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Prevention 
Development

Advice and training for utilising the SARA model 
and CPTED

Supporting POP initiatives in districts 

Tools and training frontline staff – prevention and 
community policing teams

Design, implementation and evaluation of POP 
initiatives

Embed a problem solving (POP) 
approach 



Scanning the 
problem

Burglary in Aotearoa/New Zealand



What is the problem?

~25% of calls for service are for burglary (2016)

Residential burglary
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Reactive POP
Locks, Lights and Lines of 
Sight



Scanning

Locks, Lights & Lines of sight



Stakeholders

Treasury-funded join sector initiative:

Police focused on preventing victimisation

Corrections developing programme for 
offenders (18 – 25 years old)

Kāinga Ora (national state housing service)

Problem owner



What are the targets?

Largest knowledge gap due to data type

Anecdotal evidence suggested CRAVED items 
are the most likely targets

Retrospective analysis

New Zealand Crime and Safety Survey (2014): 
Some groups may be more vulnerable (e.g., 
renters – especially Kāinga Ora/ state housing 
residents, single parents, deprived areas)

Who are the victims?



Where and when is the 
problem?

Considered which areas had highest burglary 
volume and rates, and repeat burglary volume 
and rates

Increase rates across late December-February 
(Christmas/Summer holiday) – delayed reporting

Small increase on Thursday – Friday and 
Monday; peaks during daytime hours

Police districts and season trends



Problem statement

Dwelling burglary is an increasing problem 
resulting in high CFS and impacting a variety of 
victims, particularly high rates in Bay of Plenty, 
Canterbury, Eastern and Waikato districts.



Analysis

Locks, Lights & Lines of Sight



What is the problem?

MOJ Evidence Brief (2016): Almost ¼ of 
residential dwellings that experience a burglary 
will have a repeat

New Zealand Crime and Safety Survey (2014): 
44% of burglaries were a repeat

Increasing trend; Repeat dwelling 
burglary
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Existing security

New Zealand household security survey (2001):

Just under half had doors with deadlocks, 
and/or security lights

A third had some form of window lock 

New Zealand Crime and Safety Survey (2014): 
26% of repeat burglary victims did not improve 
security following the initial victimisation

CPTED

What works?

Previous responses



Hypothesis

Inadequate CPTED measures, specifically target 
hardening and surveillance, at dwelling 
properties increases their vulnerability to 
burglary.



Response

Locks, Lights & Lines of sight



CPTED measures

Door locks

Window stays

Sensor lights

Trimming back vegetation (improve lines of 
sight)

Deterrent signage (Canterbury only)

Free target hardening, surveillance & 
maintenance measures



Trial design & process

Burglary 
reported

Residential 
dwelling, 

secure at the 
time of 

burglary/ 
entry through 

force

Control group
Standard 

Police 
response

Intention-to-
treat group

Security 
upgrade 
required

Occupier (& 
owner) 
consent

Security 
measures 
installed

Intervention 
group

3,850

3,323

2,084



Costings & timelines

Average cost of measures and installation per 
house = NZD$1,220*

Total = NZD$3.05million**

Installation goal = 7 days after forensics attend

Average installation time = 30 days

Measures installed

* USD = $872; GBP = £632; Euro = €750

82%

66% 
(each)

3%

65% 
(Canterbury 

only)

** USD = $1.9mil; GBP = £1.5mil; Euro = €1.77mil



Assessment

Locks, Lights & Lines of sight



Outcomes

Police data: No significant difference in repeat 
rate

Survey response: Significantly lower repeat 
burglary rate in the intervention group (7%   ) 
compared to control

Police data: Significantly lower proportion of 
repeat ‘burglaries’ in the intervention group were 
successful (8%   ) compared to control

Repeat dwelling burglary victimisation
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Outcomes

Survey response: Significantly higher trust & 
confidence (12%   ) and feelings of safety (8%   ) 
in the intervention group

Police empathetic and helpful

Feel safe and less anxious at home

Happy with measures and installation process

Increased awareness prevention and 
installation of additional security measures

Prevention of further (successful) burglary

Trust & Confidence, Feelings of Safety

“…About a month or so after the 
security measures were installed we 
had an attempted burglary, where 
the burglar never gained entry and 

this was because of the new window 
stays…”

“… I’ve had another attempted break 
in this morning... The lights you 
installed … activated at the time 

which let me know there was 
someone in the driveway and to call 

the police…”



Full roll out commenced January 2022

What other crime prevention measures/activities 
are needed within Locks, Lights and Lines of 
sight?

What other burglary prevention opportunities in 
other districts?

Lessons learned

CPTED was a clear, practical framework

Police staff felt bad for control group

Unable to achieve timely install

Quality of burglary reports

Delays to and quality of security assessments

Booking installation with occupiers

Availability of hardware and installers

Stakeholder feedback

Where to next?

Revisiting the Scan and Analysis



Proactive POP
Ko Tōu Manawa, Ko Tōku
Manawa



Scanning (and 
Analysis part 1)

Ko Tōu Manawa, Ko Tōku Manawa



What is the problem?

Volume of outbuilding and outside burglary –
including theft of/ from vehicles – equal to 
dwelling burglary

Private property burglary
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Where and when is the 
problem?

High-levels in two-third of districts 

3 of the 4 worst suburbs in the whole district 
from Palmerston North City

A third of burglaries suburbs start at night

Sampling analysis: 15% of burglary occurred 
while guardian(s) present

Suburb level-analysis
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Targets and how?

Electronics, outdoor equipment/ DIY tools and 
sports gear/ outdoor games most common 
commodities

One-fifth of burglary involved theft of or from a 
vehicle

Dwellings security lacking; outbuildings exploited

Method for over half (58%) of vehicle burglaries 
could not be determine from the narratives

Sample analysis



Problem statement

Private properties are vulnerable to burglary 
because they are often insecure or inadequately 
secured, and place managers are either absent 
or unable to secure/monitor property. 



Analysis part 2

Ko Tōu Manawa, Ko Tōku Manawa



StakeholdersPikorua



Community Survey

Feel unsafe due to gangs, burglaries and other 
crime/ personal safety, and dangerous driving.

Low levels of trust and confidence due to 
perceived lack of Police presence and/or 
response to crime.

Police conducted (n=193)

Feel safe or very safe in 
neighbourhood after dark

Quite a lot or full trust and 
confidence in Police

64%24%

Community connectedness

Important  
= 64%

Currently 
strong = 3%

“[Community connectiveness] 
combat[s] loneliness and build 

community... Bring back the 
community feeling ... Security, 

support. Friendship. It's priceless!”



Hypotheses
Insufficient CPTED – particularly target 
hardening and surveillance – at residential 
private properties and a lack of knowledge about 
crime prevention makes the community 
vulnerable to burglary.

Uncertainty from the community about what 
Police response involves, a lack of positive 
interactions with Police and low levels of 
community connectiveness make the community 
feel unsafe.



Response

Ko Tōu Manawa, Ko Tōku Manawa



Whanau Ora outcomes

Pūkenga Rawa

Pāporitanga

Hauoranga

Tiaki Taiao

Burglary Prevention

Positive Police Presence

Communications

Events

Packages

Skills, knowledge 
and wealth creation

Meaningful 
participation in 
society and change

Community growth 
and cohesion

Stewards of the 
environment



• Door 
locks

• Window 
stays

• House 
alarms

• Internal 
light 

timers

Dwelling 
(internal) 

• Sensor 
lights

• Key 
lockbox

Dwelling 
(external)

• Locks

• Padlocks 
and 

chains

Outbuilding

• Bike locks

Outside

• Car 
alarms

• Steering 
wheel 
locks

• Trailer 
locks

Vehicles

Burglary prevention 
package

Reactive: Victims of residential private property 
burglary 

No method of entry requirement

Proactive: Open to all in trial suburbs

Agency referrals

Self referrals

Measures and process



Intervention group Control group
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Ko Tou Manawa, Ko Toku Manawa – response outcome prediction

Pre-response Post-response

Design

Intervention group: 2 neighbouring suburbs with 
~2,200 properties (total)

Control group: 1 suburb 5-6km away with ~1,200 
properties

Pre-post, matched-control

Demographics Socio-economicCrime



Assessment 
(interim)

Ko Tōu Manawa, Ko Tōku Manawa



17 month interim analysis

Progress of Burglary Prevention Package

955 744 572 441

5 ½ weeks

Participants 
referred

Assessments 
completed

Installation 
commenced

Installation 
completed
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Repeat victimisation: Significant difference 
between intervention suburb (4.5%) and control 
suburb (13.3%)

Accumulated rate: Slower increase in total 
burglary count in intervention suburb 

Does not appear to be driven by the response

Indicative outcomes
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“I feel my home is now a solid 
castle and we feel really safe and 

comfortable to stay at home.”



What’s next?

Burglary Prevention Package to be installed at 
1,500 whānau properties

31st July 2023: 846

Other packages

Street BBQs alternately organised by different 
‘squad’ members

Currently working on how to enable whānau 
to organise their own events

Finishing response phase; full 
evaluation



Summary

Implementation of a large-scale, in-situ randomised control trial to prevent repeat dwelling burglary was 
successful – despite COVID-19

Increasing target hardening and natural surveillance in response to dwelling burglary prevents successful 
entry in repeat attempts 

Whānau and Police desire a proactive, community-based approach that also supports wider whānau ora/ 
wellbeing

Effectiveness in preventing burglary unclear from interim results, however positive feedback from whānau 
and partners

Reactive vs proactive response to burglary
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Problem solving plan

Designed to be usable without training or in-
person guidance; Prevention Development team 
support if needed

Links to other SARA help resources, CPTED and 
situational crime prevention techniques

SARA resource



Where is the problem?
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When is the problem?



Outcomes
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Where is the problem?
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When is the problem?
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What are the targets?
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Who is part of the 
problem?

Low rate of identified offenders (8%) or suspects 
(8%) means little is known about motivations 
and limits opportunities for increasing handlers

Police commitment to Te Tiriti o Waitangi/ The 
Treaty of Waitangi

Victims and area demographics
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Community perspective

Value efforts to securing private property

Prioritise victims by vulnerability (remove biases)

Better explain Police process and give more 
prevention advice

Update whānau about community goings on

Free neighbourhood events and support to 
organise events

Increasing frequency of positive interactions 
between Pirihimana and rangatahi (youth)

Survey (n=10) and workshops (n=7)

Prihimana perspective

‘Prevention’ focuses on offenders and not 
victims/ community

Aware of (unconscious) bias & apathy to victims

Aim to attend 100% dwelling burglaries

Would like to know if advice during 
attendance is valuable

Workshops (n=15)



Community Connectedness 
Survey
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17 month interim analysis

Progress of Burglary Prevention Package

955
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