only 

• Rape incidents 

• Incidents where the offender and victim survivor 
were known to each other 

• Incidents reported within 6 months of occurring 

For non-contact offence incidents 
More likely to be charged 

• Incidents where a victim survivor was identified 

• Male offenders 

• Adult offenders (18 years or older) 

• Sexual offences against children 

• Incidents in ‘other’ locations (restaurants, licenced 
premises, retail, sporting areas etc) 

• Incidents involving other co-occurring offences 
 
Less likely to be charged 

• Incidents with no victim survivor identified 

• Female offenders 

• Adolescent offenders (17 years or younger) 

• Image-based sexual offences 

• Incidents in residential locations 

• Incidents involving sex offences only 

 

 

Table 7. Statistically significant factors associated with police laying charges  

Factor Level Odds Ratio Odds 90% CI p-value 

Contact offences 

Victim survivor age 10-17 1.39 (1.16, 1.66) <0.01 

18-24 1.3 (1.08, 1.57) 0.02 

25-34 Reference category   

Offender sex Male Reference category   

Female 0.56 (0.41, 0.76) <0.01 

Offender age 18-24 1.26 (1.04, 1.52) 0.05 

25-34 Reference category   

Prior offences recorded Sexual offences 2.15 (1.85, 2.48) <0.001 

Victim survivor relationship to 
offender 

Not associated Reference category   

Current partner 0.38 (0.3, 0.48) <0.001 

Former partner 0.35 (0.27, 0.47) <0.001 

Other family member 0.76 (0.62, 0.93) 0.03 

Acquaintance 0.71 (0.6, 0.83) <0.001 

Offence type Rape Reference category   

Indecent assault 1.19 (1.05, 1.34) 0.02 

Within 2 weeks Reference category   
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Factor Level Odds Ratio Odds 90% CI p-value 

Time between offence and reporting 
to police 

6 to 12 months 1.5 (1.17, 1.92) <0.01 

More than 12 months 1.87 (1.61, 2.17) <0.001 

Co-occurring offences recorded Crimes against the person 5.55 (4.65, 6.62) <0.001 

Non-Crimes against the person 3.47 (2.81, 4.29) <0.001 

Geographic location Metropolitan Reference category   

Regional 1.36 (1.22, 1.52) <0.001 

Justice facility 0.4 (0.22, 0.73) 0.01 

Non-contact offences     

Victim survivor identified Yes 2.11 (1.52, 2.95) <0.001 

Offender sex Male Reference category   

 Female 0.53 (0.33, 0.85) 0.03 

Offender age 17 or younger 0.19 (0.12, 0.3) <0.001 

 25-34 Reference category   

Offence type Sexual offences against children Reference category   

 Image-based sexual offence 0.5 (0.34, 0.74) <0.01 

Time between offence and reporting 
to police 

Within 2 weeks Reference category   

2 weeks to 6 months 1.64 (1.16, 2.31) 0.02 

6 to 12 months 2.04 (1.3, 3.2) <0.01 

More than 12 months 2.11 (1.37, 3.26) <0.01 

Co-occurring offences recorded Yes 4.75 (3.24, 6.97) <0.001 

Incident location type Residential Reference category   

 Other 2.56 (1.38, 4.74) 0.01 

 

3.4 Progression to court and final outcomes 

Police laid charges in relation to one quarter of all sexual offence incidents (n=3,719). These incidents are 

considered to have progressed to the prosecution and court stages.  

The majority of these incidents involved at least one charge that was finalised and proven in court (n=2,222, 60% 

of charged incidents, 15% of all incidents). Just under half of the incidents proven in court resulted in a custodial 

sentence for the offender (n=1,079, 49% of proven incidents, 7% of all incidents). The remaining non-custodial 

sentences included proven outcomes, such as a community corrections order, fine or good behaviour bond. 

Around one in three incidents where charges were laid had the charges finalised, but not proven in court 

(n=1,194, 32% of charged incidents, 8% of all incidents). Common non-proven outcomes included that the matter 

was withdrawn or struck out, while less commonly charges were discharged or dismissed. 

A small number of incidents had charges laid, but no record was found of the charges being finalised in court 

(n=303, 8% of charged incidents, 2% of all incidents). This may indicate these charges were dropped by the 

prosecution before being finalised, or as we have taken a specific follow up window for this study, it may indicate 

that the charges are still progressing through the court system and may be finalised at a later date. It is not 

possible to differentiate between these two options with the data currently held by the CSA. 
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Figure 9. Court outcomes for sexual offences, 2015/16 – 2016/17 

 

To examine the characteristics related to the progression of sexual offence incidents through the court stages, 

two logistic regression models (one for each of the two stages of the criminal justice system related to court 

progression: charges finalised in court, and charges proven in court) were used to analyse two datasets of sexual 

offence incidents. One dataset included incidents involving ‘contact’ offences (those under the CSA Offence 

Groups of rape, indecent assault and incest) and the other included ‘non-contact’ offences (sexual offences 

against children and image-based sexual offences). See Appendix B Section 1.4-1.5 and 2.4-2.5 for a complete 

statistical results table for each logistic regression model, including non-significant results. The AUC for these 

models ranged from 0.660 to 0.806, indicating a medium to large effect (Rice & Harris, 2005). If the models were 

used to predict attrition, the ‘charges finalised in court’ model for non-contact offences would be strongest and 

the contact offences ‘charges proven in court’ model would be weakest. 

3.4.1 Factors related to charges being finalised in court 

A summary of all factors found to be significantly related to whether or not charges were finalised in court for a 

sexual offence incident is shown in the grey box below and in Table 8. This analysis only considered incidents for 

which an offender was charged.  

Notable findings included: 

• Non-contact offence incidents with a co-occurring offence were more likely to have charges finalised in 

court compared with sex offence only incidents (OR: 7.36). 

• Contact offence incidents with adolescent victim survivors aged 10-17 years old were more likely to have 

charges finalised in court compared with victim survivors aged 25 to 34 years (OR: 2.41). 

• Offenders recorded for contact offence incidents who were previously recorded for a justice procedure 

offence were less likely to have charges finalised in court than those without (OR: 0.59). Common 

examples of justice procedure offences include breaches of family violence orders, breach of bail 

conditions and resisting arrest. 

• Contact offence incidents where police laid charges more than 12 months after the incident was 

reported were less likely to be finalised in court than incidents where charges were laid within 2 weeks of 

the report date (OR: 0.15).  
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What factors are related to charges being heard in court?  

 
 

For contact offence incidents 
More likely to be heard in court 

• Adolescent victim survivors (aged 10-17) 

• Offenders with no prior justice procedure 
offences 

• Incidents charged within 12 months of being 
reported 

 
Less likely to be heard in court 

• Victim survivors aged under 10 years or 18 years 
or older 

• Incidents charged more than 12 months after 
report date 

• Offenders with prior justice procedure offences 

For non-contact offence incidents 
More likely to be heard in court 

• Incidents involving other co-occurring offences 
 
Less likely to be heard in court 

• Incidents involving sex offences only 

 

Table 8: Statistically significant factors associated with charges being finalised in court 

Factor Level Odds Ratio Odds 90% CI p-value 

Contact offences 

Victim survivor age 10-17 2.41 (1.52, 3.8) <0.01 

25-34 Reference category   

Prior offences recorded Justice procedures offences 0.59 (0.39, 0.9) 0.04 

Time between reporting to police and 
charges being laid 

Within 2 weeks Reference category   

More than 12 months 0.15 (0.11, 0.21) <0.001 

Geographic location Metropolitan Reference category   

Justice facility 0.18 (0.06, 0.55) 0.01 

Non-contact offences     

Co-occurring offences recorded Yes 7.36 (1.91, 28.45) 0.02 

 

3.4.2 Factors related to charges being proven in court 

A summary of all factors found to be significantly related to whether or not charges would be proven in court for 

a sexual offence incident is shown in the grey box below and in Table 9. This analysis only considered incidents 

for which at least one charge was finalised in court.  

Notable findings included: 

• Incidents that also involved other offence types besides sex offences (‘co-occurring offences’) were less 

likely to have charges proven in court (Contact offence incidents that involved a Crime against the 
person co-offence OR: 0.68; Non-contact offence incidents OR: 0.33).  

• Offenders who were recorded for a contact offence incident and who had a prior drug offence were less 

likely to have charges proven in court than those without (OR: 0.66).  

• Contact offence incidents involving current or former partners were less likely to result in proven charges 

compared with incidents involving strangers (OR: 0.54-0.64). 

• Incidents charged more than 12 months after they were reported were less likely to be proven in court 

than those charged within 2 weeks of the incident report date (Contact offence incidents OR: 0.65; Non-

contact offence incidents OR: 0.4). 
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What factors are related to charges being proven in court?  

 
 

For contact offence incidents 
More likely to be proven in court 

• Female victim survivors 

• Incidents involving strangers 

• Offenders with no prior drug offences 

• Incidents without a Crime against the person co-
occurring offence 

• Charges laid between 2 weeks and 6 months after 

report date 

 
Less likely to be proven in court 

• Male victim survivors 

• Incidents between current or former partners 

• Offenders with a prior drug offence 

• Incidents with a Crime against the person co-
offence 

• Charges laid within 2 weeks or more than 12 

months after report date 

For non-contact offence incidents 
More likely to be proven in court 

• Incidents involving sex offences only 

• Charges laid within 12 months of being reported 
 
Less likely to be proven in court 

• Incidents involving other co-occurring offences 

• Charges laid more than 12 months after being 
reported 

 

Table 9: Statistically significant factors associated with charges being proven in court 

Factor Level Odds Ratio Odds 90% CI p-value 

Contact offences 

Victim survivor sex Male Reference category   

Female 1.31 (1.05, 1.65) 0.05 

Prior offences recorded Drug offences 0.66 (0.5, 0.88) 0.02 

Victim survivor relationship to 
offender 

Not associated Reference category   

Current partner 0.64 (0.45, 0.91) 0.04 

Former partner 0.54 (0.35, 0.81) 0.01 

Time between reporting to police and 
charges being laid 

Within 2 weeks Reference category   

2 weeks to 6 months 1.32 (1.08, 1.61) 0.02 

More than 12 months 0.65 (0.51, 0.84) <0.01 

Co-occurring offences recorded Crimes against the person 0.68 (0.56, 0.83) <0.01 

Non-contact offences     

Time between reporting to police and 
charges being laid 

Within 2 weeks Reference category   

More than 12 months 0.4 (0.19, 0.85) 0.05 

Co-occurring offences recorded Yes 0.33 (0.21, 0.52) <0.001 
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4. Discussion 

There were 14,910 sexual offence incidents reported to police between 2015/16 and 2016/17 and their 

progression through the justice system (or in many cases, lack thereof) has been illustrated in this paper. 

Approximately 1 in 7 incidents ultimately led to a charge being proven in court. This final proven rate (15%) is 

consistent with other studies of sexual offence attrition in Victoria, which generally found final proven or 

conviction rates of between 10% and 20% (Millsteed & McDonald, 2017; Ministry of Justice, 2019; Daly & 

Bouhours, 2010). There is little evidence to suggest there have been improvements in attrition since previous 

studies, although studies are not easily compared due to differing methodologies and data, and difficulties in 

establishing the impacts of any legislative or policy changes that might have occurred in the intervening years. 

This study also confirmed that most attrition occurs during the initial report and police investigation stages. One 

in four incidents resulted in police laying charges and therefore progressed past the police investigation stage to 

prosecution and the court. Other studies have shown between 15% and 35% of incidents progress past a 

comparable point of the justice system (Millsteed & McDonald, 2017; Heenan & Murray, 2006; Fitzgerald, 2006; 

Ministry of Justice, 2019; Triggs, Jordan & Kingi, 2009). Although this study did not include prosecution data, the 

difference between the number of incidents with charges finalised in court and those where charges were laid 

can be used as a proxy measure. This study produced a higher proxy prosecution rate (90%) than previous 

studies, which found 66-69% proceeded at this point (Millsteed & McDonald, 2017; Daly & Bouhours, 2010). It 

should be noted, however, that the methodologies across these studies differed and results are unlikely to be 

comparable, particularly due to significant improvements in the capacity to link police data to court data in recent 

years. 

Two-thirds of incidents (65%) with charges finalised in court resulted in at least one charge being proven. This is 

consistent with analysis of sexual assault offenders in NSW which found proven rates of between 59% and 66% 

(BOCSAR, 2021). Few other studies produced statistics on this stage in isolation, however, the final proven rate 

as a proportion of all incidents (15%) was consistent with other studies (Millsteed & McDonald, 2017; Ministry of 

Justice, 2019; Daly & Bouhours, 2010). Just under half of proven incidents (or 7% of all incidents) received a 

sentence of imprisonment. Most other proven incidents received community corrections orders or, in some 

instances, a fine or bond. 

Some types of incidents were more likely to progress through the justice system than others as discussed below 

(for a summary of findings see Table 10 and Table 11). Overall, this study found more factors were related to 

progression through the police stages, while fewer factors were relevant once the incident reached prosecution 

and the courts.  

Relationship type 

The relationship type between the victim survivor and offender was found to be related to the likelihood of 

progression at several stages for incidents involving rape, indecent assault, and incest offences. Generally, 

incidents where the victim survivor and offender were strangers were more likely to progress. Incidents involving 

strangers were less likely to be withdrawn, more likely to have charges laid and more likely to be proven in court. 

The exception to this trend was at the offender identification stage. Perhaps unsurprisingly, police were more 

likely to identify an offender if the parties were known to each other, for example as partners, other family 

members, or acquaintances. Overall, analysis by relationship type showed 18% of stranger incidents were proven 

in court compared with 9% of current partner incidents and 13% of former partner incidents. These findings 

echoed the CSA’s 2017 study which also found incidents were the parties were known to each other were less 

likely to progress, as well as the Heenan and Murray (2006) qualitative study which found current and former 

partner incidents were less likely to result in charges being laid. 

Offence type 

The type of offence impacted on the likelihood of progression through the police stages. Rape incidents were 

less likely to progress at several police stages, while this was similarly the case for image-based sexual offences. 

The type of offence was not significantly related to charges being finalised or proven in court. 
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Incidents also involving other, non-sexual, offences 

Incidents that also involved a non-sexual ‘co-occurring offence’ consistently progressed further through the 

justice system than those that only involved sexual offences. However, there was evidence that these incidents 

were less likely to result in a proven outcome once they got to court. This study does not individually track 

charges for all offences within the incident. As such, we do not know whether the co-occurring offences were 

also charged and heard in court within the same matter. Nevertheless, the presence of a co-occurring offence 

was strongly associated with incident progression at the first four stages. One hypothesis for this finding is that 

co-occurring offences may provide police and the prosecution with more substantive evidence to proceed. It is 

also plausible that the existence of a co-occurring offence may increase perceptions of credibility among victim 

survivors, who often hold fears they will not be believed when reporting sexual crimes (Tidmarsh & Hamilton, 

2020), or police and prosecutors, who may feel that the inclusion of a co-occurring offence makes for an overall 

more compelling case.  

Geographic location 

An offender was more likely to be identified for incidents that occurred in regional Victoria than those in 

metropolitan Melbourne. An offender was also more likely to be charged for contact offences that occurred in 

regional Victoria. However, geographical differences between metropolitan Melbourne and regional Victoria were 

not associated with progression at the court stages. Contact offences that occurred in a justice facility were less 

likely to result in an offender being charged and less likely for charges to be finalised in court.  

Victim survivor age 

The age of victims of rape, indecent assault and incest offences was related to progression through several 

stages of the justice system process. In general, offences involving child and adolescent victims were more likely 

to progress than those involving adults. Incidents involving young people were less likely to be withdrawn, more 

likely to result in an offender being charged and more likely for those charges to be finalised in court. Conversely, 

an offender was less likely to be identified for offences involving victims aged under 18. This is predominantly 

due to the high number of incidents involving child or adolescent victim survivors for which police determined no 

offence was disclosed. It is likely that a number of these incidents are related to mandatory reports.  

Implications, further research and conclusions 

This quantitative study cannot directly speak to victim survivors’ experiences of the justice system. However, it 

does confirm that reporting a sexual offence remains unlikely to lead to a proven outcome in court. Six in 7 

incidents reported to police either did not progress to court or were not proven once they reached court. This 

study provides further evidence that reporting is frequently delayed: almost 1 in 3 incidents (29%) were reported 

to police more than 12 months after the incident occurred. This study also illustrates the long time periods the 

legal processes can take. For example, for incidents where police laid charges, 31% were laid more than six 

months after the incident was reported. For incidents that were heard in court, 37% took more than 12 months for 

the matter to be finalised from the date charges were laid. Almost the same number of incidents that were 

ultimately proven in court (n=2,222, 15%) went unsolved at the police investigation stage (n=2,095, 14%). These 

statistics speak to the justice system’s limitations in resolving sexual offences that victim survivors report to 

police.  

Almost 1 in 5 (19%) sexual offence incident complaints were withdrawn by the victim survivor. A Victorian 

qualitative study into withdrawn rape complaints found that victim survivors often withdrew from the process 

due to time delays and a lack of certainty about whether their case would proceed or not (Heenan & Murray, 

2006). A New Zealand study noted common reasons a victim survivor may withdraw their complaint included 

wanting to manage their mental health or stress, their reluctance or ambivalence to continue, having moved on or 

wanting to put the victimisation behind them, fearing the offender, not wanting anyone to know, not wanting to go 

to court, and/or wanting to continue a relationship with the offender (Ministry of Justice, 2019). In recent years, 

there has also been evidence in other jurisdictions of victim survivors being solicited to withdraw complaints as a 

means of increasing police clearance rates (Queensland Audit Office, 2017). Given the high number of incidents 

in this study where complaints were withdrawn, further qualitative research is required to increase understanding 
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of reasons for withdrawal and determine if there are any system improvements that can be made.  

A further 18% of incidents exited the justice process as police determined no offence was disclosed. 

Understanding the nature of these reported incidents would require further qualitative analysis of sexual offence 

police reports, which has not been done since Heenan & Murray’s (2006) analysis of rape cases recorded 

between 2000 and 2003. What is known from this study, is that this outcome is used more frequently for 

incidents involving child and adolescent victim survivors. It is probable that some of these incidents involved a 

mandatory report of an incident that police later determined they did not have enough evidence to proceed with. 

For example, a young child may disclose information to a teacher that suggests an offence has occurred (which 

the teacher would be required to report to police), yet when police investigate, they may determine there is not 

enough evidence that an offence occurred. In New Zealand, evidence was found of inappropriate use of the ‘no 

crime’ police investigation outcome. For example, where police had questioned the legitimacy of a victims’ report 

and treated it as a false complaint with a ‘no crime’ outcome (Ministry of Justice, 2019). In 2013 New Zealand 

police practices changed and audits of ‘no crime’ files are now routinely undertaken. Attrition studies have since 

shown a reduction in ‘no crime’ outcomes in this jurisdiction from 39% in 1997 to 2% in 2017/18. Having said 

that, this has not necessarily reduced overall attrition as prosecution and conviction rates have remained low and 

new outcomes such as ‘withdrawn by victim’ have been introduced in recent years (Ministry of Justice, 2019). 

Further qualitative research is required to better understand the use of the ‘no offence disclosed’ outcome for 

sexual offences in Victoria, particularly as they relate to attrition rates. Similarly, this research could lead to better 

understanding of the relationship between mandatory reporting and sexual offence attrition in future studies. 

The impact of co-occurring offences on attrition is also worthy of further exploration. In this study outcomes of 

‘charge(s) laid’, ‘charge(s) finalised in court’ and ‘charge(s) proven in court’ indicate that at least one sexual 

offence charge has been laid and progressed through the court process per incident. The presence of a recorded 

co-occurring offence was statistically associated with progression at each of these stages, however we do not 

know whether those co-occurring offences were also charged and whether they were also heard in court. Further 

research that tracks attrition of all charges (sexual and other) through the court adjudication process could help 

to build firmer evidence around the impact of co-occurring offences on attrition.  

As it can take many years for incidents to fully progress through the system, some of the policy parameters that 

were in place when the initial incidents in this study were reported to police have been superseded within just a 

few years. For example, this study examined offences recorded by police between 2015/16 and 2016/17. In 2016, 

the Royal Commission into Family Violence (RCFV) final report recommended significant reforms to police 

practices for responding to family violence, with the very early stages of reform captured in this study’s scope. 

Given that one-third of sexual offence incidents in this study were family violence-related, future attrition studies 

may examine the impact of RCFV reforms. There have also been reforms made as part of the Royal Commission 

into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse (2017) and legislative reforms concerning jury directions, 

consent and image-based sexual abuse which have occurred during this time.  

This study has identified the major points where incidents ‘exit’ the system, as well as the incident characteristics 

that are statistically associated with progression. Further qualitative analysis is suggested to examine incidents 

that do not progress. This could provide more nuanced understanding of the incidents themselves, as well as 

how the criminal justice system is responding at an incident or victim survivor level. A future attrition study could 

also examine reporting of sexual violence to health agencies or community organisations in recognition that 

reporting to police is barrier for some groups, for example, Aboriginal women, LGBTIQ people, CALD women and 

women with disabilities. Regular and enhanced attrition studies will provide policymakers with the evidence base 

needed for effective criminal justice system responses for victim survivors of sexual offending. 
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Table 10. Summary of ‘contact offence’ incident characteristics associated with progression at each stage of the criminal justice system 

 Complaint proceeds (not 
withdrawn) 

Offender identified Charges laid by police Charges finalised in court Charges proven in court 

Victim survivor age Compared with victim survivors 
aged 25-34, more likely if victim 
survivors aged 0-9 

Compared with victim survivors aged 
25-34, less likely if under 18 and more 
likely if aged 18-24 

Compared with victims aged 25-34 
years, more likely if victim survivors 
aged 10-24 

Compared with victims aged 
25-34 years, more likely if 
victim survivor aged 10-17 

Not significant 

Relationship type Partners & acquaintances less 
likely than strangers, while other 
family members more likely 

More likely if victim survivor and 
offender know each other, than if 
strangers 

Less likely if victim survivor and 
offender know each other, than if 
strangers 

Not significant Less likely where victim survivor 
and offender are current or 
former partners, than if strangers 

Co-occurring offences More likely if any co-occurring 
offences 

More likely if any co-occurring offences More likely if any co-occurring offences Not significant Less likely if co-occurring Crime 
against the person  

Time between offence 
and reporting to police 

Compared to incidents reported 
within two weeks, more likely if 
reported more than one year 
later 

Compared to incidents reported within 
two weeks, less likely if reported 2-26 
weeks later, and more likely if reported 
more than a year later 

More likely if reported to police more 
than 6 months after incident, compared 
to reported within 2 weeks 

Not significant Not significant 

Incident geographic 
location 

Not significant More likely if occurred in regional 
Victoria, than in metropolitan 
Melbourne 

More likely if occurred in regional 
Victoria than metropolitan Melbourne. 
Less likely if in a justice facility 

Less likely if occurred in a 
justice facility than in 
metropolitan Melbourne 

Not significant 

Offender criminal history Unable to be tested Unable to be tested More likely if prior sex offences Less likely if prior justice 
procedures offences 

Less likely if prior drug offences 

Victim survivor sex More likely if female than male More likely if female than male Not significant Not significant More likely if female than male 

Incident location type More likely if incident occurred in 
a residential setting 

More likely if occurred at an ‘other’ 
location than a residence 

Not significant Not significant Not significant 

Offence type Rape incidents less likely than 
incest 

Not significant Rape incidents less likely than indecent 
assault 

Not significant Not significant 

Time between reporting 
to police and charges 
being laid 

Unable to be tested Unable to be tested Unable to be tested Compared with incidents 
charged in less than two 
weeks, less likely if charged 
more than one year later 

Compared to incidents charged 
within two weeks, more likely if 
charged up to six months later, 
and less likely if charged more 
than one year later 

Offender sex Unable to be tested Unable to be tested More likely if male than female Not significant Not significant 

Offender age Unable to be tested Unable to be tested More likely if aged 18-24, than 25-34 Not significant Not significant 

Victim survivor 
Aboriginal status 

Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant 

Offender Aboriginal 
status 

Unable to be tested Unable to be tested Not significant Not significant Not significant 

Time between charging 
and matter finalisation 

Unable to be tested Unable to be tested Unable to be tested Unable to be tested Not significant 
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Table 11. Summary of ‘non-contact offence’ incident characteristics associated with progression at each stage of the criminal justice system 

Note: It was not possible to test the relationship between some factors examined at certain stages of the criminal justice system process (‘Unable to be tested’). For example, it was not possible to examine the 

impact an alleged offender’s criminal history had on whether or not an offence was withdrawn, as at that stage of the criminal justice system an offender has not yet been identified. 

 Complaint proceeds (not 
withdrawn) 

Offender identified Charges laid by police Charges finalised in court Charges proven in court 

Co-occurring offences More likely if any co-occurring 
offences 

More likely if any co-occurring offences More likely if any co-occurring offences More likely if any co-occurring 
offences 

Less likely if co-occurring 
offences 

Offence type Image-based offences less likely 
than sexual offences against 
children 

Image-based offences more likely than 
sexual offences against children 

Image-based offences less likely than 
sexual offences against children 

Not significant Not significant 

Time between offence 
and reporting to police 

Not significant Incidents reported more than 2 weeks 
after occurred more likely compared 
with those reported within 2 weeks 

Incidents reported more than 2 weeks 
after occurred more likely compared 
with those reported within 2 weeks 

Not significant Not significant 

Incident geographic 
location 

Not significant More likely if occurred in regional 
Victoria, than in metropolitan 
Melbourne 

Not significant Not significant Not significant 

Victim survivor recorded Not significant Not significant More likely if victim survivor recorded 
by police 

Not significant Not significant 

Incident location type Not significant Not significant More likely if occurred at an ‘other’ 
location than a residence 

Not significant Not significant 

Offender sex Unable to be tested Unable to be tested More likely if male than female Not significant Not significant 

Offender age Unable to be tested Unable to be tested Less likely if aged 10-17, than 25-34 Not significant Not significant 

Time between reporting 
to police and charges 
being laid 

Unable to be tested Unable to be tested Unable to be tested Not significant Compared to incidents charged 
within two weeks, less likely if 
charged more than one year later 

Family violence related Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant Not significant 

Offender criminal history Unable to be tested Unable to be tested Not significant Not significant Not significant 

Offender Aboriginal 
status 

Unable to be tested Unable to be tested Not significant Not significant Not significant 

Time between charging 
and matter finalisation 

Unable to be tested Unable to be tested Unable to be tested Unable to be tested Not significant 
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Appendix A: Sexual offence incident attrition rates – statistical summary 

Table 12. Progression through the justice system by incident characteristics 

Incident characteristics 
Number of incidents 

Offences not 
withdrawn 

Offender identified 
Charges laid by 

police 
Charges finalised in 

court 
Charges proven in 

court 

% n % n % n % n % n % n 

All incidents 100.0 14,910 81.5 12,147 48.0 7,154 24.9 3,719 22.9 3,416 14.9 2,222 

Most serious sex offence type recorded by police per incident 

Contact offences             

Rape 100.0 6,113 75.9 4,638 44.2 2,703 18.8 1,150 16.6 1,013 9.8 597 

Indecent assault 100.0 6,744 83.2 5,611 47.2 3,186 26.1 1,759 24.1 1,628 15.1 1,018 

Incest 100.0 388 90.2 350 59.5 231 30.7 119 27.8 108 14.9 58 

Non-contact offences             

Sexual offences against children 100.0 1,146 95.3 1,092 61.1 700 44.5 510 43.1 494 36.3 416 

Other sexual offences 100.0 11 90.9 10 54.5 6 45.5 5 36.4 4 0.0 0 

Image-based sex offence 100.0 508 87.8 446 64.6 328 34.6 176 33.3 169 26.2 133 

Victim survivor characteristics 

Victim survivor recorded             

No 100.0 1,149 93.7 1,077 62.7 720 39.6 455 38.4 441 31.8 365 

Yes 100.0 13,761 80.4 11,070 46.8 6,434 23.7 3,264 21.6 2,975 13.5 1,857 

Victim survivor age             

0-9 100.0 1,386 92.1 1,276 31.9 442 11.9 165 11.3 156 6.3 88 

10-17 100.0 4,455 78.2 3,482 42.0 1,870 21.2 944 20.0 893 14.0 623 

18-24 100.0 2,276 78.4 1,784 53.7 1,223 28.0 637 25.7 585 15.9 361 

25-34 100.0 2,018 78.4 1,583 51.4 1,037 25.9 523 23.0 464 13.8 279 

35-44 100.0 1,532 78.2 1,198 48.6 745 23.7 363 20.8 318 11.4 174 

45 and older 100.0 1,778 82.7 1,470 52.1 926 27.3 486 23.6 419 13.2 234 

Unknown 100.0 316 87.7 277 60.4 191 46.2 146 44.3 140 31.0 98 

Victim survivor sex             

Male 100.0 2,463 84.9 2,090 42.3 1,042 21.4 526 19.2 473 10.8 265 
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Incident characteristics 
Number of incidents 

Offences not 
withdrawn 

Offender identified 
Charges laid by 

police 
Charges finalised in 

court 
Charges proven in 

court 

% n % n % n % n % n % n 

Female 100.0 11,152 79.2 8,837 47.3 5,277 23.7 2,645 21.6 2,412 13.7 1,528 

Unknown 100.0 146 97.9 143 78.8 115 63.7 93 61.6 90 43.8 64 

Aboriginal status             

Aboriginal 100.0 490 82.7 405 42.2 207 20.4 100 18.8 92 10.8 53 

Not Aboriginal 100.0 11,156 80.9 9,021 48.3 5,391 24.5 2,728 22.3 2,487 13.7 1,529 

Unknown 100.0 2,115 77.7 1,644 39.5 836 20.6 436 18.7 396 13.0 275 

Offender characteristics 

Offender recorded             

No 100.0 7,756 64.4 4,993 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

Yes 100.0 7,154 100.0 7,154 100.0 7,154 52.0 3,719 47.7 3,416 31.1 2,222 

Offender age             

17 or younger 100.0 807 100.0 807 100.0 807 33.1 267 32.0 258 21.1 170 

18-24 100.0 1,137 100.0 1,137 100.0 1,137 54.8 623 51.7 588 34.6 393 

25-34 100.0 1,392 100.0 1,392 100.0 1,392 51.9 723 47.9 667 32.3 450 

35-44 100.0 1,266 100.0 1,266 100.0 1,266 53.1 672 48.8 618 32.2 408 

45 or older 100.0 2,481 100.0 2,481 100.0 2,481 56.5 1,402 50.6 1,256 31.7 786 

Unknown age 100.0 71 100.0 71 100.0 71 45.1 32 40.8 29 21.1 15 

Offender sex             

Male 100.0 6,847 100.0 6,847 100.0 6,847 52.6 3,601 48.3 3,306 31.5 2,157 

Female 100.0 307 100.0 307 100.0 307 38.4 118 35.8 110 21.2 65 

Aboriginal status             

Aboriginal 100.0 271 100.0 271 100.0 271 55.4 150 50.6 137 33.2 90 

Not Aboriginal 100.0 6,776 100.0 6,776 100.0 6,776 52.2 3,536 48.0 3,250 31.3 2,121 

Unknown 100.0 107 100.0 107 100.0 107 30.8 33 27.1 29 10.3 11 

Prior offences recorded             

Sexual offences 100.0 1,284 100.0 1,284 100.0 1,284 69.5 893 62.9 807 42.7 548 

Other Crimes against the person 100.0 1,987 100.0 1,987 100.0 1,987 57.5 1,142 53.1 1,056 33.3 662 

Property & deception 100.0 1,912 100.0 1,912 100.0 1,912 56.5 1,081 53.0 1,013 33.7 645 
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Incident characteristics 
Number of incidents 

Offences not 
withdrawn 

Offender identified 
Charges laid by 

police 
Charges finalised in 

court 
Charges proven in 

court 

% n % n % n % n % n % n 

Drug offences 100.0 819 100.0 819 100.0 819 56.4 462 52.7 432 31.5 258 

Public order & security 100.0 1,401 100.0 1,401 100.0 1,401 59.3 831 56.1 786 37.7 528 

Justice procedures offences 100.0 1,451 100.0 1,451 100.0 1,451 59.3 860 54.7 794 35.2 511 

Other offences 100.0 194 100.0 194 100.0 194 67.0 130 61.3 119 38.7 75 

Other incident characteristics 

Relationship between victim survivor and 
offender 

            

Current partner 100.0 1,340 71.0 952 47.1 631 20.1 270 17.5 235 9.5 127 

Former partner 100.0 694 75.1 521 59.4 412 28.0 194 25.4 176 13.0 90 

Other family member 100.0 2,950 87.4 2,578 51.3 1,514 26.0 768 23.7 700 14.9 439 

Acquaintance 100.0 4,858 77.7 3,776 48.3 2,344 23.1 1,120 21.1 1,023 13.2 640 

Stranger 100.0 2,811 83.5 2,348 46.9 1,319 27.9 785 25.8 724 18.3 515 

Unknown 100.0 2,257 87.4 1,972 41.4 934 25.8 582 24.7 558 18.2 411 

Co-occurring offences             

Crime against the person 100.0 1,381 97.2 1,342 90.5 1,250 73.1 1,010 68.5 946 39.0 539 

Non-Crime against the person 100.0 1,045 97.7 1,021 91.6 957 75.6 790 71.6 748 43.3 453 

Family violence related             

Yes 100.0 5,161 81.5 4,207 52.1 2,689 25.5 1,316 23.2 1,196 13.8 713 

No 100.0 9,749 81.4 7,940 45.8 4,465 24.6 2,403 22.8 2,220 15.5 1,509 

Type of location              

Residential 100.0 10,084 80.9 8,158 48.4 4,884 23.9 2,413 21.9 2,208 13.8 1,393 

Community 100.0 3,191 81.5 2,602 44.6 1,423 24.0 767 22.1 706 14.8 472 

Other 100.0 1,087 85.0 924 55.3 601 33.4 363 31.6 344 22.4 244 

Unknown 100.0 548 84.5 463 44.9 246 32.1 176 28.8 158 20.6 113 

Geographic location             

Metropolitan 100.0 9,692 81.2 7,871 45.5 4,407 23.1 2,236 21.3 2,069 13.9 1,343 

Regional 100.0 5,101 82.1 4,189 52.8 2,695 28.7 1,463 26.1 1,332 17.1 873 

Justice facility 100.0 114 74.6 85 44.7 51 16.7 19 12.3 14 5.3 6 
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Incident characteristics 
Number of incidents 

Offences not 
withdrawn 

Offender identified 
Charges laid by 

police 
Charges finalised in 

court 
Charges proven in 

court 

% n % n % n % n % n % n 

Unknown 100.0 3 66.7 2 33.3 1 33.3 1 33.3 1 0.0 - 

Time between incident and reporting to 
police 

            

Within 2 weeks 100.0 6,208 81.2 5,040 44.9 2,788 22.1 1,370 20.6 1,280 13.4 834 

2 weeks to 6 months 100.0 3,368 79.4 2,673 42.3 1,423 20.6 694 19.5 658 13.7 463 

6 to 12 months 100.0 1,025 83.8 859 48.3 495 27.0 277 25.0 256 17.8 182 

More than 12 months 100.0 4,309 83.0 3,575 56.8 2,448 32.0 1,378 28.4 1,222 17.2 743 

Time between reporting to police and 
charges being laid 

            

Within 2 weeks 100.0 1,460 100.0 1,460 100.0 1,460 100.0 1,460 94.5 1,380 60.4 882 

2 weeks to 6 months 100.0 1,100 100.0 1,100 100.0 1,100 100.0 1,100 95.9 1,055 68.8 757 

6 to 12 months 100.0 623 100.0 623 100.0 623 100.0 623 94.2 587 61.3 382 

More than 12 months 100.0 536 100.0 536 100.0 536 100.0 536 73.5 394 37.5 201 

No charges laid 100.0 11,191 75.3 8,428 30.7 3,435 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

Time between charges being laid and 
matter finalisation 

            

Within 2 weeks 100.0 35 100.0 35 100.0 35 100.0 35 100.0 35 51.4 18 

2 weeks to 6 months 100.0 933 100.0 933 100.0 933 100.0 933 100.0 933 60.3 563 

6 to 12 months 100.0 1,201 100.0 1,201 100.0 1,201 100.0 1,201 100.0 1,201 66.9 803 

More than 12 months 100.0 1,247 100.0 1,247 100.0 1,247 100.0 1,247 100.0 1,247 67.2 838 

No charges finalised in court 100.0 11,494 76.0 8,731 32.5 3,738 2.6 303 0.0 0 0.0 0 
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Appendix B: Factors relating to sexual offence incident progression - 

logistical regression statistical summary 

1. Contact offences 

1.1 Complaint not withdrawn 

The logistical regression results compare the odds of a victim survivor withdrawing or not withdrawing their 

complaint. These results are for contact offence incidents (rape, indecent assault, incest; n=9,757). Note the 

event outcome in this analysis is ‘complaint not withdrawn’ as this indicates progression through the justice 

system. 

Table 13. Contact offences: odds of victim survivor not withdrawing their complaint 

Factor Level Odds Ratio Odds 90% CI p-value 

Intercept  4.19 (3.08, 5.69) <0.001 

AUC (Area Under the ROC Curve) score:   0.679 

Victim survivor characteristics 

Victim survivor sex Male Reference category   

Female 0.81 (0.71, 0.92) <0.01 

Victim survivor age 0-9 2.86 (2.24, 3.66) <0.001 

10-17 1.12 (0.98, 1.28) 0.16 (ns) 

18-24 1.05 (0.91, 1.21) 0.59 (ns) 

25-34 Reference category   

35 or older 1.11 (0.97, 1.27) 0.22 (ns) 

Aboriginal status Aboriginal Reference category   

Not Aboriginal 0.86 (0.68, 1.09) 0.3 (ns) 

Incident characteristics 

Victim survivor relationship to 
offender 

Not associated Reference category   

Current partner 0.51 (0.44, 0.61) <0.001 

Former partner 0.54 (0.44, 0.66) <0.001 

Other family member 1.3 (1.09, 1.55) 0.02 

Acquaintance 0.77 (0.68, 0.87) <0.001 

Offence type Rape Reference category   

Indecent assault 1.09 (0.99, 1.2) 0.13 (ns) 

Incest 1.6 (1.14, 2.25) 0.02 

Time between offence and reporting 
to police 

Within 2 weeks Reference category   

2 weeks to 6 months 0.94 (0.83, 1.05) 0.35 (ns) 

6 to 12 months 1.05 (0.87, 1.27) 0.67 (ns) 

More than 12 months 1.2 (1.07, 1.35) 0.01 

Co-occurring offences recorded Crimes against the person 6.65 (4.92, 9) <0.001 

Non-Crimes against the person 5.51 (3.71, 8.19) <0.001 

Incident location type Residential Reference category   

Community 1.17 (1.03, 1.32) 0.04 

Other 1.55 (1.27, 1.89) <0.001 

Geographic location Metropolitan Reference category   

Regional 1.06 (0.96, 1.16) 0.33 (ns) 

Justice facility 0.64 (0.42, 0.96) 0.07 (ns) 
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1.2 Offender identified 

The logistical regression results compare the odds of police formally identifying or not identifying an offender. 

These results are for contact offence incidents (rape, indecent assault, incest) that were not withdrawn 

(n=7,811). 

Table 14. Contact offences: odds of police formally identifying or not identifying an offender 

Factor Level Odds Ratio Odds 90% CI p-value 

Intercept  0.48 (0.36, 0.63) <0.001 

AUC (Area Under the ROC Curve) score:   0.720 

Victim survivor characteristics 

Victim survivor sex Male Reference category   

Female 1.47 (1.32, 1.65) <0.001 

Victim survivor age 0-9 0.36 (0.3, 0.44) <0.001 

10-17 0.71 (0.62, 0.81) <0.001 

18-24 1.32 (1.13, 1.54) <0.01 

25-34 Reference category   

35 or older 0.94 (0.82, 1.09) 0.49 (ns) 

Aboriginal status Aboriginal Reference category   

Not Aboriginal 1.24 (1.01, 1.52) 0.08 (ns) 

Incident characteristics 

Victim survivor relationship to 
offender 

Not associated Reference category   

Current partner 1.25 (1.04, 1.49) 0.04 

Former partner 1.89 (1.49, 2.39) <0.001 

Other family member 1.71 (1.46, 2) <0.001 

Acquaintance 1.52 (1.35, 1.72) <0.001 

Offence type Rape Reference category   

Indecent assault 0.95 (0.87, 1.05) 0.39 (ns) 

Incest 1.01 (0.79, 1.28) 0.96 (ns) 

Time between offence and reporting 
to police 

Within 2 weeks Reference category   

2 weeks to 6 months 0.85 (0.76, 0.95) 0.02 

6 to 12 months 1.05 (0.88, 1.26) 0.64 (ns) 

More than 12 months 1.77 (1.58, 1.98) <0.001 

Co-occurring offences recorded Crimes against the person 7.83 (6.18, 9.92) <0.001 

Non-Crimes against the person 6.33 (4.67, 8.58) <0.001 

Incident location type Residential Reference category   

Community 1.04 (0.92, 1.17) 0.61 (ns) 

Other 1.71 (1.43, 2.05) <0.001 

Geographic location Metropolitan Reference category   

Regional 1.53 (1.4, 1.68) <0.001 

Justice facility 1.41 (0.92, 2.15) 0.18 (ns) 
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1.3. Charges laid 

The logistical regression results compare the odds of police laying charges or not laying charges. These results 

are for contact offence incidents (rape, indecent assault, incest) for which an offender was identified (n=4,708). 

Table 15. Contact offences: odds of police laying charges  

Factor Level Odds Ratio Odds 90% CI p-value 

Intercept  0.44 (0.28, 0.69) <0.01 

AUC (Area Under the ROC Curve) score:   0.736 

Victim survivor characteristics 

Victim survivor sex Male Reference category   

Female 1.05 (0.9, 1.23) 0.59 (ns) 

Victim survivor age 0-9 0.94 (0.72, 1.23) 0.71 (ns) 

10-17 1.39 (1.16, 1.66) <0.01 

18-24 1.3 (1.08, 1.57) 0.02 

25-34 Reference category   

35 or older 1.09 (0.92, 1.29) 0.42 (ns) 

Aboriginal status Aboriginal Reference category   

Not Aboriginal 1.08 (0.81, 1.44) 0.66 (ns) 

Offender characteristics 

Offender sex Male Reference category   

Female 0.56 (0.41, 0.76) <0.01 

Offender age 17 or younger 0.8 (0.63, 1.01) 0.11 (ns) 

18-24 1.26 (1.04, 1.52) 0.05 

25-34 Reference category   

35 or older 1.17 (1, 1.36) 0.11 (ns) 

Aboriginal status Aboriginal Reference category   

Not Aboriginal 0.78 (0.59, 1.05) 0.17 (ns) 

Prior offences recorded Sexual offences 2.15 (1.85, 2.48) <0.001 

Other Crimes against the person 0.89 (0.76, 1.05) 0.24 (ns) 

Property & deception offences 1.04 (0.88, 1.22) 0.72 (ns) 

Drug offences 0.98 (0.8, 1.2) 0.87 (ns) 

Public order & security offences 0.95 (0.79, 1.14) 0.64 (ns) 

Justice procedures offences 0.81 (0.68, 0.98) 0.06 (ns) 

Other offences 1.54 (1.07, 2.22) 0.05 (ns) 

Incident characteristics 

Victim survivor relationship to 
offender 

Not associated Reference category   

Current partner 0.38 (0.3, 0.48) <0.001 

Former partner 0.35 (0.27, 0.47) <0.001 

Other family member 0.76 (0.62, 0.93) 0.03 

Acquaintance 0.71 (0.6, 0.83) <0.001 

Offence type Rape Reference category   

Indecent assault 1.19 (1.05, 1.34) 0.02 

Incest 1.21 (0.92, 1.6) 0.26 (ns) 

Time between offence and reporting 
to police 

Within 2 weeks Reference category   

2 weeks to 6 months 0.96 (0.82, 1.13) 0.67 (ns) 

6 to 12 months 1.5 (1.17, 1.92) <0.01 

More than 12 months 1.87 (1.61, 2.17) <0.001 

Co-occurring offences recorded Crimes against the person 5.55 (4.65, 6.62) <0.001 
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Factor Level Odds Ratio Odds 90% CI p-value 

Non-Crimes against the person 3.47 (2.81, 4.29) <0.001 

Incident location type Residential Reference category   

Community 1.15 (0.99, 1.35) 0.13 (ns) 

Other 1.27 (1.03, 1.56) 0.06 (ns) 

Geographic location Metropolitan Reference category   

Regional 1.36 (1.22, 1.52) <0.001 

Justice facility 0.4 (0.22, 0.73) 0.01 

  



 

44 
 

1.4 Charges finalised in court 

The logistical regression results compare the odds of charges being finalised or not finalised in court. These 

results are for contact offence incidents (rape, indecent assault, incest) for which charges were laid (n=2,242). 

Table 16: Contact offences: odds of charges being finalised in court 

Factor Level Odds Ratio Odds 90% CI p-value 

Intercept  20.09 (5.77, 69.96) <0.001 

AUC (Area Under the ROC Curve) score:   0.789 

Victim survivor characteristics 

Victim survivor sex Male Reference category   

Female 0.8 (0.55, 1.17) 0.33 (ns) 

Victim survivor age 0-9 1.53 (0.71, 3.29) 0.36 (ns) 

10-17 2.41 (1.52, 3.8) <0.01 

18-24 1.23 (0.8, 1.88) 0.43 (ns) 

25-34 Reference category   

35 or older 1.13 (0.77, 1.66) 0.59 (ns) 

Aboriginal status Aboriginal Reference category   

Not Aboriginal 0.44 (0.17, 1.12) 0.15 (ns) 

Offender characteristics 

Offender sex Male Reference category   

Female 0.74 (0.32, 1.73) 0.56 (ns) 

Offender age 17 or younger 1.61 (0.72, 3.6) 0.33 (ns) 

18-24 1.18 (0.72, 1.94) 0.58 (ns) 

25-34 Reference category   

35 or older 1.01 (0.69, 1.5) 0.95 (ns) 

Aboriginal status Aboriginal Reference category   

Not Aboriginal 1.32 (0.64, 2.73) 0.53 (ns) 

Prior offences recorded Sexual offences 0.84 (0.61, 1.14) 0.35 (ns) 

Other Crimes against the person 0.71 (0.48, 1.04) 0.14 (ns) 

Property & deception offences 1.32 (0.87, 1.99) 0.27 (ns) 

Drug offences 1.43 (0.85, 2.41) 0.26 (ns) 

Public order & security offences 1.64 (1.02, 2.64) 0.09 (ns) 

Justice procedures offences 0.59 (0.39, 0.9) 0.04 

Other offences 1.02 (0.44, 2.39) 0.97 (ns) 

Incident characteristics 

Victim survivor relationship to 
offender 

Not associated Reference category   

Current partner 0.83 (0.48, 1.45) 0.58 (ns) 

Former partner 0.98 (0.52, 1.87) 0.97 (ns) 

Other family member 1.46 (0.9, 2.37) 0.2 (ns) 

Acquaintance 1.33 (0.89, 1.96) 0.24 (ns) 

Offence type Rape Reference category   

Indecent assault 1.29 (0.96, 1.73) 0.15 (ns) 

Incest 1.28 (0.64, 2.54) 0.56 (ns) 

Time between offence and reporting 
to police 

Within 2 weeks Reference category   

2 weeks to 6 months 0.95 (0.6, 1.5) 0.85 (ns) 

6 to 12 months 0.68 (0.38, 1.24) 0.29 (ns) 

More than 12 months 0.91 (0.61, 1.34) 0.68 (ns) 

Within 2 weeks Reference category   
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Factor Level Odds Ratio Odds 90% CI p-value 

Time between reporting to police 
and charges being laid 

2 weeks to 6 months 1.6 (1.03, 2.49) 0.08 (ns) 

6 to 12 months 1.03 (0.66, 1.62) 0.91 (ns) 

More than 12 months 0.15 (0.11, 0.21) <0.001 

Co-occurring offences recorded Crimes against the person 1.45 (1.01, 2.09) 0.09 (ns) 

Non-Crimes against the person 0.84 (0.55, 1.27) 0.48 (ns) 

Incident location type Residential Reference category   

Community 1.03 (0.7, 1.5) 0.91 (ns) 

Other 1.3 (0.75, 2.24) 0.43 (ns) 

Geographic location Metropolitan Reference category   

Regional 0.8 (0.61, 1.05) 0.18 (ns) 

Justice facility 0.18 (0.06, 0.55) 0.01 
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1.5 Charges proven in court 

The logistical regression results compare the odds of charges being proven or not proven in court. These results 

are for contact offence incidents (rape, indecent assault, incest) that were finalised in court (n=2,033). 

Table 17: Contact offences: odds of charges being proven or not proven in court 

Factor Level Odds Ratio Odds 90% CI p-value 

Intercept  1.21 (0.35, 4.11) 0.8 (ns) 

AUC (Area Under the ROC Curve) score:   0.660 

Victim survivor characteristics 

Victim survivor sex Male Reference category   

Female 1.31 (1.05, 1.65) 0.05 

Victim survivor age 0-9 0.63 (0.42, 0.94) 0.06 (ns) 

10-17 1.18 (0.91, 1.53) 0.31 (ns) 

18-24 0.79 (0.61, 1.03) 0.15 (ns) 

25-34 Reference category   

35 or older 0.77 (0.6, 0.98) 0.08 (ns) 

Aboriginal status Aboriginal Reference category   

Not Aboriginal 1.23 (0.8, 1.89) 0.43 (ns) 

Offender characteristics 

Offender sex Male Reference category   

Female 0.78 (0.48, 1.28) 0.41 (ns) 

Offender age 17 or younger 0.79 (0.55, 1.13) 0.27 (ns) 

18-24 1.06 (0.8, 1.39) 0.75 (ns) 

25-34 Reference category   

35 or older 0.97 (0.77, 1.22) 0.83 (ns) 

Aboriginal status Aboriginal Reference category   

Not Aboriginal 1 (0.67, 1.51) 0.99 (ns) 

Prior offences recorded Sexual offences 1.26 (1.03, 1.53) 0.05 (ns) 

Other Crimes against the person 0.77 (0.61, 0.98) 0.07 (ns) 

Property & deception offences 1 (0.78, 1.29) 0.98 (ns) 

Drug offences 0.66 (0.5, 0.88) 0.02 

Public order & security offences 1.36 (1.04, 1.78) 0.06 (ns) 

Justice procedures offences 1.27 (0.97, 1.66) 0.15 (ns) 

Other offences 1.01 (0.65, 1.59) 0.96 (ns) 

Incident characteristics 

Victim survivor relationship to 
offender 

Not associated Reference category   

Current partner 0.64 (0.45, 0.91) 0.04 

Former partner 0.54 (0.35, 0.81) 0.01 

Other family member 1.06 (0.79, 1.43) 0.75 (ns) 

Acquaintance 0.86 (0.68, 1.08) 0.28 (ns) 

Offence type Rape Reference category   

Indecent assault 1.12 (0.93, 1.35) 0.3 (ns) 

Incest 0.71 (0.48, 1.05) 0.15 (ns) 

Time between offence and reporting 
to police 

Within 2 weeks Reference category   

2 weeks to 6 months 1.3 (1.01, 1.67) 0.09 (ns) 

6 to 12 months 1.08 (0.75, 1.57) 0.72 (ns) 

More than 12 months 0.77 (0.61, 0.97) 0.06 (ns) 

Within 2 weeks Reference category   
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Factor Level Odds Ratio Odds 90% CI p-value 

Time between reporting to police 
and charges being laid 

2 weeks to 6 months 1.32 (1.08, 1.61) 0.02 

6 to 12 months 0.99 (0.79, 1.24) 0.95 (ns) 

More than 12 months 0.65 (0.51, 0.84) <0.01 

Time between charges being laid 
and matter finalisation 

Within 2 weeks Reference category   

2 weeks to 6 months 0.66 (0.24, 1.84) 0.5 (ns) 

6 to 12 months 1.08 (0.39, 3.01) 0.9 (ns) 

More than 12 months 1.34 (0.48, 3.72) 0.64 (ns) 

Co-occurring offences recorded Crimes against the person 0.68 (0.56, 0.83) <0.01 

Non-Crimes against the person 0.81 (0.64, 1.02) 0.13 (ns) 

Incident location type Residential Reference category   

Community 1.14 (0.91, 1.44) 0.33 (ns) 

Other 1.33 (0.99, 1.78) 0.12 (ns) 

Geographic location Metropolitan Reference category   

Regional 1.11 (0.94, 1.31) 0.32 (ns) 

Justice facility 0.5 (0.16, 1.59) 5.32 (ns) 
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2. Non-Contact offences 

2.1 Complaint not withdrawn 

The logistical regression results compare the odds of victim survivor withdrawing or not withdrawing their 

complaint. These results are for non-contact offence incidents (sexual offences against children and image-

based sexual offences; n=1,488). Note the event outcome in this analysis is ‘complaint not withdrawn’ as this 

indicates progression through the justice system. 

Table 18. Non-contact offences: odds of victim survivor not withdrawing their complaint  

Factor Level Odds Ratio Odds 90% CI p-value 

Intercept  16.59 (11.23, 24.51) 16.59 

AUC (Area Under the ROC Curve) score:   0.760 

Victim survivor characteristics 

Victim survivor identified Yes 0.76 (0.53, 1.08) 0.2 (ns) 

Incident characteristics 

Family violence related Yes 1.2 (0.67, 2.14) 0.6 (ns) 

Offence type Sexual offences against children Reference category   

Image-based sex offence 0.36 (0.25, 0.52) <0.001 

Time between offence and reporting 
to police 

Within 2 weeks Reference category   

2 weeks to 6 months 0.9 (0.61, 1.31) 0.63 (ns) 

6 to 12 months 1.91 (0.95, 3.84) 0.13 (ns) 

More than 12 months 1.88 (0.93, 3.81) 0.14 (ns) 

Co-occurring offences recorded Yes 33.37 (6.27, 177.73) <0.001 

Incident location type Residential Reference category   

Community 0.68 (0.44, 1.06) 0.15 (ns) 

Other 1.92 (0.79, 4.65) 0.23 (ns) 

Geographic location Metropolitan Reference category   

Regional 0.82 (0.58, 1.16) 0.34 (ns) 
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2.2 Offender identified 

The logistical regression results compare the odds of police formally identifying or not identifying an offender. 

These results are for non-contact offence incidents (sexual offences against children and image-based sexual 

offences) that were not withdrawn (n=1,381). 

Table 19. Non-contact offences: odds of police formally identifying an offender 

Factor Level Odds Ratio Odds 90% CI p-value 

Intercept  0.67 (0.54, 0.84) <0.01 

AUC (Area Under the ROC Curve) score:   0.745 

Victim survivor characteristics 

Victim survivor identified Yes 0.77 (0.62, 0.97) 0.06 (ns) 

Incident characteristics 

Family violence related Yes 1.46 (1.02, 2.09) 0.08 (ns) 

Offence type Sexual offences against children Reference category   

Image-based sex offence 1.55 (1.2, 2.01) <0.01 

Time between offence and reporting 
to police 

Within 2 weeks Reference category   

2 weeks to 6 months 1.55 (1.21, 1.97) <0.01 

6 to 12 months 2.35 (1.68, 3.28) <0.001 

More than 12 months 4.1 (2.88, 5.83) <0.001 

Co-occurring offences recorded Yes 14.34 (8.82, 23.31) <0.001 

Incident location type Residential Reference category   

Community 0.88 (0.63, 1.22) 0.52 (ns) 

Other 1.04 (0.69, 1.57) 0.87 (ns) 

Geographic location Metropolitan Reference category   

Regional 1.9 (1.53, 2.37) <0.001 
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2.3 Charges laid 

The logistical regression results compare the odds of police laying charges or not laying charges. These results 

are for non-contact offence incidents (sexual offences against children and image-based sexual offences) for 

which an offender was identified (n=890). 

Table 20. Non-contact offences: odds of police laying charges 

Factor Level Odds Ratio Odds 90% CI p-value 

Intercept  1.5 (0.65, 3.42) 0.42 (ns) 

AUC (Area Under the ROC Curve) score:   0.803 

Victim survivor characteristics 

Victim survivor identified Yes 2.11 (1.52, 2.95) <0.001 

Offender characteristics 

Offender sex Male Reference category   

Female 0.53 (0.33, 0.85) 0.03 

Offender age 17 or younger 0.19 (0.12, 0.3) <0.001 

18-24 1.18 (0.75, 1.84) 0.55 (ns) 

25-34 Reference category   

35 or older 1.02 (0.7, 1.48) 0.93 (ns) 

Aboriginal status Aboriginal Reference category   

Not Aboriginal 0.79 (0.38, 1.66) 0.61 (ns) 

Prior offences recorded Sexual offences 1.19 (0.76, 1.86) 0.53 (ns) 

Other Crimes against the person 1.22 (0.78, 1.9) 0.47 (ns) 

Property & deception offences 0.92 (0.6, 1.41) 0.74 (ns) 

Drug offences 0.85 (0.5, 1.43) 0.6 (ns) 

Public order & security offences 1.07 (0.66, 1.72) 0.82 (ns) 

Justice procedures offences 1.17 (0.71, 1.92) 0.61 (ns) 

Incident characteristics 

Family violence related Yes 0.82 (0.54, 1.25) 0.44 (ns) 

Offence type Sexual offences against children Reference category   

Image-based sex offence 0.5 (0.34, 0.74) <0.01 

Time between offence and reporting 
to police 

Within 2 weeks Reference category   

2 weeks to 6 months 1.64 (1.16, 2.31) 0.02 

6 to 12 months 2.04 (1.3, 3.2) <0.01 

More than 12 months 2.11 (1.37, 3.26) <0.01 

Co-occurring offences recorded Yes 4.75 (3.24, 6.97) <0.001 

Incident location type Residential Reference category   

Community 0.62 (0.39, 1) 0.1 (ns) 

Other 2.56 (1.38, 4.74) 0.01 

Geographic location Metropolitan Reference category   

Regional 1.01 (0.75, 1.36) 0.95 (ns) 
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2.4 Charges finalised in court 

The logistical regression results compare the odds of charges being finalised or not finalised in court. These 

results are for non-contact offence incidents (sexual offences against children and image-based sexual offences) 

for which charges were laid (n=591). 

Table 21. Non-contact offences: odds of charges being finalised in court 

Factor Level Odds Ratio Odds 90% CI p-value 

Intercept  26.4 (3.33, 209.09) <0.01 

AUC (Area Under the ROC Curve) score:   0.806 

Victim survivor characteristics 

Victim survivor identified Yes 0.57 (0.23, 1.41) 0.31 (ns) 

Offender characteristics 

Offender sex Male Reference category   

Female 0.56 (0.13, 2.5) 0.53 (ns) 

Offender age 17 or younger 0.81 (0.15, 4.34) 0.84 (ns) 

18-24 1.78 (0.44, 7.17) 0.49 (ns) 

25-34 Reference category   

35 or older 0.8 (0.27, 2.33) 0.73 (ns) 

Aboriginal status Aboriginal Reference category   

Not Aboriginal 3.05 (0.62, 15.05) 0.25 (ns) 

Prior offences recorded Sexual offences 0.66 (0.19, 2.28) 0.58 (ns) 

Other Crimes against the person 0.86 (0.23, 3.3) 0.86 (ns) 

Property & deception offences 0.74 (0.2, 2.76) 0.71 (ns) 

Drug offences 2.91 (0.39, 21.51) 0.38 (ns) 

Public order & security offences 1.37 (0.32, 5.84) 0.72 (ns) 

Justice procedures offences 0.78 (0.2, 2.96) 0.76 (ns) 

Incident characteristics 

Family violence related Yes 1.18 (0.3, 4.57) 0.84 (ns) 

Offence type Sexual offences against children Reference category   

Image-based sex offence 0.21 (0.05, 0.86) 0.07 (ns) 

Time between offence and reporting 
to police 

Within 2 weeks Reference category   

2 weeks to 6 months 0.64 (0.17, 2.37) 0.57 (ns) 

6 to 12 months 0.2 (0.05, 0.78) 0.05 (ns) 

More than 12 months 0.51 (0.1, 2.52) 0.49 (ns) 

Time between reporting to police 
and charges being laid 

Within 2 weeks Reference category   

2 weeks to 6 months 2.44 (0.69, 8.66) 0.25 (ns) 

6 to 12 months 0.44 (0.15, 1.27) 0.2 (ns) 

More than 12 months 0.52 (0.11, 2.45) 0.49 (ns) 

Co-occurring offences recorded Yes 7.36 (1.91, 28.45) 0.02 

Incident location type Residential Reference category   

Community 0.78 (0.16, 3.64) 0.79 (ns) 

Other 0.75 (0.18, 3.18) 0.74 (ns) 

Geographic location Metropolitan Reference category   

Regional 1.44 (0.53, 3.94) 0.55 (ns) 
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2.5 Charges proven in court 

The logistical regression results compare the odds of charges being proven or not proven in court. These results 

are for non-contact offence incidents (sexual offences against children and image-based sexual offences) that 

were finalised in court (n=573). 

Table 22. Non-contact offences: odds of charges being proven in court 

Factor Level Odds Ratio Odds 90% CI p-value 

Intercept  2.42 (0.41, 14.36) 0.42 (ns) 

AUC (Area Under the ROC Curve) score:   0.724 

Victim survivor characteristics 

Victim survivor identified Yes 0.84 (0.55, 1.29) 0.51 (ns) 

Offender characteristics 

Offender sex Male Reference category   

Female 1.56 (0.54, 4.54) 0.49 (ns) 

Offender age 17 or younger 2.31 (0.75, 7.1) 0.22 (ns) 

18-24 0.59 (0.34, 1.05) 0.13 (ns) 

25-34 Reference category   

35 or older 0.9 (0.54, 1.51) 0.74 (ns) 

Aboriginal status Aboriginal Reference category   

Not Aboriginal 1.49 (0.52, 4.28) 0.54 (ns) 

Prior offences recorded Sexual offences 0.92 (0.52, 1.61) 0.81 (ns) 

Other Crimes against the person 0.87 (0.5, 1.51) 0.67 (ns) 

Property & deception offences 1.1 (0.64, 1.89) 0.78 (ns) 

Drug offences 0.59 (0.31, 1.09) 0.16 (ns) 

Public order & security offences 1.82 (1.02, 3.22) 0.09 (ns) 

Justice procedures offences 0.72 (0.38, 1.33) 0.38 (ns) 

Incident characteristics 

Family violence related Yes 0.84 (0.47, 1.49) 0.61 (ns) 

Offence type Sexual offences against children Reference category   

Image-based sex offence 1.17 (0.64, 2.17) 0.67 (ns) 

Time between offence and reporting 
to police 

Within 2 weeks Reference category   

2 weeks to 6 months 1.63 (0.98, 2.71) 0.11 (ns) 

6 to 12 months 1.32 (0.71, 2.46) 0.45 (ns) 

More than 12 months 1.45 (0.78, 2.71) 0.33 (ns) 

Time between reporting to police 
and charges being laid 

Within 2 weeks Reference category   

2 weeks to 6 months 0.93 (0.57, 1.51) 0.8 (ns) 

6 to 12 months 0.85 (0.45, 1.58) 0.66 (ns) 

More than 12 months 0.4 (0.19, 0.85) 0.05 

Time between charges being laid 
and matter finalisation 

Within 2 weeks Reference category   

2 weeks to 6 months 2.53 (0.66, 9.76) 0.26 (ns) 

6 to 12 months 2.83 (0.73, 11.04) 0.21 (ns) 

More than 12 months 3.71 (0.93, 14.79) 0.12 (ns) 

Co-occurring offences recorded Yes 0.33 (0.21, 0.52) <0.001 

Incident location type Residential Reference category   

Community 0.94 (0.44, 2.01) 0.89 (ns) 

Other 1.05 (0.48, 2.29) 0.92 (ns) 

Geographic location Metropolitan Reference category   

Regional 0.85 (0.56, 1.3) 0.54 (ns) 

 


