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have a higher risk of repeat victimisation. The

available Australian research shows similar trends in

the extent, time course, and risk profiles for repeat

victimisation. 

International research also demonstrates that repeat

victimisation can be prevented, and that doing so can

have a significant effect on overall burglary rates. One

of the most widely reported British repeat prevention

projects reported an 80 per cent reduction in repeat

offences and decreases of 75 per cent in the total

residential burglary rate.

The Queensland and South Australia demonstration

projects both aimed to reduce break and enters

through a focus on repeat victimisation. The approach

taken by the Queensland project was a police-based

crime prevention response. It involved three levels 

of intervention provided by police. All victimised

addresses received a Stopbreak response. Repeat

addresses received a Hot Dot response. An area-

level Hot Spot response was provided to residents 

in selected small areas with very high rates of break

and enter. The approach taken by the South

Australian project was a community-based crime

prevention response. Trained volunteers provided

prevention services, involving five elements: 

informal support for victims, security advice, 

property marking, neighbourhood contact, and

referral to other agencies for support. 

The evaluation reports from each jurisdiction reported

successful outcomes for repeat victimisation but not

for overall break and enter rates. The jurisdictional

reports also identified various implementation issues

that would need to be considered in establishing

similar programs in other locations.

The meta-evaluation concluded that repeats are

preventable in the Australian context, but that

programs should be introduced for reasons other 

than overall break and enter reduction unless 

specific preconditions are met. This includes selecting

intervention sites with much higher levels of repeats

than those found in the two Australian projects. 

The programs appeared to provide a cost-effective

response to repeat break and enter and the models

trialed were considered to be sustainable. There was

no definite evidence of spatial displacement, that 

is, of the problem simply moving to an adjacent

geographic area outside of the intervention sites.

The meta-evaluation also concluded that there 

is no single best model to adopt in preventing 

or reducing repeat break and enters. Instead, 

the strategic approach and the management 

and implementation of the program should be

tailored to local circumstances. 

The results of the two demonstration projects do 

not provide enough evidence to make a definitive

decision on whether a repeat victimisation approach

to break and enter should be widely adopted in

Australia. However, the outcomes reported indicate

the approach has promise. 

Based on the experiences of the Queensland and

South Australian programs, and the conclusions 

of international research and practice literature, 

ideal preconditions and good practice features for 

an effective repeat break and enter prevention

program were considered to be:

high pre-existing levels of repeat offences 

in the target area(s) 

program objectives that relate to prevention 

of repeat offences, rather than total break 

and enter reduction

program development using a suitable planning

and problem-solving approach that recognises 

the scope of the problem and develops locally

appropriate solutions

program development and management through 

a partnership between government and the

community to optimise community resources and

commitment, with expertise from the criminal

justice sector, police and crime detection responses

strong program management (preferably with 

a full-time, appropriately qualified coordinator) 

appropriate training (initial and ongoing) in service

delivery, extending over sufficient time to develop

high levels of competence, and involving practice

with a mentor in real situations 

monitoring processes that address both procedural

compliance and competency development from 

the beginning of the program and operating

throughout its life 

information systems that support program

operation and evaluation accurately and readily

identify repeat incidents, and wherever practicable,

include mechanisms for taking unreported

incidents into account 
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Executive summary
Residential break and enter was identified as 

a priority area for crime prevention in 1997 through 

a collaborative process between the National 

Anti-Crime Strategy Lead Ministers from all States

and Territories and the Commonwealth Attorney-

General. Two demonstration projects began in 1998,

supported by funding from the Commonwealth

Government.

One was conducted in Queensland, designed and

administered by the Criminal Justice Commission

and managed in partnership with the Queensland

Police Service. The program aimed to provide an

enhanced police response to residential break and

enter, with a specific focus on repeat victimisation.

The other was established in South Australia. It was

designed to prevent repeat victimisation through a

range of local community resources and services that

are alternative and additional to current practice in

preventing and reducing residential break and enter. 

It included the use of trained community volunteers

to deliver services. It was developed and managed 

by the Crime Prevention Unit of the South Australian

Attorney-General’s Department.

Each program continued for at least 12 months 

and was evaluated by the relevant jurisdiction.

Queensland and South Australian reports were

completed in 2000 and 2001. The key outcomes 

of those evaluations are summarised in the current

report. More detailed information is available 

in the jurisdictional evaluations1.

This report provides a meta-evaluation of the two

Australian demonstration projects. It includes a

program guide based on the lessons learnt from 

the projects and informed by wider research and

practice literature.

The features of repeat victimisation have been

documented in international literature but there 

are relatively few Australian studies to date.

International research shows that a very small

proportion of victims (two to six per cent) generally

accounts for a very large proportion of crime 

(one-quarter to half of total offences and up to 

two-thirds of particular crime types). About 

20 per cent of residential burglaries are repeats.

Repeats occur relatively quickly after the first 

crime. One-quarter to half of repeat burglaries 

happen within a month of the initial incident, often

within the first week. Certain groups and local areas

1 Criminal Justice Commission, 2000; 2001; Morgan, 2001b; Walter, 2000
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CHAPTER 1 

About repeat victimisation
This chapter provides an overview of repeat

victimisation and key research on this issue to provide

a context for the demonstration projects. It provides a

definition of repeat victimisation, discusses why repeat

victimisation is an important issue to address, and

summarises the international and Australian literature

on the topic. The word ‘burglary’ and the term ‘break

and enter’ are both used in this chapter, depending 

on the particular term used in the reference cited. 

WHAT IS REPEAT VICTIMISATION?

Repeat victimisation is when the same person or place

experiences two or more crimes over a particular time

period. A repeat residential burglary commonly refers

to when there has been more than one burglary at the

same residential address over a 12-month period.

WHY IS REPEAT VICTIMISATION 
AN ISSUE?

Repeat victimisation has become a significant issue 

in crime prevention for several reasons. First,

international research demonstrates repeat incidents

comprise a high proportion of overall crime, especially

in high crime areas. Such areas experience high crime

levels not because they have more victims but because

they have more heavily victimised victims3. Targeting

repeat victimisation with successful prevention

strategies has the potential to reduce crime rates

significantly, particularly in areas with the highest

levels of crime. Therefore, there is a clear 

community benefit. 

Second, being a victim of crime has profound

consequences for many individuals, both economic

and psychological. Being repeatedly victimised

compounds these traumas and repeat victims are

generally more worried about crime4. Preventing

crimes from recurring means fewer victims suffer

these compounding and disproportionate crime

effects. Therefore, there are benefits for those

individuals who are at greater risk of further

victimisation and who are most vulnerable to

suffering a disproportionate level of adverse 

effects from criminal actions.

Third, the characteristics of repeat victimisation mean

that efforts directed at apprehending offenders can

concentrate on known at-risk locations over a

relatively short, high-risk, time. Efforts directed at

repeats therefore are more likely to be successful in

detecting and apprehending offenders. Doing so 

can prevent the immediate incident from being

completed; as well as preventing future incidents that

might otherwise be perpetrated by those individuals,

particularly given evidence that repeat crimes are

more likely to be the work of prolific offenders.

It has also been argued that targeting repeats is a

particularly resource effective method of responding

to crime because limited resources can be directed to

those people and places known to be at greatest risk

of victimisation over the relatively short timeframe 

of heightened risk. Crime prevention strategies that

may be too costly to be used widely can be deployed

to a small number of locations over a short time, 

for maximum effect. Economic benefits for the

government sector and ultimately for taxpayers

become apparent.

CONCLUSIONS FROM INTERNATIONAL
RESEARCH

This section provides an overview of outcomes from

international literature. It is based on studies that have

examined the nature, extent and features of repeat

victimisation from the larger body of international

research and practice reports. Australian research 

is presented separately in the following section and 

is described in greater detail.

THE EXTENT OF REPEAT VICTIMISATION

International literature reports high levels of repeat

victimisation. Examples of statistics on the extent 

of repeat victimisation reported in over 20 studies,

selected across different crimes and countries, and

using different methodologies and sources, are set out

in Appendix 1. Table 1 below provides a summary

overview of these research outcomes for crimes other

than residential burglary. Table 2 summarises the

outcomes specifically for residential burglary.

effective procedures, continuously monitored, 

for transferring information between those areas

responsible for recording crime, for identifying

repeat locations, for allocating tasks to officers and

volunteers to provide services, and for delivery 

of the intervention response

intervention measures combining crime prevention

measures at individual residences to increase

offender effort and risk while reducing rewards 

– intervention responses that include near

neighbours of victims, area-level approaches to

identified hot spots, enhanced police investigation

and offender detection processes, and strategies 

to target offenders and disrupt stolen goods

distribution channels

a repeat prevention program which is integrated 

or coordinated with a wider break and enter

reduction strategy to minimise the potential 

for offenders to simply change their targets 

hot spot interventions designed and adequately

resourced to provide high intensity and high

coverage of prevention activities

a timeframe for operating and evaluating any trial

program that is long enough to establish and assess

long-term outcomes of the intervention

ensuring that any trial program can be sustained,

by taking into account local context and capacity

issues, so that if the program is evaluated as

successful, the model could be continued at 

that location or used elsewhere.

A program guide was developed, based on 

the lessons learned from the two Australian

demonstration projects and taking into account 

wider research and practice literature. The guide 

is included with this report. 

Structure of the report

Chapter 1 provides an overview of repeat victimisation

and key research on this issue to provide a context 

for the demonstration projects.

Chapter 2 presents a summary of the Queensland and

South Australian project operations and outcomes.

Detailed information is available in the individual

evaluation reports prepared by each jurisdiction.

Chapter 3 discusses meta-evaluation issues, drawing

on both the specific results of the two demonstration

projects and on other Australian research and

international literature to identify implications 

for policy and practice.

Chapter 4 is a program guide and selection 

of resource tools. 

Although different legal definitions apply across

jurisdictions and countries2, a residential burglary,

break-in, or break and enter generally relates to 

the unlawful entry of a dwelling with the intention 

of committing a theft from the property. The

terms ‘burglary’ and ‘break and enter’ are used

interchangeably in this report. Both terms are used 

in chapter 1, depending on the particular wording

used in the reference cited. For convenience, 

chapters 2 and 3 consistently use the term ‘break 

and enter’, given its common use across all but 

one of the jurisdictional evaluation reports. The

program guide uses ‘burglary’, for consistency 

with the majority of the national and international

research and practice literature.

3 Home Office Toolkit Team, 2001a

4 Borooah & Carcach, 1997; Home Office Toolkit Team, 2001b; Shaw & Pease, 20002 for example, until late 1999, ‘burglary’ and ‘break and enter’ referred to different offences under South Australian legislation
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TABLE 1

Outcomes of international research findings on the extent of repeat victimisation

Outcome Source

One-quarter to one-half of total crimes over a 

12-month period are repeat incidents; and one-quarter

to one-third of victims are repeat victims 

Nation-wide British and Canadian and international

crime victim surveys in 17 industrialised countries5

Repeat rates vary between 6% and 75% for specific

types of crimes (including assault, robbery, vandalism,

theft, and commercial burglary), with the lower 

repeat rates generally reported for vehicle theft 

and the higher rates for assault 

Nation-wide UK crime victim surveys; UK crime surveys

of small businesses and of industrial estates; crimes

reported to various UK and US police forces; crimes 

at Swedish schools reported to police; UK hospital

accident and emergency department 

patient survey6

Victims experiencing multiple repeat incidents 

(for example, between three and 10 incidents over 

a 12-month period) constitute a small proportion 

of victims (1–5%) but account for between 

one-quarter and one-half of all crimes 

National crime victim surveys in Britain, Scotland,

Canada and New Zealand; survey of UK businesses;

calls for service to US police7

The effect of victims experiencing multiple repeats is

higher when specific types of crimes are considered

separately, accounting for between one-quarter to

two-thirds of specific offence types

Calls for service to UK police; surveys of UK

businesses; racial attacks reported to any agency 

on an East London estate8

Repeat victimisation accounts for over three-quarters 

of total crimes in areas experiencing very high rates 

of crime generally, with under 3% of victims 

accounting for 30% of all incidents

Survey of UK high crime estate9

The examples from international literature

demonstrate that a relatively small minority of people

experience a very large proportion of crime, regardless

of the type of crime, the locality or country surveyed,

or the method used to identify and calculate repeats.

In fact, a British review10 of repeat victimisation

studies concluded that the two to three per cent of

those who are most commonly victimised experience

one-quarter to one-third of all crime incidents.

International research on repeat burglary shows

similar findings. Table 2 summarises some examples

from the literature.

Statistic Source

18% of burglaries are repeats 17 industrialised countries in the International 

Crime Victims Survey (Farrell & Tseloni 2001)

• 20% were repeat victims 

• 7% experienced more than one repeat

1999 British Crime Survey (Budd, 2001)

16% were definite and 24% possible repeat Domestic burglaries reported to police in Huddersfield

(UK) (Anderson et al, 1995)

• 7% were repeat victims 

• 0.2% of all households accounted for 

13% of all burglaries

Residential burglaries reported to police 

in Merseyside (UK) (Johnson et al, 1997)

Nearly half of households were repeat victims Burglary incidents recorded by police on the 

Kirkholt (UK) housing estate (Pease, 1992)

3.5% of victims accounted for 14% of incidents Burglaries reported to Trent police 

in Nottinghamshire (UK) 

(Ratcliffe & McCullagh, 1998)

1.2% of victims experienced 29% of incidents Burglaries and attempted burglaries reported to police

in Tallahassee Florida (US) over a three-year period

(Robinson, 1998)

1% of the population reported 26% of incidents Burglaries reported to Kansas (US) police over a 

four-year period (Sherman, 1992 cited in PERF, 1996)

As with other crimes, repeat rates for domestic

burglaries documented in the international literature

show a small proportion of residences account for 

a large proportion of incidents, although there 

is variation in actual rates between locations. 

This variation is likely to reflect both different

methodologies used to identify repeats as well as

differences in actual repeat rates that reflect area

demographic and overall crime rate differences.

OTHER FEATURES OF REPEAT
VICTIMISATION

Time course

International research shows repeat victimisation 

often occurs soon after the first incident. For example, 

high proportions of repeat burglaries occur within

several weeks, and sometimes several days, of the 

first incident. Examples of some of the research

findings are summarised in Appendix 1. Table 3

provides an overview of these research outcomes.

A M E T A - E V A L U A T I O N  O F  T W O  A U S T R A L I A N  D E M O N S T R A T I O N  P R E J E C T S P A G E  9

5 Farrell & Tseloni, 2001; Solicitor-General Canada, 1988

6 Anderson et al, 1995; Bowers, et al, 1998; Home Office Toolkit Team, 2001a; Johnston et al, 1994; Lindstrom, 1997; Meeks 1995 cited in PERF,
1996; Shepherd, 1980; Tilley, 1993a

7 Ellingworth et al, 1995; Ministry for Justice, New Zealand, 1996; Mirrlees-Black & Ross 1995 cited in Pease, 1998; Shaw & Pease, 2000; Sherman
1989 cited in PERF 1996; Solicitor-General Canada, 1988

8 Gray & Whitehead, 1998; Lloyd et al, 1994; Sampson & Phillips, 1995; Wood et al 1997 cited in Pease, 1998

9 Farrell 1992 cited in Farrell, 1995

10 Farrell, 1995
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PREVENTING REPEAT VICTIMISATION

British Home Office-sponsored research has produced

the most widely cited intervention studies targeting

repeat victimisation. One of the earliest is the

Kirkholt project in a high crime estate in Manchester

in the 1980s. Evaluations of this program21 reported

an 80 per cent decline in domestic burglaries over the

first seven months and a 75 per cent reduction in the

burglary rate over a three-year period, compared to a

reduction of only 24 per cent in the remainder of the

police division. Repeat incidents fell by 40 per cent 

in five months and there was an 80 per cent reduction

in domestic burglary repeats over seven months.

Applying the Kirkholt methodology in three

replication projects failed to show the same level of

effect, although this has been attributed to differences

in the characteristics of the target areas22. In two of

the projects, there was an increase in the number 

of incidents, although at much lower levels than 

the relevant control sites.

The Huddersfield project, at another British 

housing estate in the early 1990s, reported a 30 per

cent decline in domestic burglary and a 20 per cent

reduction in theft from vehicles23. The Small Business

and Crime Initiative was associated with a 33 per cent

decrease in crimes against businesses in Leicester24.

Other studies have examined the effect of general

burglary reduction schemes on repeat victimisation.

For example, the Meadows Household Security

Project in Nottingham (UK), one of the Safer Cities

schemes evaluated in UK research25, showed a decline

in repeat burglaries from 23 per cent to 14 per cent

over a two-year period. The average time between

revictimisations rose from 81 days to six months. 

Other examples of effective repeat victimisation

prevention strategies have been reported for

commercial crime, domestic violence, racial 

attacks, and school bullying26.

THE AUSTRALIAN EXPERIENCE

Compared to the international literature, there 

have been relatively few Australian studies of repeat

victimisation to date. Key Australian research 

on repeat victimisation is described below. 

Extent

The 1998 Crime and Safety Survey27 analysed repeat

rates for each of the six crimes covered by the survey.

Assaults show the highest and motor vehicle thefts 

the lowest rates. Almost 20 per cent of break and

enters and 33 per cent of attempts were repeats.

The 20 per cent of Australian households experiencing

two or more break and enters accounted for 39 per cent

of incidents. The 33 per cent experiencing two or

more attempted break and enters accounted for 

56 per cent of incidents. The equivalent figures 

for personal offences were 23 per cent of victims

accounting for 48 per cent of robberies, 45 per cent

accounting for 78 per cent of assaults, and 27 per cent

accounting for 54 per cent of sexual assaults. A

subsequent analysis28 of incidents classified as family

violence found 32 per cent of victims accounted 

for 63 per cent of family violence incidents.
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TABLE 3

Outcomes of international research findings on the time course of repeat victimisation 

Outcome Source

28-51% of repeat burglaries occur within one

month, 11-25% within one week, with repeat

rates generally higher for commercial than for

residential burglaries

Burglaries reported to various UK and US police forces11

The likelihood of a repeat burglary within one month 

is 12 times the expected rate, declining to twice at 

six months; half of all second victimisations occurring

within one month occur within seven days

Burglaries reported to Canadian police12

27-79% of other property repeat crimes occur 

within month

UK crime surveys of small business; crimes at UK and

Swedish schools reported to police; calls for service 

to US police13

Violent incidents also show low time intervals to

repeats; for example, 35% of victimised households

report a second incident within five weeks; subsequent

racial attacks were more frequent within the first week

of the first attack

Calls for service to UK police; racial attacks reported 

to any agency on an East London housing estate14

Regardless of the type of offence or the location,

international studies consistently show most 

repeat incidents occur relatively soon after the 

initial event. Risk of re-victimisation diminishes

markedly over time. Between 1/4 to 1/2 of repeat

residential burglaries occur within one month 

of the first incident.

Risk profile

Some groups and localities have been demonstrated 

in international literature15 to be more at risk of repeat

victimisation than others, specifically lone parents 

and ‘social renters’ and those living in disadvantaged

areas and high crime areas.

Other aspects

International literature has documented the effects 

of burglary victimisation. For example, an analysis16

of British crime survey results showed 87 per cent 

of victims are emotionally affected by the incident. 

A U.S. study17 reported victims take on average four

months to recover from the stress of being burgled.

Others18 give accounts of burglary victimisation in

terms of the feelings of powerlessness and pessimism

experienced after the incident. These victim effects 

are compounded in the case of repeat burglaries.

Effects on repeat victims have been described in 

terms of emotional distress, feeling unsafe, social

exclusion (in that victims withdraw from social

contact), poor health, lifestyle changes generated 

by fear of crime, and low expectations about what

police can do to help (which may lead to failure 

to report future crimes)19.

Repeat victimisation has also been linked to reporting

rates, showing an inverse trend between the number

of victimisations and inclination to report the

incident to police. In one analysis20, 40 per cent of

crimes on single-incident victims were reported to

police compared to a 28 per cent reporting rate

among those victimised six times or more. 

TABLE 4

Australian repeat victimisation rates derived from the 1998 Crime and Safety Survey

Average number of Number of incidents in the

incidents per victim last 12 months

no. 1 % 2 % 3+ %

Break and enter 1.3 80.2 15.2 4.7

Attempted break and enter 1.6 67.1 24.4 8.5

Motor vehicle theft 1.1 90.8 7.3 1.9

Robbery 1.5 77.3 14.5 8.2

Assault 2.5 54.6 21.3 24.2

Sexual assault 1.6 73.0 9.9 17.1

11 Anderson et al, 1995; Bowers et al, 1998; Johnson et al, 1997; Ratcliffe & McCullough, 1998; Robinson, 1998

12 Polvi et al, 1990, 1992

13 Burquest et al 1992, cited in Lindstrom, 1997; Lindstrom, 1997; Spelman, 1995; Taylor, 1999

14 Lloyd et al, 1994; Sampson & Phillips, 1995

15 Bennett and Durie,1999; Bowers et al, 1998; Home Office Toolkit Team, 2001a; Johnson et al, 1997; Lindstrom, 1997; Osborne & Tseloni, 1998;
Trickett et al, 1992; 1995

16 Budd, 1999

17 Cooketal, 1987 cited in Criminal Justice Commission, 1996

18 eg Papp, 1981

19 Bridgeman & Sampson, 1994; Home Office Toolkit, 2001a; Pease, 1998

20 unpublished analysis of 1992 British Crime Survey cited in Pease, 1998

21 Forrester et al, 1988, 1990; Pease, 1992

22 Tilley, 1993b

23 Chenery, Holt & Pease, 1997

24 Tilley & Hopkins, 1998

25 Tilley and Webb, 1994

26 see Bridgeman and Hobbs,1997; Hanmer et al, 1999; Sampson & Phillips, 1995; Tilley & Hopkins, 1998

27 Australian Bureau of Statistics, 1999a,b

28 Chee, 1999
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Risk profile

Some Australian and international studies have

investigated risk factors for repeat victimisation40.

However, the research findings are limited and

interpretations need to be made with caution. To

date, there is some consistency in factors associated

with higher risk of repeat victimisation generally, 

but there are too few studies using comparable

methodologies and representative samples to draw

conclusions about risk factors specific to repeat

residential burglary.

The following factors may be associated with

heightened risk of repeat victimisation:

households where residents are renting rather 

than purchasers or owners (break and enter)

sole parent households (household property crime)

male, aged 15-24, never married, unemployed

(robbery)

female, aged 45-54, separated or divorced,

Australian-born (assault)

aged 35 and over, not in labour force, 

Australian-born, never married (sexual assault)

living in high crime area (crime generally)

located in disadvantaged socio-economic area

(non-residential burglary)

miscellaneous features of the immediate area, such

as a high level of motor and pedestrian traffic, and

being located within 100 metres of facilities such

as licensed venues, schools, late closing shopping 

or commercial premises, and public transport 

stops (residential burglary).

Other aspects

Repeat victimisation has been associated with higher

levels of fear of crime, particularly among specific

groups such as young people, women, public housing

renters, and people perceiving their area as relatively

high in crime41.

Repeat victimisation also has been linked to reporting

rates. An analysis42 of family violence from the 

1998 Crime and Safety Survey found 35 per cent 

of incidents involving female victims who had

experienced only one assault became known to

police, compared to only 14 per cent of incidents

becoming known to police if the victim had

experienced three or more assaults.

PREVENTING REPEAT VICTIMISATION 
IN AUSTRALIA

Only one Australian study43 (other than the two

demonstration projects) was identified that specifically

addressed repeat residential burglary. This is an

evaluation of the Cities Housebreaking Reduction

Project conducted in two New South Wales police

local area commands in 1999. Interventions included:

security assessment at initial police investigation; 

a follow-up victim support package providing crime

prevention information and property marking

material; advising near neighbours; target hardening

victim residences; increasing fingerprint attendance

rate; operations targeting property crime in identified

hot spots; targeting recidivist offenders; increased

attention by police to second hand dealer shops; 

and a public crime prevention awareness campaign.

The study found a 29 per cent and a nine per cent

reduction in the number of break and enters in the two

areas compared to a Statewide decline of 10 per cent

between the year before the introduction of the

program and the actual intervention period. The

percentage of repeats remained unchanged between 

the two time periods in both intervention areas.

The evaluation concluded there was no major 

effect on the level of repeat victimisation, and that 

the reductions found in total break and enter rates 

in the intervention areas may have been part of 

a wider trend.

CONCLUSIONS ABOUT REPEAT
VICTIMISATION

The outcomes of both international and 

Australian research identify several key features 

about repeat victimisation:

it is a significant contributor to high crime rates,

and is especially prevalent in high crime areas 

it has a disproportionate effect on the community,

in that a small number of victims experience 

a high proportion of offences and certain groups

are at higher risk

it occurs relatively quickly after the first incident

it is likely to be under-reported

it is preventable.
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An analysis29 of the 1993 National Crime and Safety

Survey concluded that the 29 per cent of households

experiencing a repeat property crime accounted for 

51 per cent of property incidents. The 41 per cent 

of victims experiencing a repeat personal offence

accounted for 65 per cent of such incidents. 

Figures from both the 1993 national survey and 

five individual State surveys in 1995 showed one in 

five victims of break and enter experienced a repeat,

while about one-quarter to one-third of victims of

attempted break and enter experienced a repeat.

A Queensland survey30 found 17 per cent of all

surveyed households had experienced a single 

property crime compared to 11 per cent experiencing

more than one. For break and enter specifically, 

three per cent had experienced a single break 

and enter incident and three per cent a repeat. 

A later Queensland survey31 in 2000 found repeat

victimisation rates of 2.5 per cent among robbery

victims, 40 per cent for assault, five per cent for

sexual assault, 14 per cent for motor vehicle theft, 

11 per cent for break and enter and 10 per cent 

for attempted break and enter.

Other studies based on crimes reported to police show

similar results. A Queensland report analysed calls for

police service for break and enter32 over an 18-month

period. Results showed 16 per cent of residential

burglaries were repeats, accounting for 32 per cent of

all incidents. Only four per cent of burgled residences

accounted for 12 per cent of calls. For non-residential

burglaries, 42 per cent were repeats, accounting for 

74 per cent of all incidents. Only three per cent of

burgled non-residential properties accounted for 

20 per cent of calls. A subsequent analysis33 reported

the risk of repeat victimisation for residential break

and enter was 3.5 times higher than the probability 

of being a victim once.

Analysis of break and enter incidents and attempts

reported to police in two NSW local area commands34

showed 4.9 per cent of residences and 8.6 per cent 

of incidents in the urban area were repeats. A slightly

higher rate of 6.1 per cent of residences and 

12.7 per cent of incidents was found in the non-

metropolitan area. Another NSW report35 found 

21 to 23 per cent of incidents and 11 to 12 per cent 

of residences in three Sydney patrol areas were repeats.

In a Western Australian study36, the repeat burglary

rate in a Perth suburb was 16.5 per 100 dwellings 

per year, compared to the equivalent figure of 

7.1 for total burglaries. The repeat rates varied

considerably between the two local areas analysed.

One area showed a repeat rate of 20.7 per 100

dwellings, compared to a total burglary rate of 

14.2 for that locality. The second area had a lower

repeat rate at 12.0, but which was dramatically 

higher than the area’s total burglary rate of only 4.4.

Although there is some variation between localities,

both victim surveys and police statistics report levels 

in the same range as the international literature 

(see Tables 1 and 2). There is a tendency for victim

surveys to report higher prevalence and incidence 

rates than recorded police crime statistics, with calls 

for service falling between. However, there are too 

few Australian studies to be able to draw any

definitive conclusions about whether these differences

are due purely to the methodology used or also 

reflect real differences in rates between areas.

Time course

Several of the Australian studies also report on 

the time course for repeat burglaries. Queensland

research37 found 65 per cent of repeats occurred

within one month and 83 per cent within two

months. One NSW study38 of break and enters

reported to police found 80 per cent of repeats

occurred within 4.2 to 4.7 months across the three 

patrol areas. Another39 found 41 per cent and 

47 per cent occurred within one month and 

19 per cent and 21 per cent within a week in 

the two local areas.

The Australian research shows the same time course

for repeat burglaries as the international literature,

with the majority of repeats occurring within one 

or two months and a significant proportion within

one week.

29 Mukherjee & Carcach, 1998

30 Government Statistician’s Office, 1992

31 Office of Economic and Statistical Research, 2001

32 Criminal Justice Commission, 1997

33 Townsley et al, 2000

34 Taplin et al, 2001

35 Ireland, 1997

36 Morgan, 2001a

37 Criminal Justice Commission, 1997

38 Ireland, 1997

39 Taplin et al, 2001

40 see Australian Bureau of Statistics, 1999a, 1999b; Mukherjee & Carcach, 1998

41 Borooah & Carcach, 1997

42 Chee, 1999

43 Taplin et al, 2001
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identify specific intervention strategies effective

against repeat residential break and enters

produce material that could facilitate program

implementation in other locations44.

The two demonstration projects began in late 1998

and continued for at least 12 months in the two

jurisdictions. Each program was evaluated by the

jurisdiction operating the demonstration project.

Queensland and South Australia completed individual

evaluation reports in 2000 and 2001. The key

outcomes from those reports are summarised in the

following sections. More detailed information is

available in the individual jurisdiction reports45.

OBJECTIVES AND OPERATION 
OF THE DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS

PROJECT OBJECTIVES

Queensland demonstration project

The specific objectives of the Beenleigh Break 

and Enter Reduction Project are set out in the

Queensland evaluation report46 as:

evaluate the effectiveness of strategies to reduce

overall break and enter victimisation rates and

levels of reported repeat victimisation in areas 

with high residential break and enter rates

assess the effects of this approach on victims’

perceptions of the quality of policing 

services received in response to the break 

and enter incident

identify the information requirements and the

administrative and organisational conditions

needed to enhance the ongoing police response 

to residential break and enter offences

develop a program guide to support the

implementation of effective break and enter

reduction strategies in other locations

increase understanding of the phenomenon 

of repeat victimisation.

South Australian demonstration project

The primary aim47 of the South Australian Residential

Break and Enter Prevention Pilot Project was 

“to improve the quality of life in our community 

by exploring whether it is possible to reduce the

incidence of break-ins to people’s homes particularly

by preventing that portion of residential break and

enter offences that victimise the same dwelling

repeatedly” (referred to as repeat victimisation). 

Secondary aims48 were:

“to trial a community-based response to reduce

residential break and enter offences, including 

the use of community volunteers

to produce materials that can facilitate project

implementation in other locations

to develop a better understanding of the

characteristics of the phenomenon of break 

and enter, including repeat victimisation 

[in the selected sites]

identify specific intervention strategies effective 

in reducing residential break and enter and

preventing repeat victimisation for residential 

break and enter”.

INTERVENTION DESIGN

Queensland demonstration project

The approach taken by the Beenleigh Break and 

Enter Reduction Project was a police-based crime

prevention response. It involved three different levels 

of intervention provided by police. The first two 

levels focused on the individual residence. All victim

addresses received the first level standard response and

only repeat victims received the more intensive second

level of intervention. The third level was an area-level

response targeting hot spots. Hot spots refer to small

areas with high rates of break and enter.

The Queensland evaluation report describes the

operation of the program in detail. The following

overview summarises the information provided 

in that report. 
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Chapter summary
International research shows a very small proportion

of victims (two to six per cent) generally account for a

very large proportion of crime (one-quarter to half of

total offences and up to two-thirds of particular crime

types). About 20 per cent of residential burglaries are

repeats. Repeats occur relatively quickly after the first

crime. One-quarter to half of repeat burglaries happen

within a month of the initial incident, often within

the first week. Certain groups in the community and

local areas have a higher risk of repeat victimisation.

Australian research shows similar trends in the extent,

time course, and risk profiles for repeat victimisation.

International research demonstrates that repeat

victimisation can be prevented, reporting up to 

75 per cent reduction in repeat rates of residential

burglary. International studies also show that targeting

repeats can have a significant effect on reducing

overall burglary rates.

CHAPTER 2

The demonstration projects
This chapter provides an overview of the features 

and reported findings of the demonstration projects

in Queensland and South Australia. More detailed

information about each project is available in the

individual evaluation reports prepared by each

jurisdiction. The following chapter discusses the

outcomes and identified issues in the two

demonstration projects. The term ‘break and enter’ 

is used consistently throughout this chapter, even 

when referring to the outcomes of one jurisdictional

evaluation report that used the word ‘burglary’.

BACKGROUND

Residential break and enter was identified as 

a priority area for crime prevention in 1997 through 

a collaborative process between the National 

Anti-Crime Strategy Lead Ministers from all States

and Territories and the Federal Attorney-General. 

Two demonstration projects began in 1998,

supported by federal funding. One was conducted 

in Queensland, designed and administered by the

Criminal Justice Commission and managed in

partnership with the Queensland Police Service. 

The program aimed to provide an enhanced police

response to residential break and enter, with 

a specific focus on repeat victimisation. The other 

was established in South Australia, designed to

prevent repeat victimisation through a range of local

community resources and services that are alternative

and additional to current practice in preventing and

reducing residential break and enter. It was developed

and managed by the Crime Prevention Unit of the

South Australian Attorney-General’s Department.

The Commonwealth funded a meta-evaluation 

to address the overall aims of the pilot projects, 

which were to:

trial two alternative methods of applying a

problem-solving approach – one police based, 

the other community based – to reduce

residential break and enter offences

develop a better understanding of the

characteristics of the phenomenon of break 

and enter, including repeat victimisation, 

in an Australian setting

44 National Anti-Crime Strategy/National Campaign Against Violence and Crime, 1997

45 Criminal Justice Commission, 2000; 2001; Morgan, 2001b; Walter, 2000

46 Criminal Justice Commission, 2001:9

47 Fisher, Chorley & Riches, 1999:5; Walter, 2000:8

48 Fisher, Chorley & Riches, 1999:21; Walter, 2000:8
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In addition, in one of the two intervention sites,

victimised residents had access to a service providing

and installing locks to the value of $200 at no cost 

to the resident. These monies were made available

through project funds as part of the South 

Australian intervention program.

The same package of intervention elements was

available to the victimised address regardless of prior

history, that is, whether the incident triggering the

intervention response was the first one reported

during the program period or whether there had 

been previous reported break and enters at that

address before the program began.

EVALUATION DESIGN

Queensland demonstration project

The Queensland outcome evaluation compared 

the total number of break and enter offences and

incidence and prevalence of repeat victimisation

during the 12 months of the operation of the

intervention program (November 1998 to October

1999) against figures for the immediately preceding

12-month period. Percentage change between the 

two time periods in the intervention location was

compared to change over the same two time periods

in both a geographically contiguous control site and 

a non-contiguous control site.

South Australian demonstration project

The South Australian outcome evaluation compared

the total number of break and enter offences between

the 20-month period from the start of the project 

in November 1998 to the immediately preceding 

20 months in the two intervention areas. It used a

contiguous control site for each intervention area, and 

a common non-contiguous control site using survival

analysis, a statistical technique that models the risk of

‘failure’ (in this case, of a repeat burglary occurring)

over any period up to the maximum time of risk, 

and which allows for control over the length of the

follow-up in which the address is ‘at risk’. Repeat

victimisation was evaluated using survival analysis

over three and six-month time periods, dated from

the point of time that the particular household was

victimised rather than the program start date.

REPORTED RESULTS FROM THE
DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS

The results of each demonstration project are

presented in three sections below. The first section on

outcomes provides an overview of the key findings

reported by each project. The second section on

specific results presents key statistics and analyses from

each report relevant to the outcomes. The third section

outlines the main implementation issues reported by

each project. Strategies to address these issues are

presented in the program guide in chapter 4.

OUTCOMES

Queensland demonstration project

The key results reported in the Queensland outcome

evaluation50 were: 

a modest decline in the absolute number of repeat

victimisations and a substantial reduction in the

probability of becoming a repeat victim

a reduction in the number of offences in the

targeted hot spots during the intervention 

period without any apparent displacement 

to neighbouring areas

no evidence that the project had an effect on 

the total number of residential break and enters 

in the intervention area

an increase in the likelihood of victims acting 

on police information and/or advice about ways 

to improve home security

no major differences between the trial area and

control areas in the level of expressed satisfaction

with the way that police responded to the break

and enter.
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The first level of intervention was described as the

Stopbreak response. It required the police officers

responding to the reported incident to:

complete a crime report, conduct a preliminary

investigation of the scene, and arrange for other

officers to attend as required for more intensive

investigation

provide a Stopbreak folder of crime prevention

material which contained a burglary prevention

booklet, crime prevention brochures, and 

a property-marking kit

conduct a Home Security Quick Assessment of 

the victim’s residence to identify the steps victims

need to take to reduce the risk of further incidents 

contact near neighbours and encourage them 

to take immediate steps to improve their own

home security.

The second level of intervention was termed the 

Hot Dot response, directed at preventing multiple 

re-victimisation. It was triggered when there had 

been a previously reported break and enter or related

property offence (such as stealing, wilful property

damage, or theft of a motor vehicle) at the address

within the past 12 months. This second level of

intervention targeting repeat victims involved a visit

by the police project officer to identify and respond 

to any factors, such as poor security, that may have

contributed to the repeat victimisation. The project

officer’s tasks were to:

conduct a repeat victimisation survey with the

resident and, where necessary, make suggestions 

on how to minimise the risk of re-victimisation

where relevant, provide the resident with a portable

security alarm, locks, property engravers, timer

devices, or similar security equipment according 

to the assessed security vulnerabilities of that

dwelling or identify the residence as requiring 

extra police patrols

distribute a package containing burglary

prevention advice to near neighbours.

The third level of intervention was the Hot Spot

response, designed to prevent or reduce residential

break and enter by applying an area-wide approach 

to both victims and other residents in an area of

about 200 metres radius. This response included:

police and volunteers conducting door-knocks and

letter-box drops at each residence in the hot spot

area to increase community awareness of the break

and enter problem in the area

increasing police patrols, particularly around

victimised addresses in the hot spot

offering free home security assessments and

providing assistance with property marking 

to residents in the area

encouraging the establishment of Neighbourhood

Watch groups

assisting residents to conduct a safety audit

providing specialised burglary prevention 

training to residents.

South Australian demonstration project

The approach taken by the South Australian

Residential Break and Enter Prevention Project was 

a community-based crime prevention response with

trained volunteers delivering services to victims 

in their local community. 

The South Australian program evaluation report49

describes the operation of the program in detail. 

The following overview summarises the information

provided in that report. 

The intervention comprised five elements:

security advice tailored to the individual 

dwelling and victim, where volunteers undertook 

a security audit and recommended measures 

to improve security 

direct linkage to engravers for property marking,

where volunteers made an immediate referral 

to a free property engraving service

neighbourhood contact, either directly by the

volunteer or by the victim, to provide an

information kit on prevention measures

informal support for victims, where volunteers

provided an opportunity for victims to talk about

their experiences and any related concerns

referral to other agencies, where volunteers 

referred victims to various services for counselling

and other forms of support if there was an

apparent need.

49 Walter, 2000 50 Criminal Justice Commission, 2001:23
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South Australian demonstration project

The key findings reported in the South Australian

outcome evaluation51 were:

overall, repeat victimisation remained stable in the

intervention area but rose in the control area

intervention did not reduce the total number of

break and enters in the intervention area during

the intervention period

break and enter offences showed promising

downturns in the six-month follow-up period after

the intervention was completed in the intervention

but not the control area

intervention was more successful in one of the 

two intervention sites.

Common conclusions

Both jurisdictional evaluation reports concluded 

the intervention was successful in addressing repeat

victimisation, but was not effective in reducing 

overall break and enter rates. 

SPECIFIC RESULTS

Queensland demonstration project

The number of repeat incidents and the number of

victims experiencing at least one repeat both declined

during the 12-month period that the program was

operating in the intervention area, compared to the

immediately preceding 12-month period. There was 

a 16 per cent drop in the number of repeat victims

and a 15 per cent decline in the number of repeat

incidents.

TABLE 5

Number of repeats between pre-project and the project periods in the trial area (Queensland)

Victims Incidents

Pre-project Project period Pre-project Project period

Total incidents 563 686 617 732

Total repeats 45 38 54 46

% change in repeats -15.6% -14.8%

Source: Criminal Justice Commission, 2001:15 

The Queensland report also provided an analysis of

differential risk, that is, the probability of being a

victim compared to the probability of being a repeat

victim. The probability of victimisation was calculated

by dividing the total number of victims by the total

‘at risk’ population (i.e. the number of dwellings). 

The probability of experiencing a further incident after

an initial break and enter was calculated by dividing

the number of repeat victims by the total number 

of victims. The ratio of increased risk is the ratio of

repeat victimisation probability to initial victimisation

probability for each time period and area.

The probability of becoming a repeat victim fell in

the intervention area while the overall risk of

victimisation increased over the two time periods.

Conversely, the probability of becoming a repeat

victim increased and the risk of overall victimisation

declined in both control areas. The ratio of increased

risk dropped from 2.6 to 1.4 in the intervention area.

The ratio more than doubled in the adjacent control

site and rose from 2 to 2.5 in the non-contiguous site.

The effect of the level 3 Hot Spot intervention was

assessed by comparing the average monthly number 

of break and enter incidents occurring during the 

hot spot intervention period with the months

immediately before the intervention and those

immediately after the intervention ended. The

immediately surrounding geographic area was used 

as a control site in each case.

TABLE 7

Probability of reported repeat victimisation in trial and control areas (Queensland)

Pre-project Project period

Trial area

Probability of being a victim 0.034 0.041

Probability of being a repeat victim 0.087 0.059

Ratio of increased risk 2.56 1.44

Control 1

Probability of being a victim .044 .038

Probability of being a repeat victim .043 .093

Ratio of increased risk 1.02 2.45

Control 2

Probability of being a victim .043 .035

Probability of being a repeat victim .085 .087

Ratio of increased risk 1.98 2.49

Source: Criminal Justice Commission, 2001:16

51 Morgan, 2001

Analysis of changes in the number of repeat victims in the two control sites showed an increase of 86 per cent 

in the adjacent area and a decline of 18 per cent in the non-contiguous control area.

TABLE 6

Number of repeats between pre-project and the project periods in the control areas (Queensland)

Control 1 Control 2

Pre-project period 36 95

Project period 67 78

% change in repeats +86.1 -17.9

Source: Criminal Justice Commission, 2001:15
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TABLE 9

Percentage of victims improving home security (Queensland)

Trial area Control 1 Control 2

Took any action to improve home security 77% 65% 66%

Average number of actions taken per victim 3.7 1.9 1.4

Source: Adapted from Criminal Justice Commission, 2001:22 
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TABLE 8

Monthly average number of break and enter incidents in hot spots and surrounds (Queensland)

Hot Spot 1 Hot Spot 2

hot spot surrounds hot spot surrounds

Pre-intervention period 2.80 1.80 1.67 0.83

Intervention period 0.67 1.67 0.00 0.00

Post-intervention period 2.75 1.25 0.50 0.00

% change pre and during intervention period -76.1 -7.2 100.0 100.0

Source: Criminal Justice Commission, 2001:17

There was a 76 per cent reduction during the

intervention period in the first hot spot and no

change in the surrounding area. There were no

incidents during the intervention period in both the

second hot spot and its surrounding area. After the

intervention ceased, the number of break and enters

returned to pre-intervention levels in the first hot 

spot and rose to one-third of previous levels in the

second hot spot. The Queensland evaluation report

concluded that the hot spot intervention resulted 

in reduced offending but only on a temporary basis.

The total number of break and enters increased

during the intervention period in the trial area

compared to the immediately preceding 12 months,

but declined in both control sites. Total incidents 

fell in all three areas in the eight-month follow-up

period after the program concluded.

There was a 19 per cent increase in reported

residential break and enters in the intervention area

between the intervention period and the immediately

preceding 12 months. In contrast, there was a 

13 per cent decline in the adjacent control site and 

a 12 per cent decrease in the non-contiguous control

area. An adjusted analysis, that excluded the effects 

of a two-month period with atypical trends attributed

to the effect of a single prolific offender, showed 

a four per cent increase in the intervention area

compared to 17 per cent and seven per cent

reductions in the two control sites. This adjusted

analysis reduced the magnitude of difference between

outcomes for the intervention and control sites.

However, the intervention site still showed increased

levels and the control areas declined.

Victims in the intervention area were more likely 

than those in both control sites to improve their

home security in response to the security advice

provided through the program.

FIGURE 1

Monthly average number of offences (Queensland)

Source: Criminal Justice Commission, 2001:18
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Patterns of repeat incidents were also analysed over

periods of three and six months from the time that

the individual address received the intervention. The

latter analysis included only those residences receiving

the intervention early enough during the program’s

operation to allow for a full six-month period to 

be assessed (about 80 per cent of cases). The time

periods for the control areas relate to the equivalent

time before and after the reported incident for 

that household.

Two-thirds (67 per cent) of surveyed victims in the

intervention area stated they were satisfied with the

way that police had handled the matter, compared 

to 63 per cent of victims in the adjacent control 

site and 71 per cent in the non-contiguous control

area. The percentage expressing dissatisfaction in 

the intervention area (13 per cent) was equal to 

or lower than percentages in the two control sites 

(16 per cent and 13 per cent respectively). 

South Australian demonstration project

A survival analysis comparison of the 20-month

period before and after the program began showed no

difference in cumulative failure rates between these

two time periods for the combined intervention areas.

The intervention areas did not show any change in

repeats despite a 31 per cent increase in total break

and enters. There was an 11 per cent increase between

the equivalent time periods for the non-contiguous

control area. The adjacent control area showed a seven

per cent decline in repeats that parallels the six per

cent decrease in total break and enters.

TABLE 10

Change in repeat break and enter cumulative failure estimates at 532 days’ exposure (South Australia)

20 months before 20 months during % increase in

the program and after the program cumulative failure

Estimate Std. error Estimate Std. error

Combined intervention areas 0.11 0.006 0.11 0.011 0.0

Non-contiguous control area 0.15 0.004 0.17 0.006 11.3

Adjacent control areas 0.14 0.008 0.13 0.011 -7.1

Source: Morgan, 2001:29

TABLE 11

Percentage of residences experiencing a repeat within the relevant time period (South Australia)

Three-month follow-up Six-month follow-up

Pre-period Post-period Pre-period Post-period

Combined intervention areas 4.25 4.15 6.40 6.52

Combined control areas 4.54 5.67 7.44 8.55

Source: Adapted from Morgan, 2001:30 and calculations from additional data provided to the meta-evaluation.

trial control 1 control 2

pre-program program period follow-up
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Analysing the two intervention areas separately

provides a different pattern of outcomes for both

repeat and total break and enter figures. One

intervention area shows a rise in repeats in the 

20-month survival analysis while the second shows 

a reduction. The same pattern of results emerges

when comparing the percentage of residences

experiencing a repeat within three months and 

within six months. The first intervention area 

also shows a greater increase in the total number 

of break and enters.

The control areas also show different patterns of

results. The adjacent control area results show a

reduction in repeat incidents in the 20-month survival

analysis and the three-month analysis, and a small 

rise in the six-month analysis. The non-contiguous

control area shows increases in all three. Total break

and enters also declined in the adjacent control area

and rose in the non-contiguous control site.

IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES 

The major implementation issues identified in the

Queensland and South Australian evaluations are

summarised below. They are described in more detail

in the individual jurisdiction reports. These and other

issues, together with strategies to address them, are

discussed in the program guide section of this report.

The major issues common to both jurisdictions are

also considered under key success factors in the

following section.

Queensland demonstration project

The major implementation issues reported in the

Queensland evaluation related to: 

a need to revise program objectives in the light of

early program experience, specifically, (i) the types

of strategies that could be applied were limited in

various ways, so that the program was more

appropriately considered a test of differentiated

policing responses than of problem-solving

policing as originally intended, and (ii) the most

appropriate solution often required a combination

of multiple intervention responses and the number

of cases where only a single intervention strategy

was applied was too small to allow meaningful

statistical comparison; therefore it was not possible

to assess the relative effectiveness of specific

intervention responses as originally intended

one element of the intended Stopbreak response

was not fully implemented, with only an estimated

one-third of near neighbours contacted (reasons

given by police for not distributing the advice cards

were that they failed to see the benefit of leaving

an advice card or did not have the time to

distribute them)
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When repeats are calculated over a three-month

period, the combined intervention area results show 

a small decline, from 4.25 per cent of residences

experiencing a repeat incident before the intervention

to 4.15 per cent within the three months after the

intervention – a decrease of two per cent. The

combined control areas show an increase from 

4.54 per cent to 5.67 per cent between the two

comparable time periods, a rise of 25 per cent.

In the six-month analysis, the combined intervention

areas showed a small increase between the first and

second time period, from 6.40 per cent to 

6.52 per cent. This represents a rise of less than two

per cent in the percentage of residences experiencing 

a repeat within six months after the intervention. 

The control areas rose by 15 per cent, from 7.44 to

8.55 per cent of residences experiencing a repeat.

The total number of break and enter incidents

reported to police increased in the combined

intervention areas by 31 per cent between the 

20-month period before the program began and 

the 20-month period after its introduction. The

combined control areas showed a lower level of

increase of 17 per cent between the two time periods.

TABLE 12

Change in break and enter incidents before and after the intervention (South Australia)

20 months before 20 months during % increase

the program and after the program

Intervention area 1 2240 3036 35.5

Intervention area 2 1122 1379 22.9

Combined intervention areas 3362 4415 31.3

Non-contiguous control area 7262 8875 22.2

Adjacent control areas 1762 1658 -5.9

Combined control areas 9024 10533 16.7

Source: Adapted from Morgan, 2001:27

Intervention and control areas show different trends

over the pre- and post-program 20-month periods.

Annualised figures (calculated to take into account the

different numbers of months in each of the four time

periods of interest) show a decline in the six-month

follow-up period for the intervention areas and an

increase in the control sites. Total break and enters 

fell by 13 per cent between the final six months 

of the program period and the six-month follow-up

period in the two intervention areas combined. In

comparison, the combined control areas showed 

a six per cent increase.

FIGURE 2

Annualised number of offences (South Australia)

Source: Adapted from Morgan, 2001:28
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TABLE 13

Differences in outcomes between individual intervention areas

Intervention area 1 Intervention area 2

Percentage increase in cumulative failure using 

20-month survival analysis 27.2 -18.2

Change in % of residences experiencing a repeat 

break and enter within 3 months 8.7 -21.8

Change in % of residences experiencing a repeat 

break and enter within 6 months 8.3 -11.0

Change in total break and enter incidents 35.5 22.9

Source: Adapted from data reported in Morgan, 2001 and calculations from additional data provided to the meta-evaluation.

_



A M E T A - E V A L U A T I O N  O F  T W O  A U S T R A L I A N  D E M O N S T R A T I O N  P R E J E C T S P A G E  2 5

Common implementation issues are discussed in

more detail in the next chapter, and strategies for

addressing them are set out in the program guide.

CONCLUSIONS REPORTED IN THE
EVALUATIONS

The Queensland evaluation report52 concluded that

the project succeeded in getting operational police 

to give greater priority to prevention and victim 

issues and that it was possible to improve the police

response to residential break and enter without

imposing additional burdens on operational police.

The evaluation report concluded that in changing 

the way in which police respond to break and enter, 

it was possible to reduce the risk of repeat

victimisation and decrease offending in hot spots. 

The South Australia outcome and program evaluation

reports53 concluded that the intervention was

successful in preventing repeat break and enter 

of households in the intervention period and that

volunteers were able to offer an effective service 

to victims of break and enter in their community.

The evaluation reports from both jurisdictions

identified various implementation issues that 

would need to be considered in establishing 

similar programs in other locations.

Chapter summary
Queensland and South Australia conducted separate

crime prevention demonstration projects in 1998-99.

Both aimed to reduce the rate of overall break and

enter in the selected intervention areas relative to

identified control sites by focusing on repeat

victimisation. 

The approach taken by the Queensland project was 

a police-based crime prevention response, involving

three different levels of intervention provided by

police. All victimised addresses received a Stopbreak

response. Repeat addresses received a Hot Dot

response. An area-level Hot Spot response was

provided to residents in selected small areas with 

very high rates of break and enter. 

The approach taken by the South Australian project

was a community-based crime prevention response

with trained volunteers providing prevention services.

There were five elements: informal victim support,

security advice, property marking, neighbourhood

contact, and referral to other agencies for support. 

The evaluation reports by both jurisdictions report 

a successful outcome in relation to repeat

victimisation, but not in addressing overall break 

and enter rates. The jurisdictional reports identify

various implementation issues. These issues will be

considered in more detail in the next chapter.
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difficulties in mobilising residents in hot spot areas

to participate in the project, for example, only 16

residents attended the first and eight attended the

second burglary prevention workshops designed 

as part of the Hot Spot intervention, despite a

door-to-door campaign inviting residents to attend

problems in proper completion of basic procedures

by some operational police in the first two months

of the project

initial difficulties in using volunteers to assist

in delivering program elements that were time-

critical, given volunteers were not always able 

to commit to the times and dates on which visits

to victimised residences were arranged

difficulties in identifying repeat victim addresses

from existing police records, through both system

issues (the electronic database for crime reporting

did not have a built-in analytic capacity and did

not interface well with other software applications)

and data quality issues, for example, misspelling of

addresses or wrong codes assigned to incidents.

In addition, the report identified several other issues

affecting evaluation outcomes, such as:

low overall incidence of break and enter

victimisation in the intervention site during the

program period, making it difficult to separate

program effects from random or seasonal effects,

and introducing potential for atypical events 

(such as the single prolific offender) to 

dramatically affect overall comparisons

low incidence of repeat victimisation, making 

it difficult to demonstrate statistically the

effectiveness of initiatives

limited timeframe, which restricted the operation

of the strategies and tactics to those that could 

be implemented within a relatively short period

operational constraints, such as competing

demands on police personnel that limited training

of operational police in program requirements, 

as well as considerable staff movements during 

the program

extraneous influences affecting evaluation

measures, such as the introduction of new crime

prevention initiatives in control areas during the

evaluation period.

South Australia demonstration project

The key issues reported in the South Australia

program evaluation related to:

volunteer related aspects of the project, such as

recruitment, selection and monitoring, for

example, difficulties in recruiting sufficient

numbers of volunteers in one site and unsuitability

of a small number of volunteers identified only

after the selection process, whose involvement in

the program was subsequently terminated

capacity of volunteers to deliver interventions and

meet the requirements of their role, particularly

achieving competency across all five strands of the

intervention by all volunteers 

management and resource issues in relation to

using volunteers, including meeting timeframes

and procedural requirements

inconsistency between professional role

expectations and the traditional culture of

volunteering, for example, in introducing quality

monitoring demands and requirements to meet

strict time commitments or notify of changes 

in availability

capacity of police to participate in a collaborative

approach, including complying with notification

procedures that identified victimised addresses 

for involvement in the project

feasibility of community groups taking

responsibility for the program.

In addition, the South Australian evaluation reports

identified other issues relevant to the operation and

evaluation of the program’s outcomes, including:

a low rate of involvement of eligible victims in 

the project, with under one-third (32 per cent) 

of residential burglaries reported to police in 

the intervention areas during the 14 months 

of the program’s operation referred to the 

program by police

the potential for the program to encourage victims

to report break and enters to police that may

otherwise have gone unreported

the possibility of micro-level displacement, where 

a determined offender prevented from committing

a successful break and enter at a residence where

there has been program intervention, continues 

to make attempts in the local neighbourhood 

until successful.

52 Criminal Justice Commission, 2001:3

53 Morgan, 2001; Walter, 2000
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CHAPTER 3
Meta-evaluation
This chapter discusses meta-evaluation issues, drawing

on both the specific results of the two demonstration

projects and on other Australian research and

international literature to identify implications for

policy and practice. It presents a limited comparative

analysis of the outcomes (to the extent possible within

the different evaluation methodologies and indicators

used), identifies common key success factors, and

discusses implications for policy and practice. The

term ‘break and enter’ is used consistently throughout

this chapter, even when referring to the outcomes 

of the one jurisdictional evaluation report that used

the word ‘burglary’.

COMPARISON OF KEY PROGRAM
FEATURES

The two demonstration projects delivered some

common intervention components, but using 

a different strategic approach. Both developed 

a home security assessment process that provided the

basis for security advice to residents. Both provided

property marking equipment or services and both

involved informing near neighbours. The elements

were generally delivered in combination, so that it is

difficult to analyse the different effects of individual

core elements (for example, assessing the benefits 

of property marking separate from security advice)

across the two projects.

The major difference between the two demonstration

projects was the overall strategic approach adopted.

The South Australian model used volunteers to

deliver the intervention. The same package of

responses was available to a victimised household,

regardless of prior victimisation history at that

address. Police were responsible for delivering the

intervention in the Queensland project, although

volunteers assisted police in one program element.

Identified repeat victims received a more intensive

level of intervention. Key features of the two

programs are summarised below.

TABLE 14

Features of the two demonstration projects

Queensland South Australia

differentiated police responseStrategic approach community-based victim assistance

graded response (more intensive

intervention for identified repeats)

base level response (same intervention

response regardless of prior history)

delivered by police (with some 

assistance from volunteers)

delivered by community volunteers

home security assessmentIntervention elements home security audit

security advice security advice

property marking equipment and

services provided

property marking referral made by the

volunteer

advice to near neighbours advice to near neighbours

loan of portable alarms or similar

equipment (where relevant)

provision and installation of locks where

relevant (limited to one intervention area)

additional police patrol activity informal victim support

Hot Spot area-level response referral to victim support services and

other community-based services 

(where appropriate)

The similarity in the types of intervention 

elements developed and implemented in the two

demonstration projects indicates there are commonly

acknowledged good practice features likely to be

adopted in any break and enter crime prevention

program. These include traditional situational crime

prevention measures, such as target hardening

victimised residences by identifying and addressing

vulnerable features of these dwellings, particularly

inadequate locks on windows and doors. They 

also relate to methods traditionally used to increase

risk of offenders being detected, for example by

encouraging immediate neighbours to be more

vigilant. Processes to reduce rewards to the offender

were also introduced, for example, by marking items

so that stolen goods are less able to be sold legally 

and more likely to be recovered. 

COMPARATIVE OUTCOMES OF THE 
DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS

The Queensland and South Australian evaluations

selected different measures to analyse change over

time and differed in the time period and methodology

used to assess repeat victimisation. This limits direct

comparability of results between the two projects. It

precludes combining data across the two jurisdictions

for more detailed analysis than those provided in the

individual jurisdictional evaluations. The results of the

analyses below need to be interpreted in this context.

Effect on repeat break and enters

Results combined across the two intervention areas in

South Australia and the different control areas in each

jurisdiction give a simple comparison of the effects of

each program in each jurisdiction. The three-month

measure was used for the South Australian data in this

analysis, as this includes a larger number of residences

in the analysis than the six-month measure. Therefore,

it provides more comprehensive coverage.
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As with most operational research, there is far 

less opportunity to control conditions than with

laboratory experiments. Extraneous factors can

affect the purity of intervention and control 

group comparisons. Local and regional police 

may make decisions in line with their operational

priorities that have unintended implications 

for program evaluation. For example, new crime

prevention initiatives were introduced in one of the

Queensland control sites during the period of the

program’s operation. South Australian police were

subject to a major structural reorganisation 

during the program’s operation that could affect

policing priorities and activities in relation to 

break and enter responses in the intervention 

and control areas.

The operation of the program, and associated

public awareness about its operation, may have

affected reporting rates in the intervention areas.

For example, victims’ expectations about police

action may have been raised by publicity about 

the trial program, so that some victims who

previously may not have reported an incident 

have been encouraged to report the offence to

police. The 1998 ABS Crime and Safety Survey57

shows non-reporting rates for break and enter 

were 28 per cent in Queensland and 22 per cent 

in South Australia, while non-reporting rates for

attempted break and enters were 76 per cent and

72 per cent respectively. Given these Statewide

proportions, there is potential for increased

reporting in the intervention area to have had 

a noticeable effect. However, the magnitude 

of any results cannot be determined from the

available data.

Methodological issues also may be affecting

outcome comparisons. For example, there are 

some differences between the geographic

boundaries used by the program to determine

intervention eligibility in the South Australian

project and those applied in the jurisdictional

outcome evaluation (the latter due to the use 

of a refined data set as discussed in the South

Australian outcome evaluation report58).

Continuity of program effects

Both programs show a decline in reported break and

enters in the six to eight month follow-up period after

the projects concluded that was not matched by

changes in the control sites. This raises the possibility

that the real effects of program intervention on 

overall break and enter rates may be realised in the

long-term rather than the short-term. That is, effects

occur only after the program has had the opportunity

to operate fully for a reasonable time to overcome

implementation difficulties that arise in the early

months of any trial program; and possibly also after

any effects on the rate of reporting incidents to police,

triggered by the introduction of, and the publicity

surrounding, a new program have stabilised.

Assessment over a longer follow-up period would 

be useful, but this was outside the scope of the

current evaluations.

Unintended consequences

Displacement is often described as an unintended

consequence of crime prevention programs. This

commonly involves spatial displacement, in which

offender activity is diverted to another area where the

program is not operating. It also includes crime type

displacement to other offences, for example, offenders

move from break and enters to car theft or robberies.

Other types include target displacement (for example,

from repeatedly victimised locations to residences not

previously victimised), tactical displacement, where

the same crime type is committed using a different

method, and temporal displacement, where the 

same crime occurs at a later date.

Spatial displacement was assessed in both

jurisdictional evaluations by comparing trends

between the intervention area relative to an adjacent

control site and a non-contiguous control site. If

large-scale spatial displacement were operating, the

adjacent control site would be expected to show

increased victimisation relative to the intervention 

site that is not reflected in the non-contiguous site. 
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There was a 16 per cent reduction in the number 

of repeat victims in the intervention area, compared

to an 11 per cent increase in the two control sites in

the Queensland demonstration project. In South

Australia, there was a two per cent reduction in 

the combined intervention areas compared to 

a 25 per cent increase over all control sites.

Although Queensland appears to show a larger

absolute reduction, both jurisdictions show a similar

magnitude of differences relative to change in the

control sites. Given the different methodologies, 

the more appropriate comparison is the extent of

intra-jurisdictional change (that is, the difference

between change in each individual jurisdiction’s

intervention areas relative to control sites) rather 

than comparing the level of reduction in repeats

between the two jurisdictions.

Based on these comparisons, both demonstration

projects are associated with modest successes in

preventing repeat incidents in the intervention

locations, relative to residences in areas where 

those particular programs were not operating.

Effect on total break and enters

There was a 19 per cent increase in the total number

of break and enter incidents in the Queensland

intervention area, compared to a 12 per cent decline

in the two control sites. In the South Australian

project, there was a 31 per cent increase in the

combined intervention areas compared to 

a 17 per cent increase across all control sites. 

Both jurisdictions showed increases in overall break

and enter victimisation in the areas that the programs

were operating, in contrast to reductions or lower

levels of increase in the control areas. 

The project effects on preventing repeat break and

enters do not extend to reducing overall break and

enter victimisations. In fact, the increased incidence 

in both jurisdictions runs counter to the expected

program effects. On the basis of the available data,

there is no obvious explanation to account for 

these findings in both jurisdictions. Some possible

factors include:

Target displacement may be operating, that is, 

the program’s effect on repeat victimisation is

displacing offender activity from what are now

more difficult targets to more vulnerable dwellings

within the area. This is discussed in the section on

unintended consequences below.

Given the relatively small numbers involved in

some locations, single atypical events can have 

a significant effect. Chance variation can act to

skew comparisons in a manner that would not 

be as apparent with larger numbers of baseline

incidents, where random fluctuations are more

likely to be overshadowed by underlying trends.

For example, the Queensland evaluation report

noted a sharp two-month increase in the

intervention area during the program period. 

This was believed to reflect the activities of a single

prolific offender operating in the area, estimated 

to have committed more than 130 break and

enters during those two months (representing 

18 per cent of all offences reported in the

intervention area over the whole year of program

operation). An adjusted analysis, using only 

10 months of data (excluding June and July data

from each time period to remove the potential

effect of the single prolific offender from the

comparison) showed only a four per cent increase

compared to the unadjusted analysis of a 

19 per cent increase in the intervention area.

Long-term trends in each area, as well as 

wider trends in break and enter offences 

in the jurisdiction as a whole, also may have

consequences for outcome comparisons. For

example, there is a tendency for sharp increases 

and decreases to revert to the mean over time, that

is, to return to average levels. Analysis of 10-year

trends in the Queensland evaluation report shows

differences in the both the fluctuation of annual

figures over time and in baseline levels between the

intervention and control areas54. SA shows more

volatility in annual rates in the two intervention

sites than in the three control areas over the 

five-year period 1993-9755. The different direction

of change in the total number of reported break

and enters between the pre-program and program

periods may reflect, at least in part, the continuing

effects of these longer-term trends in each area,

within the wider context of state-wide trends56. 

57 Australian Bureau of Statistics, 1999b:109

58 Morgan, 2001

54 Criminal Justice Commission, 2001:20

55 Fisher, Chorley & Riches, 1999:28

56 SA break and enter dwelling offences have shown a consistent increase each year since 1997 (statistics provided by the SA Office of Crime Statistics);
Queensland unlawful entry of dwellings offences have shown a consistent decline since 1996-97 (analysis by the Criminal Justice Commission, based on
Queensland Police Service recorded crime statistics).
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The rates at which security advice was taken up are

broadly comparable between the two demonstration

projects. Victims receiving the program intervention

appear to be more likely to improve their home

security than reported among other victims of break

and enter in victim surveys of the whole jurisdiction.

Comparison of common intervention elements

Both demonstration projects included various

intervention elements, but these were implemented

somewhat differently. Target hardening (particularly

improving locks and bolts on windows and doors) 

was a core feature of both programs. All households

receiving the intervention in both projects received 

a security audit/assessment and advice on appropriate

security action to reduce risk of future victimisation. 

In one of the two South Australian intervention sites,

a lock installation service was offered where a local

handyperson installed locks to the value of $200 free

to victimised residences on advice of the volunteer

conducting the security audit. The intervention 

site providing this service reported a higher rate of

installing door locks (46 per cent of residents took

this action compared to 31 per cent in the other site)

and window locks (50 per cent and 35 per cent

respectively). 

Property marking was also a standard feature of 

both interventions. In the Queensland project, all

victimised households were provided with a property

marking kit for residents to use, as part of the first-tier

Stopbreak component of the program. In the South

Australian project, volunteers made immediate referral

to one of two free services for the victim to access an

engraver to mark their property. The extent to which

victimised residents reported marking their property 

is similar in the two studies, with 40 per cent of South

Australian victims and 42 per cent of Queensland

victims marking their property.

Advising near neighbours was the responsibility of 

the patrol officer in the Queensland project, either 

by direct contact or leaving an advice card in

neighbours’ letterboxes. This occurred in only an

estimated one-third of cases. It is not known what

proportion of victims made personal contact with

near neighbours about the incident and were given

advice on preventive action that could be taken by

neighbours. In the South Australian project, victims

were asked to make contact with their neighbours 

or agree to the volunteer making the contact.

Neighbours were spoken to in 84 per cent of cases

and provided with an information kit. Increased

contact with neighbours was reported by surveyed

victims in 49 per cent of instances. 

It appears that an approach of encouraging victims 

to make personal contact and providing them with

resource information to give to neighbours may 

be more successful in ensuring neighbours receive 

this information than making first response police

officers responsible for this function.

The other common intervention feature is the 

security audit or assessment that has been discussed

in the previous section. 

Cost effectiveness

The Queensland evaluation report gives costs of 

$42 per reported residential break and enter in the

intervention area for the expenses associated with 

the program’s running cost. This excludes police

salaries and related costs and expenses specific to the

evaluation component of the project. It covers cost of

equipment, such as the portable alarms and property

marking kits, crime prevention resource material, and

motor vehicle lease and running costs for the delivery

of the Hot Dot and Hot Spot interventions. The

information kit component of the Stopbreak response

accounts for approximately $10 per incident.

The South Australian project reports a cost of 

$37 per intervention. This covers the cost of training

the volunteers, items of equipment (such as mobile

phones), and ongoing support meeting costs. It

excludes salaries and associated costs of the project

team or other participating agencies, as well as the

follow-up evaluation survey. The cost calculated 

to $8.18 per hour of volunteer time, compared to 

the average hourly salary of a police constable at

$21.35. Volunteers contributed a total of 4,438 hours

of their time (an average of 97 hours per volunteer) 

to the project.
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In Queensland, repeat victimisation increased by 

86 per cent in the adjacent site compared to a fall 

of 18 per cent in the non-contiguous area. There 

was also a much higher ratio of increased risk in the

first control site (see Table 7). However, the South

Australian evaluation reports the opposite trend, with

the adjacent area showing a decline in repeats while

the non-contiguous area showed an increase. There

is therefore no consistent evidence of spatial

displacement within the two jurisdictions.

The consistent finding of increased total break 

and enters associated with decreased repeats in 

both jurisdictions raises the possibility of target

displacement, that is, offenders changing their focus

from repeatedly victimised to previously unvictimised

residences. However, if this were a consistent feature

of repeat victimisation programs, then the extent of

displacement should be proportional to the degree of

repeat victimisation prevention. The pattern of results

within the two jurisdictions does not support this. 

The two demonstration projects do not show

consistent evidence of spatial displacement as assessed

by comparisons with adjacent control sites. This is

consistent with reviews of international research59,

which conclude that displacement has a limited 

effect and is not as problematic as perceived to be 

in earlier studies. Target displacement to previously

unvictimised residences could be operating, although

this does not explain the magnitude of increase in

total break and enter numbers. The results reported 

in individual jurisdiction evaluations do not provide

evidence about other forms of displacement.

Victim response to intervention advice

In both programs, follow-up surveys showed victims

generally acted on the security advice given by the

police or volunteers. In the Queensland intervention

area, 77 per cent of victims took some action to

improve their home security, as did 62 per cent of

victims in the South Australian program. Property

marking action was the most common response 

taken by the Queensland victims (42 per cent) and

installing window locks (41 per cent) by South

Australian victims, particularly in the intervention

area where the free lock installation service operated. 

This take-up rate is somewhat lower than those

reported in international research. For example, 

UK Home Office research60 found takeup rates of 

72 per cent for property marking, 35-65 per cent 

for burglar alarms, and 84-90 per cent for door 

locks, ranging from 35-97 per cent across different

security measures and target groups. However,

differences between countries in baseline levels 

of security need to be considered.

The take-up rates for particular security measures 

in both programs are comparable with, and in some

cases appear to be higher than, figures reported in the

Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) 1998 Crime and

Safety Survey61. This survey reports on the percentage

of break and enter victims that added security

measures in the last 12 months in each jurisdiction.

For example, 20 per cent of South Australian break

and enter victims in the ABS survey reported adding

deadlocks on doors compared to 37 per cent of

victims in the South Australian program intervention

areas that had installed door locks. The figures for

installing a burglar alarm were 13 per cent and 

19 per cent respectively. 

In Queensland, the percentage of victims installing

burglar alarms and fitting security screen doors 

were the same between the ABS survey and the

intervention area results. However, in the ABS survey,

17 per cent reported adding deadlocks on doors 

and 21 per cent fitting locks, bars or grilles on

windows. In comparison, 39 per cent of victims 

in the program intervention areas fitted new locks 

to doors or windows and 15 per cent fitted window

screens or grilles.

59 Bouloukos & Farrell, 1997; Eck, 1999; Ekblom, 1998

60 Laycock 1989, 1995

61 ABS, 1999b:19-20
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Both projects considered the adequacy of police data

was an important enough issue to take into account

in deciding on where the intervention or control sites

would be located. For example, the most appropriate

contiguous control site for one South Australian

intervention area (the one with the longest common

boundary) was rejected because the rate of inaccuracy

in address records was much higher than other areas

considered. It would have required considerable

additional work to check address records to meet

project requirements. One of the reasons that the

Queensland intervention site was selected was that

there had already been some data analysis and record

verification as part of a previous research project.

Even when there is only a small proportion of

inaccurate or duplicate records, identifying and

excluding these from a larger database can be costly in

both time and resources. For example, to remove the

less than one per cent of duplicate records from the

South Australian database involved analysis of more

than 28,000 reported incidents. Given the relatively

small number of repeats as a proportion of total 

break and enters identified in both projects, not

excluding duplicates or correcting other address-based

inconsistencies in police records could either markedly

over-inflate or underestimate the real rate of repeats.

The difficulty in using police records to identify

repeat incidents has been one of the most commonly

identified problems in the international research62.

The experience of the two demonstration projects

reinforces the importance of establishing and

maintaining accurate address information if police

records are to be used to identify intervention 

targets and as the basis for information systems 

that evaluate program success.

Designing effective intervention responses

Developing a range of intervention elements that

can be applied as appropriate to suit the particular

circumstances of the victimised location is a key

component of delivering an effective prevention

response. The two demonstration projects established

similar intervention elements, although these were

implemented somewhat differently. As described in

earlier sections of this report, with the exception of

near neighbour contact, there were broadly similar

take-up rates for each comparable component. 

Each demonstration project also introduced unique

features relevant to the strategic approach adopted.

For example, the Queensland model included an 

area-wide Hot Spot strategy and increased police

patrols as part of the Hot Dot level intervention 

for some locations. The South Australian project

included informal victim support and, where

appropriate, referral to victim support agencies 

and other community-based services as an

intervention component.

Both demonstration projects applied a problem-

solving element to the intervention, in that security

advice given to each individual victim was targeted to

the circumstances of that household, as assessed by a

detailed security audit. In line with a problem-solving

approach, individual locations also had the potential

to receive some different intervention elements. For

example, a Hot Spot response in two identified areas,

additional police patrols in some locations, loans 

of portable alarms in particular circumstances, and

victim referral in appropriate instances. However,

generally all households were intended to receive 

core elements of security advice on target hardening,

property marking equipment or access to engraving

services, and near neighbour contact and advice. 

The research and practice literature indicates that 

a problem-solving approach, where the response is

tailored to individual circumstances, is a particularly

effective crime prevention approach. To achieve

maximum effectiveness, this would include a range 

of responses including different strategies identified in

the crime prevention literature as increasing the effort

required by offenders, increasing the risk of detection,

and reducing rewards to offenders, as well as strategies

that target offenders. As noted in the Queensland

evaluation report, the project had a restricted

problem-solving focus. Applying a problem-solving

approach in the full sense would involve a wider 

range of options and strategies including, in some

instances, focusing on offenders rather than locations.
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The different program elements and differences 

in related program costs subsumed in the auspicing

agency budget means that the unit costs between 

the two demonstration projects are not directly

comparable. However, they do indicate that an

effective repeat victimisation program can be

introduced at a relatively modest cost compared to the

costs of an incident to the victim and the community. 

In both jurisdictions, unit costs would decrease if the

program operated over a longer timeframe or a wider

area, given overhead costs would be distributed across

a larger number of interventions.

Other benefits

Both projects report a number of benefits consistent

with the type of strategic approach adopted. In the

Queensland police model, there were identified

benefits for police practice and competency

acquisition among operational officers that would

extend beyond the program. The South Australian

evaluation found 80 per cent of the 30 volunteers

active at the end of the project continued on in other

Local Crime Prevention Committee projects. They

required minimal additional training for these roles

because of the strong skill base established during 

the original work. The evaluation report also noted

improved local collaboration between police and the

relevant Local Crime Prevention Committees.

KEY SUCCESS FACTORS ACROSS
PROJECTS

The experience of the two demonstration projects

highlighted a number of features that were

particularly important for the success of the program.

Each of these is described below and addressed in 

the program guide presented later in this report.

Planning and project management

Both projects spent considerable time and effort

planning and designing the relevant programs, 

with obvious benefits for program operation and

acceptance when implemented. Critical issues to

address at planning and development stage include

mechanisms for identifying repeat incidents, processes

for notifying service deliverers of locations to receive

intervention, and design of a range of effective

prevention responses appropriate to the strategic

approach adopted and to local circumstances. These

are discussed in more detail in the program guide.

Establishing clear and achievable objectives and

selecting intervention areas consistent with those

program objectives is particularly relevant for a trial

program. For example, (as described in more detail 

in the implications for policy and practice section 

of this chapter), selecting an area with a high rate 

of repeats is important if the objective of the repeat

prevention program is to reduce total burglary rates. 

Strong project management, including continuous

quality monitoring, is critical to the development 

and evaluation of a successful trial program. 

Information systems

Both projects identified issues concerning the

accuracy, consistency, and comprehensiveness of

police crime report databases. This required time 

and effort to correct or resolve in order to meet the

requirements for a repeat victimisation project. The

Queensland evaluation report noted that the need 

to manually check and correct address errors and

inconsistencies before electronic data was suitable for

analysis and mapping required substantial resources

and caused considerable delay to the project. In the

South Australian demonstration project, a decision

was made to use the date that the incident was

reported to police, rather than the date of occurrence

as the data field for identifying repeats, because 

of the potential for missing or conflicting dates. 

62 eg Anderson et al, 1995; Farrell & Pease, 1993; Hough & Tilly, 1998; Perez, 2001
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Selecting suitable volunteers is a key success factor

where program delivery involves volunteers rather

than paid officers, given the time and skill demands

associated with delivering crime prevention services 

at the victim’s home. Providing a quality service 

also means officers or volunteers are aware of, and

sensitive to, the effects of victimisation, and are 

able to respond appropriately to victims when

delivering the prevention services. 

As noted earlier, strong project management is an

important success factor, and it is critical to appoint 

a suitably skilled and motivated project manager 

or coordinator. 

Training and competency development

Both demonstration projects stressed the importance

of adequate training of officers and volunteers

delivering services to victims. Good practice features

for training content and processes identified in 

both demonstration projects are described in the

program guide.

Effective management and monitoring

This refers to both managing and monitoring the

program and individual performance of service

deliverers. For example, program monitoring

identified the low notification rates experienced 

by the South Australian demonstration project 

and resulted in new procedures being established

between the police and the project team. Similarly, 

in Queensland early program monitoring identified

individual officers not complying with the project

requirements and resulted in introduction of a

supervision process by the Officer in Charge that

prevented any further incidents of non-compliance.

Quality monitoring of volunteer performance

identified two South Australian volunteers whose

involvement with the project was terminated.

Strong program management, including overall

program and individual performance monitoring,

from the beginning of the program and operating

throughout its life are critical.

Organisational support

Both demonstration projects identified the need 

for support and ongoing commitment by police

management for effective operation of the program. 

Communication

Both demonstration projects reinforced the

importance of regular ongoing communication

between all participants, particularly the project team,

officers responsible for identifying households falling

within the intervention parameters, and the officers 

or volunteers delivering services to victims.

Resources

The Queensland and South Australian projects 

had access to sufficient resources to be able to 

allocate dedicated project staff, develop quality crime

prevention resources for distribution to victims,

provide adequate logistic and training support to

volunteers, and even fund security equipment for

particular households. The Queenslanddemonstration

project reinforced the importance of allocating

sufficient time and resources to identification of

repeats from police records, particularly in

determining hot spots. The South Australian project

showed that the coordination and management of

volunteers, particularly allocating tasks, imposed

considerable demands on program teams’ time.

Effective planning and resource allocation and

management are critical to program success, and 

relate to skills and competencies as much as to

financial and physical resources.

Sustainability

Both demonstration projects designed models

intended to be able to be adopted in other 

locations. The Queensland program is easily built 

into mainstream policing. The South Australian

model, given its heavy demands on infrastructure

support and coordination, would need to be carefully

planned before being implemented in other

community locations to ensure that suitable

infrastructure is available. 
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Including an area-wide intervention (the Hot Spot

response) in the Queensland demonstration project

expands the scope of the intervention and extends 

the problem-solving approach beyond individual

households. The lesson from international research63

is that small area burglary interventions need a high

level of intensity and coverage to be successful. The

Queensland project reported difficulty in mobilising

resident involvement in the hot spot interventions.

The design and implementation of this sort of

response therefore needs particular attention.

The experience of the two demonstration projects

supports the effectiveness of the selected intervention

responses and applied approach to reducing repeat

burglary. The practice literature indicates that

applying an extended range of responses within a

wider problem-solving approach, such as integrating

the situational crime prevention measures used in

these projects with an offender focus, may have

additional benefits.

Choosing an appropriate service delivery model

Another important factor is selecting the most

appropriate service delivery model, given the location.

The two demonstration projects have confirmed that

effective prevention programs can be delivered either

within a policing model, where police officers are

responsible for delivering the intervention elements,

or a community-based structure under which

volunteers deliver the prevention services. 

Based on the experience of the demonstration

projects, a key success factor is the capacity of the

organisational or community-based infrastructure 

to deliver appropriate management, coordination,

training, quality monitoring, and other professional

support necessary for staff or volunteers to deliver 

a high and consistent standard of intervention

services. The ability of the program’s management

structure to assure both key stakeholders and the

wider community that victim confidentiality will 

be maintained is particularly important for a

community-based model. These issues are discussed 

in the program guide, together with strategies

to address them.

The different models have varying capacity to

establish and maintain effective links with other

sections of the organisation or other agencies. This 

has implications for the degree of effort that needs 

to be spent in maintaining those links. For example,

the South Australian project experienced low

notification rates, in that project staff were only

notified by police of approximately one-third of

victims eligible to receive the intervention. If the

service model operates within the police structure,

those problems can be overcome by direct access 

to police records, or capacity to use internal

monitoring and accountability mechanisms to 

change operational police practices. An externally

managed program needs to expend considerable 

effort in establishing and maintaining access or

notification procedures. 

On the other hand, a community-based project 

is likely to have existing networks and links with 

other community agencies that can facilitate

intervention services and program credibility 

within the local community. A police-managed

project may need to spend time and effort to 

identify, establish links, negotiate service protocols,

and build credibility with those community agencies.

The experiences of the demonstration projects 

suggest a strong partnership approach, where police

and community share responsibility for program

development and management, may be particularly

productive and overcome some of the difficulties

identified in the programs implemented in each

jurisdiction. 

Involving the right people

A comprehensive problem-solving approach to crime

prevention means involving a range of public sector

and community agencies to participate in developing

and delivering the intervention. For example, the

South Australian project involved Volunteer SA in 

the recruitment, selection and training of volunteers

and in providing advice on volunteer management.

The Queensland project involved a representative

from the government department responsible for

public housing, given the number of public rental

homes in the area. 

63 Bennet & Durie, 1999; Tilley & Webb, 1994
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Utility of targeting repeats to reduce 
break and enter rates

Both Australian demonstration projects reported an

increase in overall break and enter rates, counter to

the expected program effects. Based on the evidence

of these two programs, targeting repeat victimisation

does not appear to be a demonstrably effective

strategy for reducing overall break and enter rates 

in the Australian context. 

Part of the reason may be the relatively low

contribution of repeats to total break and enter 

rates described earlier. Repeats need to make up 

a significant proportion of total offences in order to

have any discernible effect. For example, to reduce

total break and enters by 10 per cent in an area 

where repeats constitute one-fifth of offences, the

intervention strategy would need to reduce repeats 

by half to meet this overall target. However, if repeats

constitute only 10 per cent of all break and enters,

then the strategy would have to prevent every repeat

in order to achieve only a 10 per cent decrease in 

total incidents. 

In small intervention areas, random and seasonal

fluctuations in the number of break and enters can

overshadow real program effects. For example, it is

not unusual for crime rates to fluctuate by five to 

10 per cent or more in such areas from year to year.

Local programs introduced and evaluated rather than

state-wide programs, would have greater difficulty 

in demonstrating notable program effects above

random fluctuation if the area has low levels of 

repeat victimisation.

For example, if every one of the repeat incidents

reported in the pre-program period of the Queensland

project were prevented, this would have reduced the

number of overall break and enters by nine per cent.

This is in the context of annual fluctuations of

between +18 per cent and -25 per cent for the

intervention area over the previous three years.

Another possible contribution to the increase in

overall break and enters may be displacement at 

local area level, which is discussed in the section 

on unintended consequences below. Other possible

reasons for the outcomes for total break and enter

have been discussed earlier in the report. Regardless of

reasons underlying the findings of the demonstration

projects, there are implications for policy and practice,

particularly for selection of intervention areas and

program objectives. There would appear to be three

essential preconditions before a repeat victimisation

focus is likely to lead to a significant reduction in

residential break and enter rates. They are:

repeat incidents constitute a substantial proportion

of total incidents in the intervention area, so that

preventing repeats has the capacity to have 

a demonstrable effect on overall rates

the intervention responses introduced are 

effective in preventing a significant number 

of repeat incidents

the repeat prevention program does not displace

offences to previously unvictimised residences, 

(i.e. offenders simply changing their focus of

activity to other easier targets in the locality).

Alternatively, a repeat victimisation focus may be

introduced for reasons other than reducing overall

break and enter rates, as discussed below.

Reasons for targeting repeats

The implications and preconditions for targeting

repeats where the overall goal is break and enter

reduction have been discussed above. However, there

are other policy and practice reasons for a repeat

victimisation focus, as described earlier in this report.

They include:

to address the disproportionate impact of

victimisation experienced by repeat victims

as a strategy for apprehending prolific offenders

to provide a cost effective response to crime 

by directing scarce resources at known high 

risk locations.
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IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICY AND
PRACTICE

Key questions in considering the policy and practice

implications of repeat residential break and enter

prevention are:

To what extent is repeat residential break and 

enter preventable?

Is targeting repeats a useful strategy for reducing

break and enter rates?

Are there other compelling reasons for introducing

a repeat victimisation focus?

Are there demonstrably superior models of repeat

break and enter prevention?

Does targeting repeats provide a resource effective

approach to crime prevention?

Is targeting repeats a sustainable crime response

in different locations?

Are there associated unintended consequences 

that need to be addressed?

Capacity to prevent repeat burglary

The outcomes of the Queensland and South

Australian demonstration projects confirm the

findings from international research that repeat 

break and enter is preventable. However, the

Australian projects report a much more modest 

effect on repeat victimisation than has been reported

in the international literature.

The smaller effects reported in the Australian projects

should not be interpreted as evidence of less effective

programs. Differences in overall levels of repeats 

and pre-existing standards of home security may 

be responsible. There is a greater capacity for an

intervention program to have demonstrable benefits

where the target offence occurs at high levels and 

pre-existing preventive action is low. For example,

introducing target hardening at a residence with 

a history of recent break and enters and without any

security measures is more likely to show a positive

effect than introducing initiatives at a dwelling that

already has adequate security.

The Queensland and South Australian intervention

areas experienced relatively low levels of repeat

victimisation immediately before the program,

compared to those British studies which reported

large reductions. For example, the most commonly

cited UK study (the Kirkholt project) found repeat

rates of almost 50 per cent before the intervention.

Both Australian projects reported rates fewer than 

10 per cent in the immediate pre-program period. 

The more successful repeat prevention programs in

the UK were conducted in housing estates that had

very high crime levels and social disadvantage64. 

For example, a program review65 notes the Kirkholt

project had a burglary rate of 25 per cent immediately

before the program, compared to a national average 

of two per cent reported to police and five per cent

reported in crime surveys. The second highest UK

area had a rate almost half of the Kirkholt level, at 

13 per cent.

In the Kirkholt project simple target hardening

measures, such as replacing coin-fed fuel meters, had 

a dramatic effect. Existing levels of household security

will affect the capacity of programs offering simple

target hardening measures to have a demonstrable

benefit. Australian households report66 reasonably

high levels of security measures. For example, 

15 per cent of Australian residences have a burglar

alarm and 62 per cent have deadlocks on some or 

all doors. In fact, 13 per cent of victims in the

Queensland intervention area stated they did not add

any additional security because they already had most

of the relevant measures in place. More sophisticated

types of intervention are needed where pre-existing

household security measures are at an adequate or

relatively high standard.

Overall, repeat break and enter is preventable,

although the Australian experience shows more

modest outcomes than some of the international

research. This needs to be interpreted in the context

of lower repeat levels overall and possible differences

in pre-existing household security measures. An

implication for practice is the importance of selecting

appropriate intervention sites. Break and enter

prevention programs with a repeat victimisation focus

are not only more relevant, but also more likely to 

be demonstrably effective, in areas with high pre-

existing repeat rates.

64 Projects at Kirkholt (see Forrester et al, 1988; Pease 1992) and Huddersfield (see Anderson et al, 1995; Chenery et al, 1997)

65 Tilley, 1993b

66 Australian Bureau of Statistics, 1999a
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Specific issues that would need to be resolved if either

transferring responsibility to a community-based

group or establishing an intervention program

managed directly by a community-based group 

were identified by stakeholders as:

source of funding to enable training and 

program management

ways of protecting victim confidentiality 

and privacy

methods for recruiting sufficient numbers 

of suitable volunteers

adequate volunteer screening processes

establishing appropriate referral mechanisms

extent of police and council cooperation.

As indicated above, the Queensland experience 

shows that the program is sustainable and can be

incorporated into the mainstream of State prevention

activity. Although the South Australian trial project

has concluded, key stakeholders interviewed support

the sustainability of the model.

Unintended consequences

A significant issue for crime prevention is

displacement; that is, intervention does not prevent

crime but simply transfers the problem to another

location or target. There was no consistent evidence 

of spatial displacement across the two projects, that 

is, of repeat incidents reducing in the intervention

area but increasing in the adjacent control site 

because offenders transfer their activity to another

geographic area. 

The evaluation results do not rule out target

displacement effects, that is, offenders directing their

activity from repeat victims to previously unvictimised

households in the local neighbourhood. Analysis 

of the pattern of results shows direct displacement

could not account for the level of increase. Even 

if every repeat incident were displaced to a previously

unvictimised residence, the effect on repeat rates

would be well below the actual increases experienced 

in the intervention sites.

However, target displacement is an issue that should

be considered in program design until there is a

stronger body of Australian evidence on the issue. 

For example, integrating a repeat victimisation focus

within a broader break and enter reduction strategy

that also addresses previously unvictimised homes

may be a useful approach. 

To some extent, both demonstration projects

incorporated an element of wider break and enter

prevention. The contact with near neighbours

included some crime prevention advice for those

residences. However, in the Queensland project this

element was poorly implemented. The Hot Spot

response also provided an intervention response to

non-victims living in the hot spot area. Again, there

were implementation difficulties identified in the

Queensland evaluation report, particularly the

difficulty of mobilising local residents to be involved.

Both projects reported positive unintended

consequences. These have been described in the

previous chapter.

The major policy and practice implications relevant 

to unintended consequences relate to preventing

potential displacement (noting that there is not yet a

clear body of evidence from Australian research as to

whether displacement is a major issue for programs of

this type). Integrating repeat victimisation initiatives

within wider break and enter prevention strategies

would mitigate possible displacement effects. 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE
POLICY DIRECTIONS 

The Queensland and South Australian demonstration

projects were designed to test the effects of two

different approaches to burglary reduction focusing

on preventing repeat break and enters. The results

showed repeats can be prevented (albeit to a modest

degree), but doing so did not have a positive effect 

on total break and enter rates. Before addressing the

ultimate policy question of whether targeting repeat

victimisation is a worthwhile crime response, a final

evaluation issue needs to be considered: whether 

the modest results for repeats and the contrary to

expectation findings for total break and enter 

are due to:

theory failure, that is, the basis of the approach 

is unsound

implementation failure, that is, the approach 

is sound but not properly put into effect

measurement failure, that is, inability to 

adequately detect change and measure the 

extent of a program’s effects.
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Evidence base on effectiveness of different models

The previous chapter provided a comparative analysis

of the outcomes of the two approaches used in the

Australian demonstration projects. The evidence

provided in the program evaluations does not support

either model being clearly superior in delivering

prevention outcomes. Both achieved modest successes

in addressing repeats, were unsuccessful in reducing

total break and enters, experienced various

implementation difficulties, and reported other

benefits associated with the programs. 

The implication for policy and practice is that there 

is no single model to adopt in reducing repeat break

and enter offences. As with any crime prevention

program, success will be determined by the fit

between the program introduced and the targeted

problem and by the capacity of the local situation

to effectively deliver the program. 

A partnership approach that optimises the

information sources and expertise of police and other

relevant criminal justice agencies, with the resources

and commitment available within the community,

would appear to be ideal. Whether this means that

the most appropriate model is for police or another

criminal justice agency to take a lead agency role, 

or for the program to be managed by local

government or the community sector with

appropriate criminal justice agency participation, 

will depend on the existence and effectiveness of

relevant structures, stakeholder relationships,

approaches and past practices.

The experiences of both projects identified several

common success factors in the two models, which

form the basis of the good practice features

summarised later in this chapter. 

Resource effectiveness

Both projects have demonstrated that an effective 

and credible trial program can be introduced and

evaluated within a reasonably modest budget. The

unit costs reported in the program evaluations 

($42 and $37) would decrease if the program were

expanded (i.e. involving a larger number of cases) 

or extended over a longer period of time, because

program overheads therefore would be distributed

more widely. 

These unit costs do not represent the full economic

cost of delivering the programs (police, project 

staff, and other organisational costs were excluded).

However, they provide an indication of the cost 

of project specific materials and expenses associated

with the use of volunteers that would need to be

budgeted for or derived from other sources (for

example, sponsorship, in-kind donation, loan of

equipment, etc). 

Based on the figures provided, the programs appear 

to provide a cost effective response to repeat break

and enter prevention.

Sustainability and wider application

Both demonstration projects had designated

timeframes over which the programs were funded,

operated and evaluated. The ongoing sustainability 

of trial programs, particularly where there is a 

time-limited external funding contribution, is 

a major policy and practice issue for any crime

prevention program.

In Queensland, the model developed in the

demonstration project has provided the basis for 

The At Risk Premises (TARP) project, which is 

being implemented Statewide by the Queensland

Police Service. Elements of the trial program 

have therefore been placed in the mainstream 

of organisational activities.

The South Australian demonstration project

concluded its operational activities in January 2001,

and the evaluation outcomes are still to be widely

promulgated. Therefore, it is too early to determine

whether the model will be adopted in other locations.

However, the South Australian program evaluation67

found that most stakeholders believed that

Neighbourhood Watch or community groups could

undertake the intervention program after the project

concluded, subject to two essential preconditions:

a manager or coordinator, generally perceived 

as needing to be a professional or paid manager

appropriate training (assuming volunteers had 

been adequately screened when recruited).

67 Walter, 2000:6

_
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Chapter summary
The two demonstration projects achieved modest

effects on repeats relative to control sites, were

unsuccessful in decreasing total break and enters,

experienced various implementation difficulties, and

produced other project benefits consistent with the

strategic approach adopted. 

Key success factors in the projects related to: planning

and project management; information systems;

designing effective intervention responses; choosing

an appropriate service delivery model; involving the

right people; training and competency development;

effective management and monitoring; organisational

support; communication; resources; and sustainability.

Implications for policy and practice relate to the

feasibility of preventing repeats at meaningful levels,

the utility of a repeat strategy for reducing overall

break and enter rates, other reasons for introducing 

a repeat victimisation focus, cost effectiveness,

sustainability, and unintended consequences; as 

well as whether there are demonstrably superior

models to apply in the Australian context. 

The meta-evaluation concluded that repeat break a

nd enter is preventable, but that programs should be

introduced for reasons other than overall break and

enter reduction unless specific preconditions are met:

that the programs appear to provide a cost effective

response to repeat break and enter; that the models

trialed are sustainable; and that there is no definite

evidence of spatial displacement – but that program

design should include strategies to minimise the

potential for target displacement. It also concluded

that there is no single model to adopt in reducing

repeat break and enter. Instead, the strategic approach

and the management and implementation of the

program should be tailored to local circumstances. 

The results of the two demonstration projects do not

provide enough evidence to make a definitive decision

on whether a repeat victimisation approach to break

and enter should be widely adopted in Australia.

However, the outcomes reported indicate the

approach has promise. Good practice features were

described, based on the experience of the Australian

demonstration projects and the international crime

prevention literature. 

The two demonstration projects do not provide

enough evidence to make a definitive decision on

whether a repeat victimisation focus to break and

enter should be a preferred strategy for Australian

crime prevention. Implementation issues detailed

earlier in the report, such as the low notification 

and participation rates, can markedly affect project

outcomes in directions that cannot be determined

from the available evaluation data. The timeframes

over which the projects operated (12 months to

develop and implement strategies) and the relatively

small numbers of incidents and low repeat rates

introduce measurement issues. The effects of

implementation and measurement failure cannot 

be disentangled from theory failure in the evaluation

data available from the two projects.

To definitively answer the question of whether

targeting repeat victimisation is a worthwhile crime

response that should be widely implemented requires

more evidence than can be provided by the two

Australian studies. However, the outcomes reported 

in the demonstration projects indicate that the

approach has promise. Repeat break and enter

prevention programs would appear to be able to

provide appropriate, effective, and cost-efficient

responses to such crimes. But given the results of the

two projects, the goals of such programs are more

appropriately focused on preventing repeats for

reasons other than overall break and enter reduction,

unless specific preconditions are met.

Based on the experiences of the Queensland and

South Australian programs, and the conclusions 

of the international research and practice literature, 

ideal preconditions and good practice features for 

an effective repeat break and enter prevention

program would appear to be:

high pre-existing levels of repeats in the 

target area(s) 

program objectives that relate to repeat prevention

rather than total break and enter reduction

program development using a suitable planning

and problem-solving approach that recognises 

the scope of the problem and develops locally

appropriate solutions

the program is developed and managed through 

a partnership between government and the

community to optimise community resources 

with expertise available from the criminal justice

sector, police and crime detection responses

strong program management (preferably with 

an appropriately qualified, full-time coordinator) 

appropriate training (initial and ongoing) in service

delivery, extending over sufficient time to develop

requisite practical knowledge and competencies,

and involving mentored practice in real situations 

a monitoring process that addresses both

procedural compliance and competency

development from the beginning of the 

program and operating throughout its life 

information systems supporting program operation

and evaluation accurately and readily identify

repeat incidents, and wherever practicable, 

include mechanisms for taking unreported

incidents into account

effective procedures, continuously monitored, 

for transferring information between those areas

responsible for recording crime, for identifying

repeat locations, for allocating tasks to officers and

volunteers to provide services, and for delivery of

the intervention response

intervention measures, combining crime

prevention measures at individual residences to

increase offender effort and risk while reducing

rewards, intervention responses that include near

neighbours of victims, area-level approaches to

identified hot spots, enhanced police investigation

and offender detection processes, and strategies 

to target offenders and disrupt stolen goods

distribution channels

a repeat prevention program which is integrated 

or coordinated with a wider burglary reduction

strategy to prevent potential target displacement

hot spot interventions which are designed and

adequately resourced to provide high intensity 

and high coverage of prevention activities

a timeframe for operating and evaluating any trial

program that is long enough to establish and assess

long-term outcomes of the intervention

ensuring that any trial program can be sustained,

by taking into account local context and capacity

issues, so that if the program is evaluated as

successful, the model could be continued at 

that location or used elsewhere.

_
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Some issues to consider in determining the definition

to be used include the most appropriate time period

for determining whether an incident constitutes a

repeat, whether to include attempts, and whether 

only incidents reported to police will be considered 

or if unreported incidents will be identified and 

taken into account. These issues are discussed in 

more detail below.

Time period 

There is no standard definition in the literature as 

to what time period constitutes repeat victimisation. 

An overview of repeat victimisation strategies by one

of the leading researchers in the field68 identifies 

a number of difficulties in determining criteria for

defining repeat victimisation. Although he draws no

definitive conclusions about the appropriate length 

of time, he does suggest a six-month or one-year

period over which repeat victimisation histories

should be collected. 

Most interventions use the previous 12 months 

as the defining period, although shorter or longer

timeframes may be appropriate in particular

circumstances (for example, in a holiday resort

location where there are strong seasonal trends in

crimes committed, a longer timeframe therefore 

may be more appropriate).

Attempts 

Some interventions include burglary attempts while

others only include completed incidents. Including

attempts provides a more complete picture of risk

relevant to intervention. 

Ideally, completed burglaries and attempts should 

be considered separately for evaluation purposes.

There are crime prevention benefits in preventing the

completion of the incident (and the associated loss 

of property and victim distress) even though the

security measures taken did not completely deter the

offender from attempting to commit a crime at that

location. A reduction in completed burglaries and 

a corresponding rise in attempts could be considered

as a positive outcome of prevention strategies that

would be overlooked if both types of incidents were

combined. The manner in which crime statistics 

are recorded has implications for whether attempts

can be separately identified and considered from

police records.

Unreported incidents 

Most interventions rely on police records to identify

repeats, which means that repeat victimisation is

based on only those incidents reported to police.

Victim surveys show 25 per cent of Australian

burglaries and 68 per cent of attempts are not

reported69. Including unreported incidents would

improve the accuracy of identifying repeat victims 

and of evaluating intervention programs. 

However, including unreported incidents to identify

repeat addresses is a more resource intensive process.

It is also vulnerable to various respondent errors.

These include ‘telescoping’ (placing incidents earlier

or later in time than when they actually occurred),

recall delay, lack of knowledge (because the

interviewed victim may not have lived at that address

over the whole time in question), and the possibility

of confusing incidents occurring at the present 

address when incidents actually occurred elsewhere. 

Relying on police records overcomes these victim-

reporting issues, but raises other difficulties. 

Police crime recording systems have high potential 

for incorrect recording because of missing details,

incorrect address spelling, or inconsistent 

recording practices. 

Establishing processes for verifying information used

to identify repeats, regardless of which source is used,

is important to avoid under-reporting or over-

reporting.

Selecting intervention locations

As with any crime prevention program, the choice of

whether and where to introduce repeat victimisation

interventions will depend on issues such as the extent 

of the problem to be addressed and the capacity of the

location to introduce and sustain effective prevention

responses. In the case of repeat victimisation, adequacy

of police record systems to support a repeat

victimisation focus is an additional concern.

If the aim of a repeat victimisation strategy is to

reduce the overall burglary rate, then repeats need to

make up a significant proportion of total offences in

order to have any discernible effect. For example, if

the target is to reduce total burglaries by 10 per cent,

and repeats constitute one-fifth of offences, then the

repeat victimisation strategy would need to reduce

repeats by half to meet this overall target. However, 
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CHAPTER 4
Program guide and 
resource tools
This chapter provides a program guide and selection

of resource tools, taking into account the experiences

of the two demonstration projects and other crime

prevention research and practice literature. It also

includes information on other sources of advice and

resource material relevant to designing and evaluating

prevention programs for repeat victimisation. Because

the program guide is designed to be able to be used

independently of the meta-evaluation report, there

will be some repetition of content between sections 

of the guide and the previous chapters. 

The word ‘burglary’ is used consistently in this

chapter, even where the reference is to information

taken from jurisdictional evaluation reports that have

used the term ‘break and enter’. The word ‘burglary’,

as used in this program guide, relates to the unlawful

entry of a residence (whether by means of forced

entry or other method) with the intention of

committing a theft from the property.

PURPOSE

This program guide is designed to inform those

considering or developing a repeat residential burglary

prevention program. It is based on the lessons learned

from the two Australian demonstration projects and

takes into account the wider research and practice

literature. It is not intended to be a prescriptive

manual of steps to be taken, but to present some 

good practice suggestions on key issues. 

ISSUES AND STRATEGIES

THE PLANNING STAGE

Defining repeat victimisation

Repeat victimisation is generally defined as occurring

when the same victim or place experiences more than

one incident over a specified time. Repeat burglary

victimisation occurs when there have been at least two

such incidents at the same address over the selected

period of time.

68 Pease, 1998

69 ABS, 1999a

_
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Graded or base level response 

Whether to apply a structured approach that takes

into account the prior history of repeats needs to 

be considered. Some of the more effective strategies

against repeat victimisation have involved different

levels of intervention depending upon the number of

prior incidents. For example, a household with a more

extensive repeat history is considered a higher risk of

further victimisation and would receive a more

intense level of intervention than a household with

only a single prior incident. This is a potentially

resource effective approach, as it ensures more effort 

is directed to where there is higher risk. 

There is no conclusive evidence that this sort 

of graded response is more effective in preventing

further incidents than an intervention that applies 

the same strategic approach regardless of the number

of prior incidents. The recent research evidence

supports a problem-solving approach that tailors 

the selected intervention to the particular

circumstances, rather than a more standardised

approach that predetermines the nature of

intervention according to prior repeat history.

Standard or tailored response 

The extent to which the program delivers a

standardised intervention package versus an

individualised approach to each victimised location

needs to be considered. Some intervention programs

use a pre-determined set of responses. For example, all

victims receive an information package of household

security advice brochures. Other interventions apply 

a problem-solving approach, where the response is

tailored to individual circumstances. Locations receive

different types or combinations of measures according

to what is assessed to be the most appropriate

response in each individual situation. 

For example, a portable silent alarm could be installed

for a specific time at a residence where the strategy

includes offender detection and there is a perception

that a recidivist offender is operating in the local 

area. There may be a concerted effort on the part 

of local residents and the relevant council to improve

lighting and visibility of dwellings in a particular

neighbourhood where the physical features of the

local environment, such as parks and laneways, 

make it difficult to detect an offence taking place. 

Unique features of the proposed intervention sites

may also need to be taken into account in tailoring 

an appropriate response. For example, it may be

useful to provide some resource support (for example,

subsidising the cost of upgrading dwelling security) 

to promote the implementation of security

recommendations of programs operating in socio-

economically disadvantaged locations. Areas with high

proportions of public rental accommodation may call

for different strategies that take into consideration

both wider public housing-related policies as well 

as specific household crime prevention advice.

The research and practice literature73 indicates that 

a problem-solving approach, where the response is

tailored to individual circumstances, is particularly

effective. However, the approach is more resource

intensive and requires a much higher level of expertise

on the part of the staff or volunteers providing the

service to victims. 

Leadership responsibility 

Whether the intervention is to be delivered and

managed by police or a criminal justice related

department, or through community-based structural

arrangements using volunteers as service deliverers, 

or by some combination of the two, is an issue that

needs to be determined early in the planning process.

The experience of the Australian demonstration

projects is that similar interventions can be effectively

applied under different management structures and

appropriately delivered by either police officers or

volunteers. However, the different approaches have

different benefits and challenges, and need careful

consideration and planning to address the potential

difficulties associated with either approach (these are

discussed under other sections of this program guide).

Based on the experience of the demonstration

projects, critical factors that should be considered in

selecting the particular model are:

capacity of the organisational or community-based

infrastructure to deliver appropriate management,

coordination, training, quality monitoring, and

other professional support necessary for staff or

volunteers to deliver a high and consistent standard

of intervention services
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if repeats constitute only 10 per cent of all burglaries,

then the strategy would have to prevent every repeat

in order to meet the overall target. In effect, a repeat

victimisation strategy that aims to reduce overall

burglary rates, should be focused on locations 

with relatively high repeat rates in order for the

intervention to lead to a reduction in those 

overall rates.

Alternatively, if the reason for targeting repeats is to

reduce the extent and effects of repeat victimisation

specifically, independent of an overall burglary

reduction strategy, then selecting intervention sites

solely on the basis of high repeat rates becomes less 

of an issue. For example, there may be widespread

community concern about repeat burglaries or the

issue may be given priority for social policy reasons

such as the disproportionate effects on repeat victims.

Determining the strategic approach

Several strategic issues need to be considered in

determining the most appropriate approach before

developing specific strategies, including the scope 

and focus of the proposed intervention, the 

objectives, and whether the intervention responses 

will be standardised or tailored and graded to provide 

a different level of intensity according to prior history

of repeats. These issues are discussed in more 

detail below.

Intervention scope 

Whether the intervention will be limited to victimised

households only or will also extend to non-victimised

households in the vicinity has implications for the

most appropriate type of strategies to be applied.

Effective repeat victimisation interventions have been

reported that target only the victimised addresses 

(for example, by improving security at the victimised

household). Others include adjacent addresses in the

intervention strategy (for example, by raising security

awareness among neighbours or introducing Cocoon

Neighbourhood Watch schemes in which immediate

neighbours rather than a larger geographic area is 

the basis for the scheme). Some interventions include

a wider geographic area, such as several streets 

or neighbourhood areas within the scope of the

intervention (for example, the hot spot responses 

in the Queensland demonstration project). 

No particular approach has been consistently

demonstrated to be more effective than others, and

many of the more recent intervention studies have

combined the different approaches.

Prevention/detection focus 

Many interventions have focused on prevention

strategies only, for example, improving household

security or increased police patrols to deter offenders.

However, the international literature70 concludes that

there are greater benefits if prevention and detection

strategies are combined to address repeat burglary. 

For example, an Australian intervention71 introduced

an approach to repeat burglary aimed at both

increasing offender detection and resident home

security awareness. Strategies included: security

assessment at initial police investigation; a follow-up

victim support package providing crime prevention

information and property marking material; advising

near neighbours; target hardening victim residences;

increasing the rates of fingerprint sampling at

victimised premises; operations targeting property

crime in identified hot spots; targeting recidivist

offenders; increased attention by police to second

hand dealer shops; and a public crime prevention

awareness campaign.

Intervention objective 

Whether the intervention is targeting repeat

victimisation specifically or is part of an overall crime

reduction strategy needs to be considered. Specifically

targeting repeats provides a more concentrated focus

on that issue, and could therefore produce a reduction

of repeat rates. However, there is the potential for

target displacement, which could increase the number

of first-time incidents, unless the repeat strategy 

is part of a wider burglary reduction response.

International research suggests that an integrated

strategy would be most effective72.

73 Eck, 1999; Forrester et al, 1988; Hough & Tilley, 1998; Jordan, 1998; Morris, 1996

70 eg Bridgeman & Hobbs, 1997

71 Taplin et al, 2001

72 eg Goldblatt, 1998
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problem-solving, especially for large-scale issues, is

facilitated by establishing multi-disciplinary/multi-

agency teams.

Planning for sustainability

A crime prevention program needs to be both

effective and durable to make a useful long-term

contribution to crime reduction. Planning for

sustainability as part of program development means

that successful programs are more likely to last. The

research and practice literature77 has shown that

programs are more likely to be sustained if:

they stimulate local community enthusiasm and

encourage communities to care about the success

of the program

there is a long-term view taken by those

responsible for the program and ongoing

commitment by all key players

there is support from top political leaders and

widespread acceptance for the approach among

stakeholders, including the community

they are flexible to evolving needs

there has been sustainability planning, that 

is, strategies and targets for promoting long-term

durability of the program are identified,

implemented, and reviewed alongside the

development and operation of the prevention

program.

Where the program is police led and delivered,

sustainability planning should include strategies 

for ‘mainstreaming’ the approach (if evaluated as

successful) as part of ongoing operational activity.

Where the program is community-based and

managed, sustainability planning also needs to

consider options for continued funding beyond 

any externally funded pilot program stage. Where 

the program is based on a partnership approach, 

the continuity of management, coordination 

and resource-sharing structures need to be 

assessed for sustainability.

THE PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT STAGE

Setting up program management structures 

An effective program requires some form of sound

infrastructure or set of organisational arrangements,

although the structure may vary in its level of

formality. Informal structures allow for quick response

but tend to be less durable, less well adapted to policy

coordination, more vulnerable to questions of

accountability and confidentiality, and have more

difficulty in monitoring and evaluating delivered

measures than in the case of formal structures78. 

Good practice features for effective structural

arrangements to manage crime prevention programs

have been identified in the research and practice

literature79 and include:

flexibility to tailor structures to local circumstances

structures that harmonise strategic and day-to-day

operational levels so that high level planning is

backed by operational effectiveness

a well-defined management structure with clearly

defined and transparent roles and responsibilities

balanced representation of key stakeholders,

appropriate to the strategic approach adopted 

(for example, a community-based approach would

be likely to involve a wider array of community

groups than a program delivered within a police

operational context, although multi-agency and

community input would still be relevant)

appropriate members are selected to represent their

organisation, taking into account issues such as:

the member’s authority to make decisions on

behalf of their organisation or section in relation 

to program strategic or operational issues as

required; continuity and stability of attendance;

capacity to instil commitment to, and ownership

of, the program in their own organisation or

section; requisite skills and expertise; and capacity

to meet time demands for effective participation

effective leadership, able to coordinate and direct

efforts, foster team building, motivate and inspire

commitment to the program, and help overcome

stakeholder rivalry and conflict where necessary

structural arrangements that generate a sense of

identity and promote ownership of the program

among stakeholders.
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ability of the program’s management structure to

assure both key stakeholders and the community

that victim confidentiality and security will be

maintained by the program and the individuals

providing services directly to victims

project management and ongoing program

management capacity, particularly in establishing

effective procedures and processes for notification

and referral, plus coordination arrangements for

service delivery once the program has been

implemented

credibility with the public and relevant

stakeholders, in terms of being either a criminal

justice agency or an agency that has the support 

of the criminal justice system.

Principles for service delivery

The research and practice literature74 identifies several

principles for service delivery relevant to repeat

victimisation and burglary prevention programs.

These should be considered at the planning stage,

before specific strategies are developed. They include:

the importance of early intervention – because the

aim is to prevent repeats, intervention should begin

after the first crime, not after the first repeat

the need for immediate response – the majority 

of repeat burglaries occur within a very short time,

many within the first week, so crime prevention

measures should be in place within 24 hours for

maximum effect.

In practice, it may be neither feasible nor practicable

to intervene immediately after the first incident in

each case or to do so within this timeframe. Timing

of a program’s commencement relevant to first

victimisation; issues associated with the need to

obtain victim consent; difficulties in arranging

mutually convenient times for the first visit between

the victim and the officer or volunteer providing the

intervention; and resource availability all can operate

to limit the extent to which these service delivery

principles could be applied in practice.

Initial service standards could be established on the

basis of an analysis of historical repeat victimisation

data relevant to the intervention area and adjusted in

the light of experience during the operation of the

program. For example, the South Australian

demonstration project aimed for an intervention

target within seven days. 

Planning

The most consistently documented good practice

feature of crime prevention programs is the adoption

of a problem-solving and strategic planning approach,

in which a systematic process identifies local

community concerns, sets priorities for action,

develops strategies, and reviews outcomes75. 

Good planning involves:

clearly defining and setting priorities for the

problem(s) to be addressed

setting realistic and achievable targets

developing effective and flexible strategies to

address these problems

establishing appropriate and workable processes 

to achieve these strategies

identifying and efficiently allocating resources

introducing monitoring processes to adapt action

in the light of experience

appropriately evaluating outcomes and

contributing to practice knowledge

building in sustainability (discussed further below).

A range of tools has been developed to assist groups 

in developing plans to address crime issues (see final

section of this guide). The same processes and

principles apply equally to the development of 

plans to respond to repeat burglary.

Some useful guidelines for adopting a problem-

solving approach to crime reduction have been

outlined in the international literature76 as:

detailed analysis is needed to help define problems

in ways that open them to creative responses

(traditional police definitions of problems are 

not always helpful)

detailed analysis needs to be directed at ‘pinch

points’, that is, at the weakest necessary conditions

for the problems to persist

site specific analysis of problems is needed to select

responses that are relevant to local circumstances

in selecting responses it is crucial to work out in

detail how they are expected to produce their

intended effects

community consultation and involvement are

important to identify interventions that will elicit

the cooperation and involvement of residents that

are often needed if measures are to be effective

74 Bridgeman & Hobbs, 1997

75 Henderson, 2001

76 Read & Tilley, 2000

77 Bureau of Justice Assistance, 2001a, 2001b; Home Office, 1990; Homel, 2000; Tenth United Nations Congress on the Prevention of Crime and
Treatment of Offenders, 2000

78 Liddle & Gelsthorpe, 1994a

79 Boys & Warburton 2000; Bridgeman & Hobbs, 1997; Bureau of Justice Assistance, 2001b; Coolbaugh & Hansel, 2000; Crime Prevention Division,
NSW, 1998a, 1999b; Crime Prevention Unit, NZ, 2000; Criminal Justice Commission, 1999; Federation of Canadian Municipalities & NCPC, 2000;
Hester, 2000; Home Office, 1990; Home Office Communication Directorate, 1998; Homel, 2000; Hough & Tilley, 1998a; Lead Ministers, 1995;
Liddle & Gelsthorpe, 1994a, 1994b, 1994c; The International Centre for the Prevention of Crime, 2001; Tenth United Nations Congress on the
Prevention of Crime and Treatment of Offenders, 2000
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For example, the extent and quality of existing 

local agency coordination and level of community

engagement in crime prevention activities may suggest

a less ambitious group (or set) of potential responses

be introduced in the first instance, or may show that

additional work in establishing infrastructure and

local coordination mechanisms needs to occur 

before the measures are introduced.

Options for resource sharing should be explored.

Practical examples include use of local government

venues for public meetings or volunteer training,

coordination with existing Home Assist or similar

government programs or victim support services, 

or links to property marking or engraving services

offered by Neighbourhood Watch.

Developing potential responses

The research and practice literature describes a variety

of specific operational responses to repeat burglary.

They include target hardening, security advice,

additional police patrols, Neighbourhood Watch

schemes, neighbourhood safety audits, loan of

portable alarms, property marking, use of closed

circuit television, targeting recidivist offenders,

disrupting stolen goods distribution markets, and

others. No particular action is demonstrably superior

in all circumstances, and a package of measures is

often applied within a problem-solving approach,

which makes it difficult to assess the specific

contribution of any single measure. 

It is useful to develop a group of potential responses

within the strategic approach decided upon in the

earlier planning process. Appropriate measures would

consider strategies in each of the categories described

in the theoretical crime prevention literature80,

specifically, prevention strategies that increase offender

effort, increase perceived risk, reduce anticipated

rewards, and offender-focused strategies. Each of 

these is discussed briefly below.

Increasing offender effort

Strategies to increase the effort required by offenders

to commit crime include encouraging householders 

to enhance locks and bolts at the point of entry 

to prevent revictimisation using the same modus

operandi. Other measures might include encouraging

householders to improve security at other commonly

identified vulnerable access points, such as sliding

patio doors or bathroom windows. These sorts 

of measures have been shown to be effective in

preventing burglaries81.

Increasing perceived risk

Strategies to increase the risk of offenders being

detected when committing crime include, for

example, loan of a portable burglar alarm where there

is a heightened risk of immediate revictimisation,

advising immediate neighbours to be more vigilant 

of their own and their neighbours’ properties,

encouraging councils to improve street lighting in

relevant locations to allow better visibility for ‘natural

surveillance’, and random police patrols during

periods of heightened risk. These sorts of measures

have been reported to be effective in reducing

burglaries82.

Reducing anticipated rewards

Strategies that reduce the rewards to offenders include

facilitating property marking so that offenders are 

less able to sell the stolen goods legally, encouraging

householders to secure expensive items off the

property when they will be away for some period 

of time, and making it more difficult for offenders 

to dispose of goods through legal but suspect

distribution channels (such as some secondhand

goods markets) by heightening police scrutiny of the

activities of such dealers to ensure they comply with

legal requirements. These sorts of measures also have

been reported as effective responses to burglary83.

Offender focus 

This includes enforcement strategies focusing on

offenders, including targeting known offenders,

increasing the attendance of fingerprint officers at

victimised residences, enhancing police investigative

responses, or similar. The research and practice

literature reports these strategies as appropriate 

and effective in crime reduction including 

residential burglary84.
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In addition, the selected structure must have the

capacity to deliver the infrastructure needs of the

particular strategic approach adopted. For example, 

a community-based structure using volunteers to

deliver the crime prevention response needs to be 

able to provide for appropriate training and quality

monitoring, effective coordination between processes

that identify a victimised location and volunteer

tasking, assurances of confidentiality for victims, 

and other critical features important to delivering 

an effective and credible program.

Particular issues in applying these features to repeat

burglary prevention programs include:

establishing effective inter- or intra-organisational

links between the mechanisms that identify repeat

victims (such as police crime reporting systems),

arrangements for victim participation (for example

designated officers or volunteers responsible for

contacting victims in the first instance), and service

delivery processes (for instance specialist crime

prevention officers or trained volunteers providing

security advice to residents)

involving appropriate groups in developing and

delivering prevention responses in accordance with

the strategic approach adopted; for example, the

relevant public housing authority if the program

includes target hardening in areas with high levels

of public housing. Other examples are corrective

services to assist with information about the release

of local offenders with a burglary offence history 

if there is a strong detection focus within the

approach adopted, or local government if an 

area-level situational crime prevention approach 

is adopted

integrating and/or coordinating the repeat

victimisation strategy with other programs

operating in the local community that are 

relevant to burglary prevention, for example,

Neighbourhood Watch, Home Assist or similar

programs, Local Crime Prevention Committees 

or similar partnerships, and local safety audit

programs.

Establishing an information base

Police crime recording systems usually are not set 

up in a format that readily identifies repeat incidents.

The manner in which information is collected and

recorded often creates difficulties for computerised

address matching systems. Information systems

needed to support a repeat victimisation prevention

program include the following critical features:

capacity to readily and accurately identify current

and historical address data 

minimum data items: address, prior incident

history by offence type, and date of occurrence 

of previous incidents

ability to be used with other applications, such 

as mapping programs, to identify and monitor 

hot spots

a simple information retrieval function so that 

key information can be extracted without requiring

expert specialist or technical knowledge

support management information and

performance indicators that allow monitoring 

and evaluation of performance in preventing 

repeat victimisation.

Computerised information collection and retrieval

systems need to be supported by training and

monitoring of operational officers to ensure the

information recorded by officers on the computerised

system is accurate, consistent, comprehensive, and

accords with the data requirements needed to identify

repeat incidents.

Assessing the local situation

One of the most consistently documented good

practice features in community crime prevention 

is matching the program to the needs and capacities

of the target communities. 

At this stage of program development, there will

generally have been a decision taken on the strategic

approach to be adopted and where the program is 

to be implemented. Assessing capacity of the local

situation to support the proposed approach will assist

in identifying and developing responses to potential

implementation problems, and will help to shape the

stages of program development that follow. 

80 see Clarke, 1992, 1995; Ekblom, 1998; Felson & Clarke, 1998; Wortley, 1997

81 eg Clarke, 1995; Ekblom, 1998; Griswold, 1992; Tilley & Webb, 1994

82 eg Laycock & Tilley, 1995; Sherman et al, 1998; van Dijk, 1997

83 eg Clarke, 1999; Laycock, 1985; Sutton, 1995

84 eg Goldblatt, 1998; Jordan, 1998; Morris, 1996; Sherman et al, 1998; Stockdale & Gresham, 1995
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Determining roles and responsibilities

The importance of establishing a well-defined

management structure with clear roles and

responsibilities has already been discussed. The same

applies to operational roles and responsibilities of 

staff and/or volunteers. For example, the South

Australian demonstration project included a specific

job description and role statement for volunteers,

clearly setting out the functions to be performed.

Training and quality monitoring processes 

reinforced these particular role requirements. 

Agreeing on operational processes

Appropriate means of identifying locations to receive

intervention, delivering the intervention elements,

referrals for additional services, as required, and

follow-up monitoring and evaluation need to 

be determined. Once those matters have been

determined, participants need to know the details 

and adhere to the conditions. 

Implementation lessons from the Australian

demonstration projects are discussed in following

sections. 

Developing a communication 
and marketing strategy

Effective, timely and constant communication 

has been identified as a critical success factor in

developing and managing crime prevention activities87

and is equally relevant to preventing repeat

victimisation. An effective marketing and public

relations strategy is commonly identified as a key

aspect. Communicating even small successes is

considered important to maintaining enthusiasm and

commitment, expanding the program or mainstream

crime prevention into routine agency operations,

recruiting new partners, developing a public profile 

and identity, and generating community ownership88.

Strategies include:

routinely informing those involved in the program

and participating agencies of progress and

outcomes through newsletters, verbal briefings,

formal presentations, or other communication 

involving local media and generating publicity 

at key project milestones or to publicise 

program outcomes

initiating award schemes to generate widespread

interest and encourage inter-agency and

community participation. For example, the

Queensland demonstration project initiated a

poster contest and logo competition for local

schoolchildren on the theme of crime prevention,

sponsored by a local business group. Winning

entries were incorporated in the crime prevention

materials distributed to the community

working with partners and sponsors to generate

awareness through their routine activities. 

For example, insurance company sponsors

disseminating information on repeat victimisation

issues and prevention strategies 

encouraging volunteers to talk to others about 

their involvement with the project and its aims 

and outcomes

entering the project for relevant award schemes 

to generate wider recognition of the program, 

or nominating volunteers or staff for 

individual awards.

THE IMPLEMENTATION STAGE

Setting up operational systems

Based on the experience of the Australian

demonstration projects, particular attention 

needs to be paid to setting up and monitoring:

processes for informing the individual/section

responsible for coordinating or delivering the

program response that a particular location has

experienced an incident that fell within the

parameters for triggering intervention

procedures for contacting and allocating tasks 

to volunteers

accurate recording of address details by police 

for address matching to identify repeat locations

standards or benchmarks for timing of the

intervention response

systems for monitoring compliance with project

administrative procedures, particularly those

related to identifying and contacting relevant

households, explaining the purpose of the project,

what it will involve, and gaining consent
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Common success factors

The international research and practice literature, 

and the experience of the Australian demonstration

projects, indicate measures to prevent repeat burglary

are more likely to be successful if they are:

speedy: because there is heightened risk shortly after

an incident, measures need to be implemented

quickly at the victimised location, preferably

within 24 hours

triggered by the first incident: preventing a repeat

means responding when the first incident occurs,

rather than waiting for a second incident before

the location is considered appropriate to receive 

a repeat intervention response

simple: practical and simple measures are often

more likely to work, according to international

experience with a range of repeat victimisation

programs85

targeted: analysing the likely cause of the problem

and designing an appropriate intervention to suit

the particular circumstances of the victimised

location is likely to produce a more effective,

credible, and sustainable result

integrated: combining prevention and detection

strategies, and targeting both individual households

and high incidence areas (or hot spots), to provide

a more comprehensive response and minimise

potential for crime displacement

tailored to local conditions: designed within an

overall strategy that takes account of the size and

nature of the problem in the target area, available

resources, the nature of the geographic area and

local community, and the strengths and weaknesses

of partnerships among stakeholders86

evidence-based: adopting and/or adapting responses

demonstrated to be effective on the basis of

experience in other situations increases the

likelihood of a successful outcome and 

promotes credibility and sustainability.

Assessing resource requirements 
and available assets

Effective repeat victimisation measures do not

necessarily require high levels of additional resources,

or even impose significant demands on existing

resources, as shown in the Australian demonstration

projects. For example, the Queensland evaluation

reported that patrol officers were able to provide the

first stage of the three-tier crime prevention program

without additional demands on their time above the

average time for the standard police response. 

An audit of resources needed by, and available to, the

program should include consideration of: staff and/

or volunteer time for delivery of program elements;

project management and coordination time; resources

needed to identify repeat addresses (such as staff time,

information system adaptation where required,

additional address matching and manual screening

requirements, etc); training and quality monitoring

time and resources; materials and services (such 

as information brochures, audit and survey 

forms, property marking kits, portable alarms,

transportation, etc); media and public awareness

processes; and monitoring and evaluation time.

Some of these resources could be obtained from

sources outside the program budget. For example,

printed material could be funded through corporate

sponsorship. Volunteers could be recruited to deliver

intervention services directly to victims and provide

other project support. The business sector or local

community groups could donate equipment, 

and so on. 

Preparing program material

The same principles apply to developing repeat

victimisation material for the community as for 

any crime prevention or community development

project. It needs to be simple to understand, clearly

written, and presented in a format that engages 

the reader’s interest. 

Given that high levels of repeat victimisation have

been identified among disadvantaged groups, crime

prevention material should also be linguistically and

culturally appropriate and sensitive, and ideally be

available in different languages.

85 Bridgeman & Hobbs, 1997

86 adapted from Bridgeman & Hobbs, 1997

87 Bridgeman & Hobbs, 1997; Bureau of Justice Assistance, 2001a, 2001b; Homel, 2000; Hough & Tilley, 1998b; Liddle & Gelsthorpe, 1994b

88 Bureau of Justice Assistance, 2001b; Crime Prevention Division, NSW, 1998a; Crime Prevention Unit, NZ, 2000; Liddle & Gelsthorpe, 1994c; Tenth
United Nations Congress on the Prevention of Crime and Treatment of Offenders, 2000
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duration: the programs consisting of three full days

or five evening sessions were considered too short

to cover the amount of content required,

particularly to provide security audit skills and

familiarity with locks and bolts deemed necessary

for provision of appropriate security advice and/or

referral for lock services (four to five days of

training was preferred)

timing: training should occur only after program

procedural details are finalised, to improve trainees’

confidence that they are adequately equipped to

meet all the demands of the program before

beginning their role

group size: this was considered important to

effectively deliver the practical components of 

the training, such as how to undertake security

assessments (a group of eight was considered to 

be ideal, while the largest group of 16 was

considered to be too large)

practical learning: experience gained through

practical exercises, such as walking through a house

to conduct a security audit under guidance of 

an instructor, was considered critical for both

competency development and volunteer

confidence.

The Queensland demonstration project identified

other issues particularly relevant to the training 

of operational police officers, including:

structuring training programs within the 

demands of operational requirements (for example,

designing training in multiple blocks of several

hours to occur during shift change-over rather than

relying on operational officers to be available for

full-day training sessions)

building in ongoing training during the life 

of the program, given the high turnover of staff

experienced in many large police stations

addressing competency development in problem-

solving techniques specific to crime prevention

strategies 

involving operational officers in designing the

training package to take advantage of the insights

of experienced officers.

Quality monitoring

Monitoring service delivery standards and processes 

is a critical issue regardless of the nature of the

program or its management structure. Lessons learned

from Australian demonstration projects support 

the importance of immediate implementation of 

an ongoing process, actively supported by supervisors

and managers of the organisation whose staff 

provide program services, and built in as a program

requirement of volunteer participation. The 

objective should be to increase compliance with

processes and promote skill development. These 

issues are discussed below.

Immediate implementation 

Introducing a formal quality monitoring process

immediately at the beginning of the program has

various benefits, including:

ensuring administrative compliance problems are

identified and rectified before they can cause major

implementation difficulties affecting the outcomes

or credibility of the program

continuity of training to build the skills and

promote the confidence of officers and volunteers

at the earliest point in service delivery

capacity to identify and take action at the earliest

opportunity in relation to individual staff or

volunteers whose performance in providing 

services or interacting with victims is considered

unsuitable, by either providing them with more

intensive support, training, and supervision, 

or terminating their involvement 

potential to identify problems and adapt program

processes accordingly 

ensuring that volunteers understand that quality

monitoring always has been an intrinsic part of the

program design and planning, and has not been

introduced just to monitor their individual

performance.
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coverage. All households meeting the parameters

for intervention must have equal opportunity 

to participate in the program in the first instance.

This includes addressing issues of how to involve

non-English speaking households, those without

telephone access, or victims whose routine working

or social arrangements mean they are unlikely 

to be at home during normal contact hours. 

consistent standard of quality of service,

particularly ensuring all elements of the

intervention are applied as intended.

Internal communication

Communication amongst program participants and

service deliverers is critical to ensure effective program

development and operation. Issues identified in the

Australian demonstration projects include:

the need to maintain ongoing communication 

with other participating agencies (for example,

police, where the project is managed by another

department or agency; victim support agencies,

where referrals are part of the program; local

councils where the program is linked to other

crime prevention services) to ensure all

organisations are participating as intended and 

that any implementation issues are identified 

and addressed early in the program

the importance of formal procedures between

project team members for recording and referring

information regarding volunteers. This is necessary

to ensure that all project team members know of

the availability or non-availability of volunteers 

regular communication with operational police 

in relation to the program and their roles and

responsibilities, given high levels of turnover 

in many police operational areas

regular briefings of police management on the

project and project-related issues.

Training and professional development

Training and skills development is crucial for effective

service delivery. Common elements in a repeat

victimisation training program, whether for police,

other agency staff, or volunteers, include:

why responding to repeat victimisation 

is important

key characteristics of repeat victimisation that

provide contextual information for the program’s

strategic approach and operational procedures, for

example, the time course of repeats, risk profiles,

and effectiveness of prevention measures 

roles and responsibilities of program participants

specific training in the tools to be used for the

project, for example, the security audit or survey 

relevant administrative procedures established 

to support the requirements of the program.

The South Australian demonstration project

identified other matters particularly relevant to

training volunteers to deliver crime prevention

services to victims, including:

a general understanding of crime prevention 

and criminal justice processes

extra training in how to undertake home security

assessments and provide security advice to victims

on-site, rather than in classrooms 

volunteer rights and responsibilities, including the

importance of remaining within the boundaries 

of the designated volunteer role

the need to maintain victim confidentiality and

privacy considerations

expectations of professionalism that are not

necessarily a core aspect of the traditional culture

of volunteering, for example, quality monitoring

processes, meeting strict timeframe demands, and

reporting to the project team to advise of changes

in hours and dates of availability 

interpersonal communication skills generally, but

including relating to victims specifically.

Issues important to training for volunteers included:

intensity and continuity of training: there was 

a perception that those training courses run 

over several full days were more successful than

training conducted on consecutive evenings

_
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Attributes considered unsuitable were:

inability to work within project guidelines

lack of flexibility/availability

inability to work with residents who may display

signs of trauma

difficulty in respecting the confidential nature of

the project

Selection

The South Australian demonstration project 

involved a multi-stage selection process. At each 

stage volunteers were assessed for suitability. 

The stages included:

a preliminary information session about the project

a structured interview discussing interest in the

project, motivational reasons, potential obstacles 

to undertaking the role, time available for the

project, and experience or related interest in 

other crime prevention projects

police and other reference checks

attendance at the training program

follow-up meetings as required.

Volunteers were not formally accepted into the 

project until the end of this process. 

Involving victim support service representatives as

part of the selection process was identified by the

South Australian project team as a particularly

important strategy to assist in screening for volunteer

suitability in terms of attitudes and values relevant 

to dealing effectively with victims. 

Managing and supporting volunteers

The South Australian demonstration project

identified a number of important issues in managing

and supporting volunteers in a crime prevention

program. The major issues related to volunteer

availability and coverage; roles and boundaries;

promoting inclusion and commitment; professional

role expectations; safety and confidentiality; and

infrastructure and resource support. These are

discussed individually below. Other relevant 

issues, such as training, have been discussed in

previous sections.

Availability and coverage

The ready availability of volunteers at the different

times needed to deliver services to victims was a major

issue for the South Australian program. It was also

identified in the more limited role played by

volunteers assisting police in the delivery of some

elements of the intervention in the Queensland

demonstration project. These difficulties were

exacerbated around the Christmas holiday period

when volunteer availability was reduced. Strategies

that may assist in addressing this issue include:

recruiting and training adequate numbers of

volunteers to allow for some redundancy (the

South Australian project found 36 per cent of

volunteers did not continue on for the full period

between training and project conclusion, for 

a variety of reasons) 

considering both availability and a strong sense 

of professionalism in the selection process

reinforcing the importance of meeting

commitments to availability and providing early

advice of changes if circumstances change, as part

of a volunteer’s roles and responsibilities

implementing effective processes for monitoring

the availability of volunteers and having procedures

in place for calling on other resources at short

notice when necessary

limiting the role of volunteers to elements of the

intervention that are not time critical. For example,

the Queensland project used volunteers to assist 

in developing and implementing hot spot area

responses rather than delivering security audits 

to victims, given difficulties encountered by

volunteers in meeting the strict timeframe 

required by the latter intervention component.
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Ongoing monitoring 

Continuous monitoring is critical to ensure that

standards are maintained. The experience of the

Australian demonstration projects has been that

ongoing monitoring is important, should be intensive

in the early stages, but that the level and resources

allocated can be reduced over time.

Program requirement for volunteer participation

The South Australian project reinforced the benefits

of building in a compliance with quality monitoring

requirement into the job description for volunteers.

This ensures that these expectations are clearly

understood beforehand, and that potential volunteers

who may consider quality monitoring demands

inappropriate to the volunteer culture are not 

brought into the program. 

Actively supported by management 

The Queensland project underscored the importance

of management support for any procedural

compliance audit undertaken, and the benefits of

integrating action taken in response to program

compliance failure into mainstream processes. For

example, a ‘risk management’ process was introduced

where the officer in charge of the station was made

responsible for acting on instances where the project

audit identified particular patrol officers were not

providing the first-tier program response. There were

no incidents of officer non-compliance identified

during the second half of the program.

Targets procedural compliance and skills
development

A well-designed quality-monitoring project ensures

procedural requirements are met and provides

continuing support for staff and volunteers to 

become competent in providing services. The 

South Australian demonstration project reported 

that most volunteers considered that, although the

quality monitoring process was daunting, it was

personally valuable and was welcomed as an

opportunity to improve their skills.

Recruitment and selection of volunteers

Recruitment and careful selection of appropriate

volunteers is critical for a program that relies heavily

on volunteers to deliver program services, both to

produce effective outcomes and maintain program

credibility. The South Australian demonstration

project used various strategies for recruiting and

selecting suitable volunteers, including targeted

recruitment, predetermining suitable and unsuitable

attributes, and an intensive screening process. 

Each of these is discussed in more detail below.

Targeted recruitment

A targeted approach to volunteer recruitment was

introduced to maximise opportunities to attract

people who would potentially have an interest and

skills in this type of crime prevention. Volunteers 

were recruited specifically, through approaches to 

the Neighbourhood Watch Program, Local Crime

Prevention Committees, and Justices of the Peace,

targeting people with suitable backgrounds, as well 

as a more general call for volunteers by advertising

through Volunteer SA.

Predetermining suitable and unsuitable
attributes

Given the South Australian program included

prevention and victim support components, 

desirable attributes identified were:

good communication skills

a calm, reassuring manner

good time management skills

reliability

friendly personality

ability to communicate effectively with people 

of different nationalities

ability to work independently

a clear understanding of the issue of confidentiality

capacity to work within the guidelines of 

the project

ability to learn new information

strong professional ethics

_
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Volunteer safety and confidentiality

Ensuring volunteer safety is a necessary feature of 

a crime prevention project where volunteers provide

services directly to victims in their homes. Practices

introduced in the South Australian project to protect

volunteers included:

a policy of using two volunteers on any visit to 

a victim’s home

carrying mobile phones, provided by the project

(this was identified by volunteers early in the

program as a way of enhancing safety) 

training in safe practices, including recognising

potentially dangerous situations

never revealing personal details such as surnames,

phone numbers or other information that would

allow the victim to make further contact with 

the volunteers

recording on task sheets, by the project team, 

the details of where and when the volunteers 

were visiting

providing after hours phone numbers to the

project manager and senior police on the Reference

Group for use in difficult situations that do not

require immediate police attention.

Victim confidentiality

Ensuring victim privacy is an important feature of 

a crime prevention project where the intervention

occurs in the victim’s home. Strategies introduced 

in the South Australian project to protect victim

privacy included:

victim confidentiality issues were continually

reinforced in volunteer training and quality

monitoring processes

a confidentiality clause was included in the job 

and person specification for volunteers

project procedures were established to ensure 

that transfer of information between police and 

the project maintained victim confidentiality,

including provision of locked boxes at police

stations in the intervention sites for volunteers 

to deposit victim-related material after 

completing a task 

documentation about victims that did not agree 

to take part in the project excluded any identifying

information and was limited to the return of a

blank but dated consent form so that participation

rates could be calculated.

Infrastructure and resource support

Feedback from the South Australian project

volunteers identified widely varying expectations 

and needs for support and structure. Flexibility and

capacity to meet these different levels of need is

important. Strategies used in the South Australian

demonstration project included:

providing volunteers with mobile phones 

and rostering a project team member to be on 

call during the days and evenings, including

weekends, so that volunteers had access to 

support and assistance at all times that

interventions were conducted

establishing priority lists of volunteers in relation

to the quality monitoring process according to

perceived level of immediate need for support 

to operate within the expected standard

pairing volunteers to provide victim services, 

and ensuring that one of the two partners 

had been assessed as competent in all aspects 

of the intervention through the quality 

monitoring process

immediate initial support, whereby project 

staff accompanied all volunteers on their first

intervention visit to provide support and 

allow immediate debriefing and feedback.

Overcoming organisational resistance

Introducing a trial project or new program, or

‘mainstreaming’ a trial program into routine agency

operations, may face organisational resistance,

especially if it involves non-traditional ways of

operating or is perceived as imposing additional

demands on existing staff and resources. Strategies

identified in the Queensland evaluation report 

to address organisational resistance included:

establishing and presenting a ‘business case’ on 

the need to address repeat victimisation to key

stakeholders (key issues include its prevalence, 

its contribution to high crime rates, its

disproportionate effects on a small number of

victims, and its ability to be prevented through

targeted and relatively low cost initiatives)

making efforts to ensure operational police officers

involved in service delivery of the prevention

program are as well briefed as senior management

about the effects of repeat victimisation and the

benefits of addressing it 
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Roles and boundaries

Ensuring volunteers understand, accept and act

within the boundaries of their designated program

role is important for both program outcomes and

credibility. Strategies identified in the Queensland 

and South Australian evaluation reports include:

establishing clear guidelines at the outset as to what

volunteers should and should not do, supported 

by ongoing monitoring and feedback to ensure 

a consistent and appropriate quality of response

standardising intervention elements to be delivered

by volunteers so that there can be quality assurance

of the advice given to victims by volunteers

developing a comprehensive package and script for

volunteers to follow so that there is a standardised

response provided which can be replicated

providing appropriate training in the deployment

of those interventions for which volunteers are

responsible 

providing appropriate orientation to the

intervention strategy as a whole and what it 

is trying to achieve, so that volunteers have 

a context to work within

providing appropriate feedback that reinforces 

the boundaries of the designated role without

devaluing volunteer contributions or confidence 

including criteria in the selection process that

consider capacity to understand, accept and 

work within a designated role.

Inclusion and commitment

Creating and maintaining an environment in 

which volunteers feel valued and included has clear

benefits for ongoing commitment and motivation.

The South Australian project focused on creating 

a culture of value and inclusion for volunteers in 

the establishment stage of the project, with priority

on responding to their needs and building in

opportunities at regular meetings for social

interaction. In the second half of the project,

emphasis was redirected towards project

implementation issues, including tightening

procedures and quality monitoring. A balanced

approach involving both elements from the start 

of the program is important to ensure that there 

are no false expectations about continuity of high

levels of volunteer support that might not be able

to be maintained within program resources.

Many of the South Australian volunteers identified

the appreciation expressed by victims for their efforts

as an important motivator. Providing opportunities

where this sort of feedback can be made, as well 

as ensuring victims are aware that the services 

they receive are made in a voluntary capacity, 

may be useful strategies to build into the design 

of a future program.

South Australian volunteers also felt strongly that 

the program needed to be connected with an agency

or body with recognised authority and that this

connection to status was critical. Therefore, there 

may be benefits in aligning such programs under 

the auspices of a body that has widely recognised

authority and legitimacy, even where the program 

is not directly managed by that organisation.

Professional role expectations

Often there is an implicit expectation that 

volunteers will function at the level expected of 

a paid professional, which is a marked shift from 

the traditional view of volunteering. Ensuring

the expectations of volunteer and paid program

staff/project manager match is obviously important.

Strategies adopted in the South Australian project

include targeted recruitment, clearly setting out role

expectations in the recruitment and selection process,

and preparing a specific job description for volunteers.

Expert advice was sought from Volunteer SA 

on volunteer roles, volunteer management, and

appropriate job descriptions and person specifications.

Continuous quality monitoring is critical to

maintaining expected standards. Despite a rigorous

selection process before volunteers entered the

program, the South Australia project’s quality

monitoring process identified a small number of

volunteers who were removed from the program 

for displaying an inappropriate attitude and lack 

of ability to communicate or relate effectively to 

other volunteers.

_
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THE EVALUATION STAGE

Monitoring progress

Review and evaluation should be a core element 

of any program. Review relates to monitoring 

progress to ensure implementation is proceeding 

as planned and to resolve problems or fine-tune

aspects of the program as required. Evaluation 

of outcomes and formal process evaluation are

discussed separately below. 

The most appropriate review or monitoring

methodology will be contingent on the nature 

of the program and circumstances in which it is

operating. Common issues to review would include:

progress against action plan key tasks and timelines

whether the structures, policies and procedures

needed to support the program are being

implemented as planned (with particular reference

to training, resources, information systems, quality

assurance, and coordination)

whether the elements of the intervention are 

being delivered in the intended manner, within 

the expected timeframe, and to the designated

standard 

whether the target population is being reached by

the program, in particular, whether all households

meeting the criteria for inclusion in the program

are actually receiving the intervention

acceptance of the program by those involved in its

delivery and by the target population intended 

to benefit from the intervention

continued relevance of the program objectives 

and action plan in the light of early experience

any major implementation difficulties encountered

to date and the effectiveness of strategies put in

place to address them

any unintended consequences that need to 

be addressed.

Reviewing sustainability strategies

Specific attention should be given to reviewing

sustainability strategies, especially where the program

is a pilot project or a trial program. Issues to consider

will be contingent on the nature and circumstances 

of the program and any sustainability planning targets

previously established. Common issues include agency

mainstreaming opportunities, promoting community

ownership, identifying and negotiating independent

funding sources or alternative resourcing

arrangements, and continuity of management 

and coordination structures.

Evaluating outcomes

The specific evaluation methodology will be

contingent on the objectives of the program, the

circumstances in which it is operating, and the

available resources and expertise. The evaluation

design should have the capacity to answer or indicate

likely answers to the following key questions:

Has the intervention had an effect, that is, 

has there been a real change in the problem 

or issue targeted?

What is the extent of the effect, that is, how much

change has there been in the problem or issue

being targeted?

How has it been achieved, that is, has any

change resulted directly from the program or 

could some other factor/s have been responsible 

for the outcome?

Have there been unintended consequences, that is,

have there been side effects that weren’t intended 

as part of the program, such as displacement of the

problem to another area, or diffusion of benefits

that weren’t planned for?

Is it cost effective?

Is it in more or less a standard form, that is, can it

be replicated in other circumstances and contexts?

Is change sustainable, that is, are the effects 

long-term or only transitory?
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addressing concerns about potential effects on

resources and other operational policing priorities

as early as possible during the program, preferably

with locally relevant information. For example, 

an analysis of management information on the

average time taken for police to attend calls 

may show negligible differences between the

program’s operation and the period immediately

before its introduction, as was found in the

Queensland project

seeking ongoing senior management commitment

and support. For example, in the Queensland

demonstration project, police senior management

clearly articulated their expectations about the

program and that the program components must

be delivered in full to the standard expected, 

even if this meant adverse effects in other areas, 

so that an accurate and proper assessment could 

be made of the program’s outcomes

establishing local management support and

commitment, including processes for monitoring

and addressing non-compliance by operational

officers.

The need for police management support and

continuing regular liaison with operational police 

was reinforced in the South Australian demonstration

project. Commitment of police management to the

project varied markedly, but those sections where

there was regular contact and communication 

showed a sustained commitment to the project.

Engendering community commitment

As with any crime prevention program, local

community support and commitment is important 

to achieving successful outcomes. Methods for

promoting community commitment include:

public awareness raising strategies using a variety 

of avenues targeting the local community, such 

as shopping-centre displays, presentations to 

local schools and community groups, and local

media articles

involving the community directly in the

development and design of elements of the

intervention strategy (for example, the Queensland

project’s use of a poster contest for local

schoolchildren on the theme of crime prevention

sponsored by a local business group, with winning

entries incorporated in the crime prevention

materials distributed to the community)

selecting different avenues for mobilising

community involvement (for example, the

Queensland project found a sausage sizzle to be 

a more effective vehicle for presenting hot spot

burglary information to local residents than 

a formal workshop situation).

Celebrating successes and recognising
contributions

Explicitly acknowledging contributions and

celebrating successes promotes commitment and

motivation among participants and generates external

support and awareness. Volunteers in the South

Australian demonstration project stated that positive

feedback and encouragement and intra-volunteer

networking were major reasons for maintaining 

their involvement in the project.

Relevant strategies have been discussed in early

sections on communication and volunteer

management. A much wider range of methods 

for recognising volunteers is available in the

international literature89.

Implementing sustainability strategies 

Planning for sustainability (refer previous section) 

will have identified opportunities and strategies for

program continuity relevant to the circumstances 

of the program and local environment. The particular

strategies will be unique to the nature of the 

program and the circumstances of the target area 

and participants. Implementing and reviewing 

these strategies, and identifying and acting on new

opportunities that may arise during the course of 

the program, should be an integral part of program

implementation.

89 ‘101 ways to give recognition to volunteers’ cited in Office of Justice Programs, 1998

_
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Calculating repeat victimisation

Some examples of performance measures and methods

of calculating repeat victimisation, including worked

examples, are set out in:

Appendix A of Bridgeman, C. & Hobbs, L. (1997)

Preventing repeat victimisation: The police officer’s

guide. Police Research Group: London

Annex B of Tilley, N. (1995) Thinking about crime

prevention performance indicators. Crime Detection

and Prevention Series, 57. Home Office: London

Annex A of Berry, G. & Carter, M. (1992)

Assessing crime prevention initiatives: the first steps.

Crime Prevention Unit paper no. 31, London:

Home Office

the Home Office repeat victimisation toolkit 

at www.crimereduction. gov.uk/toolkits/

rv08-table3.htm

Identifying hot spots

The Home Office toolkits include an overview of

different methods and techniques for identifying hot

spots in its Focus Areas and Hot Spots toolkit at

www.crimereduction.gov.uk/toolkits/fa020201.htm.

Evaluation

Some examples of the various evaluation tools used 

in crime prevention that vary in the level of detail 

and sophistication proposed are available in the

following resources:

White, R. & Coventry, G. (2000) Evaluating

community safety: a guide. Darebin City Council,

City of Booroonda, City of Frankston, Cardinia

Shire Council, and Department of Justice, Victoria

Berry, G. & Carter, M. (1992) Assessing crime

prevention initiatives: the first steps. Crime

Prevention Unit paper no. 31, London: 

Home Office

Dhiri, S. & Brand, S. (1999) Analysis of costs 

and benefits: guidance for evaluators. Home 

Office Research, Development and Statistics

Directorate: London

Office of Justice Programs (1998) Youth in action:

planning a successful crime prevention project.

US Department of Justice: Washington
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The most appropriate indicator(s) to assess change 

in repeat victimisation will also vary, depending upon

the objectives of the program. Examples of different

measures include:

prevalence, that is, the proportion of victims or

households experiencing more than one incident

over a designated time period

incidence, that is, in the number of repeat

incidents expressed per head of population 

or per dwelling

concentration, that is, the average number of

victimisations per victimised person or household

interval, that is, the time between incidents

occurring

victimisation effects, for example, ratio of attempts

to completed incidents, or value of property 

stolen or damaged.

Where repeat victimisation prevention is part of 

an overall crime reduction strategy in response 

to concerns about high burglary rates generally,

incidence may be the most appropriate measure.

However, if the objective is to reduce repeat

victimisation independent of a broader crime

reduction strategy, triggered by concerns about

disproportionate effects on victims experiencing

multiple incidents, then measures of concentration

may be more relevant. 

Process evaluation

Evaluation provides an opportunity to not only

enhance the particular program being delivered, 

but to provide the practice body with knowledge 

and provide guidance to others considering or

implementing similar responses. As with outcome

assessment, the type and level of process evaluation

will be contingent on the circumstances of the

program and the available resources and expertise. 

An effective monitoring process can provide useful

information even where a formal process evaluation 

is not conducted. 

An example of a process evaluation framework

developed for assessing repeat burglary prevention

projects is provided in Appendix 2.

TOOLS AND RESOURCES

EXAMPLES OF TOOLS

Specific measures used in the demonstration projects

are available from the relevant jurisdiction. The 

core program material used in the South Australian

demonstration project is provided in appendices 

to the process evaluation report90. For information 

on the Queensland project instruments, refer to 

the National Crime Prevention website at

http://www.crimeprevention.gov.au.

A process evaluation framework was developed 

by the meta-evaluation as a resource for use by

jurisdictions in designing their own process

evaluations. This framework is presented below.

OTHER RESOURCES

Other resources and tools are available in a range of

reports and documents that can assist in developing

and implementing repeat victimisation programs.

Details for some of these sources are given below.

Planning worksheets

Some examples of action planning tools used in crime

prevention are available in the following sources:

the Home Office toolkit site at

www.crimereduction.gov.uk/toolkits

a workbook for community crime prevention

planning by the Office of Justice Programs (1998)

Youth in action: planning a successful crime

prevention project US Department of Justice:

Washington

a resource manual by Crime Prevention

Queensland (forthcoming) Partners in crime

prevention: A resource manual for Queensland

communities Department of the Premier and

Cabinet: Brisbane

90 Walter, 2000 (SA Residential Break and Enter Pilot Project Program Evaluation: Appendices Volume)

_
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APPENDIX 1
Summary of research study outcomes
The following tables summarise the outcomes of examples of international research on the extent of repeat

victimisation and its time course. These tables provide the basis for the statistical conclusions drawn in Chapter 1.

TABLE 15

Examples of international research findings on the extent of repeat victimisation other than

residential burglary

Statistic Source

40% of crimes are repeats 11 crime types across 17 industrialised countries 

in the International Crime Victims Survey 

(Farrell & Tseloni 2001)

24-38% of all crime is suffered by people

experiencing five or more incidents

2% of victims of property crime experience 

41% of incidents 

1% of victims of personal crime experience 

59% of incidents

Analysis of four British Crime Survey results 

(Ellingworth et al, 1995)

14% of victims accounted for 71% 

of incidents in 1982

21% of victims accounted for 82% 

of incidents in 1988

20% of victims accounted for 81% 

of incidents in 1992

Analysis of three British Crime Survey results

(Farrell & Pease, 1993)

33% of vandalism incidents are repeats

8% of thefts from the person are repeats 

32% of common assaults and 27% 

of wounding are repeats

10 % of robberies are repeats

19% of thefts from a vehicle, 6% of thefts 

of a vehicle, and 15% of attempted thefts 

of or from a vehicle are repeats

1999 British Crime Survey results 

(Home Office Toolkit Team 2001a)

the 3-4% of respondents who suffer three or more

incidents account for 35-40% of all property crimes

Results from four Scottish Crime Surveys 

(Shaw & Pease 2000)

1/3 of victims of household property crime 

are repeat victims

1/4 of personal offence victims are repeat victims

Canadian crime survey (Solicitor General, Canada, 1988)

68% of violent and sexual crimes are suffered by the

6% of victims experiencing 5 or more incidents

New Zealand National Survey of Crime Victims 

(Ministry for Justice, New Zealand, 1996)

Statistic Source

79% of crimes are repeats

2.5% of victims account for 30% of all incidents

5% of personal crime victims account for 

62% of incidents

Home Office local crime survey of a high-crime estate 

in South London (Farrell, 1992 cited in Farrell, 1995)

28% of victim households accounted for 62% of calls

the 3% of households making over 10 calls 

accounted for 23% of incidents

Domestic violence calls to Merseyside (UK) police 

over a 2-year period (Lloyd et al, 1994)

67% of families were repeat victims Racial attacks reported to any agency on an East London

housing estate (Sampson & Phillips, 1995)

17% of business victims experience 69% of burglaries 

11% experience 76% of criminal damage incidents

17% experience 83% of fraud

1% experience 45% of armed robberies

Crime survey of small businesses in Leicester 

(Wood et al, 1997 cited in Pease, 1998)

40% of businesses experience a repeat burglary 

after the first incident, 48% of these experience

another repeat

Crime survey of small business in Hartlepool (UK) 

(Tilley, 1993a)

63% of property crimes are suffered by the 8% of

victimised manufacturing premises experiencing 

10 or more incidents

59% of property crimes are suffered by the 

3% of victimised retail premises experiencing 

300 or more incidents

Property offences reported in the Commercial

Victimisation Survey 

(Mirrlees-Black & Ross, 1995 cited in Pease, 1998)

43% of assault victims were repeats 

7% of males experienced over 10 incidents

Survey of all assault victims aged 16 years and over

attending at a Bristol (UK) hospital’s accident and

emergency department (Shepherd, 1990)

61% were repeats crimes

the 10% most victimised schools accounted 

for 37% of property crime 

Crimes reported to police at 105 Stockholm schools

(Lindstrom, 1997)

28% of commercial burglaries were definite 

and 70% possible repeats

6% of thefts of a vehicle were definite 

and 49% possible repeats

10% of thefts from a vehicle were definite 

and 56% possible repeats

Over 14,000 crimes reported to police in Huddersfield

(UK) (Anderson et al, 1995)

21% were repeat incidents

34% of repeat victims experienced more 

than 3 incidents 

11,976 non-residential burglaries reported to police in

Merseyside (UK) (Bowers, Hirschfield & Johnson, 1998)

46% of victimised industrial estates experienced 

a repeat burglary 

Survey of North England industrial estate tenants

(Johnston et al, 1994)

74% were repeat victims 

26% experienced three or more incidents

Commercial and residential burglaries reported to police

in Baltimore (US) (Meeks, 1995 cited in PERF, 1996)

5% of addresses accounted for 49% of calls 

for service

323,979 calls for service to police in Minneapolis, 

USA (Sherman, 1989 cited in PERF, 1996)

23% of computer crime victims accounted 

for 42% of incidents

Survey of US businesses (Whitehead & Gray, 1998)

_
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APPENDIX 2
Process evaluation framework
The following framework provides issues, questions

and potential indicators to assist in collecting

information relevant to process evaluation objectives

such as:

identifying ways of enhancing the program 

to achieve improved outcomes

explaining outcomes from the impact evaluation

(for example, whether failure to achieve the

predicted effect is because the program was not

implemented as intended, rather than because 

the intervention is not an effective crime

prevention technique)

contributing to conclusions about the continuing

appropriateness and relevance of the program 

(for example, with the benefit of hindsight, are 

the objectives as defined the most appropriate

ones, are there wider crime prevention outcomes 

or community benefits than those assessed by 

the outcome evaluation?)

identifying issues important for replicating or

expanding the program, such as strategies for

overcoming implementation problems or unique

features of the program location critical for 

success that might not be routinely available 

in other locations.

1. CONSISTENCY OF IMPLEMENTATION
WITH ORIGINAL OBJECTIVES

Consider:

1. Has the project infrastructure been 

implemented as intended? 

Categories include:

project staff and resources

roles and responsibilities of officers and 

agencies involved

training and skills development 

information systems 

interagency liaison processes 

project management 

performance standards/monitoring systems 

policy and procedures development, etc 

project materials

If not: 

What is different?

Why?

What are the implications?

Is the reason for the change a response to an

implementation problem that needed to be

addressed? (If yes, how effective was the alternative

in fully resolving the issue of concern?)

Potential indicators:

project staff and resources in place at expected

time/stage of project (to take into account the

effects of any delays on implementation and

outcomes) 

actual roles and responsibilities as evolved during

the project align with roles and responsibilities

established at project design stage

whether interagency liaison processes critical 

to support the project’s objectives have operated

effectively throughout the project 

any changes to project management or

coordination structures occurring during the 

time course of the project (either to address

implementation difficulties or to further 

enhance project objectives).
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Statistic Source

43% occurred within one month, 17% within 

one week

11,976 non-residential burglaries reported to Merseyside

(UK) police (Bowers et al, 1998)

33% occurred within one month, 11% within 

the first week

Residential burglaries reported to Merseyside (UK) 

police (Johnson et al, 1997)

40% occurred within one month Interviews with households experiencing a repeat

domestic burglary reported to Huddersfield (UK) 

police (Anderson et al, 1995)

28% occurred in the first month

51% occurred within one month, 25% of within 

one week

Burglaries reported to Trent police in Nottinghamshire

(UK) (Ratcliffe & McCullagh, 1998)

Burglaries and attempted burglaries reported to police 

in Tallahassee Florida (US) over a three-year period

(Robinson, 1998)

likelihood of a repeat within one month is 12 times 

the expected rate, declining to twice at six months; 

half of all second victimisations occurring within 

one month occur within seven days

Burglaries reported to police in the Saskatoon (Canada)

(Polvi et al, 1990, 1992)

57% of repeats occurred in under 73 days Non-domestic burglaries reported to police in Hartlepool

(UK) (Tilley, 1993a)

27% occurred within one month; 43% within two

months, and 56% within three months

Crimes reported during interviews with Leicester (UK)

small businesses (Taylor, 1999)

79% occurred within one month Crimes reported to police at 33 Merseyside (UK) schools

(Burquest et al 1992, cited in Lindstrom, 1997)

74% of all repeat crimes and 72% of burglaries 

occurred within one month

Crimes reported to police at 105 Stockholm schools

(Lindstrom, 1997)

35% of victimised households report a second incident

within five weeks; 45% of households experiencing 

a second incident report a third within five weeks 

of the second

Domestic violence calls to Merseyside (UK) police 

over a two- year period (Lloyd et al, 1994)

Subsequent victimisations were more frequent within 

the first week of the first attack

Racial attacks reported to any agency on an East London

housing estate (Sampson & Phillips, 1995)

78% of calls were less than 20 days apart, many 

within one week

Calls for service to San Antonia Texas (US) police 

from fast food restaurants over a three-year period

(Spelman, 1995)

TABLE 16

Examples of international research findings on the time course of repeat victimisation 

_
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overall loss rate, i.e. number of households where

full project intervention and follow-up occurred 

as a proportion of all victimised households in 

the project area reporting an incident to police

during the project time period

number of households receiving specific

interventions provided directly by the project 

(for example a loaned alarm, locks fitted) as a

proportion of households assessed as warranting

such intervention in the security audit/assessment).

Consider:

4. How has the target population responded to 

the intervention?

Key issues include:

response to security advice by victims

barriers to acting upon security advice identified 

by victims

willingness to report incidents to police by victims

satisfaction with processes/advice.

Potential indicators:

take up rate of security advice by households

assessed at follow-up interview 

content analysis of issues identified by victims 

as encouraging changes in their security practices 

at follow-up interview

proportion of unreported offences identified 

at follow-up survey compared to non-reporting

rates identified at initial interview

reported satisfaction by victims.

2. OTHER ISSUES POTENTIALLY
AFFECTING EVALUATION SCOPE

Consider:

Have measurement issues limited the capacity 

of the evaluation to meet its objectives?

Possible issues include:

definition of repeat victimisation 

limited capacity to assess the relative contribution

of the individual crime prevention components 

if a multi-component problem-solving approach 

is adopted

small number of repeat victimisations limiting

impact evaluation analysis 

limited project timeframe precluding assessment 

of long-term outcome effects

format of police information systems limiting

availability of relevant indicators, especially in

control areas

difficulty in discriminating attempted and

completed incidents from available police statistics

no information on extent of non-reporting outside

the survey follow-up period

extraneous variables in intervention or control

areas, (for example, the introduction of new crime

prevention program in control sites, police special

operations against property offending in the

program area).

Potential indicators:

project staff identification of nature and extent 

of the effects of relevant issues, based on 

project experience

stakeholder identification of extraneous issues.
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Consider:

2. Have service delivery processes been implemented

as intended?

Key issues include:

whether the processes to identify target households

have operated as intended

whether each component of intervention

procedures (for example security audit/assessment,

information/advice, contact with neighbours, etc)

has been implemented as intended

whether the intervention components targeted

specifically at repeat victimisation have been

implemented as designed in the original project

specifications

whether predetermined timelines have been met

whether predetermined service standards have 

been met.

Potential indicators:

proportion of cases of reported incidents 

in the intervention area visited by program

staff/volunteers as the first stage of the program;

percentage of these occurring within the 

timeframe established by the project 

proportion of cases where increased police patrol

activity occurred; percentage of these occurring

within x-hours/days of identifying vulnerable

area/household (if increased police activity is 

a core component)

proportion of relevant households where security

equipment provided to the household was fitted;

percentage of these where the response occurred

within the timeframe established by the project

proportion of participating households receiving

different components or different combinations 

of interventions (as an indicator of the extent 

to which a problem-oriented solution versus 

a standardised response was applied) 

audit of volunteers/police personnel activity 

by project staff

review of any complaints by victims.

Consider:

3. Has the intended target population been reached?

Key issues include:

whether all households falling within the scope 

of the project intervention had the same

opportunity to participate 

whether all households participating in the project

had the same opportunity to receive the

intervention appropriate to that target location 

in accordance with the project’s intentions (for

example, was every household judged as benefiting

from the loan of a portable alarm given the

opportunity to receive one; or was the number 

of alarm units limited relative to assessed need?)

whether all households agreeing to participate 

had equal opportunity to be included in the

outcome measurement process

whether there are any characteristics unique to

participating/non-participating households that

may affect outcome results in the impact

evaluation

whether there was any heightened vulnerability

among refusals or non-contacts or other non-

participants that warrants greater attention to

encouraging such households to participate when

implementing similar projects in the future.

Potential indicators:

proportion of reported incidents in the

intervention area(s) contacted by the project 

for participation consent (to assess the extent 

to which the opportunity for intervention 

was available to the whole target population) 

refusal rate i.e. proportion of victim households

approached that did not agreed to participate 

at initial project contact stage

loss rate per stage i.e. proportion of households

initially agreeing to participate that was lost at 

each relevant project follow-up stage for whatever

reason, for example non-contact, later refusal, etc

comparison of available information on

households in the study with non-participating

households coming within the scope of the 

project (because of refusal, non-contact, missed

referral/notifications, etc)

_
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5. SPECIAL FEATURES NOT NECESSARILY
AVAILABLE IN WIDER APPLICATION

Consider:

What features have promoted successful outcomes

that may not be routinely available in implementing

the intervention in other locations or in expanding

the intervention from a pilot project?

Key issues may include:

availability of dedicated project staff for

coordination, support, or evaluation

establishment or special project funds

extent of wider organisational support, for

example, the extent of structured support 

for volunteers 

interest and cooperation of key third parties

because it is a pilot/new program that may 

not be sustained

publicity or awareness raising because of trial

nature of program (for example, possible associated

deterrence effects for offenders operating in 

the area).

Potential indicators:

features identified and agreed by project staff.

6. WIDER CONSEQUENCES/OUTCOMES

Consider:

What wider outcomes and consequences (positive 

or negative) should be considered in evaluating the

intervention beyond changes in victimisation rates?

These may include:

community capacity-building with a volunteer

model

greater community satisfaction with enhanced

service delivery models

opportunity for police to apply wider crime

prevention approach rather than limited to

traditional reactive police practices, and associated

professional development and morale effects on

individual officers involved, as well as diffusion

benefits to the overall organisation 

expectation of ongoing service by victims

fear of the results of crime.

Potential indicators:

content analysis of stakeholder responses to

structured interview question asking about wider

project benefits and unintended consequences

outcomes of project staff meetings/workshops

relevant to this issue.

7. COST EFFECTIVENESS

Consider:

Is the approach considered to be a cost-effective

one and why?

Could the project be replicated more cost

effectively, and if so, how?

What opportunities exist for resource sharing 

that were not considered or taken up?

Potential indicators:

project cost per intervention relative to the cost 

of traditional policing/crime prevention models 

for break and enter

estimated savings associated with prevented 

break and enters over the project’s duration.
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3. CONTINUING APPROPRIATENESS 
OF THE OBJECTIVES AS ORIGINALLY
DEFINED

Consider:

Are the project rationale and objectives as

originally defined still considered appropriate after

experience with the project’s actual operation?

Are the project goals and objectives internally

consistent?

Are they clearly defined and communicated 

(i.e. in a format that can be readily understood 

and adopted in wider application or replication)?

Has the relevance of project procedures to program

goals and objectives been established to the

satisfaction of key stakeholders?

Are there any inconsistencies between the program

objectives and those of the wider organisation or

system within which they operate that need to be

addressed if extending or replicating the project?

Potential indicators:

project staff judgements about ongoing

appropriateness of objectives supported by 

project experience 

stakeholder assessment of relevance of objectives 

to current circumstances.

4. CRITICAL IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES 

Consider:

1. What were the critical implementation issues 

to overcome?

Key issues may include:

information systems’ capacity to identify repeat

victimisations

notification systems for identifying target

households

volunteer safety concerns

audit of police/volunteer practices and quality 

of service

fostering wider agency cooperation/involvement

program ownership (centralised control versus 

local control)

relationship to other crime prevention

initiatives/structures.

2. What strategies were adopted to overcome 

critical implementation issues and how effective

were they in resolving the issue?

3. Are there any other critical success factors,

regardless of whether they were associated 

with any difficulties during the pilot program

implementation?

4. What aspects could be improved upon in future

projects of this kind?

Potential indicators:

critical success factors agreed by project staff

implementation issues consistently identified 

by key stakeholders.
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