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What I want to tell you about

• Evaluation results of WAPF-led cocooning initiative 

• What they did?

• What they found?

• What worked and what can be improved?

• Use SARA framework to think about how to enhance 

process/impact of interventions in future
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• Pop: 188,212 people

• Density: 274 people / km2

• 4.9% density of Greater 

London

• Size: 686 km2

• 43.7% size of Greater London

• Wanneroo policing 

jurisdiction covers 14 

suburbs

The City of Wanneroo

Perth

Wanneroo
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What did WAPF do?

• The cocooning program involved

• Distribution of an information pamphlet in the immediate 

aftermath of a residential burglary

• Distribution by mail or in-person visits from WAPF

• Victims and the houses immediately surrounding the 

victim’s property

• Typically about 8 properties per victim address

• Contact made within 48 hours of the burglary event
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What did WAPF do?
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What did WAPF do?
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What did WAPF do?



9



110



111

Underpinned by changing the 

opportunity structure

Risk, reward, effort, excuses, and 

provocations
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Intervention timeline

Jun 

2017

Sep 

2015

Confident 

intervention period

Confident 

non-intervention period

May 

2016

Intervention ‘soft’ start

Nov 

2016

Intervention fully 

operational
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What they didn’t do

• Didn’t know if they had a problem

• Same address and/or

• Near repeat burglary problem

• Didn’t design their intervention to allow process or 

impact evaluation

• Did everyone who was meant to receive information actually 

receive information?

• Did the information influence behaviour in a way that would 

reduce burglary risk?
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Our ‘before’ period (n = 207 burglaries)
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Using Ratcliffe’s near repeat 

calculator

For details of license requirements and other 

details, see www.jratcliffe.net

http://www.jratcliffe.net/


115

Our ‘before’ period (n = 207 burglaries)
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chance of another 
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time/space window
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Our ‘before’ period (n = 207 burglaries)
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Repeat victimisation pattern

Near repeat victimisation 

patterns

• 1-200 m within 5 days
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Our ‘during/after’ period (n = 259 burgs)
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Our ‘during/after’ period (n = 259 burgs)
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Our ‘during/after’ period (n = 259 burgs)
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The near repeat patterns are 

no greater than expected by 

chance alone

Still have a large same 

address repeat 

victimisation pattern!
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What we found out about the process

• 6.7% of properties burgled post-intervention experienced repeat victimisation

• Prevention would have stopped 22 burglaries (reducing victimisation by 8.5%)

• There were repeats in cocooning properties as well

• 1,286 properties ‘cocooned’ once

• 67 twice

• 11 three times

• 68 properties were both victims and cocooned

• Only 11 of these received the cocooning information prior to victimisation

• 238 properties were burglary victims in the intervention period

• Only 23.2% received the burglary prevention information!!!

• Three-quarters of victims were left ‘untreated’
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What WAPF didn’t know

• They cocooned some properties on multiple occasions

• Victim properties had failed to receive prevention 

information over 75% of the time

• Most properties that had been victims and cocooned 

received the prevention information after being 

victimised and as a result of a near-by burglary

• Definite room for improvement on process
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Did the information ‘do’ anything?

• The NRC results give hope that there was some behavioural change 

as a result of the intervention

• The post-hoc nature of the evaluation made it difficult to know for 

sure

• Did the best we could by conducting a survey of information 

recipients

• Hard-copy letters distributed by WAPol

• Directed respondents to an online survey

• Very low response rate (2.2%): n = 35 respondents

• Definite room for improvement on the evaluation
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Did the information ‘do’ anything?

• From the 35 respondents…

• 20 remembered receiving the information

• 3 of these received the pamphlet more than once

• 18 read the pamphlet

• 9 utilised the safety checklist

– All of these had window security

– 8 had solid core doors

– 7 kept trees/shrubs trimmed, had well-lit entrances, and 

locked garages

– 5 had automatic light times/sensor lights, and alarms
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Did the information ‘do’ anything?

• From the 35 respondents…

• 20 remembered receiving the information

• 13 made security changes as a result of the pamphlet

– Keep houses locked when home

– Installed security screens/deadlocks on windows/doors

• When no changes were made

• Residents believed current security was adequate

• Financial restrictions prevented implementing change

• Changes had already been made for other reasons

• Sceptical about increased level of risk
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Applying the SARA framework

• They did a bit of Scanning

• Used knowledge of year/month comparisons on burgs

• See Ratcliffe’s blog for criticisms of this approach…
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Applying the SARA framework

• They did a bit of Analysis

• The Senior Sergeant received EBP training that mentioned 

cocooning

• He thought it sounded ‘doable’

• However, they didn’t confirm this was a local ‘problem’

• Repeat analysis

• NRC analysis

• Luck turned out it was
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Applying the SARA framework

• The Response wasn’t connected to theory or analysis

• It was based on something that could be done with existing 

resources

• No ongoing process evaluation

• No behavioural change measures collected

• No connection between this intervention and anything 

else that could have been done to tweak other sides of 

the crime triangle
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Applying the SARA framework

• The Assessment was non-existent before our marriage 

of fortune

• Post-hoc nature of the evaluation created significant 

limitations

• Implementation issues weren’t detected 

• Measuring behavioural change after the fact was difficult

• Lack of repeat monitoring meant to tiered response was 

possible to manage chronic repeats or near repeats
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Summing it up
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