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Houseof RepresentativesStanding Committeeon Legal and
Constitutional Affairs Inquiry into Crime in the community: victims,
offenders and fear of crime

INTRODUCTION

Lgov NSW, representingthe Local GovernmentAssociation of NSW and the Shires
AssociationofNSW, andformerlytheLocal Governmentand ShiresAssociations(LGSA) of
NSW, is pleasedto respondto the Committee’sinvitation. Lgov NSW understandsthat the
Committeeshall inquire into the extent and impactof crime and fear of crime within the
Australiancommunity and effective measuresfor the Commonwealthin countering and
preventingcrime.

Lgov NSW understandstheCommittee’sinquiryshallconsiderbut notbe limited to:

(a) thetypesofcrimescommittedagainstAustralians
(b) perpetratorsofcrimesandmotives
(c) fearof crime in thecommunity
(d) theimpactofbeingavictim ofcrimeandfearofcrime
(e) strategiesto supportvictims andreducecrime
(1) apprehensionrates
(g) effectivenessof sentencing
(h) communitysafetyandpolicing

Lgov NSW understandsthat the Commonwealthdoesnot havea generalpowerto legislate
with respectto crime in Australia, asthis is primarily the responsibilityof the Statesand
Territories. Lgov NSW understandsthe Committee’s focus will be on the role for the
Commonwealthand appropriateCommonwealthmeasuresfor addressingcrime and the fear
ofcrime in thecommunity.

In this submissionLgov NSW concentrateson thoseissuesin which NSWLocalGovernment
hasexpresseda major interestor hasa direct role. Theseareas follows: communitysafety
andpolicing, strategiesto reducecrime, the typesof crimescommittedagainstAustralians,
perpetratorsof crimesand motives, fear of crime in the community and effectivenessof
sentencing.For easeof analysis,we shall follow the order of the issuesin the Terms of
Reference.

Lgov NSW representsthe 172 localcouncils,20 countycouncilsand 13 RegionalAboriginal
Land Councils in New South Wales. The mission of Lgov NSW is to be a credible,
professionalorganisationrepresentingLocal Government,providingservicesto councilsand
facilitating thedevelopmentof an efficient,effective,responsive,community-basedsystemof
LocalGovernmentin NSW.

NSW Local Government’s charter involves providing directly or on behalf of other
governmentsadequate,equitable,appropriate,efficient andeffectiveservicesandfacilities. It
has a significant and historical involvement in planning, developing, providing and/or
supportingawide varietyof infrastructure,facilities and services.
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Local Governmentis a stakeholderin respondingto theircommunity’sconcerns,needsand
aspirationson law andorder, communitysafetyandcrimepreventionbecause:

• Local Governmentis thesphereofgovernmentwith theresponsibilityto act asafocusfor
articulatingtheircommunities’concerns,to representlocal communitiesto otherspheres
ofgovernmenton thoseconcernsandto seekresponsesto them

• Local Governmentis a plannerand regulatorof the local environment,which in turn
affects government, commercial and not-for-profit infrastructure and services for
communities

• Local Governmentis a providerofgeneralfacilities andservicesto communitiesthathave
arole in communitysafety

• Local Governmentis a significantfunderorco-funder,planner,supporterandproviderof
communityservicesthatdirectly assistwith crimeprevention

In terms of representingcommunityconcernson crime, individual councilsandLgov NSW
havebeenincreasinglyvocalover recentyears.This submissionreflectstheconcernsof our
membersandthepolicy positionsthathavebeenadoptedasaresult.

NSW Local Governmentbelievesthatto combat,reduceor preventcrimeandmanagefearof
crime all spheresof governmentandthecommunityneedstrategiesthatintegrateOpportunity
reduction approaches,Developmentallearly intervention approaches,Community! social
crime preventionapproaches,and Criminal justice systemapproaches(including traditional
Policing). As critically importantaspolicing is westresstheneedto also usethe otherthree
broadstrategies.

THE TYPES OF CRIMES COMMITTED AGAINST AUSTRALIANS

Lgov NSW notesthat theCommitteelooselygroupscrime into thefollowing two categories:
i) crimesagainstthe person,and ii) crimesagainstproperty.We acknowledgethat crimes
againstthe personincludecrimessuchashomicide,assault,sexualassaultandtheft from the
personand that crimes againstproperty usually refer to acts suchas break and enter
(burglary),motorvehicletheft,propertydamage,andgraffiti andvandalism.

On the whole, NSW Local Governmentcannotclaim to haveunique dataon the typesof
crimecommittedagainstAustralians.But a growingnumberof councilshave detailedlocal
analysesofcrime statistics,victim patternsandfearofcrime informationin Crime Prevention
Plans,CommunitySafetyCompactsandSocialorCommunityPlans.Nonetheless,thegreater
majority of NSW councils are aware of the official crime statistics and the levels of
unreportedcrime. Both official crime statisticsand the levels of unreportedcrime are of
considerableconcernto Local Govermnent.

NSW Local Governmentis awarethat theamountof recordedcriminal incidentsvariesquite
significantly betweenthevariouscategoriesofcrime, andthat the amountrecordedcriminal
incidentswithin categoriesvariesovertime. This is clearfrom thematerialsetout in Table1:
SelectedNSW RecordedCriminal Incidentsfor 1999, 2000 and2001 by NumberandRate
per 100,000Population.This material is drawn from NSW Bureauof Crime Statisticsand
ResearchreportentitledNSWRecordedCrimeStatistics2001,pp18-29.
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Table!:SelectedNSWRecordedCriminal Incidentsfor 1999,2000and2001 byNumberand
Rateper100.000Population.
Typeof Offence 1999

Number
1999

Rateper
100,000

2000
Number

2000
Rateper
100,000

2001
Number

2001
Rateper
100,000

Murder 123 1.9 103 1.6 103 1.6
AttemptedMurder 113 1.8 123 1.9 162 2.5
Manslaughter— notdriving 9 0.1 13 0.2 8 0.1
Manslaughter—driving 92 1.4 129 2.0 94 1.4
Assault 58646 916.8 62797 971.7 67599 1034.8
SexualAssault 3201 50.0 3615 55.9 3674 56.2
Indecentassault 3353 52.4 3833 59.3 3547 54.3
Othersexualoffences 1521 23.8 1575 24.4 1535 23.5
Abduction 401 6.3 370 5.7 458 7.0
Robbery withoutaweapon 6462 101.4 7060 109.2 7990 122.3
Robbery witha firearm 697 10.9 656 10.2 880 13.5
Robbery with other weapon 3528 55.2 3687 57.1 4290 65.7
OtherOffencesagainstperson 3583 56.0 3880 60.0 4953 75.8
Breakandenter—dwelling 77852 1217.1 82427 1275.5 79799 1221.6
Breakandenter—nondwelling 45995 719.0 50470 781.0 52060 796.9
Receiving 2266 35.4 2126 32.9 1855 28.4
Goods in custody 9568 149.6 9829 152.1 9437 144.5
Motor vehicle theft 48401 756.1 52626 816.3 53727 822.5
Steal from motor vehicle 77948 1218.6 91313 1413.0 90468 1384.9
Steal fromretail store 21081 329.6 21283 329.3 20648 316.1
Steal from dwelling 30421 475.6 32,279 499.5 31451 481.5
Stealfromperson 11592 181.2 12972 200.7 16576 253.7
Stocktheft 790 12.4 757 11.7 925 14.2
Fraud 27011 422.3 27607 427.2 32098 491.4
Othertheft 65063 1017.1 73861 1142.9 69681 1066.7
Arson 4954 77.4 6157 95.3 7310 111.9
Maliciousdamageto property 92264 1442.4 94564 1463.3 96145 1471.8
Possession,usecocaine 200 3.1 208 3.2 460 7.0
Possession,usenarcotics 3013 47.1 2483 38.4 1094 16.7
Possession,usecannabis 11494 179.7 11069 171.3 14328 219.3
Possession,useotherdrugs 2300 36.0 2587 40.0 3054 46.8
Dealing,trafficking cocaine 205 3.2 100 1.5 246 3.8
Dealing,trafficking narcotics 864 13.5 860 13.3 465 7.1
Dealing,trafficking cannabis 989 15.5 881 13.6 987 15.1
Dealing, trafficking other 571 8.9 766 11.9 1046 16.0
Cultivatingcannabis 1939 30.3 1662 25.7 1557 23.8
Importingdrugs 32 0.5 27 0.4 23 0.4
Otherdrugoffences 3046 47.6 2788 43.1 3118 47.7
Offensiveconduct 3867 60.5 3806 58.9 4226 64.7
Offensivelanguage 6892 107.7 5469 84.6 5950 91.1
Prostitutionoffences 399 6.2 424 6.6 876 13.4
Weaponsoffences 9370 146.5 9308 144.0 10467 160.2
Escapee— Corrective 103 1.6 95 1.5 98 1.5
Escapee—Police 257 4.0 221 3.4 247 3.8
BreachAVO 9639 150.7 11073 171.3 11695 179.0
BreachBail Conditions 4503 70.4 4947 76.5 7017 107.4
Culpabledriving 199 3.1 220 3.4 159 2.4
PCA 23028 360.0 23557 364.5 23572 360.8
Drive whiledisqualified 16245 253.0 17380 268.9 18680 286.0
Drive manner!speeddangerous 2693 42.1 2992 46.3 2989 45.8
Otheroffences 37743 590 45669 706.6 53322 816.3
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In aneffort to keeptheinformationin Table 1 manageablecertaincrimeshavebeenexcluded,
not becausethey are regardedas trivial but simply becausethey have low ratesand/orare
seldomraisedwith Local Government.TheseincludeMurderaccessory!conspiracy,Possess
implements,Demandmoneywith menaces,Extortion!blackmail,Betting & gamingoffences,
Escapee— Juvenile,Escapee- othercustody,Breachof recognizance,Fail to appear,and
Otheroffencesagainstjusticeprocedures.‘Otherdriving offences’hasbeenexcludedbecause
the offencescoveredchangedwith police including traffic infringementnoticeswithin this
categorysinceDecember2000,makingthedatadifficult to interpret.

In summarisingtrends(coveredin the previoustable), whencomparingthe two consecutive
twelve-monthperiodsof 2000and 2001 the NSW Bureauof Crime Statisticsand Research
(BOCSAR)notedasfollows:

• The statisticallysignificantdownwardtrend for recordedcriminal incidentsfor indecent
assault,actof indecency,othersexualoffences(downby 6.0%)

• The statisticallysignificantdownwardtrendfor recordedcriminal incidentsfor breakand
enterdwelling (downby 3.2%)

• The statisticallysignificantupwardtrend for recordedcriminal incidents for assault(up
7.6%)

• The statisticallysignificantupwardtrendfor recordedcriminal incidentsfor robberywith
a firearm(up34.1%)

• The statisticallysignificantupward trend for recordedcriminal incidentsfor steal from
person(up 27.8%)

• The statisticallysignificant upwardtrend for recordedcriminal incidents for fraud (up
16.3%)(2002,p4)

NSWLocal Governmentsharestheview of theircommunitiesthatlevelsofrecordedcriminal
incidents for most categoriesare unacceptable.Whilst this is can only be a qualitative
assessmentbased on conferencesand representations,it appearsthat the matters most
commonlybroughtto councilsattentionareasfollows:

• Assault(1034.8incidentsper 100,000in 2001),
• SexualAssault(56.2 incidentsper 100,000in 2001),Indecentassault(54.3 incidentsper

100,000in 2001),
• Robberywithout aweapon(122.3incidentsper 100,000in 2001),Robberywith a firearm

(13.5 incidentsper 100,000in 2001), Robberywith otherweapon(65.7 incidentsper
100,000in 2001)

• Breakandenter— dwelling (1221.6incidentsper 100,000in 2001)Breakand enter— non
dwelling (796.9incidentsper 100,000in 2001),

• Motor vehicle theft (822.5 incidentsper 100,000 in 2001), Steal from motor vehicle
(1384.9incidentsper100,000in 2001)Stealfrom retail store(316.1incidentsper100,000
in 2001) Steal from dwelling (481.5 incidentsper 100,000 in 2001), Steal from person
(253.7incidentsper100,000in 2001),Fraud(491.4incidentsper 100,000in 2001)

• Arson (111.9incidentsper100,000in 2001)
• Malicious damageto property(1471.8incidentsper100,000in 2001),
• Offensive conduct (64.7 incidents per 100,000 in 2001), Offensive language (91.1

incidentsper100,000in 2001),
• Weaponsoffences(160.2incidentsper100,000in 2001),
• BreachAVO (179.0incidentsper 100,000in 2001)
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• PCA (360.8 incidents per 100,000 in 2001), Drive manner! speed dangerous(45.8
incidentsper100,000in 2001)

Certainlymurder,andimporting and! or trafficking in drugsin generalgainprominenceafter
particularheinousactsor in particularareas.Stocktheftgainscurrencyin rural areas.

Theotherobviouspoint thatneedsto be recognisedis thattherecordedcriminal incidentsfor
different categoriesvary considerablyfrom region to regionand Local Governmentareato
Local Governmentarea.For example,for total assaultswhereasthe NSW annual ratefor
2001 was 1,034.8 per 100,000 population, the highest ratewas the Far West Statistical
Division with 2,888.3 per 100,000populationandthe lowestratewas the CentralNorthern
Sydney StatisticalSub Division with 293.1 per 100,000 population(BOCSAR, 2002 p6).
However, for Robberywithout a weapon,whereasthe NSW annualratefor 2001 was 122.3
per 100,000population,the highestratewas the Inner SydneyStatistical SubDivision with
778.43 per 100,000populationandthelowestratewasthe SouthEasternStatisticalDivision
with 16.8 per 100,000population(BOCSAR, 2002 p8). Thenagain,for motorvehicle theft
whereasthe NSW annualratefor 2001 was 822.5 per 100,000population,the highestrate
was the Inner SydneyStatisticalSubDivision with 1749.1per 100,000populationand the
lowest rate was the Northern Statistical Division with 235.1 per 100,000 population
(BOCSAR, 2002plO). For maliciousdamageto property,whereasthe NSW annualratefor
2001 was 1471.8per 100,000population,the highestratewas theNorthWesternStatistical
Division with 2,681.2per 100,000populationand the lowest ratewas the CentalNorthern
SydneyStatisticalSubDivisionwith 827.4per 100,000population(BOCSAR,2002p13).

Thesevariationsmaymeanthat:

• different policing strategiesandresourcesareneededin different commandsto dealwith
thenatureofthemostprevalentcrime

• different supportstrategiesareneededfor victims ofcrimesin differentareasto dealwith
thenatureofthemostprevalentvictimisation

• subtlydifferent strategiesareneededto dealwith peoples’fearsofcrimein differentareas

Before leavingrecordedcrime instancesit is worthnoting that Australiawide somecrime
categoriesappearto be relatively stablein termsof the rateover the long runwhereothers
haveincreasedquite significantly. For example,homicidewas 2.16 per 100,000 peoplein
1973-74,2.13 per 100,000 people in 1983-84 and 2.03 per 100,000 people in 1991-92
(Walker, 1994). However,Burglary (dwelling) was 445.61 per 100,000peoplein 1973-74,
1060.13per100,000peoplein 1983-84and 1119.33per100,000peoplein 1991-92(Walker,
1994).Further, Motor Vehicle theftwas 374.60per 100,000peoplein 1973-74,636.39per
100,000peoplein 1983-84and 863.86per100,000peoplein 1991-92(Walker, 1994).Given
thesechanges,whendealingwith communityconcernsaboutcrimeweneedto bearin mind
thebackgroundexperiencesofthesucceedinggenerationsin thecommunity.

Lgov NSW recognisesthat therecordedincidentdatapresentedby BOCSARis derivedfrom
the NSW Police Service ComputerisedOperationalPolicing System and therefore only
includesthoseincidentsreportedto ordetectedby police (seeBOCSAR,2002,p3).Therefore
this datareflectsmovementsin underlyingfactorsthat influencethe detection,reportingand
recordingofcrime, aswell aschangesin thetruelevel ofcrimein thecommunity.
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We recogniseBOCSAR’spoint that thereis an alternativemeasureof the level of crime in
NSW: the annualAustralianBureauof Statistics(ABS) Crime and SafetySurvey.We note
thatpersonalcrimes,suchasassaultandrobberyarelesslikely to be reportedthancrimesthat
involvehouseholds.For exampleCrime andSafetyNSW,2001 showsin the 12-monthperiod
to April 2001, whilst 95% of motor vehicle thefts and 73% of break and enteroffences
(crimes againsthouseholds)were reportedto police, only 30% of alleged assaultswere
reportedduring that period.Given that someoffenceshavelow reportingrates,it is possible
that changesin recordedcrimes over time for theseoffences largely reflect changesin
reportingrates(BOCSAR,2002,p3).

If we pull thesethreadstogetherit is clear that the picture of crimes committedagainst
Australiansin NSW is a complexone andonewhereweneedto recognisethefollowing:

• From recordedcriminal incidents the most prevalentcrimes per 100000 populationare
Malicious damageto property, Steal from motor vehicle, Break and enter— dwelling,
Assault,Motor vehicletheft, andBreakandenternon-dwelling.

• From victims surveyscrimes againstpeople like alleged assaults,sexual assaultand
robberyareunderreported

• The patternsof prevalencefor different types of crime vary from region to regionand
local governmentareato local governmentarea.

Conclusion:

The Commonwealthshould play a lead role through the National Crime Prevention
Programme(CommonwealthAttorney-General’sDepartment)or anothersuitablemechanism
in setting up a Commonwealth,State and Territory consortium seekingto researchand
resolvehow to ensureimprovedreportingofall typesofcrimesoeventuallythereis a greater
convergencebetweenrecorded criminal incidents (official statistics) and Crime Victim
surveys

The Commonwealthshould also play a lead role through the National Crime Prevention
Programmeoranothersuitablemechanismin settingupa Commonwealth,StateandTerritory
consortiumseekingto explorehow informationon thelevelsofunreportedcrime (andfearof
crime)canbe fed into State!TerritoryPoliceForcemodelsof responseplanningat State-wide
and Local Area Commandlevels, to ensurecommunitieshavegreaterconfidencein State-
wideandLocal AreaCommandplanningstrategiesandofficerdeployment.

PERPETRATORS OF CRIMESAND MOTIVES

Lgov NSW notesthat the Committeeis awareofthe following recognisedfactsaboutcrime:
i) thatmalesoverwhelminglycommitmorecrimesthanfemales,ii) thatthemajority ofcrime
is committedby the minority of offendersand iii) that most crime is committedby young
people.Lgov NSW notes that the Committeeis awareof the literatureon the factors that
placesomeoneat ahigherrisk ofengagingin crime asdistinct from factorsthat couldbesaid
to causecrime.

However,it is worth repeatingWeatherbum’sconclusions(2001,p8)on thecausesof crime.
Otherwisewemaywespendtoomuchtime seeking‘motives’ of theperpetrators,which may
have someutility in criminal proceedingsbut doesnot help a greatdeal in combatingor
reducingcrimeormanagingfearofcrime.
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As Weatherburnnoted ‘we know a good dealmoreaboutpatternsand causesof individual
involvementin crime thanaboutthe factorswhich createcrime-proneplacesandweknow a
good deal more about factors that createcrime-proneplacesthan about the factors that
influencetrendsin crime over time’. Weatherburnalsonotedthat thereis no singlefactoror
setof factorsthat causea personto becomeinvolved in crime. Most peopleat somestagein
their lives will commit crime of some sort evenif it is nothing moreseriousthandriving
abovethe speedlimit. A proportionofteenagerswill commit relativelyseriousoffencessuch
asbreakandenteryetmostwill desistfrom furthercrimewithout formalintervention.

Weatherbumconcludedthat therisk anddepthofinvolvementin crimeis stronglyinfluenced
by the quality of parentingthat children experience.The risk of involvement in crime is
increasedby thefollowing factors:

• Poorparentalattachment
• Poorparentalsupervision
• Inconsistenterraticdiscipline
• Parentswho modeldeviantattitudesandvalues

Furtherwhilst still significant, family break-upand family conflict appearsless important
thanthosejust listed.

Weatherbumalso noted for young peoplethemselves,the risk of involvementin crime is
increasedby thefollowing factors:

• Poorschoolperformance
• Associationwith delinquentpeers
• Alcohol consumption

Further, illicit drug consumptionappearsto significantly increasethe amount of crime
committedby thosewho becomecriminally active.

Weatherburnalso noted neighbourhoodscan be renderedcrime-proneby the following
characteristics:

• Poverty
• Unemployment
• Incomeinequality
• And asaresult,breakdownofnormalinformal socialcontrolby local residents

Crime also tendsto becomeconcentratedat particularlocationswhere thereare increased
opportunitiesor incentivesand this can sometimesgive rise to gangsor other criminal
organisations.

Crime rises or falls over time in responseto a wide numberof factors. These can be
summarisedas:

• Economicfactorssuchasunemploymentappearingto shapetrendsin propertycrime
• Alcoholconsumptionandunemploymentappearingto influencelevelsofviolent crime
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• Availability offirearms,ratesoffamily breakdown,thepercentageof soleparentfamilies
living in poverty, levels of geographicmobility and the percentageof females in the
labourforcemayhaveinfluenceon overall crime levels

BasedNSW Local Government’semergingexperiencein local crime preventionwehaveto
strongly endorseWeatherburn’sfinal points— becausecrime is not the result of any single
factor or combinationof factors,it makesno senseto seekto control crime by any single
strategyor set of strategies.A mix of strategieswill always be appropriate.The emphasis
must vary accordingto the natureof the crime problemat hand, the options availablefor
influencing the problem and the urgency.Governmentsanxiousto maximisetheir control
over crime are better off trying to influence as many factors as possible, rather than
concentratingononeortwo factors.

The Lgov NSW experiencein partneringthe State Governmentin the Graffiti Solutions
Programis a good exampleof governmentstrying to influenceasmanyfactors aspossible,
ratherthanconcentratingon oneor two factors.As our representative(Cr Beverly Giegerl,
Chair of the Associations’ Community Planning and Services Committee and Local
GovernmentAssociationmember)stressedat the ‘Graffiti at Large — Local issues— local
solutions’conferencein November2001:

“Local Governmentstronglysupportssensibleandconcertedefforts to tackle
thescourgeofgraffiti vandalism.We havelobbiedextensivelyon theneedfor
integratedcampaignsandprograms.We areverypleasedto supportthework
of the NSW Govermnent’sGraffiti Solutionsprogramsinceits launchby the
Premierin 1997.

As we all know there is no simple solution to illegal graffiti, but we are
impressedwith, andendorsethe effortsofthe StateGovernmentto developa
coordinatedandmultifacetedapproachto this issue.

Thereis a rangeof stakeholdersinvolved in different aspectsof the Graffiti
SolutionsprogramandweseeLocal Governmentasthekey stakeholderthat
can assistwith any initiatives developed.The Local Governmentand Shires
Associationsactively encourageits membershipto enterinto partnerships
with StateGovernmentagenciesto tacklethegraffiti problem.

TheGraffiti Solutionsprogramis basedon fourkey elementsconsistingof:

• ImprovedcoordinationbetweenLocalGovernment,StateGovernmentand
the community

• Enforcementandmonitoringoflegislation
• Partnershipwith industry
• Partnershipwith Local Government

Our sectorhasa direct interestin thesefour key elements.The aim of the
programis to developandimplementa rangeof initiatives andbestpractice
approachesto dealwith graffiti issues.FromLocal Government’sperspective
there are six componentswhich make up the Graffiti Solutionsprogram.
Theseare:
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• TheBeatGraffiti Scheme
• Enhancedproceduresfor Clean-up
• CommunityServiceOrders
• TheGraffiti Blastersinitiatives
• TheGraffiti SolutionsHandbook
• CrimePreventionthroughEnvironmentalDesign(CPTED)”

Further information on the Graffiti Solutions program ‘is on the Web (see
www.graffiti.nsw.gov.au).

Conclusion:

The Commonwealth should play a lead role through the National Crime Prevention
Programme(CommonwealthAttorney-General’sDepartment)orAustralianandNewZealand
Crime PreventionMinisterial Forum (comprising the Ministers responsible for crime
preventionin eachofthe Australianjurisdictions andin New Zealand),in promotinga wide
appreciationof the presentevidenced-basedconclusionthat crime is not the resultof any
single factor or combination of factors and therefore in attempting to control crime
Governmentsand communitiesare bestservedby using strategiesaimedat influencingas
manyfactorsaspossible.

FEAR OF CRIME IN THE COMMUNITY

Lgov NSWnotestheCommitteeis awareofthefollowing: i) that despitemalesexperiencing
higher levelsof victimisationthan females,femalescontinueto fearcrime morethanmales,
ii) that while it is widely suggestedolder Australiansfearcrimemore thanyoungerpeople,
older Australiansare the leastvictimised group in societyand iii) that fear of crime is a
complexissuebecausestatementsaboutfear ofcrimedo not distinguishbetweenperceptions
of generalrisk, fear of beingpersonallyvictimised, concernaboutcrime asa public policy
issueandanxietyaboutlife in general.

Lgov NSW notesCook, David andGrant (1999)point that fearof crime is generallymuch
higherthanthemeasuredlevel ofcrimeand despitethestatisticsonvictimisationoccurringin
the home with offenders known to the victim many people are most afraid of the
unpredictablestrangersin uncontrollableenvironment(p x).

Lgov NSW furthernotesthe extensivetwo volume work on the fearof crime by theCentre
for Cultural Risk Researchunder the National CampaignAgainst Violence and Crime,
publishedin 1998. Thereis a wealthof materialin thosevolumesthat clearlydemonstrates
that fearofcrime is a multi-dimensionalrich phenomenathatdefiesoversimplification.That
work couldbenefitwith beingeffectivelysummarisedandrenderedinto plainerlanguagefor
useby non-specialists.

Lgov NSWwould not presumeto addto thework of the Centrefor CulturalRiskResearchat
this point. However,Lgov NSW is awarethat councilsare increasinglyencounteringand
exploringfearofcrime in Crime PreventionPlans,andSocialor CommunityPlansunderthe
regulation.

Lgov NSW suggeststhat weneedto getawayfrom the concernaboutthe disparitybetween
recordedcriminal incidents(the statistics)and the fear of crime (the perceptions)and deal
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moresquarelywith fearof crime asa socialphenomenain its own right. Whilst it is not a
total explanation,it is hardlysurprisingthat thefearofcrime tendsto relateto thosetypesof
crime thatweknowtendto beunderreported.Theseunderreportingratesarequite significant.
Therefore,peoplemaydeveloptheir fearsnot by readingcrime statisticsor indeedby media
reporting (or over-reporting crime statistics or individual incidents), but through their
knowledgeof local peoplewho arechoosingnot to reportcrimes againstthe personsuchas
assault,sexualassaultandrobbery.

Furthermore,aswe shall cover later in the submissionthere is a significantperceptionof
crimeasa seriousconcernparticularlyin countrycommunities.This is reinforcedby concerns
about police numbers,the physical presenceof police, problemswith staffing in police
stationsandclosingofpolice stations(seesectionon CommunitySafetyandPolicing). There
is also concernaboutapparentlenientsentencingof thosechargedwith offences(seesection
onEffectivenessofsentencing).

Conclusion:

The Commonwealth should play a lead role through the National Crime Prevention
Programmein:

• Summarising,renderinginto plain languageand promotinga widerunderstandingof the
fearofcrime basedon the 1999work of theCentrefor CulturalRiskResearch(underthe
National CampaignAgainst Violence and Crime) that clearly demonstratesthat fear of
crime is amulti-dimensionalphenomena

• Commissioningthe developmentof and popularisingthe understandingof a composite
measure(or qualitativematerial)incorporatingrecordedcriminal incidents,Crime Victim
surveysand fear of crime analysesto assistall spheresof governmentin dealingwith
communityconcernsoncrime atthe local level

THE IMPACT OF BEING A VICTIM OF CRIME AND FEAR OF CRIME

Lgov NSW notesthat the Committeeis awarethat peoplevary in their reactionsto beinga
victim of crime andthat for sometheeffectswill be long lasting.Lgov NSW alsonotesthat
the Committeeis awarethatthe consequencesmayinclude— financialloss,propertydamage,
physicalinjury, death,psychologicalandemotionaleffects,behaviouralchangesandpersonal
relationshipchanges.Furtherthe Committeeis awarethat peoplecloseto the direct victims
maysufferorreactin a similarway.

Lgov NSW acceptsthe generalpointson victims’ needsand victims’ rightsmadeby Cook,
David andGrant (1999p ix- xi). Cook,David and Grantmadethe following pointsthat are
well worth repeating:

• It is notknownexactlyhow manypeoplein Australiahavebeenvictims (p ix, 3)
• Nonethelessfrom recordedcrime statisticsover one million Australiansarevictimised

annually— meaningin 1998 one in every 100 peoplewas a victim of crime againstthe
personandsix in every100personswasavictimsofcrimesagainstproperty(p ix, 3)

• This figure doesnot include either unreportedcrimes — a matter also highlighted
elsewherein this submission- orwitnesses,friends, familiesandneighboursofthevictim
andthewidercommunity(p ix, 3-6)
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• Males aremorecommonlyvictimised than femaleswith the exceptionof sexualassault
andabduction/kidnapping(p ix, 7-8)

• Young people particularly those aged between 15 and 19 years, have the highest
victimisationratesfor offencesagainsttheperson(p ix)

• Most victimisation occurs in the home - e.g. In Australia in 1998 almost 40% of all
personaland propertyoffencesrecordedby police occurredin a residentiallocationand
for crimes againstthe person most commonly occurred in community (39%) and
residential(37%)locations(p ix,10-11)

• Muchvictimisationin crimesagainstthepersoninvolvesvictims andoffenderswhoknow
eachother — although it varies from crime to crime, e.g. In murders and attempted
murdersthe offenderwas known to the victim (64% and 61% respectively;for assault
femalesweremorelikely to beassaultedby someoneknownto themwhereasmaleswere
more likely to beassaultedby someoneunknownto them; in sexualassaultoverhalf the
victims, male and female,were assaultedby offendersknown to them; and for driving
causingdeathoffencesthe offendermostlikely to be unknownto the victim (64%) for
bothmalesandfemales.(p ix, 8 -10)

• More is knownabouttheimpactofvictimisationby violent crime thantheneglectedarea
oftheimpactofcrimesagainstproperty(p x)

• Given researchon the impactof crime, victims’ needsand recoverypatternshasbeen
dominatedby studiesof rape,sexualassaultandchild sexualabuse,it is only whenmore
commonforms of victimisationsuchasburglary and assaultarestudiedin detail that a
broaderandmorereliablepicturewill be availableon crime impactandwhetherspecific
servicesarenecessary(p x)

From the Lgov NSW perspectiveit appearsthatwhile NSW Local Governmentis awareof
developmentsrelating to the impactof crime on victims, the majority of councilsare not
formally involved in a planning or service sense.Lgov NSW cannot offer any detailed
commenton this matter.

In contrastit is worthrepeatingmorecouncilsarebeginningto attemptto dealwith thefearof
crime. This is becauseit is increasinglyraisedthroughSocialplanningunder the regulation,
Crime prevention planning and in social impact assessmentsrelating to development
approvalsin a varietyofcontextsfrom housingfor ageingpeopleandpeoplewith adisability,
throughhotelsandclubsto brothels(seeprevioussection).

Conclusion:

The Commonwealthshould continue to play a lead role through the National Crime
PreventionProgramme(CommonwealthAttorney-General’sDepartment)in promoting an
understandingoftheimpactofthedifferent crimeson differentvictims andothermembersof
thecommunity.

STRATEGIES TO SUPPORTVICTIMS AND REDUCE CRIME

Lgov NSW notes that the Committeeis awareof the following points i) that supporting
victims will go a long way to minimisemanyoftheproblemsassociatedwith the experience
of crime and ii) that reducingcrime will not only reducethe numberof victims but also
increasefeelingsof safetyandsecurityfor all.
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Lgov NSW alsonotesthat the Committeewishesto explorestrategiesto supportvictims such
as:

• Legislativeorsocialreform
• Restorativejusticeapproaches
• Compensationfor victims and
• Counsellingandothersupportservicesfor victims

Further Lgov NSW also notes that the Committee wishes to explore crime prevention
strategiessuchas:

• Opportunityreductionapproaches
• Developmental!earlyinterventionapproaches
• Community!socialcrimeprevention,and
• Criminaljusticesystemapproaches

Commentson strategiesto support victims

Lgov NSW has long beenformally supportiveof the YoungOffendersAct, as havemany
councils. The NSW Young Offenders Act involves elementsof restorativejustice and
elementsofdiversionofyoung offenders.TheAct hasaimsthatinclude:

• making youngoffendersresponsiblefor theiractionsand encouragingtheir families and
communitiesto sharethis responsibility

• strengtheningtherightsofthevictim andrepairingsomeofthedamagecausedby crime
• involving thevictims andtheirfamilies in theconferencedecision-makingprocess
• makingjuvenilejusticemoreresponsiveto individualcircumstances,and
• reducingthehumancostsoftoo manyyoungpeoplein detention

The YoungOffendersAct provides alternativesto criminal proceedingsfor young people
responsiblefor abroadrangeof offences.Theseoptionsincludewarnings,cautionsandyouth
conferencing.The youthconferencingoptioninvolvesanelementofrestorativejusticein that
thereis the opportunityfor thevictim to bepresent,to heartheoffender’sexplanationandto
bepart of the decisionmaking. Give this it wasappropriaterecentlyfor the Lgov NSW to
providesupportiveinput to and supporttheJuvenileCrime PreventionAdvisory Committee
Submissionin therecentreviewofthatAct.

General commenton crime prevention

Whilst somecouncilshavebeeninvolved in aspectsof communityserviceprovisionfor very
long periodsand somecouncilshavebeenengagedwith police activities for long periods,
crimepreventionis a relativelynewto themajority. The crimepreventioninitiatives that the
Associationsareawareofmainlyarosein the 1990s.

For example,one of the earliestpublishedaccountsof Local Governmentcrime prevention
work was in the Local GovernmentCommunity ServicesAssociationof Australia 1994
documentcoveringgoodcommunitydevelopmentpractice.Thisprofiled WaverleyCouncil’s
Crime PreventionStrategies.Following initial research,thecouncil pilotedanumberof local
crime prevention strategies,including a survey of older people,an older women’s self-
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protectiongroup,a fundedResponsibleServingofAlcohol Pilot Project,andcouncil funding
to a family supportservicefor adomesticviolencesupportgroup.WaverleyCouncil wasalso
the first council in NSW to adopt a developmentcontrol plan (DCP) relating to Crime
PreventionthroughEnvironmentalDesign(seebelow for generalinformationon CPTED).

It is worth commentingon the most recentdatawe haveavailableon crime preventionby
councils.Datafrom theResourcingcommunities:the1999CommunityPlanningandServices
Auditshowedareasonableactivity level aroundanumberof law andorder,communitysafety
or crimepreventionactivities. In this Audit Councilswereaskedto indicatea simple ‘yes’ or
‘no’ on a wide rangeof whatwere describedassocialplanningandcommunitydevelopment
activities. Councils were askedto confinethemselvesto activities that were in placeby 31
December1998.Onehundredandtwentyfour (124)councilsrespondedto thisAudit.

Theresultsof interestin thepresentcontextwereasfollows:

• 97 councils(79%) indicatedthat council participatedin Local Police CommunitySafety
projects!committees,

• 58 councils (47%) indicatedthat council had a Community Safety!Crime Prevention
AdvisoryCommittee,

• 48 councils(39%) indicatedthat council facilitatedlocal campaigns!strategiesto dealwith
Graffiti,

• 24councils(20%)indicatedthatcouncilhadaCrimePreventionPlan.

Thefirst point from this datawasthat themostcommonLocal Govenunentengagementwith
crimepreventionwas throughPolice Serviceinitiatives. Overall,this meansthe engagement
was through Policing strategiesthat focus on law enforcement,rather than say crime
preventionthroughenvironmentaldesignor socialsupport. This showedthecouncil lending
Local Governmentsupport or resourcesto traditional policing. The secondpoint that was
clearwasthattherewasa fair amountof thinkinggoinginto identifying thelocal crimeissues
andwherecouncilsshoulddirect responsesto suchcrime (with nearlyhalfof therespondent
councilshavingadvisorycommittees).

Thirdly, councilscontinuedto play a rolein Graffiti reductionwhereGraffiti is an issue,but
aftertwentyyearsof concernGraffiti reductionhasnot becomeauniversalfunctionof Local
Government.(DespiteLgov NSW’s strong support for the Graffiti Solutionsprogram,this
makesperfectsensein termsofthepointwemadeearlieraboutunderstandingandresponding
to the prevalentcrimesin the arearatherthan assumingthere is a homogenousstatewide
profile ofcrimes).

Thefinal point wasthat therewasareasonablelevel of interestin crimepreventionplanning,
givenhow recentlyformal crimepreventionhasmovedonto the Local Governmentagenda.
We areawarethat this areaof crime preventionplanninghascontinuedto grow largelywith
and through the support of the NSW Attorney General’s DepartmentCrime Prevention
Division.

Another view of Local Governmentcrime preventioncanbe gainedfrom an overview of
thoseworkingwith orfundedthroughtheCrimePreventionDivision.

The Crime PreventionDivision is the Government’skey agencyfor providing advice on
crime preventionpolicy and programsin NSW. TheDivision facilitatesand co-ordinatethe
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development,promotion and implementationof strategiesdesignedto preventcrime. The
Division is also responsiblefor establishinga co-ordinatedapproachto crime prevention
betweengovernment,communityandprivatesectors.

The Crime PreventionDivision administersthe SaferCommunitiesDevelopmentFund.The
SaferCommunities~DevelopmentFundhasprovidedfinancialsupportfor arangeofactivities
aimedat preventingcrime. Therehavebeena numberoftypesof grantsavailableunderthe
Fund,including i) InnovativeProjectGrants;ii) SpecificProjectGrants;iii) SaferCommunity
CompactGrants;andiv) OperationalArea Grants.Councilshavereceivedfundingundereach
ofthefourcategoriessince1997.

InnovativeProject Grants were available for the developmentof programs,resourcesor
interventionsthat have not beenpreviously trialed in NSW. One examplewas the 1997
Ashfield Municipal Council and IMROC Deterring Youth Crime through Policy
Development.Theprojectaimedto determinehow Local Governmentcouldeffectively target
crime preventionstrategiestowardsyouth throughpolicy development.This involved the
developmentofa manualto assistNSW councilsto achievebestpracticein developmentand
implementationofyouthpolicies.

Spec~/IcProject Grantswere madeavailablefor specific activities or projectsnominatedby
theDivision. Examplesof councilsfundedunderthe Specific ProjectsGrantsinclude: Bega
Valley Shire Council Rural Local GovernmentYouth Anti-ViolenceProject, approvedin
1997, Orange City Council: Preventionof Alcohol & Other Drug RelatedYouth Crime
Projectapprovedin 1997 andKempseyShireCouncil Aboriginal NightPatrols, approvedin
1998.

SaferTownsandCities ProjectGrants operateundertheChildren ‘s (ProtectionandParental
Responsibility)Act 1997, which provides for the endorsementof local governmentcrime
preventionplans, by the NSW Attorney General.Local Crime PreventionPlansthat meet
guidelinesissuedby the Attorney Generalcanbe endorsedasSaferCommunityCompacts.
Work hasoccurredwith HastingsCouncil, HawkesburyCity Council, Ballina ShireCouncil,
Moree Plains Shire Council, Kempsey Shire Council, Byron Shire Council, OrangeCity
Council, Liverpool City Council,BegaValley Shire Council, CoonambleShireCouncil and
more.The Division madefundingavailableto councilsto helpbuild towardspreparinglocal
crimepreventionplansto beendorsedasSaferCommunityCompacts.Councilsfundedunder
this categoryinclude: Moree Plains Shire Council Safer Townsand Cities Project, Wagga
WaggaCity Council SaferTowns& CitiesProject, andothers.

OperationalArea grants are available to local councilsthat have had an operationalarea
establishedin the local governmentareaunder Part 3 of the Children (Protection and
Parental Responsibility)Act 1997. Applications for funding can only be madeby local
councilswherean operationalareahasbeenestablished.Local councils canapply for such
funding on behalfof agencieswhoseactivities support the effective implementationof the
operational area. An example was Ballina District Community Services Association:
StreetbeatProject involving theappointmentofan after-hoursStreetYouthWorker.

In termsof the latestinformation,theNSWAttorneyGeneral’sDepartmentCrime Prevention
Division Website(seewww.lawlink.nsw.gov.au/cpd)presentlylists thefollowing Plans:

• Byron ShireCouncil CrimePreventionPlan
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• CessnockCrime PreventionPlan
• Coffs HarbourCommunityCrimePreventionPlan
• HastingsCrimePreventionPlan
• HawkesburyCrime PreventionPlan
• LismoreCrime PreventionPlan
• Maitland CrimePreventionPlan
• Manly CrimePreventionPlan
• NewcastleCBD CrimePreventionPlan
• OrangeCrime PreventionPlan
• SheliharbourCity CrimePreventionPlan
• SutherlandCrime PreventionPlan
• TareeCrimePreventionPlan
• WollongongCrime PreventionPlan

(Thereis a considerableamountof supplementaryinformationon detailedwork by or with
individual councils on the Australian Institute of Criminology Crime Prevention and
Community Safety for Local Government in Australia — see
www.aic.gov.au!researchllocalgovt!)

The major point that emergesfrom the backgroundinformationabout Local Government
Crime Preventionwork, is that councilshave shownan increasinginterestin tacklinglocal
crimepreventionthrougha systematicapproach.It is also very clear that mostcouncilsare
interestedin using multi-facetedapproaches,which embracea mixture of strategiesrather
thansingle model approaches.However,councils remain interestedin funding for specific
programsespeciallywhere funding is not available from council generalrevenueor from
mainstreamfundingsources.

Councilsarequite properlyinterestedin exploringmodels,which mix Opportunityreduction,
Developmental!earlyintervention,Community! socialcrimepreventionand Criminaljustice
system(includingtraditionalPolicing). Whilst it is hardtojudgeobjectively,thereis a feeling
that manycouncilshavemovedawayfrom a strict ‘criminal justice!police’ view on tackling
local manifestationsof crime to an appreciationof the role that local crime prevention
planning canplay. Interactionwith the Division hasmadea significant differenceover the
pastsevenyears- the educationanddevelopmentrole it hasplayedandthefundingresources
it hasprovided,havebeenvery importantfrom theLocal Govermnentperspective.

Commentson Opportunity reduction approaches

ChildProtection
It is worth recordingthat Local Governmenthashad an increasingrole in child protection
underNSW Legislation. This is avery specific typeof strategyto reduceor eliminatecrime,
which is often overlookedwhencrime is discussedoutsidethe child welfareindustry. As a
result of the Wood Royal Commissioninquiry into paedophilia,a numberof legislative
changesin the areaofchild protectionwereassentedto in December1998.TheActs involved
areChild and YoungPersons(Care andProtection)Act1998, Commissionfor Childrenand
Young People Act 1998, Child Protection (Prohibited Employment) Act 1998 and
OmbudsmanAmendment(Child Protection and CommunityServices) Act 1998. These
legislativechangeshavehadsignificantimplications for Local Government,alongwith many
otherserviceproviders.
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Thebasicdetailscanbesummarisedasfollows:

• theChildand YoungPersons(CareandProtection)Act1998,placesa dutyof mandatory
reporting on a number of groupsof council employeeswhen they have reasonable
groundsto suspectthat a child or young personis at risk of harm. Thesemay include
thoseemployedin the following activities: i) preschools,kindergartensand child care
centres,ii) after school and vacation care iii) immunisation services, iv) libraries v)
swimmingpools and beachese.g. lifeguard services,learn to swim instruction, water
safetyinstruction,vi) youth centresand services,vii) cultural facilities and servicesand
viii) facility maintenanceservices.

• theCommissionfor Childrenand YoungPeopleAct 1998, requiresemploymentscreening
ofthepreferredapplicantbeforeemployingthatpersonin child-relatedemployment.

• the Child Protection(ProhibitedEmployment)Act 1998, makesit an offenceto employ,
orkeepin employment,a personwho hasbeenconvictedof a serioussexoffencewhere
that person’semploymentprimarily involves direct contact with children and young
peopleunderthe ageof.18 years, and wherethat contactis not directly supervised.This
Act mayapplyto peopleemployedin all ofthosecouncil activities identifiedasrelevant
to mandatoryreporting under the Child and Young Persons(Care and Protection)Act
1998. The Act not only appliesto employeesengagedundera contractof employment,
but anypersonwho maybe requiredto be in arelationshipwith thecouncilirrespectiveof
theirstatus,includingcontractors,self-employedpersons,andvolunteers.

• the OmbudsmanAmendment(Child Protectionand CommunityServices)Act 1998, This
Act gives the NSW Ombudsmanjurisdiction to overseeand monitor systemsfor i)
preventingchild abuseby employeesofdesignatedagencies,including local councilsand
ii) handling andrespondingto child abuseallegationsorchild abuseconvictionsinvolving
employeesofdesignatedagencies.UndertheAct, a council GeneralManagermustnotify
the Ombudsmanof any child abuseallegation, or child abuseconviction, againstan
employeeofwhichthe GeneralManagerbecomesaware.

CrimePreventionThroughEnvironmentalDesign(CPTED)

Lgov NSW supportsCPTEDin generalandtheNSW Governmentinitiative in particular.As
theNSW PoliceServicestatesCPTED is an importantinter-agencycrimepreventionprogram
that reducescrime opportunity through effective town planning, urban designand place
management.TheNSWPoliceServiceprogram,SaferbyDesignis basedupontheprinciples
of CPTED. Legislative guidelines issued by the then Departmentof Urban Affairs and
Planning(DUAP) in April 2001, outlineCouncil’sobligationsto identify andminimise crime
risk throughthedevelopmentapplication(DA) assessmentprocess.

To assist councils to identify, assessand minimise crime risk, the NSW Police Service
provides approvedSaferBy Design training to town planners,crime preventionofficers,
designersandstafffrom otheragencies.

Saferby Designtopics include: criminology, crime preventionandtown planning;historical
and contemporaryapplicationsof CPTED; the identificationof crime risk in architectural
plans and drawings; lighting, fear and crime; crime risk managementand CPTED
applications; councils, design safety and the law. (for more. information see
www.police.nsw.gov.au/sbd/index.cfru)
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CanterburyCity Council offers a Local Governmentperspectiveon CPTED, noting it is a
crimepreventionphilosophybasedon thetheory that ‘the properdesignandeffectiveuseof
the environmentcan leadto a reduction in the fear and incidenceof crime, aswell as an
improvementin the quality of life.’ The best time to apply this philosophyis in the design
stage,beforeabuilding orneighbourhoodis built. You canalso successfullyapplyit later,but
retrofittinganexistingenvironmentcansometimesbecostly.

Theuseof CPTEDcanreducecrimeby, reducingcriminalopportunityandfosteringpositive
social interactionamonglegitimateusers(a legitimateusermeansonewho is usinga space
for its intendedpurpose).

Therearethreebasicandoverlappingprinciplesin CPTED:

• Surveillance
• AccessControl
• TerritorialReinforcement

Surveillance
There is the needto createenvironmentswherethereis opportunityfor peopleengagedin
their normal behaviourto observethe spacearound them. By designingthe placementof
physical features,activities and people in such a way as to maximisevisibility, natural
surveillanceoccurs.

AccessControl
Most criminal intruderswill try to find a way into an areawhere they will not be easily
observed.Limiting accessand increasingnaturalsurveillancekeepsthem out altogetheror
marksthem as an intruder. By selectivelyplacing entrancesand exits, fencing, lighting &
landscapeto controltheflow ofor limit access,accesscontroloccurs.

Territorial Reinforcement
An environmentdesignedto clearlydelineateprivatespacedoestwo things. First it createsa
senseofownership.Ownershavevestedinterestandaremore likely to challengeintrudersor
report them to police. Second, the senseof owned spacecreatesan environmentwhere
‘strangers’or ‘intruders’ standout andaremoreeasilyidentified. By using buildings, fences,
pavement,signs,lighting andlandscapeto expressownershipanddefinepublic, semi-public
andprivatespace,territorial reinforcementoccurs.

• Publicspacesareareasusedby thepublic.
• Semi-publicspacesareareasthat maybe usedby thepublic on someoccasions,e.g. The

front yardareaofyourhome.
• Privatespacesaretheareasinsideabuildingorhome,which cannotbe seen.

By includingCPTEDprinciples in newconstruction,from thedesignstage,wecanmakethe
built environmentsaferfrom thestart,ratherthanwaiting for crimeproblemsto developand
dependingon policeto handlethemafterthefact.
By reviewingexistingproblemsareasandapplyingCPTEDprinciples,thoseproblemscanbe
turnedaround.

Commentson Community/Social Crime Prevention
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It is worthnoting NSWLocal Govermnentplans,supportsor providesa wide rangeof what
couldbe calledsocialsupport.Datafrom theResourcingcommunities:the1999 Community
Planning and ServicesAudit (mentionedpreviously)showedthe activity level on a wide
range of social planning and community developmentactivities, direct provision of
infrastructure,facilities and services,andsupportofnon-governmentfacilities andservices.

Apart from parks and recreationgroundsand libraries where there is almost universal
involvement, the council-providedcommunity services involving the greatestnumber of
councilsareasfollows:

• swimmingpools,(267OutdoorPoolsand29 IndoorPools).

• general communalbuildings, (694 Public Halls, 210 Community Centres, and 42
NeighbourhoodCentres).

• specyic library and information services, (169 Information technology!multi-media
centres,67 local studies!familyhistorycentresand 443 literary eventsperyear).

• ageing and disability services, (96 Seniors Centres, 88 Aged and!or Disability
DevelopmentStaff, 51 Aged CareFacilities, 47 HACC Centres,45 Foodand Meal on
WheelsServices,45 RespiteCareServices,39 TransportServicesfor Ageing peopleand
peoplewith disabilities, 28 Other HACC Services,20 Other non-HACC Services, 12
CommunityOptionsServices,and 11 HomeModificationandMaintenanceServices).

• generalcommunityplanning,developmentor supportservices,(160 GeneralCommunity
DevelopmentStaffand40 SocialPlanningstaff).

• generalcultural services(638Performingarts events!concerts!competitions!eisteddfods
peryear,107 CommunityArts Programs,86 SisterCity programs,60 CulturalExchanges,
53 Museums52 IntegratedPublic Arts/Main streetsprograms,47 Cultural Development
staff, 36 Art Galleries,29 Theatres!Music/PerformingArts Centresand 21 Community
Arts Centres).

• youthservices,(76YouthDevelopmentStaffand51 Youth Centres).
• immunisationservices,(88 immunisation locations and 31 Vaccine Centres/Approved

Distribution pointsandover 1200 immunisationclinics peryear).
• children‘s care and educationservices,(123 Long DayCareCentres,72 Out of School

Care Services,43 OccasionalCare Services,and 31 Family Day Care Schemes)and
educationalservices(57PreschoolCentres).

In termsofthinking aboutcommunity/socialcrime prevention,it is worthnotingthat in terms
ofmostcommunityserviceprovisiontheprimary aim would notnecessarilybeseenascrime
prevention.Whilst this networkof infrastructure,facilities andservicesundoubtedlyplays a
role in crime prevention,this role is unlikely to havebeenrecognisedor articulatedin many
instances.For example,Local Governmentsportsgroundsand other facilities, swimming
pools, public libraries and children’sservicescontributeto communitywellbeing and often
offer diversionsfrom anti-socialor criminal behaviour,without beingexplicitly aboutcrime
prevention.Further,servicesthatmayrecogniseapotential crimepreventionrole in what they
do, mayhavequite legitimatelyseentheirservicesasenhancinglife chancesor development,
rather than in havingpreventedcrime or anti-socialbehaviour.This remainsa widespread
view in children’s,youthandneighbourhoodservices.

It is important to note that this Local Governmentnetwork is only a portion of the local
infrastructureandservicenetwork. It cannotbe seenin isolationfrom the nongovemmentand
commercialsectors.
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It is critically important to recognisethat this network of supportive infrastructureand
servicescannotbe takenfor granted.In manyareas,this networkhasbeenhavingdifficulty
copingwith knownandincreasingdemandfor anumberof years.In thoseareaswherethere
is themostneedto expandthe supportsystemto play a role in crime prevention,thereis the
leastcapacity.For example,it is often assumedthat thereis a youth servicesystemto plug
children and youngpeopleinto to divert them from nuisance,anti-socialandpre-delinquent
activities. Often the assumptionis illusory. This certainlyhasbeenshownto be the case
where Councils have sought to have Operational Areas declared under the Children
(ProtectionandParentalResponsibility)Act, or in othercrimepreventionplanning.

Despite advancesin Local Governmentcrime preventionover recent years, Lgov NSW
stressesthat centralgovernmentsbe carefulaboutrolesLocal Government(andindeedlocal
nongovernmentorganisations)canplay in community/socialcrime prevention.An obvious
questionis - what types of crimes are most amenableto. interventionsfrom NSW Local
Governmentas it is presentlymandated,configuredand resourced?To usea simple set of
contrasts:Local Governmentis betterplacedto dealwith theplanning,building, maintenance
andsocialsupportissuesrelatingto crimein public spacesthan it is to dealwith saydomestic
assaultor fraud. This analysiscouldbecarriedout for all typesof crime. It is clearthat Local
Governmentcannotbe expectedto work on somecrimes. Centralgovernmentsneedto be
very careful in this analysisandnot buildup unrealor unfair expectationsof theroles that it
wishesLocal Governmentto perform.

For example,in consideringLocal Government’srole in crime prevention, it is useful to
briefly revisit Sherman,Gottfredson,MacKenzie,Eck, Reuterand Bushway’s Preventing
Crime: What Works, WhatDoesn’t, What’sPromising(aspresentedto theNSW Legislative
Council StandingCommitteeon Law and Justicein 1999). The Shermanet al work was a
congressionallymandatedevaluationofStateand local crimepreventionprogramsfundedby
theUS DepartmentofJustice.Theessentialissueaddressedwaswhatworks to preventcrime,
especiallyyouthviolence.Shermanet al usedarigorousscientificprocessto testwhich ofthe
hundredsof strategiesusedin a varietyof settingssucceededandto what extent. Basedon a
review of 500 preventionprogramevaluationsto 1996, Shermanet al concludedtherewas
adequateevidenceto establisha provisional list of what works, what doesn’t and what’s
promising.What was interestingfrom a Local Governmentperspectivewas to look at what
works and what’s promising and ask whether they were strategies that NSW Local
Governmentcould use. We did this in Table 2 and 3. What was clear was that Local
Governmentwas in apoorpositionin termsofmandateandresponsibilities,to pursuemostof
the ‘working’ and ‘promising’ strategies.Theywere quite simply the responsibilityof other
authorities,usuallystateagencies.The bestLocal Governmentcould do on most strategies
waspromoteor facilitatethesestrategiesin thecourseofeithercrime preventionplanningor
generalcommunitydevelopmentprocesses.

In consideringLocal Government’srole in crime prevention,it is also worth revisiting the
DevelopmentalCrime PreventionConsortium’sPathwaysto Prevention:Developmentand
Early InterventionApproachesto Crime in Australia (aspresentedto the NSW Legislative
Council StandingCommitteeon Law andJusticein 1999).Thatstudyhadthefollowing aims:
i) reviewtheliteratureon earlyinterventionordevelopmentalapproachesto crime prevention
with a view to clarifying thenatureofthe approachandits applicabilityto Australia,ii) carry
out an audit of early intervention in Australia iii) formulate a policy framework for the
improvementand evaluationof existing servicesand iv) develop a framework for a pilot
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intervention that builds on existing programs. The Consortium’s model centred on
interventionin early and developmentalpathwaysthat leadto crime and substanceabuse,
emphasisingthe needto invest in child friendly institutions.The Consortiumrecommended
that societyinvestin families, particularly focusingon multiple ‘risk’ and ‘protective’ factors
and ‘transition’ points to breakthe pathwaysto criminal behaviour.The risk and protective
factors are set out in Tables4 and 5. The ‘transitions’ include birth, preschoolto school,
primary school to high school, high school to tertiaryeducationor employmentand later
transitions.

Whenwe examinedtherisk andprotectivefactors,it wasclearthat Local Governmentroles
andresponsibilitieshavesomeimpactonsomeoftheCommunityand Cultural factors- both
risk and protective.It was also clear that whereLocal Governmenthad significant early
childhoodhealthand child careservicesand youth servicesthey mayhave someimpact on
child protective factors. Therefore, therewas scope for Local Governmentto be better
engagedin thinking about how their policies, infrastructure and servicescan address
particular risk and protectivefactors. However, it is importantthat we do not jump to any
hastyconclusions,giventhecomplexnatureof the interactionsinvolved. For example,given
thecommodificationof child careserviceslargelydrivenby Commonwealthpolicy initiatives
over the past7 years,it is no easytask to modify them to better accommodatevulnerable
familiesfrom athigh-risk families- on eithera generaloranindividualbasis.

Concluding comments:

Firstly, it is necessaryto recognisethat in manyareasthe ‘mainstream’socialsupportsystem
is poorly resourced.The social support systemthat underpinscommunity wellbeing and
offers diversionsfrom crimeor antisocialbehaviourneedsenhancement.This is not a direct
responsibilityof crime preventionagenciesand programs.It is the responsibilityof line
agencies.For example,theyouthdevelopmentsectorhasbeenlargelyignoredorgivenbarely
maintenancefundingby centralgovernmentsforthepasttwentyyearsandyet it is this sector
that all governmentslook to providediversionaryactivities and servicesfor pre-delinquent
and anti-socialyoung people! It is time centralgovernments,especiallythe Commonwealth
took a seriouslook atthesemattersagain.

Lgov NSW recognisesthe National Crime PreventionProgrammewas launchedin 1997 by
the PrimeMinister, the Hon JohnHowardMP, andaims to identify andpromoteinnovative
waysof reducingandpreventingcrime andthe fearof crime. In the 1999-2000Budget,the
Governmentcommitted a further $21 million over four years to the programme (see
www.ncavac.gov.au/ncp!overview.asp).

The National Crime PreventionProgramme’sincludesboth researchand practical initiatives
including, national pilot projects, local preventionactivities, communicationand training
initiatives. At the momentpriority issues include: property crime; domestic and family
violenCe;sexualviolence,andviolencein Indigenouscommunities.

Lgov NSW also recognisesthat a significant proportion of National Crime Prevention
Programmefunding is for earlyinterventioninitiativeswith youngpeopleandtheir families
undertheYouth Crime andFamiliesStrategy.Lgov NSW recognisesthat otherrelatedmajor
CommonwealthGovernmentinitiatives include pertinenthereinclude PartnershipsAgainst
Domestic Violence, and the Stronger Families and Communities Strategy. The
CommonwealthGovernmentrecognisesthe importanceof adopting an ‘early intervention’
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approachto crimepreventionthrough‘Early Intervention,Youth Crime & Families.Thereare
RelatedProgrammes/Projectssuch as work on Bullying, Communities,Conferencing -

Diversion,IndigenousMentoring,PrisonersandtheirFamiliesandTruancy

Bachofthesestrategiesis regardedby NSW Local Governmentasusefulin so far astheygo.
However,thereis needfor moreresourcesdirectedthroughbothNational Crime Prevention
Programmein the short term andmore importantlythe StrongerFamiliesand Communities
Strategyoverthe longterm.

Conclusion:

The Commonwealth should continue to play a lead role through the National Crime
PreventionProgrammein researchand practicalinitiatives including, nationalpilot projects,
localpreventionactivities,communicationandtraininginitiatives.

The Commonwealthshould providebudgetenhancementto the National Crime Prevention
Programmeto boost researchand practical initiatives including, national pilot projects,
communicationandtraining initiatives.

TheCommonwealthshouldprovidesignificantbudgetenhancementsto the StrongerFamilies
and Communities Strategyand the PartnershipsAgainst Domestic Violence, to enable
mainstreamLocal Governmentandnongovernmentcommunityservicesto playa moreactive
role in local community/socialcrimeprevention.

APPREHENSIONRATES

Lgov NSW notesthat the Committeedefinesapprehensionratesto refer to offendersbeing
detectedand arrestedby authorities.Lgov NSW notesthat the Committeeis awareof the
following i) that offendersarenotalwayscaughtin the actby police, ii) that moreoftenthan
not offendersmaybeseencommittingthe crime by amemberof thepublic, ormembersmay
learnaboutthe particularsof the crime as a victim, as someoneclose to the victim or as
someonewho knows the perpetrator,and iv) that authoritiesaremore likely to learnabout
crimewhenit is reportedto police.

Lgov NSW alsonotesthat the Committeeis awarethat surveysconductedin Australiaand
overseassuggestthat victims only report about40 percentof crimesto authorities,andthat
thereanumberofreasonswhyvictims maychoosenot to report.

Lgov NSW cannotoffer commenton this issue,apartfrom thoseofferedon under-reporting
in theprevioussections.

EFFECTIVENESSOF SENTENCING

Lgov NSW notes that the Committeeis awarethat almost 60% of prisonersincarcerated
acrossAustraliahad a known previousperiodof adult incarceration.The Committeewill
examine the range of sentencingoptions available to judges and magistratesand their
effectivenessin deterringoffendersfrom crime.

On thewholeNSW Local Governmentcannotclaim to haveuniqueexpertiseor dataon the
sentencingoptions availableto judgesand magistratesand their effectivenessin deterring
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offendersfrom crime. Nonetheless,NSW Local Governmentcanreflect someofthe disquiet
amongstthecommunitiestheyrepresenton theseissues.

The 2002 Shires AssociationAnnual Conferenceheld in Juneand attracting over 400
participants,providedevidenceofthetypesofdisquietabroadin thecommunity.

Delegatesheardfrom councilsconcernedabouttheneedfor minimum sentences.Delegates
heardthatminimumsentenceswould servethecommunitymoreappropriatelythanmaximum
terms,which are rarelyimposedor served.Conferenceresolvedto requesttherebe realistic
minimumsentencesintroducedfor violent crime anddealingin illicit drugs.

Delegatesheardfrom councils concernedabout how to protect victims of violent crimes,
especiallyrape from the perpetratorsof the crime. Conferenceresolved to requestthat
legislationbe introducedto provide that, apartfrom aprisonterm,optionsto add exclusion
provisionsfrom specifiedlocations/townsbe available.

Conferencedelegatesheardaboutwhat councilsbelieveareproblemswith sentencing.For
example,theywere told that therehavebeenregularcasesin Bourke andBrewarrinawhere
different Magistrateshaveappliedgreatlyvarying penaltiesfor the sameseverityof crime.
Other councils report similar views in other towns in the rural and remote areas.It is not
uncommonfor aperceivedseriouscrimereceivinga “provenbut dismissed’convictionfrom
oneMagistratewhereasanotherMagistratemayorderaheavyfineor othermoreappropriate
penalty.Conferenceresolvedto requestMagistratesandJudgesto beconsistentin applying
appropriatepenaltiesandsentencesby utilising moreeffectively thepowersalreadyavailable
to them within the laws of NSW. Conferencealso resolved that community views be
addressedby the judiciary when sentencingseriousand repeatoffenders.Conferencealso
dealtwith theconcernthat thejudiciaryseemsout oftouchanddid not seemto appropriately
reflectthewill ofthepeople.

Conferencealso dealt with offensivebehaviourandvandalismby juveniles. Delegateswere
concernedaboutrepeatoffendersandchildrenunder10 yearsofage.Councilsfeel thepresent
systemof respondingtojuvenileoffences,particularlyin public places,is limited to a process
ofwarningsculminatingin conferencingwhich appearto be ineffective. Delegatesheardthis
frustrationhasalso beenexperiencedin the school environment,by police, by otherpublic
authorities,andby thegeneralpublic. Conferenceresolvedto call on theStateGovernmentto
convenea summitto discusspublic concernover thepresentsystemandprocess,for dealing
withjuvenile offensivebehaviourandvandalism.

Conclusion:

The Commonwealthshould refer the matter of community disquiet over the sentencing
optionsavailabletojudgesandmagistratesandtheireffectivenessin deterringoffendersfrom
crime to theStandingCommitteeofAttorneysGeneralorAustralianand New ZealandCrime
PreventionMinisterialForum for thoroughexamination.
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COMMUNITY SAFETY AND POLICING

Lgov NSWnotesthat theCommitteebelievesthat it is reasonableto expectthat acommunity
will feel saferwhenthereis a visible police presenceand whenoffendersaredetectedand
apprehendedby police.

Lgov NSW stronglyconcurswith thisasan accurateassessmentofcommunitysentiment.

In termsof representingcommunityconcernsindividual councils,the ShiresAssociationand
the Local GovernmentAssociationhave been increasinglyvocal about a visible police
presenceover recent years. In the caseof the two Associationstherehavebeenrepeated
representationsand delegationson a variety of police resourceissues,to successiveNSW
Ministersfor andCommissionersof Police.

The mattersthat havebeenof pressingconcernto councilsand the communitiesthey serve
areasfollows:

• thelackofadequatepolicenumbersin countrytowns
• theneedfor effectivepolicenumbersin small stations
• the lengthoftimetakento fill vacancies
• theneedto ensureadequatelytrainedpoliceareavailableat all times
• the need for temporary replacementofficers to cOver those on leave and other

commitments

TheMinisters andCommissionershaveattemptedto reassuretheAssociationsthat staffing is
adequate.For examplewearetold that accordingto PoliceServiceWorkforcePlanning,the
actual strengthof police in NSW increasedfrom 12,678 in November 1994 under the
Coalition Governmentto 13,759 in December2001. This representsan increaseof 1,081
swornpolice officers.

However, rural and remotecouncilsareyet to be completelyconvincedtheir concernsare
fully appreciated.For examplethe 2001 LoCal GovernmentAssociationAnnual Conference
calledon the NSW Governmentto reviewpolicingnumbersto takeinto accountthe isolation
and tyranny of distanceexperiencedby rural communities and other matters. The NSW
ParliamentarySecretaryto the Minister for Police respondedsayingthat wherethe officers
availablefor deploymentthroughouttheStatearedeployeddependson theidentifiedneedsof
individual Commands.He continuedstressingthat comprehensivestatisticsarekept on the
frequencyandnatureofreportedcrime andintelligence-basedrosteringis widely practicedin
theNSW PoliceService.This informationcombinesto allow objectiveassessmentofstaffing
needsof all Local Area Commands.Basicallythe messageis that the Crime Management
Unit of the Commandconstantlymonitors crime trendsand police resourcesare directly
taskedto addressthosetrends.Ruralandremotecouncilsdo not feeltheyseethe evidenceof
this despiteenjoyinggoodrelationswith theirrespectiveCommands.

Further it is worth repeatingthe point we have madein othercontexts.The concernthat
operationalpolicing needsaddressingin any multi-prongedinquiry into crime and fear of
crime, is certainly borne out by the Associationsreexaminationof the Shermanet a!
PreventingCrime: What Works, WhatDoesn’t, What’sPromising(coveredthesectionabove
on Strategiesto SupportVictims andReduceCrime). Manyof the successfulandpromising
crimepreventionstrategiesset out thererelateto policing.
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It also needsto be recognisedthat thereare or havebeena numberof councils that are
directly involved in measuresthatmaybe characterisedastraditionalpolicing. For example,
in 1999 it was estimatedthat 11 councils were spending$3 million on traditional policing
roles(seeSunHerald, 12/9/99,p17).Themajorinitiativesareeitheri) theemploymentof law
enforcementofficers or securityguardsto patrol the streetsto combatvandalismgraffiti or
public nuisancematters,or ii) payingfor the installationandmonitoring of securitycameras
in CBD areas.The councilsreportedto be involved in this areain 1999 were as follows:
Blacktown City Council, Fairfield City Council, Forbes Shire Council, Hurstville City
Council, Lismore City Council, Rockdale City Council, Sutherland Shire Council,
WollongongCity Council,WyongShireCouncil andSydneyCity Council.

It needsto be acknowledgedthat theseexamplescontributeto thegatheringconcernin Local
Governmentgenerally,that somecouncilsarebeing ‘pushed’ slowly into policing roles that
ought properlyremain the responsibilityof the StateGovernmentthroughthe Police Force.
Councils appearto be being pushedin this direction by both community demandsthat
councilsdo somethingaboutcrime in thepublic domainandby theresourceallocationsofthe
PoliceForcewhereit is perceivedthatthoseresourcesareinsufficient to meetpublic demand.
Thisraisestheneedto identify carefullywhich sphereofgovernmentis allocatedwhich roles
in traditionalpolicing. Whilst it maybe legitimatefor a smallnumberofcouncilsto enterinto
policing or partnershipswith the NSW PoliceServiceto enhancelocal policing, this cannot
begeneralisedto all NSW Local Government.Thegreatermajoritydo not havethemandate,
communitysupportand/orresourcesto enactpolicingroles.

That saidbettercommunicationbasedon a clearunderstandingof eachother’s mandatesin
andclosercooperationon law andorder and communitysafetycanbring mutual benefitsto
thePoliceForce,Local Governmentandthe communitiestheyserve.Lgov NSW hassought
funds from the NSW Governmentfor a policy officer position, to supportcouncilsin their
work in the areaof Local Government/Policerelations in community safety and crime
prevention, in an effort to support councils in this increasingly important areaof their
activities.

Concluding comment:

The Commonwealthcould play a national role in fostering researchinto the adequacyof
operationalpolice resources.It would seemusefulLgov NSW for theCommonwealth,States
and Territories to develop national benchmarksfor the resourcesneededto respond
appropriatelyto different crime categories,and to differentgeographicareas(notingthe need
to dealwith thequalitativeandquantitativefactorsto be dealtwith in rural andremoteareas.)

FurthertheCommonwealthcouldseekto urgentlyresolvetheissuessurroundingtheneedfor
a national crime body. Lgov NSW understandsthat the Commonwealthand State and
Territory Governmentseemto have reachedan impasseover any future National Crimes
Authority. NonethelessNSW Local Governmentbelievesthat theremust be an effective
National Crimes Authority especially to deal with organisedcrime and international
importation of illegal drugs and illegal handguns. In the simplest termsAustralia needsa
system for managing and combating organised crime and drug and gun imports, so
communitiescanhavesomefaiththat centralgovernmentsareseriousaboutcombatingcrime
andalleviating the fear of crime. It is unhelpful for Commonwealthand Stateand Territory
Governmentsto continue seekingto blame each other. All stakeholdersneed to take a
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balancedview ofthetotal systemandtheirrolesandresponsibilities,andsubjectall the issues
to a non-partisanscrutiny.The Commonwealthand StatesandTerritoriesneedto enterinto
constructivenegotiation on a revised set of inter-governmentrelations dealing with the
internationalandnationalcrimes,that servesthenationalcommunityin a moresophisticated
and contemporarymanner.Lgov NSW recommendsthat the Commonwealthconvenea
nationalsummit involving headsofgovernment,Attorney’s GeneralandMinistersfor Police
to examinetheproblemsaroundnationalcrimeissues.

Finally Lgov NSW must commenton the recentmediacoverageon the proposalbilled as
“Pay residentsto fight crime Radicalplanwill helppolice” (TheSundayTelegraph28 July
2002page23). Whilst wedo not haveaccessto the detailsofproposal,it appearstheessence
oftheideais that ‘communitiescouldbe fundedto carryout theirown crime-fightingprojects
undera nationalplanto cut crime rates’. It appearsthat the CommonwealthJusticeMinister
Hon Chris Ellison is consideringthe radical plan proposedby the Police Federationof
Australia. It appearsthe Federationhas attackedthe CommonwealthGovernmentfor not
acting sooneron crime rates, suggestedthat the CommonwealthGovernmentshould take
responsibilityfor manycausesofcrime andto adoptthe communitycrime-fightingmeasure,
which is basedon a successfulUS program. It. appearsthat community crime-fighting
involvescommunitiesapplyingfor funding accordingto an agreedformula,with the money
spenton a rangeof initiatives suchas employing civilians to help local police, installing
securitysystemsat trouble spotsor funding police to addressspecific crime issuesin the
community.

The Chiefexecutiveof the PoliceFederationofAustraliais reportedto havesaid ‘We have
hugeproblemswith propertycrime from heroin importation,peoplegetting shotwith illegal
handgunsandthereareproblemswith illegal immigration’. Mr Burgessnotedtheseare ‘all
of these are Federal Government issues which impact on policing, yet the Federal
Governmentstepsbackand saysIt’s a Stateissue’. Mr Burgessfurthernoted ‘the Federal
Governmentneeds to take their responsibility for policing just as State and Local
Governmentshave been doing for some time’. It was noted that the Commonwealth
Government’scontributionofeightpercentto policeoperationalbudgetsis not enough.

As pointedout earlierin this section,Lgov NSW is concernedthat Commonwealthneedsto
do more importation of drugs, importation of illegal hand guns and aspectsof illegal
immigration. Lgov NSW is also concernedaboutthe stalledefforts to developan Australian
Crime Commissionto replacetheNationalCrimeAuthority. Lgov NSWbelievesthatthereis
a strongcasefor theCommonwealthto increaseits contributionto policeoperationalbudgets.
Eachof theseneedthe Commonwealthand Statesand Territoriesto enterinto constructive
negotiationon a revisedsetof inter-governmentrelationsdealingwith the internationaland
nationalcrimes,that servesthenationalcommunityin amoresophisticatedandcontemporary
manner.

However,Lgov NSW is waryoftheanswerlying with a communitygrantsschemethat funds
operationalpolicing in a round-aboutway. We stronglysuggestthat if operationalpolicing
needsenhancementthat shouldbe donein an open, direct and transparentway with direct
Commonwealthfunding to StateandTerritorypolice for agreedareasof enhancement.If the
Commonwealthis attractedto theproposedcommunitycrime-fightingprogram,it would be
better to target that money at community-sponsoredmeasuresthat cover Opportunity
reduction approaches,Developmental/earlyintervention approaches,Community! social
crime prevention. On the whole we believe that Criminal justice system approaches
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(includingoperationalpolicing) shouldbequarantinedfor actionby CommonwealthandState

andTerritoryagencies.

Conclusion:

TheCommonwealthshouldfosterresearchinto theadequacyof operationalpolice resources,
and in conjunction with the Statesand Territories develop national benchmarksfor the
resourcesneededto respondappropriatelyto different crime categories,and to different
geographicareas(noting the needto dealwith the qualitativeandquantitativefactorsto be
dealtwith in rural andremoteareas.)

The Commonwealthshould seek to urgently resolvethe issuessurroundingthe needfor a
national crime body and convene a national summit involving heads of government,
Attorney’s GeneralandMinisters for Policeto examinetheproblemsaroundnationalcrime
issues.

The Commonwealthshould work with the Statesand Territories to ensurethat criminal
justice systemapproaches(includingoperationalpolicing) should be quarantinedfor action
by CommonwealthandStateandTerritoryagencies.
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TABLE 2: SHERMAN’S “WHAT WORKS’ AND NSW LOCAL GOVERNMENT

STRATEGIES COMMENTS ON USE BYNSW LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Forinfants: Frequenthomevisits by nursesandotherprofessionals. Not possible: whilst councilsprovide the buildings for Early Childhood Health Services, the

Nursing staffare employedby Area Health Services;it would meanmovinginto an areaseenas
NSW HealthandDoCSresponsibility

For preschoolers: Classeswith weekly home visits by preschool
teachers.

May be possible: council preschools& child care centres could theoretically do this, with
significant changes to practice, active cooperation of DoCS and significant changes to
Commonwealthpolicies (egroleof centres/ChildCareAssistance)

For delinquent and at-risk preadolescents: Family therapy and
parent training,

Limited possibility: for the limited number of councilneighbourhoodcentresandfamily support
servicesoffering therapeutic services; requires active cooperationof DoCS in practice matters and
enhancedfunding

Forschools:
- Organisationaldevelopmentfor innovation
- Communicationandreinforcementof clear,

consistentnorms.
- Teachingofsocialcompetencyskills.
- Coachingof high-riskyouthin thinking skills,

Not possible:LocalGovernmentis notresponsiblefor schools.

Not possible:LocalGovernmentis notresponsiblefor schools.
) Limited possibility: for thelimited numberof councilyouthservicesto work in cooperationwith)
schools;requiresactivecooperationof Schoolauthoritiesand enhancedrecurrentfunding

For older maleex-offenders:
Vocational training

Not possible:LocalGovernmentis notresponsibleforvocationaltraining.

For rental housingwith drug dealing:
Nuisanceabatementaction onlandlord.

Unclear of whethermodel is applicableor workable inAustralianfNSWlegal system

For high-crime hotspots: Extra policepatrols. Not possible: LocalGovernment is not responsiblefor PoliceService.
For high-risk repeat offenders:
Monitoringby specialisedpoliceunit
incarceration.

Not possible:Local Governmentis not responsiblefor PoliceService.
Not possible:LocalGovernmentisnotresponsiblefor CorrectiveServices.

For domestic abusers who are employed: On-scene arrests. Not possible: Local Government is not responsible for Police Service.

For convicted offenders: Rehabilitation programs with risk-focused
treatments.

Not possible: Local Government is not responsible for Corrective Services.

For drug-using offendersin prison:
Therapeuticcommunitytreatmentprograms.

Not possible: Local Governmentis not responsible for Corrective Services.
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TABLE 3: SHERMAN’S “WHAT’S PROMISING’ AND NSW LOCAL GOVERNMENT

STRATEGIES COMMENTS ON USE BYNSWLOCAL GOVERNMENT
Proactivedrunk driving arrestswith breath testing (may reduce
accidentdeaths).

Not possible:LocalGovernmentis not responsibleforPolice Service

Community policing with meetingsto set priorities (may reduce
perceptionsof crime),

Not possible:LocalGovernmentis notresponsiblefor Police Service;clearlycouncilsmayassistin
facilitating suchmeetings,buteffectonoutcomesunknown

Police showing greater respect to arrested offenders (may reduce
repeatoffending)

Not possible: LocalGovernmentis not responsiblefor PoliceService

Polite field interrogations of suspiciouspersons(may reduce street

crime).
Not possible: Local Government is not responsiblefor PoliceService

Mailing arrest warrants to domestic violence suspectswho leave
thescenebefore police arrive.

Not possible:Local Government isnot responsiblefor Police Service.

Higher numbers of police officers in cities (may reduce crime
generally)

Not possible: Local Government is not responsiblefor Police Service

Gang monitoring by community workers and probation and police
officers.

Limited possibility: for the limited number of council youth servicesto work in cooperationwith
Department of Juvenile Justice; requires active cooperation of State authorities and enhanced
recurrent funding.

Conununity-based mentoring by Big Brothers/Big Sisters of
America(maypreventdrugabuse).

Not possible: Local Governmentis not seenas ‘community-based’ in the sensethat is required for
this typeof strategy

Community-based afterschool recreation programs (may reduce
local juvenile crime)

Limited possibility: for the limited numberof council children’s,youthandneighbourhoodservices
to deliver such programs; requires active cooperation of Commonwealth/State authorities and
enhancedrecurrent funding.

Battered women’s shelters (may help some women reduce repeat
domesticviolence).

Not possible: Local Government is not responsible for Women’s Refuges under the
Commonwealth/StateSupportedAccommodationProgram

“Schools within schools” that group students into smaller units
(mayprevent crime).

Not possible: Local Government is not responsiblefor Schools

Training or coachingin “thinking” skills for high-risk youth (may
prevent crime).

Not possible:Local Government is notresponsiblefor Schools

Building schoolcapacity through organisational development(may
prevent substanceabuse).

Not possible:Local Government is not responsiblefor Schools

Improved classroom management and instructional techniques
(mayreduce alcohol use).

Not possible: Local Government is not responsiblefor Schools

Job Corps residential training programs for at-risk youth (may
reducefelonies).

Not possible: LocalGovernment is not responsiblefor Labour Market programs

Prison-basedvocational educational programs for adult inmates Not possible: Local Governmentis not responsiblefor Corrective Services
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TABLE 3: SHERMAN’S “WHAT’S PROMISING’ AND NSW LOCAL GOVERNMENT

STRATEGIES COMMENTS ON USE BYNSWLOCAL GOVERNMENT
(in Federalprisons).
Moving urban public housing residents to suburban homes(may
reducerisk factors for crime).

Not possible: Local Government is not responsiblefor Public Housing

Enterprise zones (may reduce area unemployment, a risk factor for
crime),

Possible:Local Governmenthasshowna long interest in programs and strategiesto strengthenlocal
economiesand create employmentopportunities and usually pursuesthis in partnership with other
spheresof government and local industry

Two clerks in already-robbed convenience stores (may reduce
robbery).

Not possible: Local Government is not responsiblefor private enterprise

Redesignedlayouts of retail stores(may reduceshoplifting). Not possible:Local Government isnot responsiblefor private enterprise

Improved training and managementof bar and tavern staff (may
reduceviolence,DU)

Not possible: Local Government is not responsiblefor Schools

Metal detectors(mayreduce skyjacking. weaponcarrying in schools). Possible:LocalGovermnentcouldusemetal detectorsat its airportsandother facilities if risks are
judgedunacceptable

Street closures, barricades, and rerouting (may reduce violence
burglary). . Possible;usestraditional local governmentplanning and traffic managementfunctions, in a new

way
“Target hardening” (may reduce vandalism of parkingmeters and
crime involving phones).

Possible:for Local Government’s ownpublic infrastructure

“Problem-solving” analysis unique to the crime situation at each
location,

Possible: Local Government has shown an increasing interest locality basedcrime analysisand
crime prevention planning, on its own initiative as an extension of its existing social and
environmental planning or under the State legislation suchasthe Children (Protection and Parental
Responsibility)Act

Proactive arrests for carrying concealedweapons(may reduce gun
crime).

Not possible: Local Governmentis not responsiblefor PoliceService

Drugcourts(mayreducerepeatoffending). Not possible:Local Governmentisnotresponsiblefor Criminal Justice
Drugtreatmentin jails followedby urinetestingin the community. Not possible:LocalGovernmentis notresponsiblefor Police Service
Intensive supervision and aftercare of juvenile offenders (both Not possible: Local Governmentis notresponsiblefor Juvenile Justice
minorandserious).
Finesfor criminal acts. I Not possible:LocalGovernmentis notresponsiblefor Criminal Justice
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Table 4: DevelopmentCrime Prevention Consortium’s - Risk factors associatedwith anti-social
and criminal behaviour

Child risk factors

• prematurityimpulsivity
• low birthweight
• disability
• prenatalbrain damage
• birth injury
• low intelligence
• difficult temperament
• chronicillness
• insecureattachment
Family risk factors

• poorproblemsolving
• beliefsaboutaggression
• attributions
• poor socialskills
• low selfesteem
• lackof empathy

• alienation
• hyperactivity/disruptive behaviour

Parentalcharacteristics:
• teenagemothers
• singleparents
• psychiaricdisorder,especiallydepression

Familyenvironment:
• conflict anddisharmony

• marital discord
• disorganised
• negativeinteractionsocialisolation

Parentingstyle:
• poor supervisionandmonitoring of child

• disciplinestyle (harshor inconsistent)
• rejectionof child

• substanceabuse
• criminality
• antisocialmodels

• largefamily size
• fatherabsence
• long-termparentalemployment

• abuse

• lackof warmthandaffection
• low involvementof child’s activities
• neglect

Risk factor in the schoolcontext

• schoolfailure • peerrejection
• normativebeliefsaboutaggression • poorattachmentto school
• deviantpeergroup • inadequate behaviour management

• bullying
Stressfullife eventsand transitions

• divorceandfamily break-up • deathof a family member
• waror naturaldisasters

Community and cultural factors

• socio-economicdisadvantage • media portrayal of violence

• population density and housing conditions • cultural norms re violence as acceptable
• urbanarea responseto frustration
• neighbourhoodviolenceandcrime •

•

lack ofsupportservices
socialor cultural discrimination



Table 5: DevelopmentCrimePreventionConsortium’s- Protectivefactors associatedwith anti-
socialand criminal behaviour

Child factors

• socialcompetence . • school achievement
• socialskills • easy temperament
• above-averageintelligence • internallocusof control
• attachmentto family • moralbeliefs
• empathy • values
• problemsolving • self-related cognitions
• optimism • good coping style

Family factors

• supportivecaringparents • supportiverelationshipwith otheradult
• family harmony • small family size
• morethantwo yearsbetweensiblings • strongfamily normsandmorality
• responsibility for chores or required .

helpfulness
• secure and stable family

School factors

• positiveschoolclimate • opportunityfor somesuccessat schooland
• pro-socialpeergroup recognitionof achievement
• responsibility and required helpfulness • school norms re violence

• sense of belonging/bonding

Life events

• meetingsignificantpersons • opportunities at critical turning points or
• movingto new area major life transitions

Community and cultural factors

• accessto supportservices

• community networking
• attachmentto the community

• participationin churchor othercommunity
group

• community/cultural norms against
violence

• strongcultural identityandethnicpride


