e

PREVENTION-

EVALUATING CRIME ;| ..
PREVENTION - =




UrvoT New group 1o :
or .powel's anh-soclal bel?aa:lt:»ir |

o hit bad

R i ink untﬂy()u
sﬁeﬁggs p‘:;tg e?\mwerslt)' camps

mm"

190000

185000

180000

175000

170000

165000

160000

Offences Against Property

155000

150000

2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09

— Property offences = Person offences

Crime Prevention

m Situational — preventing opportunity
mIimmobilisers, building design, neighbourhood
watch, CCTV, lighting
B Social — addressing social factors

mEarly child hood intervention, community
development, diversion programs for ‘at risk’
youth. B




WA Crime Prevention Plan

m Early Intervention

® Youth Justice

B Antisocial behaviour

m Drug and Alcohol related crime
® Volume Crime

Crime Prevention Programs

B Community Engagement
® Burglar Beware

B Eyes on the Street

B Graffiti Taskforce

m CCTV/DOC

m Leavers
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Ultimate Outcomes

B Crime Reduction
m Community Safety
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Objective

How do we count the events that
have been prevented (and therefore
not happened) and how do we link
their non-occurrence to a crime
prevention project?
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Why an M & E Framework?

m Assess how each program is operating and achieving
its outputs and outcomes.

m |dentify program improvements.

m Assess how all the crime prevention programs are
collectively contributing to the ultimate outcomes.

® Make a case for continued funding.

Crime Prevention Programs

® Burglar Beware

B Eyes on the Street

m Graffiti Taskforce

m CCTV/DOC

m Leavers

® Community Engagement
= PCYC |
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Approaches

® Program Logic
m Outcomes Hierarchy
H Crime Prevention Evaluation Framework

Program Logic

Inputs: What resources are needed to make your
project operate successfully?

Activities: What activities take place in the project?
Outputs: How much and what kind of products and
services are generated from these activities (For
example, the number of participants involved, the
number of sessions or workshops, the number of
promotional materials distributed?).

m Outcomes: How well were the activities carried out and
did they do what they were expected to do? Outcomes «
occur in the short term and long term. -

BURGLARY REDUCTION PILOT PROGRAM - PROGRAM LOGIC DIAGRAM
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Outcomes Hierarchy
m |dentifies the inputs, outputs and lower
level outcomes needed for the
achievement of higher level outcomes.

B Depending on resources and intensity of
intervention:
® immediate impacts - 12 months

.
B intermediate outcomes - 1-3 years . "
. " |-
m ultimate outcomes - 3-5 years. =3
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Results based accountability
m It is necessary to measure both the
Outcomes and the impact of the
activities/initiatives that gave rise to them:
® How much was done?
= How well was it done?

® What change was produced?

Men =




Grant Funding to LGAs

HOW MUCH WAS DONE HOW WELL WAS IT DONE WHAT CHANGE WAS
PRODUCED

Number of grants made to | % of LGAs in which grants | For rapid removal:
whom and for what | are made % of reported graffiti removed
purpose % of grantees on time and on | within agreed time limits pre
budget with funded activities | & post

% of contracts and invoices | Area cleaned pre & post
processed on time by OCP Length of time area remains
% of grantees satisfied with | graffiti free pre & post
support from OCP For CPTED including Urban
Art’

Area cleaned pre & post
Length of time area remains
graffiti free pre & post

For youth Engagement
including Urban Art: -
Pre & post attitudes to graffitis,
measured by questionnaire

Referral Program

HOW MUCH WAS DONE HOW WELL WAS IT [ WHAT CHANGE WAS
DONE PRODUCED

Number of juveniles with graffiti | % of juveniles with graffiti | Change in attitudes
offences referred to the program by | offences referred to the | toward graffiti  as
JJTs program by JJTs of all | measured by a short
juveniles before the Teams | before & after

Number of juveniles completing the on grafiit offences questionnaire

program
% of referred juveniles | % of juveniles referred
completing the program to the program who
commit further graffiti
offences

Framework

m View 1 — Logic models for programs and
outcomes hierarchy

m View 2 — Geographic assessment of the
programs outcomes

m View 3 — Whole of Government view of
programs outcomes




View One

m Reviewing logic models for WAPOL

crime prevention programs

m Determining the outcomes hierarchy

for each program
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View Three

Priority area

Intermediate outcomes

Monitoring

Evaluation

Goal1:Prevention
& early
intervention to

Increased access to early childhood facilities and | «

education (Non-Indigenous and Indigenous)
Increased school retention rates (Non-Indigenous and
Indigenous)

needs of « Child maltreatment ( Increased reporting or decreased
children & maltreatment)

families « Improved school attendance
Goal 2: Youth « Decrease in the rate of juvenile crime.

Justice & « Decrease in the rate of juvenile re-offending

reducing
reoffending

Increased access to diversionary activities for at risk
youth

Increased access to rehabilitation services for juvenile
offenders

Goal 3
Preventing &
responding to

Decreased rate of reported crime for specific ASB eg
graffiti, hooning, noise and disorderly conduct
PTA reased rate of antisocial behaviour on

antisocial transport?
behaviour
Goal 4. « Decrease in %age of population over 14 years who

Addressing &
reducing drug &
alcohol related
crime

Dec

consume licit drugs

Decrease in %age of population over 14 years who
consume alcohol to risky levels

Decrease in number of alcohol related offences
Decrease in the number of drug offences

Goal 5
Monitoring &
reducing
priority crimes

Decrease in property crime

Decrease on personal crime

Increase in perception of the community who feel safe
at night/in their homes/ during the day.

Are appropriate
areas being
targeted?

I

s
implementation
meeting
benchmarks? Is
activity being
maintained?

How can we
finetune the
program to make
it more effective?
How can we
finetune the
program to make
it more efficient?
Is there a
program site that
needs attention
to ensure more
effective
delivery?

Has the program
been
implemented as
planned?

Have the goals of
the program
been achieved?

implementation
strategy lead to

affect prograrg,
outcomes?

Has the program
been cost
effective? ®,

Next Steps

B Endorsement of new WA Crime
Prevention Plan

B Data collection processes for hotspots

and geographic view

m Evaluating ‘soft assistance’
® Training of staff
B WA CPGOG reporting structure

uestions




