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need to be tied to the physical environment (in particular, the suitability of 

Mockridge Road for hooning).  However, it is important to note that criminal 

activity generated out of Saladin Circle, and the actions of residents of Saladin 

Circle would have an impact on the reported crime of Mockridge Road given 

that the former feeds into the latter.   

As can be seen in the geographical representation of offence reports in Figure 12 

above, a large proportion of these are connected to Housing Tasmania 

properties in and around the north entrance to the community—at the 

intersections of Goodwins and Mockridge Roads, Saladin Circle and Holmfield 

Avenue.  Not only does this inform the ‘feel’ of the community as soon as 

residents and visitors enter the broadacre estate from this approach, it also 

affects the security of services and businesses at that end of the community.  

However, it is also important to note that offence reports for other hotspots in the 

community (such as Sands Court, Brambling Way and Rockingham Drive) are 

largely connected to private properties.  It is important, therefore, not to respond 

to criminal and anti-social behaviour in Clarendon Vale by only looking at the 

actions of Housing Tasmania residents; whatever response is generated must be 

suburb-wide, and include private and public tenants, and homeowners. 

 

Residents’ Perceptions of Criminal Activity and Anti-Social Behaviour 

As part of the evaluation of the Officer Next Door program, residents were asked 

to assess their feelings of safety in relation to key ‘fear of crime’ variables, and 12 

types of criminal and anti-social behaviour.  In Three Perspectives on Officer Next 

Door it was shown that residents in the nine OND sites had much lower rates of 

perceived safety than Australia-wide research has shown.  Ditton and Farrall 

(cited in Roberts and Indermaur, 2006, p13) argue that traditional ‘fear of crime’ 

questions are deeply flawed as they create “elevated and artifactual readings” 

of the situation.  While Clarendon Vale residents reported much higher levels of 

‘fear of crime’ than their Australia-wide peers, their feelings of safety are 

marginally higher than all other research sites, except in relation to being able to 

ask for help from neighbours, and drug crimes.   

Feelings of Safety in Relation to Individual, Community and Institutional 

Factors 

As can be seen in Figure 13, despite experiencing higher levels of actual crime (as 

represented by offence reports from Tasmania Police), between a third and a 

half of all Clarendon Vale residents felt safe at home alone, at home at night and 
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walking around the neighbourhood.  However, as mentioned, respondents did 

not feel as confident about their ability to ask help from neighbours (48% 

compared to the overall figure of 55%).  It is important to note however, that 

nearly a third of Clarendon Vale residents were neutral on the question of asking 

for help from neighbours.  This is perhaps the result of respondents feeling capable 

of asking some neighbours for help, but not others.  Several older respondents 

believed that this ambivalence was the result of Housing Tasmania failing to 

consider the tenancy mix in some areas of Clarendon Vale, with one respondent 

arguing in favour of age-based apartheid—all young people living together; all 

older people living together.  Further, whilst not reported in the figures below, 

comparatively more Clarendon Vale residents believed that the issues of crime, 

anti-social behaviour and fear of crime were the responsibility of Housing 

Tasmania.  

Figure 13: Percentage of Residents who Agree with Key Individual, Community and 
Institutional Factors (Comparison of Responses from All and Clarendon Vale Respondents) 

 

While the aggregate figures for these safety variables—with the exception of 

asking for help from neighbours—appear to be consistent across the nine 

research sites, when the data is disaggregated to the street level, these figures 

change dramatically.  It is important to note however that definitive claims about 

these differences cannot be made given the same sample size when data is 

disaggregated to the street level.  In the discussion of experiences of crime in 

Clarendon Vale (above), it was noted that four streets stand out as being the 

primary sites of reported criminal activity in Clarendon Vale.  In particular, the 

crime rates for Mockridge Road and Saladin Circle are significantly higher than 

would warrant given the number of properties in these streets.  While there are 

sufficient numbers of offence reports for these streets to justify a disaggregated 
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analysis, unfortunately, there are too few Residents’ Survey responses to make 

definitive, valid claims (Mockridge Road, 9 responses; Saladin Circle, 5 responses).  

With this few responses to the Residents’ Survey, the beliefs of one or two people 

may dramatically skew the results.  With these caveats aside, as can be seen in 

Figure 14, residents of Mockridge Road reported much higher rates of safety 

across all five ‘fear of crime’ variables than the general Clarendon Vale 

population.  In contrast, the five respondents from Saladin Circle reported 

significantly lower rates of safety, particularly in relation to being safe at home at 

night, and walking around the neighbourhood.   

Figure 14: Percentage of Residents who Agree with Key Individual, Community and 
Institutional Factors (Comparison of Responses from Clarendon Vale, Mockridge Road and 
Saladin Circle Respondents) 

 

Further, while more Clarendon Vale residents (than all survey respondents) 

believed that the issues of safety were the responsibility of Housing Tasmania, 

residents of Mockridge Road and Saladin Circle reported very different responses.  

In the case of Mockridge Road, approximately 90% of respondents believed that 

this was the case.  While only 60% of respondents living in Saladin Circle agreed 

with this statement.  This is perhaps the result of the different forms of criminal and 

anti-social behaviour experienced in each of these streets.  In Mockridge Road, 

the main offences reported related to crimes on the street (particularly, hooning), 

which could be perceived as an institutional responsibility.  Whereas, in Saladin 

Circle, respondents perhaps believed that the crime and safety issues were a 

matter of individual responsibility. 
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Feelings of Safety in Relation to Selected Crime and Anti-Social Behaviour 

As with the variables relating to ‘fear of crime’, residents were also asked about 

their feelings of safety in relation to 12 criminal and anti-social behaviours.  

Similarly to the ‘fear of crime’ variables, residents of Clarendon Vale reported 

higher rates of safety than other OND respondents, with the exception of drug 

crimes.  In this research, it is not possible to identify whether this is because of 

higher rates of drug crimes in Clarendon Vale than other OND sites.  However, it is 

important that in their qualitative comments, Clarendon Vale residents 

consistently mentioned drug crimes—along with hooning, irresponsible young 

people and domestic violence—as a major impediment to safely residing in the 

community.  Some of these criminal and anti-social behaviours raised in the 

qualitative statements have not translated into the results from the questions.  This 

may have more to do with not understanding the questions (or reversing the 

responses desired) than an actual wish to indicate that they feel safe about drug 

crimes.   

Figure 15: Percentage of Residents who Feel Safe in Relation to Selected Crime and Anti-
Social Behaviour Issues (Comparison of Responses from All & Clarendon Vale Respondents) 

 

When the Clarendon Vale data is disaggregated to the street level, this same 

issue of a disjuncture between the qualitative comments and quantitative data is 

heightened.  Residents in these streets consistently cited car crimes (such as 

hooning) as a major issue.  Further, a large proportion of reported crimes in these 

streets are connected to street crime rather than crime occurring in and around 

the home.  Yet, respondents in both Mockridge Road and Saladin Circle reported 

feeling safer in relation to car crimes.  Apart from problems with the completion of 
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violence.  When criminal behaviour such as hooning becomes an everyday issue, 

and when residents do not believe that the police have adequately responded 

to these reported crimes in the past, they become accepting of the situation.  This 

is the reverse of what Ditton and Farrall (cited in Roberts and Indermaur, 2006) 

found in their research into ‘fear of crime’ variables.  Further, although a result of 

the small sample size, importantly, residents in Saladin Circle also reported much 

lower levels of safety in relation to domestic violence, whilst Mockridge Road 

residents reported significantly lower levels of safety in relation to sexual assault.  

Neither sexual assault nor domestic violence rated highly in terms of ‘fear of 

crime’ in either the OND results or the Clarendon Vale results.  These anomalies 

highlight the importance of recognising the differences between suburbs, but, just 

as importantly, within suburbs. 

Figure 16: Percentage of Residents who Feel Safe in Relation to Selected Crime and Anti-
Social Behaviour Issues (Comparison of Responses from Clarendon Vale, Mockridge Road 
and Saladin Circle Respondents) 

 

Officer Next Door in Clarendon Vale 
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taken on the role of OND in Clarendon Vale over the last three years (with some 

officers sharing a single Housing Tasmania property).  While crime rates are 

significantly lower in this part of Clarendon Vale (see Figure 12: Distribution of 

Offence Reports in Clarendon Vale), it is not possible to claim that this is only, or 

even primarily, the result of the Officer Next Door Program.  As noted in Three 

Perspectives on Officer Next Door, Clarendon Vale ONDs consistently reported 

that hooning was the major issue that they faced in their communities.  In the
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three-year period of OND reporting data analysed, on average Clarendon Vale 

ONDs made approximately four incident reports and three radio dispatches, and 

issued one infringement notice in each of the six-monthly reporting periods.  All 

infringement notices issued between 2005 and 2008 related to car crimes (such as 

driving under disqualification, speeding and riding unlicensed trail bikes in the 

community). 

In addition to radio dispatches, incident reports and infringement notices, 

Clarendon Vale ONDs indicated that the primary community-based activities 

undertaken were related to local schools (Adopt-A-Cop), Neighbourhood Watch, 

and informal engagement with local organisations, particularly those who work 

with young people.  However, it is important to note that four (of 14) Clarendon 

Vale ONDs did not indicate that they were involved in their communities beyond 

basic, informal engagement with their immediate neighbours 

It appears that most Clarendon Vale ONDs are involved in their communities in 

some way—largely in terms of role modelling to young people.  And, while 

residents indicated in the quantitative data that they felt safer with having Police 

Officers living in their community, their qualitative statements painted a 

completely different picture.  Of the nine research sites, it was only Clarendon 

Vale respondents who commented on the OND program.  This may reveal 

recognition of the OND brand in Clarendon Vale (something not found in any of 

the other research sites), however, from respondents’ comments, this recognition 

stems predominantly from a perceived failure of the program.    

‘The police living here appear to do nothing and receive free rental - 

we should be so lucky!!!’ (Female, over 60 years, Clarendon Vale).   

‘I have a Police officer living at the end of my street but it doesn’t 

appear to make any difference as the anti social behaviour, theft 

and vandalism still occurs frequently in the street’ (Female, 60+ years, 

Clarendon Vale)  

‘I also feel that having police living in the community is about as 

useless as tits on bulls.  I have never heard or seen them participating 

in the community since they have been living here and feel those 

houses could be rented to people with families who really need them’ 

(Female, 36-60 years, Clarendon Vale) 

‘I have lived in my community for over thirty years and i cannot see 

the sense in having a $5 a week police officer living in the area…  For
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 what they do, they might as well sit on the roof and clap hands at the 

hoons in the streets’ (Male, 36-60 years, Clarendon Vale). 

Given that some of these comments come from people who have lived in 

Clarendon Vale for decades, and been involved in community organisations, it is 

important that Housing Tasmania and Tasmania Police undertake a process of 

community engagement and education about the program.  Without the 

support of established, involved residents, a program such as OND can become 

an irrelevancy to the community, and to community-capacity building.  However, 

for some residents who live in the immediate vicinity of the OND properties, the 

presence of Police Officers has ameliorated some of the crime and safety issues 

faced by residents.  In particular, one respondent to the Residents’ Survey 

commented: ‘Until recently the house next door to me used to be a police house 

for 10+ years…  I am [now] afraid of my safety …Please put the police back there’ 

(Female, under 35 years, Clarendon Vale).  This response perhaps best illustrates 

the strength of the program—supporting and/or protecting ‘at-risk’ residents—but 

also its greatest flaw—the temporal and geographical influence is transient. 

 

Recommendations for Clarendon Vale 

Apart from the overall recommendations suggested for the Officer Next Door 

program, this case study of Clarendon Vale has highlighted that beyond issues of 

institutional management of the program, partners in OND will also need to look 

at the additional local adjustments that may need to be considered to make this 

program more effective.  These additional recommendations extend beyond the 

management of OND itself, to include general safety and security issues, and 

community capacity building around the issues of law and order.  However, as 

mentioned at the beginning of this section, these recommendations are based 

upon a preliminary study of the community.  Further analysis is required to tailor 

both OND and community responses to the issues.  With this caveat aside, the 

following recommendations are offered as a starting point for further discussions 

about these issues.  

• That Housing Tasmania, in conjunction with Tasmania Police undertake a 
comprehensive Crime Prevention through Environmental Redesign analysis, 
particularly in relation to the use of Mockridge Road and Rockingham Drive 
as hooning strips, and the use of the central parkland between Saladin 
Circle and Bradman Street as a cross-country trail bike circuit 

• That Housing Tasmania, in conjunction with other state and Federal 
government departments review the use of existing community buildings 
and public spaces, and explore the possibilities for further development of 
community services in the nexus between Clarendon Vale Primary School,
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local shops, the reserve and existing community buildings such as the 
Neighbourhood House 

• That Tasmania Police consider the option of creating local resources such 
as Community Support Police Officers (such as developed in the UK), and a 
weekly ‘hot desk’ based in one of the Clarendon Vale community buildings 
or vacant Housing Tasmania properties 

• That Housing Tasmania, in conjunction with Tasmania Police, work 
collaboratively with local community organisations (particularly, the 
Neighbourhood House) to source funding for bespoked, community 
capacity building programs (such as Men’s Sheds, social and recreational 
events for children, and Landcare reclamations of public spaces such as 
the central reserve) 

• That Housing Tasmania and Tasmania Police develop a strategic plan on 
the placement and tenure of OND properties, and the recruitment of 
appropriate ONDs.  In particular, as soon as practicable, Housing Tasmania 
should remove at least one of the OND properties in the south of the 
community (Greenlane Avenue), and develop at least two properties in the 
north (on or near the intersections of Mockridge Road, Saladin Circle, 
Goodwins Road and Holmfield Avenue) 
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Appendix One: Offence Reports and Crime Rates 

Table 3: Number of Offence Reports and Crime Rates for OND Research Sites (2003-2008YTD) 
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Appendix Two: Detailed Residents’ Survey Results 

Demographics 

Table 4: Regional Breakdown of Responses 

 

Table 5: Suburb Breakdown of Responses 

 

 

Region  Number Percent 

South 89 75 

North 21 18 

North West 7 6 

Not Stated 1 1 

Total 118 100 

Suburb  Number Percent 

Clarendon Vale 52 44.1 

Bridgewater 21 17.8 

Rokeby 12 10.2 

Ravenswood 10 8.5 

East Devonport 5 4.2 

Gagebrook 3 2.5 

Rocherlea 3 2.5 

Mowbray 1 0.8 

Shorewell Park 1 0.8 

Not Stated 10 8.5 

Total 118 100.0 
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Table 6: Street Breakdown of Responses from Clarendon Vale 

 

Table 7: Street Breakdown of Responses from Bridgewater 

 

Table 8: Street Breakdown of Responses from Rokeby 

 

 

 

Street  Number 

Mockridge Rd 9 

Saladin Circ 5 

Barker Ave 4 

Diana Circ 4 

Charlecote Ave 3 

Holmfield Ave 3 

Other* 24 

Total 52 
* 16 streets with fewer than three 
responses 

Street  Number 

Cowle Rd 8 

Pennycuick Crt 7 

Hayton Pl 3 

Other* 3 

Total 21 
* 3 streets with fewer than two 
responses 

Street  Number 

Joseph Street 9 

Arden Drive 2 

Landers  Circuit 1 

Total 12 
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Table 9: Sex of Respondents 

 

Table 10: Age of Respondents 

 

 

 

Age  Number Percent 

under 18 1 
 

18-25 14  
26-30 8 27 

31-35 5  
36-40 4  
41-45 8 

 

46-50 14  
51-55 16  
56-60 16 68 

61-65 8  
65+ 18  
Not Stated 6 5 

Total 118 100.0 
 

Gender  Number Percent 

Female 84 71.2 

Male 33 28.0 

Not Stated 1 0.8 

Total 118 100 
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Table 11: Age of Respondents x Sex of Respondents 

Age  Sex Total 

 Female Male Not 
Stated  

Under 35 years 25 3 0 28 

 29.8% 9.1% 0.0% 23.7% 

36-60 years 38 20 0 58 

 45.2% 60.6% 0.0% 49.2% 

Over 60 17 9 0 26 

 20.2% 27.3% 0.0% 22.0% 

Not Stated 4 1 1 6 

 4.8% 3.0% 100.0% 5.1% 

Total 84 33 1 118 

 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Table 12: Suburb x Type of Property 

 

Suburb  My property is... Total 

 a flat/unit 
free 

standing/ 
duplex 

not stated  

Clarendon Vale 7 42 3 52 

 13.5% 80.8% 5.8% 100.0% 

Bridgewater 6 15 0 21 

 28.6% 71.4% 0.0% 100.0% 

Rokeby 5 7 0 12 

 41.7% 58.3% 0.0% 100.0% 

Ravenswood 4 6 0 10 

 40.0% 60.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Rocherlea 0 3 6 9 

 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 100.0% 

East Devonport 1 5 0 6 

 16.7% 83.3% 0.0% 100.0% 

Gagebrook 1 2 0 3 

 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 100.0% 

Mowbray 0 1 0 1 

 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Shorewell Park 0 1 0 1 

 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Not Stated 2 0 1 3 

 66.7% 0.0% 33.3% 100.0% 

Total 26 82 10 118 

 22.0% 69.5% 8.5% 100.0% 
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Table 13: Sex of Respondents x Type of Property 

Sex of 
Respondents  My property is... Total 

 a flat/unit 
free 

standing/ 
duplex 

not stated  

Female 19 57 8 84 

 22.6% 67.9% 9.5% 100.0% 

Male 7 25 1 33 

 21.2% 75.8% 3.0% 100.0% 

Not Stated 0 0 1 1 

 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total 26 82 10 118 

 22.0% 69.5% 8.5% 100.0% 
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Table 14: Age of Respondents x Type of Property 

 

 

 

Age of 
Respondents  My property is... Total 

 a flat/unit 
free 

standing/ 
duplex 

not stated  

Under 35 years 8 18 2 28 

 28.6% 64.3% 7.1% 100.0% 

36-60 years 6 46 6 58 

 10.3% 79.3% 10.3% 100.0% 

Over 60 years 10 15 1 26 

 38.5% 57.7% 3.8% 100.0% 

Not Stated 2 3 1 6 

 33.3% 50.0% 16.7% 100.0% 

Total 26 82 10 118 

 22.0% 69.5% 8.5% 100.0% 
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Feelings of Safety 

Safety in the Home when Alone 

Table 15: Suburb x Safety in the home when alone 

 

Suburb  I feel safe in my home when I am alone Total 

 Agree Neutral Disagree Not 
Stated  

Clarendon Vale 26 8 17 1 52 

 50.0% 15.4% 32.7% 1.9% 100.0% 

Bridgewater 9 4 8 0 21 

 42.9% 19.0% 38.1% 0.0% 100.0% 

Rokeby 8 0 4 0 12 

 66.7% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 100.0% 

Ravenswood 3 3 4 0 10 

 30.0% 30.0% 40.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Rocherlea 4 2 3 0 9 

 44.4% 22.2% 33.3% 0.0% 100.0% 

East Devonport 4 0 2 0 6 

 66.7% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 100.0% 

Gagebrook 2 0 1 0 3 

 66.7% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 100.0% 

Mowbray 1 0 0 0 1 

 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Shorewell Park 1 0 0 0 1 

 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Not Stated 2 1 0 0 3 

 66.7% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Total 60 18 39 1 118 

 50.8% 15.3% 33.1% .8% 100.0% 
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Table 16: Age of Respondents x Safety in the home when alone 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Age of 
Respondents  I feel safe in my home when I am alone Total 

 Agree Neutral Disagree Not 
Stated  

Under 35 years 10 7 11 0 28 

 35.7% 25.0% 39.3% 0.0% 100.0% 

36-60 years 38 6 14 0 58 

 65.5% 10.3% 24.1% 0.0% 100.0% 

Over 60 years 12 3 11 0 26 

 46.2% 11.5% 42.3% 0.0% 100.0% 

Not Stated 0 2 3 1 6 

 0.0% 33.3% 50.0% 16.7% 100.0% 

Total 60 18 39 1 118 

 50.8% 15.3% 33.1% .8% 100.0% 
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Safety in the Home at Night 

Table 17: Suburb x Safety in the home at night 

 

Suburb  I feel safe in my home at night Total 

 Agree Neutral Disagree Not 
Stated  

Clarendon Vale 23 7 21 1 52 

 44.2% 13.5% 40.4% 1.9% 100.0% 

Bridgewater 9 1 11 0 21 

 42.9% 4.8% 52.4% 0.0% 100.0% 

Rokeby 7 0 5 0 12 

 58.3% 0.0% 41.7% 0.0% 100.0% 

Ravenswood 1 3 6 0 10 

 10.0% 30.0% 60.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Rocherlea 3 3 3 0 9 

 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 0.0% 100.0% 

East Devonport 4 0 2 0 6 

 66.7% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 100.0% 

Gagebrook 2 0 1 0 3 

 66.7% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 100.0% 

Mowbray 0 1 0 0 1 

 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Shorewell Park 1 0 0 0 1 

 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Not Stated 1 2 0 0 3 

 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Total 51 17 49 1 118 

 43.2% 14.4% 41.5% .8% 100.0% 
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Safety in the Neighbourhood 

Table 18: Suburb x Safety in the neighbourhood 

 

Suburb  I feel safe walking around my neighbourhood Total 

 Agree Neutral Disagree Not 
Stated  

Clarendon Vale 16 5 29 2 52 

 30.8% 9.6% 55.8% 3.8% 100.0% 

Bridgewater 8 4 9 0 21 

 38.1% 19.0% 42.9% 0.0% 100.0% 

Rokeby 5 2 5 0 12 

 41.7% 16.7% 41.7% 0.0% 100.0% 

Ravenswood 2 2 6 0 10 

 20.0% 20.0% 60.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Rocherlea 3 1 5 0 9 

 33.3% 11.1% 55.6% 0.0% 100.0% 

East Devonport 1 2 3 0 6 

 16.7% 33.3% 50.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Gagebrook 0 0 3 0 3 

 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Mowbray 0 0 1 0 1 

 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Shorewell Park 1 0 0 0 1 

 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Not Stated 0 1 2 0 3 

 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 100.0% 

Total 36 17 63 2 118 

 30.5% 14.4% 53.4% 1.7% 100.0% 
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Capacity to Call on Neighbours for Help 

Table 19: Suburb x Capacity to call on neighbours for help 

 

 

Suburb  I feel I could ask my neighbours for help when I 
feel safe Total 

 Agree Neutral Disagree Not 
Stated  

Clarendon Vale 25 14 12 1 52 

 48.1% 26.9% 23.1% 1.9% 100.0% 

Bridgewater 11 2 8 0 21 

 52.4% 9.5% 38.1% 0.0% 100.0% 

Rokeby 7 1 4 0 12 

 58.3% 8.3% 33.3% 0.0% 100.0% 

Ravenswood 6 1 2 0 9 

 66.7% 11.1% 22.2% 0.0% 100.0% 

Rocherlea 5 2 2 0 9 

 55.6% 22.2% 22.2% 0.0% 100.0% 

East Devonport 5 1 0 0 6 

 83.3% 16.7% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Gagebrook 2 1 0 0 3 

 66.7% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Mowbray 1 0 0 0 1 

 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Shorewell Park 1 0 0 0 1 

 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Not Stated 1 0 1 1 3 

 33.3% 0.0% 33.3% 33.3% 100.0% 

Total 64 22 29 2 117 

 54.7% 18.8% 24.8% 1.7% 100.0% 
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Police Living in the Community 

Table 20: Suburb x Police living in the community 

 

Suburb  I feel safer by having a police officer living in my 
community Total 

 Agree Neutral Disagree Not 
Stated  

Clarendon Vale 30 7 14 1 52 

 57.7% 13.5% 26.9% 1.9% 100.0% 

Bridgewater 13 5 3 0 21 

 61.9% 23.8% 14.3% 0.0% 100.0% 

Rokeby 5 6 1 0 12 

 41.7% 50.0% 8.3% 0.0% 100.0% 

Ravenswood 7 2 1 0 10 

 70.0% 20.0% 10.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Rocherlea 3 1 5 0 9 

 33.3% 11.1% 55.6% 0.0% 100.0% 

East Devonport 4 0 1 0 5 

 80.0% 0.0% 20.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Gagebrook 1 0 2 0 3 

 33.3% 0.0% 66.7% 0.0% 100.0% 

Mowbray 1 0 0 0 1 

 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Shorewell Park 1 0 0 0 1 

 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Not Stated 1 2 0 0 3 

 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Total 66 23 27 1 117 

 56.4% 19.7% 23.1% 0.9% 100.0% 
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Housing Tasmania Responsibility for Safety in the Community 

Table 21: Suburb x Housing Tasmania responsibility for safety in the community 

 

 

 

 

Suburb  I feel that Housing Tasmania needs to do more to 
make my community safe Total 

 Agree Neutral Disagree Not 
Stated  

Clarendon Vale 41 5 5 1 52 

 78.8% 9.6% 9.6% 1.9% 100.0% 

Bridgewater 14 4 3 0 21 

 66.7% 19.0% 14.3% 0.0% 100.0% 

Rokeby 6 4 2 0 12 

 50.0% 33.3% 16.7% 0.0% 100.0% 

Ravenswood 8 2 0 0 10 

 80.0% 20.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Rocherlea 6 2 0 1 9 

 66.7% 22.2% 0.0% 11.1% 100.0% 

East Devonport 5 1 0 0 6 

 83.3% 16.7% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Gagebrook 3 0 0 0 3 

 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Mowbray 1 0 0 0 1 

 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Shorewell Park 0 0 0 1 1 

 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Not Stated 3 0 0 0 3 

 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Total 87 18 10 3 118 

 73.7% 15.3% 8.5% 2.5% 100.0% 
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Anti-Social Behaviour 

Table 22: Suburb x Anti-Social Behaviour 

 

Suburb  Anti-Social Behaviour Total 

 Safe Unsafe Not 
Stated  

Clarendon Vale 17 33 2 52 

 32.7% 63.5% 3.8% 100.0% 

Bridgewater 6 13 2 21 

 28.6% 61.9% 9.5% 100.0% 

Rokeby 3 9 0 12 

 25.0% 75.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Ravenswood 1 8 1 10 

 10.0% 80.0% 10.0% 100.0% 

Rocherlea 4 5 0 9 

 44.4% 55.6% 0.0% 100.0% 

East Devonport 2 3 1 6 

 33.3% 50.0% 16.7% 100.0% 

Gagebrook 0 3 0 3 

 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Mowbray 0 1 0 1 

 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Shorewell Park 0 1 0 1 

 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Not Stated 1 2 0 3 

 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 100.0% 

Total 34 78 6 118 

 28.8% 66.1% 5.1% 100.0% 
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Arson 

Table 23: Suburb x Arson 

 

 

 

Suburb  Arson Total 

 Safe Unsafe Not 
Stated  

Clarendon Vale 25 27 0 52 

 48.1% 51.9% 0.0% 100.0% 

Bridgewater 7 12 2 21 

 33.3% 57.1% 9.5% 100.0% 

Rokeby 5 7 0 12 

 41.7% 58.3% 0.0% 100.0% 

Ravenswood 2 8 0 10 

 20.0% 80.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Rocherlea 5 3 1 9 

 55.6% 33.3% 11.1% 100.0% 

East Devonport 4 1 1 6 

 66.7% 16.7% 16.7% 100.0% 

Gagebrook 1 2 0 3 

 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 100.0% 

Mowbray 0 1 0 1 

 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Shorewell Park 1 0 0 1 

 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Not Stated 0 3 0 3 

 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Total 50 64 4 118 

 42.4% 54.2% 3.4% 100.0% 
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Burglary 

Table 24: Suburb x Burglary 

 

 

Suburb  Burglary Total 

 Safe Unsafe Not 
Stated  

Clarendon Vale 19 33 0 52 

 36.5% 63.5% 0.0% 100.0% 

Bridgewater 4 15 2 21 

 19.0% 71.4% 9.5% 100.0% 

Rokeby 4 8 0 12 

 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 100.0% 

Ravenswood 1 9 0 10 

 10.0% 90.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Rocherlea 2 6 1 9 

 22.2% 66.7% 11.1% 100.0% 

East Devonport 3 2 1 6 

 50.0% 33.3% 16.7% 100.0% 

Gagebrook 1 2 0 3 

 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 100.0% 

Mowbray 0 1 0 1 

 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Shorewell Park 1 0 0 1 

 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Not Stated 0 3 0 3 

 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Total 35 79 4 118 

 29.7% 66.9% 3.4% 100.0% 
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Car Crimes 

Table 25: Suburb x Car Crimes 

 

 

Suburb  Car Crimes Total 

 Safe Unsafe Not 
Stated  

Clarendon Vale 7 44 1 52 

 13.5% 84.6% 1.9% 100.0% 

Bridgewater 2 18 1 21 

 9.5% 85.7% 4.8% 100.0% 

Rokeby 2 9 1 12 

 16.7% 75.0% 8.3% 100.0% 

Ravenswood 2 8 0 10 

 20.0% 80.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Rocherlea 1 8 0 9 

 11.1% 88.9% 0.0% 100.0% 

East Devonport 0 5 1 6 

 0.0% 83.3% 16.7% 100.0% 

Gagebrook 0 3 0 3 

 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Mowbray 0 1 0 1 

 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Shorewell Park 0 1 0 1 

 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Not Stated 0 3 0 3 

 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Total 14 100 4 118 

 11.9% 84.7% 3.4% 100.0% 
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Criminal Damage 

Table 26: Suburb x Criminal Damage 

 

Suburb  Criminal Damage Total 

 Safe Unsafe Not 
Stated  

Clarendon Vale 15 33 4 52 

 28.8% 63.5% 7.7% 100.0% 

Bridgewater 6 13 2 21 

 28.6% 61.9% 9.5% 100.0% 

Rokeby 5 7 0 12 

 41.7% 58.3% 0.0% 100.0% 

Ravenswood 3 7 0 10 

 30.0% 70.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Rocherlea 1 8 0 9 

 11.1% 88.9% 0.0% 100.0% 

East Devonport 2 3 1 6 

 33.3% 50.0% 16.7% 100.0% 

Gagebrook 0 3 0 3 

 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Mowbray 0 1 0 1 

 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Shorewell Park 0 0 1 1 

 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Not Stated 0 3 0 3 

 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Total 32 78 8 118 

 27.1% 66.1% 6.8% 100.0% 
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Domestic Violence 

Table 27: Suburb x Domestic Violence 

 

Suburb  Domestic Violence Total 

 Safe Unsafe Not 
Stated  

Clarendon Vale 29 22 1 52 

 55.8% 42.3% 1.9% 100.0% 

Bridgewater 7 10 4 21 

 33.3% 47.6% 19.0% 100.0% 

Rokeby 6 6 0 12 

 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Ravenswood 5 5 0 10 

 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Rocherlea 7 2 0 9 

 77.8% 22.2% 0.0% 100.0% 

East Devonport 2 3 1 6 

 33.3% 50.0% 16.7% 100.0% 

Gagebrook 1 2 0 3 

 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 100.0% 

Mowbray 1 0 0 1 

 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Shorewell Park 0 0 1 1 

 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Not Stated 2 1 0 3 

 66.7% 33.3% 0.0% 100.0% 

Total 60 51 7 118 

 50.8% 43.2% 5.9% 100.0% 
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Drug Crimes 

Table 28: Suburb x Drug Crimes 

 

Suburb  Drug Crimes Total 

 Safe Unsafe Not 
Stated  

Clarendon Vale 15 34 3 52 

 28.8% 65.4% 5.8% 100.0% 

Bridgewater 7 11 3 21 

 33.3% 52.4% 14.3% 100.0% 

Rokeby 4 7 1 12 

 33.3% 58.3% 8.3% 100.0% 

Ravenswood 3 7 0 10 

 30.0% 70.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Rocherlea 4 4 1 9 

 44.4% 44.4% 11.1% 100.0% 

East Devonport 1 4 1 6 

 16.7% 66.7% 16.7% 100.0% 

Gagebrook 0 3 0 3 

 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Mowbray 0 1 0 1 

 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Shorewell Park 0 0 1 1 

 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Not Stated 1 2 0 3 

 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 100.0% 

Total 35 73 10 118 

 29.7% 61.9% 8.5% 100.0% 
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Excessive Alcohol Consumption 

Table 29: Suburb x Excessive Alcohol Consumption 

 

Suburb  Excessive Alcohol Consumption Total 

 Safe Unsafe Not 
Stated  

Clarendon Vale 19 32 1 52 

 36.5% 61.5% 1.9% 100.0% 

Bridgewater 7 11 3 21 

 33.3% 52.4% 14.3% 100.0% 

Rokeby 5 6 1 12 

 41.7% 50.0% 8.3% 100.0% 

Ravenswood 0 10 0 10 

 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Rocherlea 3 6 0 9 

 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 100.0% 

East Devonport 1 4 1 6 

 16.7% 66.7% 16.7% 100.0% 

Gagebrook 0 3 0 3 

 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Mowbray 0 1 0 1 

 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Shorewell Park 0 0 1 1 

 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Not Stated 0 3 0 3 

 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Total 35 76 7 118 

 29.7% 64.4% 5.9% 100.0% 
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Irresponsible Young People 

Table 30: Suburb x Irresponsible Young People 

 

Suburb  Excessive Alcohol Consumption Total 

 Safe Unsafe Not 
Stated  

Clarendon Vale 12 39 1 52 

 23.1% 75.0% 1.9% 100.0% 

Bridgewater 6 14 1 21 

 28.6% 66.7% 4.8% 100.0% 

Rokeby 2 10 0 12 

 16.7% 83.3% 0.0% 100.0% 

Ravenswood 1 9 0 10 

 10.0% 90.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Rocherlea 4 5 0 9 

 44.4% 55.6% 0.0% 100.0% 

East Devonport 0 4 2 6 

 0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 100.0% 

Gagebrook 0 3 0 3 

 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Mowbray 0 1 0 1 

 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Shorewell Park 0 1 0 1 

 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Not Stated 0 2 1 3 

 0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 100.0% 

Total 25 88 5 118 

 21.2% 74.6% 4.2% 100.0% 
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Sexual Assault 

Table 31: Suburb x Sexual Assault 

 

 

Suburb  Sexual Assault Total 

 Safe Unsafe Not 
Stated  

Clarendon Vale 39 11 2 52 

 75.0% 21.2% 3.8% 100.0% 

Bridgewater 13 3 5 21 

 61.9% 14.3% 23.8% 100.0% 

Rokeby 8 3 1 12 

 66.7% 25.0% 8.3% 100.0% 

Ravenswood 5 5 0 10 

 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Rocherlea 5 4 0 9 

 55.6% 44.4% 0.0% 100.0% 

East Devonport 5 0 1 6 

 83.3% 0.0% 16.7% 100.0% 

Gagebrook 2 1 0 3 

 66.7% 33.3% 0.0% 100.0% 

Mowbray 1 0 0 1 

 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Shorewell Park 0 0 1 1 

 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Not Stated 3 0 0 3 

 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Total 81 27 10 118 

 68.6% 22.9% 8.5% 100.0% 
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Vandalism 

Table 32: Suburb x Vandalism 

 

 

Suburb  Vandalism Total 

 Safe Unsafe Not 
Stated  

Clarendon Vale 13 37 2 52 

 25.0% 71.2% 3.8% 100.0% 

Bridgewater 4 15 2 21 

 19.0% 71.4% 9.5% 100.0% 

Rokeby 5 6 1 12 

 41.7% 50.0% 8.3% 100.0% 

Ravenswood 0 10 0 10 

 .0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Rocherlea 2 7 0 9 

 22.2% 77.8% 0.0% 100.0% 

East Devonport 2 3 1 6 

 33.3% 50.0% 16.7% 100.0% 

Gagebrook 0 3 0 3 

 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Mowbray 0 1 0 1 

 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Shorewell Park 0 0 1 1 

 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Not Stated 0 3 0 3 

 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Total 26 85 7 118 

 22.0% 72.0% 5.9% 100.0% 
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Violence/Threats of Violence in Public Places 

Table 33: Suburb x Violence/Threats of Violence in Public Places 

 

Suburb  Vandalism Total 

 Safe Unsafe Not 
Stated  

Clarendon Vale 16 34 2 52 

 30.8% 65.4% 3.8% 100.0% 

Bridgewater 5 12 4 21 

 23.8% 57.1% 19.0% 100.0% 

Rokeby 3 8 1 12 

 25.0% 66.7% 8.3% 100.0% 

Ravenswood 1 9 0 10 

 10.0% 90.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Rocherlea 4 5 0 9 

 44.4% 55.6% 0.0% 100.0% 

East Devonport 3 2 1 6 

 50.0% 33.3% 16.7% 100.0% 

Gagebrook 0 3 0 3 

 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Mowbray 0 1 0 1 

 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Shorewell Park 0 0 1 1 

 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Not Stated 0 3 0 3 

 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Total 32 77 9 118 

 27.1% 65.3% 7.6% 100.0% 
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Appendix Three: Research Instruments 

Officer Next Door Report Fields 

• Officer's Name  

• Police District  

• Police Station  

• Property Suburb  

• Property Address  

• Date of Occupancy  

• Date of Report  

• Reporting Period Start  

• Reporting Period Stop  

• Rent Paid in Advance  

• Another Family Member Resides at Property  

• Details of family member(s)  

• Housing Tasmania Inspected Property  

• Previous Activity Report Submitted  

• Currently Uniformed Officer  

• Works in Vicinity to Property 

• Engaged in Community Based Program  

• Details of Community Based Program  

• Spoken with District Community Policing Officer  

• Details of Meeting with DCPO  

• Number of Incident Reports  

• Details of Incident Reports  

• Number of Times Advice Given to Neighbourhood  

• Details of Advice Given to Neighbourhood  

• Proactive Crime Prevention Advice Given  

• Number of Reports to Radio Dispatch Services  

• Details of Reports to Radio Dispatch Services  

• Number of Infringement Notices  

• Details of Infringement Notices  

• Anti-Social Behaviour Problems in Area  

• Is Residency Strategic to HT or TasPol  

• Reasons Residency is Strategic  

• Description of Visible Presence  
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Interview Schedule (Housing Tasmania Officers) 

• What is your understanding of the goals and objectives of the 
Officer Next Door program? 

• What support is provided by Housing Tasmania to assist Officers 
Next Door? 

• What strategies (other than OND) are in place to reduce the 
fear of crime, actual crime and/or anti-social behaviour? 

• What are the common neighbourhood safety issues raised by 
residents? 

• Have you received any feedback from residents about the OND 
program? 

What issues have been raised by residents? 

• Is there enough contact/liaison between the ONDs and Housing 
Tasmania? 

 Would like the ONDs to play a larger role in other Housing 
Tasmania initiatives or policy development?  

• Do you believe that reassurance policing programs such as 
OND assist in reducing fear of crime, actual crime, and/or anti-
social behaviour in Housing Tasmania communities? 

• What could be done to enhance the program to increase its 
effectiveness in reducing fear of crime, actual crime and/or 
anti-social behaviour? 

 

Interview Schedule (Tasmania Police District Commanders) 

• What is your understanding of the goals and objectives of the 
Officer Next Door program? 

• What support is provided by the Patrol to assist Officers Next 
Door? 

• Do ONDs provide Tasmania Police with additional intelligence 
about anti-social or criminal behaviour? 

• Do you believe that reassurance policing programs such as 
OND assist in reducing fear of crime, actual crime, and/or anti-
social behaviour in at-risk communities? 

• What personal and/or professional attributes are essential for 
good ONDs? 

• Are there changes required to the program to ensure that it 
dove-tails with other local policing initiatives?  

 Do ‘harder’ policing techniques (such as crack downs on 
hooning etc) undermine the goals of ONDs and vice versa? 

• Do you believe that ONDs are at-risk being placed in these 
communities? 

 Does this mean that they require additional support from 
the patrol to ensure their safety? 

• What could be done to enhance the program to increase its 
effectiveness in reducing fear of crime, actual crime and/or 
anti-social behaviour? 
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Interview Schedule (Officers Next Door) 

• Why did you decide to be part of the Officer Next Door Program? 

• What did you think being on Officer Next Door would involve? 

• Did you receive an induction to the program? 

 Should ONDs be inducted into the program? If so, what should this 
involve? 

• Do you share the property with family members or housemates? 

 If family, what do they think about being recruits in the program? 

• In what ways do you participate in the community? 

 Are you a member of Neighbourhood Watch? 

• Do you know your neighbours? 

• Do you neighbours know that you are a police officer? 

• Do you feel safe in your home? 

 Are you having problems, or are you being harassed by neighbours 
because you are a police officer? 

 Are home modifications required to make your home safer? 

• Do you report anti-social or criminal behaviour to your local patrol station? 

 If so, do you receive adequate support from your local patrol for the 
work you are doing in your neighbourhood? 

• What are the most common anti-social or criminal behaviours you 
encounter in your neighbourhood? 

• What are the advantages/disadvantages of being an OND Officer? 

• What changes are needed to make the OND program more successful in: 

 Reducing fear of crime 

 Reducing actual crime 

 Reducing anti-social behaviour  

• Do the reduced rental payments adequately recompense you for what you 
are required to do as an OND? 

• Would you continue to be an OND officer if you were required to: 

 Be reimbursed your rent after showing/proving participation in your 
community? 

 Be required to be a member of Neighbourhood Watch, or assist in the 
establishment of Neighbourhood Watch program? 
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Focus Group Schedule  

• Why did you decide to be part of the Officer Next Door 
Program? 

• What does neighbourhood safety mean to you? 

• What are the things that make you feel unsafe in your home or 
neighbourhood?  

• What would make you feel safer? 

• Do you think you could ask for help from your neighbours if you 
felt unsafe? 

• What role do Housing Tasmania, Tasmania Police and/or the 
local community play in bringing about neighbourhood safety? 

• Do you know about the Officer Next Door program? 

If so, what do you know about the program? 

• What do you think the Officer Next Door program does to assist 
in making communities safer? 

• Are there any problems associated with having a police officer 
living in your neighbourhood? 

• What more could the Officer Next Door program do to make 
your neighbourhood safer? 

• Are there any issues you would like raised with Housing Tasmania 
or Tasmania Police in relation to neighbourhood safety? 
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Residents’ Survey 

 
 
 

 

Sex:   Female   Male 

Age:     Postcode:   

Street Name:   

My property is:    in a block of flats/units  

   free standing or a duplex 

Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements: 

 STRONGLY 
AGREE AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE STRONGLY 

DISAGREE 

I feel safe in my home 
when I am alone      

I feel safe in my home at 
night      

I feel safe walking 
around my 
neighbourhood 

     

I feel I could ask my 
neighbours for help when 
I feel unsafe 

     

I feel safer by having a 
police officer living in my 
community 

     

I feel that Housing 
Tasmania needs to do 
more to make my 
community safe 

     

 

Please turn over the page for further questions 

Principal Researcher: Dr Nicole Asquith 
Project Title:  Review and Evaluation of the 

Officer Next Door Program  
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Please rate your levels of safety in relation to the activities listed below: 

 VERY SAFE FAIRLY SAFE A BIT 
UNSAFE 

VERY 
UNSAFE 

Anti-social behaviour     

Arson     

Burglary     

Car crimes (including hooning)     

Criminal damage     

Domestic violence     

Drug crimes     

Excessive alcohol consumption     

Irresponsible young people     

Sexual assault     

Vandalism     

Violence (or threat of violence) 
in public places     

 

How do you feel about living in your community?  Do you have any other 
comments about safety in your community? 

  

  

  

  

  

 

Thank you for helping us understand safety issues in your community 
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Appendix Four: Selection Criteria for Officers Next Door 

An ideal selection critieria would include questions relating to basic demographic 

data relevant to the duties and expectations of Officers Next Door, and more 

detailed statements from prospective ONDs that illustrate their understanding of 

the program, community policing principles and knowledge of the community 

into which they will be housed. 

In the first part, prospective ONDs should be asked about their personal and work 

characteristics, such as: 

Gender Both male and female officers raised concerns about single 
female officers in properties alone 

Length of 
Service 

Officers with pre-existing connections with the community 
(either personal or work related), or community networks 
were identified as better prepared for the position 

Personality Outgoing approach, with ability to willingly engage in social 
interactions 

Motivation 
Primary reasons for participation in program; in addition to 
financial reasons, applicants should include altruistic 
reasons (either for the community and/or stakeholder) 

Plans 
Viewing OND properties as temporary accommodation 
(while their own house is built or deposit saved) was viewed 
as counter-productive to community engagement 

Household 
Arrangements 

Planned and possible co-residents, including friends, 
partner, and children, and whether these are aware of the 
aims and expectations of the program, and the possible 
consequences of moving into the community.  Children 
were considered an advantage to community engagement, 
but they may also be most at risk of facing safety issues.  
Equally, partners and friends may encounter the same 
treatment from the community as a police officer. 
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In the second part of the selection instrument, prospective ONDs should be 

required to provide two brief written statements.  In the first statement, applicants 

should demonstrate:  

• their understanding of community policing principles,  

• their previous experience in community events and/or 
organisations, or neighbourhood engagement   

• their experience of negotiating with people from different 
backgrounds, and ability to mediate conflict situations 

In the second written statement, applicants should demonstrate:  

• their knowledge of the aims and expectations of the Officer 
Next Door program 

• their knowledge of the community where they will live 
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Endnotes 

 

1  The number of unemployed persons expressed as a percentage of the total 
labour force.  The number of persons in the labour force expressed as a 
percentage of persons aged 15 years and over.  The number of employed 
persons expressed as a percentage of persons aged 15 years and over. 

2  The 2008 data is ‘year to date’ only.  The offence data were extracted on 
22 October 2008 and include all offences reported until 21 October 2008. 

3  The crime rate is based on a calculation of gross incident numbers as a 
proportion of total population in each of the research sites.  The 2003-2005 
crime rates are based on the 2001 ABS census numbers and the 2006-
2008YTD crime rates are based on 2006 ABS census numbers.  The 
population totals are based on the ABS State Suburb data for all research 
sites, except for Devonport (which is based on the ABS Statistical Local Area) 
and Ulverstone (which is based on the ABS Urban Centre/Locality).  These 
latter two population measurements more closely reflect the Tasmania 
Police data collection for these regions. 

4  The focus group for Clarendon Vale and Rokeby were combined and held 
in the Clarendon Vale Neighbourhood Centre, and the focus group for 
Bridgewater and Gagebrook were combined and held in the Bridgewater 
Neighbourhood Centre. 

5  All Other Streets includes 19 streets in Clarendon Vale with fewer than 35 reported 
incidents over the six years under study in this research. 
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