
 

 

Tough on Graffiti 

Strategy 2011-2015 

Final Evaluation Report 

Prepared for WA Police Graffiti Team 

9 July 2015 

 

 

Clear Horizon WA 

11/16 Phillimore Street 

Fremantle 6160 WA 

PO Box 662, Fremantle 6959 WA 

Tel: (08) 9335 8111 

www.clearhorizon.com.au  
 

http://www.clearhorizon.com.au/


Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 

Evaluation Report Clear Horizon Consulting i 

Contact details 

Clear Horizon Contact Client contact 

Carina Calzoni 

Managing Director WA 

Clear Horizon WA 

11/16 Phillimore Street 

Fremantle 6160 WA 

P: (08) 9335 8111 

E: carina@clearhorizon.com.au  

Christine Armstrong 

Project Manager, Graffiti Team 

WA Police 

Third Floor, 2 Adelaide Terrace 

East Perth WA 6004 

P: 08 9222 1696 

E: christine.armstrong@Police.wa.gov.au 

 

Document review and authorisation 

Version Date distributed Issued to: Comments 

DRAFT 1 15 June 2015 Christine Armstrong  

Final 29 June 2015 Christine Armstrong  

Version 5.0 03 July 2015 Carina Calzoni  

Final 6.0 08 July 2015 Christine Armstrong  

 

Project Director Carina Calzoni 

Internal Contributors Dr Angela Carr, Rochelle Irwin 

External Contributors A/Prof Rick Cummings, Mary Sankey 

Last saved 27/07/2015 11:45 AM 

Clear Horizon Reference Number WA14_037 

 

Disclaimer 

This document has been produced with information supplied to Clear Horizon by WA Police, local 

government, State Government, and members of the community. While we make every effort to 

ensure the accuracy of the information contained in this report, any judgements as to suitability 

of the information for the client’s purposes are the client’s responsibility. Clear Horizon extends 

no warranties and assumes no responsibility as to the suitability of this information or for the 

consequences of its use. 

 

mailto:carina@clearhorizon.com.au
mailto:christine.armstrong@police.wa.gov.au


Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 

Evaluation Report Clear Horizon Consulting ii 

Contents 

1. Executive Summary ............................................................................................................................. 1 

2. Introduction .......................................................................................................................................... 6 

2.1. Background on the Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 ................................................. 6 

2.2. About this evaluation .............................................................................................................. 7 

2.3. Key evaluation questions ....................................................................................................... 7 

2.4. Program logic for Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 .................................................... 8 

3. Methodology ....................................................................................................................................... 11 

3.1. Data requirements and existing data ................................................................................. 11 

3.2. New methods for data collection and stakeholder identification ..................................... 11 

3.3. Limitations of the methodology and data used in this evaluation .................................... 11 

4. Findings ............................................................................................................................................... 13 

4.1. Progress towards implementing actions of the Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 . 13 

4.2. Impact of the Strategy on reducing the number of graffiti vandalism offenders in WA .. 34 

4.3. Impact of the Strategy in reducing the occurrence of graffiti in WA ................................. 45 

4.4. Impact of the Strategy on increased reporting of graffiti offences ................................... 52 

5. Conclusion .......................................................................................................................................... 56 

6. Recommendations ............................................................................................................................ 58 

Appendices.................................................................................................................................................. 60 

Appendix A: Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 ...................................................................... 60 

Appendix B: Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 Implementation Plan .................................. 68 

Appendix C: Key Evaluation Questions and sub-questions ........................................................... 84 

Appendix D: Local Government Case Studies ................................................................................ 86 

References ............................................................................................................................................... 121 

 

  



Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 

Evaluation Report Clear Horizon Consulting iii 

List of figures 

Figure 1: Tough on Graffiti Program Logic  ......................................................................................... 10 

Figure 2: Operations Eraser annual statistics for persons charged and number of charges ......... 21 

Figure 3: Percentage of Graffiti offences reported to WA Police that were subsequently cleared . 36 

Figure 4: Offenders processed for graffiti offences in each calendar year 2010-2014 ................. 37 

Figure 5: Defendants in Property Damage or Environmental Pollution Court Proceedings ............ 38 

Figure 6: JCuP participants pre- and post-Program assessment of graffiti ('Graffiti is...') ............... 40 

Figure 7: Graffiti offences in Western Australia, New South Wales and Victoria ............................. 46 

Figure 8: Graffiti or other vandalism as a neighbourhood problem ................................................. 47 

Figure 9: Graffiti offence reports at Perth Metropolitan train termini suburbs ................................ 48 

Figure 10: Calls to the Goodbye Graffiti Hotline ................................................................................ 53 

Figure 11: Demographic details for the local government case studies .......................................... 87 

Figure 12: Annual costs of graffiti removal at the City of Joondalup ................................................ 92 

Figure 13: Graffiti vandalism reported to Police in Kwinana and Kwinana Town Centre ............... 93 

Figure 14: Annual costs of graffiti removal at the City of Kwinana .................................................. 96 

Figure 15: Annual costs of graffiti removal at the Town of East Fremantle ................................... 103 

Figure 16: Annual costs of graffiti removal at the City of Gosnells ................................................. 106 

Figure 17: Annual costs of graffiti removal at the Town of Victoria Park ....................................... 109 

Figure 18: Annual costs of graffiti removal at the City of Melville .................................................. 113 

Figure 19: Annual costs of graffiti removal at the City of Bunbury ................................................. 117 

 

  

file://///clearh01/Documents/4c_CLIENTS%20WA/WA14_037%20Graffiti/Report/final%20report/20150709%20Tough%20on%20Graffiti%20Strategy%20evaluation%20FINAL%20REPORT%209July15.docx%23_Toc425759417


Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 

Evaluation Report Clear Horizon Consulting iv 

List of tables 

Table 1: The levels of the Tough on Graffiti Program Logic ................................................................. 9 

Table 2: Activities undertaken for the Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 ................................ 14 

Table 3: Graffiti Funding Objectives and Categories ......................................................................... 22 

Table 4: State Graffiti Fund grants by Project Type ........................................................................... 26 

Table 5: State Graffiti Fund grants by financial year ......................................................................... 27 

Table 6: Calls presented to the Goodbye Graffiti Hotline per year ................................................... 31 

Table 7: Organisations that placed for Goodbye Graffiti promotional material ............................... 33 

Table 8: Reports entered into the Goodbye Graffiti Database per year ........................................... 33 

Table 9: Graffiti incidents and removal in City of Joondalup ............................................................. 91 

Table 10: City of Mandurah cost of removal and incidence of graffiti ............................................. 99 

 

Acronyms 

CPTED Crime Prevention through Environmental Design 

JCuP 

IMS 

IR 

JJT 

Juvenile Clean-up Program  

Incident Management System 

Incident Report 

Juvenile Justice Team 

KEQ(s) Key evaluation question(s) 

LGAs 

MOU 

OARS 

SLA 

Local Government Authorities 

Memorandum of Understanding 

Offence Alternative Recording System (now Goodbye Graffiti Database) 

Service Level Agreement 

WALGA WA Local Government Association 

WAPOL Western Australia Police 

 

 



Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 

Evaluation Report Clear Horizon Consulting 1 

1. Executive Summary 

Between February and June 2015, Clear Horizon Consulting conducted an evaluation of the 

Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 (the Strategy) for the Western Australian Police (WAPOL) 

Graffiti Team. The evaluation includes an assessment of the Strategy’s impact and the 

implementation processes.  

The Strategy was developed by the State Graffiti Taskforce (the Taskforce) on instruction from 

the Minister for Police, to address a growing problem of graffiti vandalism in Western Australia. 

The three overarching goals of the Strategy are: 

 Decrease the number of graffiti vandalism offenders; 

 Keep neighbourhoods free from graffiti vandalism; and 

 Ensure all graffiti vandalism is reported. 

As documented in the Strategy, these goals are intended to be supported by the implementation 

of sixteen initiatives planned and delivered by the Taskforce and the Graffiti Team, through 

partnerships with Police, Local Government Authorities (LGAs), schools, residents, small business 

and non-government organisations. The Strategy also allows for individual partners to develop 

additional initiatives in response to research and innovation. 

The evaluation analysed a number of existing datasets provided by the Graffiti Team. To 

supplement the existing data and to give a greater understanding of the impact of the program, a 

review of relevant literature and national datasets was conducted and additional data was 

collected through one-to-one semi-structured interviews, semi-structured group interviews, and 

short structured interviews. Stakeholders consulted as part of the evaluation included eighteen 

Taskforce members, eleven Local Government employees, eleven WA Police employees, five 

retailers and six stakeholders involved in implementing Tough on Graffiti projects.  

Impact of the Strategy on reducing the number of graffiti vandalism offenders in WA 

The evaluation results suggest that the Strategy has had some impact on reducing the number of 

graffiti vandalism offenders in WA. In particular, stakeholder comments indicate an association 

between the implementation of activities aimed at increasing coordination of graffiti reporting 

and offender detection (including intelligence led policing and targeted operations) and an 

increase in the number of graffiti vandalism offenders being identified and charged.  

These comments are supported by WA Police data showing an increased rate of graffiti offence 

clearances in recent years, and a marked decline in subsequent offender numbers. In addition, 

survey data shows a marked reduction in juvenile offenders’ pro-graffiti attitudes after 

completing the Juvenile Clean-up Program (JCuP), and anecdotal evidence suggests low graffiti 

recidivism rates amongst JCuP participants. Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) National courts 

data also indicate that the number of Western Australian court appearances for property damage 

and environmental pollution offences (including graffiti) has declined steadily since 2010. In no 

other Australian states and territories has the proportion of defendants appearing for these types 

of offenders shown a decrease of the same magnitude as that observed in WA. Indeed, in most 

jurisdictions, appearances for these types of offences have remained relatively constant or 

increased in recent years.  
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Although positive, the evaluation findings suggest that the Strategy could be further improved 

through systematic collection of data about individual offenders. Access to such data would 

enable more effective targeting of associated interventions. In particular, the results indicate a 

minority of young people who are motivated to graffiti for social and/or emotional reasons and 

whose graffiti related attitudes and behaviours are resistant to change. These individuals could 

benefit from interventions that connect them to a more positive youth culture and build their 

resilience.  

The results also reveal limited community uptake of and engagement in some of the initiatives 

planned by the Taskforce. For example, although school based education is recognised as an 

effective tool for deterring potential offenders, the educational resources developed for the 

Strategy do not appear to have been widely used. This is probably because of their limited 

promotion and extension to educators and youth workers.  

In addition, despite guidelines advising against media publication of graffiti images; a review of 

recent Western Australian media reports show that publication of such images is common. 

Stakeholders note that it is very difficult to enforce media guidelines and even if they were 

enforced the proliferation of alternative social media avenues available to promote graffiti would 

likely negate their effect.  

Finally, there is no evidence that increased penalties for graffiti offences have contributed to 

deterring graffiti offenders and the legislation restricting the sale of graffiti implements has not 

been enforced. However, there is some evidence that the latter may have increased business 

owners knowledge regarding associated risks.  

Impact of the Strategy in reducing the occurrence of graffiti in WA 

Overall, analysis of WA Police data and stakeholder interviews suggest that there has been a 

reduction in the occurrence of graffiti in WA since the introduction of the Strategy. In addition, 

comparisons of offence reports between suburbs in which metropolitan train termini are located 

suggest that this reduction is absolute, and not simply the result of displacement.  

Comparison of the Western Australian Strategy to the graffiti response strategies of other states 

indicates the following critical success factors: 

 The Strategy is coordinated by a State Taskforce that ensures state-wide delivery of a 

core set of initiatives across all Local Government areas; 

 The Strategy is multi-faceted and recognises the heterogeneous nature of graffiti 

vandalism; and 

 Police are represented on the Taskforce and, since 2009, have taken leadership of the 

Taskforce.  

It was clear from the evaluation that the Strategy is supported by strong partnerships between 

senior level stakeholders and with Local Government, and that those partnerships have 

significantly contributed to effective implementation of activities to reduce the occurrence of 

graffiti in WA. However, a number of State and Local Government stakeholders suggested that 

partnerships could be enhanced through increased communication and stakeholder engagement 

strategies. To some degree, these comments may be due to a lack of clarity around 

communication and engagement roles and expectations.    
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In terms of the initiatives that were implemented by the Taskforce, stakeholders identified rapid 

removal of graffiti as being particularly effective, at least at the Local Government level. However, 

research evidence suggests that on its own, the benefits of rapid removal may not be sufficient to 

deter particularly determined graffiti offenders. Therefore, it is likely that other evidence-based 

initiatives such as the implementation of Crime Prevention through Environmental Design 

(CPTED) principles also played a role in reducing graffiti occurrence. Although the current 

evaluation was unable to obtain empirical evidence of the impact of the Tough on Graffiti CPTED 

activities, a number of anecdotal reports supported their usefulness. Therefore, it is 

recommended that these activities be continued and that processes are established to facilitate 

increased systematisation and follow-up of CPTED activities. 

Impact of the Strategy on increased reporting of graffiti offences 

The results of this evaluation suggest that the Strategy has been effective in increasing 

awareness of reporting processes and reporting behaviour. 

The Strategy has led to an increased number of mechanisms for reporting graffiti offences and 

increased streamlining of graffiti reporting processes, many of which have been enabled through 

the availability of the State Graffiti Fund. Generally, stakeholders reported that these 

developments have eased the reporting process, and increased their comfort and confidence in 

making reports. Stakeholders from Local Government also emphasised the importance of the 

Goodbye Graffiti Database bulk upload functionality in supporting their efforts to work with Police 

to address local graffiti problems.  

Stakeholder comments were supported by monitoring data showing that since its introduction in 

2007, the Graffiti Hotline (1800 442 255) has received an average 2000 calls per year. The fact 

that these calls peaked during the 18 months following Hotline implementation suggests that the 

Strategy has been effective in raising awareness of the new reporting processes. Unfortunately, 

lack of evaluation access to other monitoring data makes it difficult to assess the uptake of other 

reporting mechanisms such as the mobile and website reporting forms. 

However, some stakeholders expressed concern that a lack of feedback and broad community 

engagement on the use of graffiti reports may have limited the effectiveness of reporting 

mechanisms. In particular, Local Government representatives advocated Police providing them 

with information about how useful their reports have been in terms of apprehending offenders. 

Conclusion and recommendations 

The Western Australian Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 has succeeded on a number of 

fronts. Since its introduction, the occurrence of graffiti vandalism in WA has decreased, 

community awareness of and involvement in graffiti vandalism offence reporting has increased, 

and the proportion of graffiti vandalism offences in which an offender is identified and charged 

has increased. In addition, in many cases the pro-graffiti attitudes of juvenile graffiti offenders 

have reduced. There is also some evidence that the total number of individuals committing 

graffiti offences in WA may be decreasing. 

Critical to this success has been: 

 The state-wide coordination of a core set of strategic activities by the State Graffiti 

Taskforce; 
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 Strong leadership of the Taskforce by the Deputy Commissioner for Police and support 

from the WAPOL Graffiti Team; and 

 Strong stakeholder partnerships.  

In addition, the Strategy recognises that graffiti vandalism is a heterogeneous concept and that 

no single activity is likely to completely address it. As such, it adopts a multi-faceted approach, 

including a broad range of legal, social, economic and administrative responses.  

However, the Strategy has neglected the heterogeneous nature of graffiti offenders. In particular, 

it lacks responses that aim to prevent and address factors that pre-dispose some young people 

to becoming graffiti offenders and that motivate others to persist in their offence behaviour.   

The evaluation findings also suggest some organisational issues associated with the 

implementation of the Strategy, including the need to improve communication, engagement and 

community uptake of specific strategic activities. 

To address these issues and facilitate ongoing development and success of the Strategy, the 

following actions are recommended: 

1. Continue to focus the Strategy on building strong partnerships across sectors, including: 

 Ensuring state-wide consistency in graffiti prevention activities; and 

 Sharing information and local knowledge between stakeholders. 

2. Continue State Graffiti Taskforce including diverse representation from across sectors, and 

leadership by WA Police. 

3. Maintain the WA Police Graffiti Team and dedicated resources. 

 

4. Promote the Juvenile Clean-up Program (JCuP) to facilitate increased Police referrals and 

systematic collection of reliable participant outcomes data (including research on recidivism 

rates). 

 

5. Further develop the Strategy’s response to juvenile graffiti offenders, particularly those who 

persist with pro-graffiti attitudes and behaviours after JCuP involvement, including:  

 Implementing programs that aim to connect offenders to positive youth cultures and 

build their social and emotional resilience. 

6. Continue Rapid Removal activities, including the facilitation of agreements between Local 

Government authorities and other asset owners and support through industry training and 

rewards program. 

7. Expand Designing out Graffiti activities to include systematic implementation and follow-up 

process, including: 

 Promotion of policies and procedures to ensure that CPTED becomes a routine and 

well documented part of state and Local Government planning policies and that 

CPTED outputs and outcomes are effectively supported, monitored and evaluated. 

8. Increase direct engagement of schools, other youth focused organisations, community 

groups and businesses in the current Strategy, including: 
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 Promoting the School Based Education Program to teachers and providing them with 

implementation incentives;  

 Building teacher capacity to implement the School Based Education Program, 

including providing them with support and training on how to integrate associated 

resources into the Australian Curriculum; and 

 Supporting other youth organisations to engage clients in activities aimed at primary 

prevention of the factors that pre-dispose youth to connection with pro-graffiti 

subcultures, including making resources accessible and available in a range of 

formats. 

9. Clearly document how information provided through the new graffiti reporting mechanisms 

is used and provide guidance and feedback for users. 

10. Identify and resolve the barriers that prevented effective implementation of some of the 

activities proposed by the Strategy. 

11. Critically review relevant evidence regarding both the positive and negative outcomes that 

could be achieved through introduction of any new legislation, and use results of the review 

to inform associated decision making. 

12. Improve WA Police and stakeholder data collection processes to ensure long term access to 

reliable graffiti offence and offender data, including: 

 Recording the number of discrete individuals involved in committing offences, their 

ages, ethnicities, genders and other relevant socio-demographic details; 

 Recording the number of discrete individuals identified and sanctioned by law 

enforcement for committing graffiti related offences; 

 Recording the proportion of those individuals who become recidivists; and 

 Recording offender specific variables associated with recidivism. 

13. Use enhanced dataset of offender variables to develop and improve strategic responses to 

graffiti offences, including: 

 Ensuring that ongoing roll-out of the Strategy is achieving its intended effects and not 

causing unintended harms (including the potential harms of increasing juvenile 

contact with the criminal justice system); and 

 Using information about the factors that predict recidivism to target at-risk young 

people and inform the development of recidivism prevention programs to address 

their needs and disrupt potentially negative associations and sub-cultures. 
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2. Introduction  

Clear Horizon Consulting was contracted by the WA Police (WAPOL) Graffiti Team to evaluate the 

Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 (the Strategy) (Appendix A). The evaluation includes an 

assessment of the Strategy’s impact and the implementation processes.  

2.1. Background on the Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 

In recent years, significant media attention has focused on the growing ‘problem of graffiti’ in 

Western Australia (WA). According to relevant academic literature, graffiti is the act of ‘marking 

property with writing symbols and graphics’ (Weisel, 2002; White, 2001). As such, it includes 

tags, street and urban ‘art pieces’, and socio-political messaging. If done with the property 

owners consent, many of these activities may be legal and some may even have artistic or social 

merit (White, 2001). However, when done without the owner’s consent, the costs of graffiti clean-

up to Local and State Governments, business and private property owners may be substantial 

(Morgan & Louis 2009). In WA, graffiti committed without the property owners consent is referred 

to as ‘graffiti vandalism’ and is a criminal offence under the Criminal Code Act Compilation Act 

2013 (State Graffiti Taskforce, 2012i). 

In the Australian context, the cost associated with graffiti clean-up exceeds $1.5 billion annually 

(Rollings, 2008ii) and in WA graffiti clean-up it is estimated at $25 million annually (State Graffiti 

Taskforce, 2015)iii. Research also suggests that increased graffiti visibility is associated with 

reduced feelings the public safety within the broader community and fear of crime 

(Bandaranaike, 2001iv; Sutton, Cherney & White, 2008v).  

In response to these concerns, in 2009 the newly elected Liberal Government announced its 

commitment to implement a ‘whole-of government’ approach to tackle graffiti issues across 

Western Australia, with establishment of the WA State Graffiti Taskforce (the Taskforce) to lead 

this work.  

The Taskforce is currently chaired by Deputy Police Commissioner Stephen Brown and supported 

by the WA Police Graffiti Team. It has met at least quarterly1 since its inception and incorporates 

representatives from WA Police, State Government, Local Government, the WA Local Government 

Association (WALGA), public utilities asset owners and WA community bodies such as 

Neighbourhood Watch and the Property Council of Australia. Together, these Taskforce members 

developed the WA Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 (published in 2012).  

The vision driving the Strategy is that “Western Australians feel safe living in their communities 

which are free of graffiti vandalism”. The Strategy has three overarching goals: 

 Decrease the number of graffiti vandalism offenders; 

 Keep neighbourhoods free from graffiti vandalism; and 

 Ensure all graffiti vandalism is reported. 

                                                      
1 In total, 30 meetings were convened between February 2009 and May 2015 
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These goals are supported by sixteen actions. According to the Implementation Plan for the 

Strategy (Appendix B), the Taskforce is responsible for implementing those actions and for 

facilitating an effective partnership approach across government and community (including Local 

Government, schools, residents, small business and non-government organisations).  

2.2. About this evaluation 

The evaluation consultants met with the Graffiti Team on the 5th February 2015 for an initial 

inception meeting. At this meeting, the objectives for the evaluation, project management issues, 

and logistics were discussed. It was established that this evaluation was to cover the period 

beginning with the reinstatement of the Taskforce in February 2009 and continuing on to 

December 2014. The evaluation period includes the development of the Strategy as well as its 

implementation.  

A subsequent planning meeting with the Graffiti Team members was held on 12th February to 

discuss the key evaluation questions and data requirements. At this meeting, a draft program 

logic model was developed and the focus areas for the evaluation were discussed.  

2.3. Key evaluation questions 

Five high-level key evaluation questions (KEQs) were developed for the evaluation to assess both 

impact and implementation of the Strategy.  

The first three KEQs address the impact of the Strategy. The key evaluation question KEQ 4 

assesses the implementation of the Strategy, and KEQ 5 focused on capturing any unexpected 

outcomes. The KEQs are: 

1. What impact has the Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 had on reducing the number 

of graffiti vandalism offenders in WA? 

2. What is the impact of the Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 in reducing the 

occurrence of graffiti in WA? 

3. What is the impact of the Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 on increasing community 

awareness of graffiti reporting and on the act of reporting graffiti offences? 

4. How could the implementation of the Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 be 

improved? 

5. What are the unexpected impacts resulting from the implementation of the Tough on 

Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015? 

The KEQs were then broken down into a series of sub-questions that link the KEQs to the 

initiatives/objectives of the Strategy. The sub-questions provide more detail to focus the areas of 

inquiry in order to answer the high-level KEQs. The sub-questions for each KEQ have been guided 

by the program logic (described in section 2.4 below) and linked to the initiatives in the Strategy.  

The high-level KEQs and sub-questions are listed in Appendix C. 
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2.4. Program logic for Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 

Program logic is the rationale behind a program, project or strategy. It describes the cause-and-

effect relationships between activities, immediate outcomes, intermediate outcomes, and 

ultimate outcomes. Represented as a diagram, program logic shows a series of expected 

consequences. 

There are two main reasons for developing a program logic model: 

 To clarify the relationship between the activities and outcomes of the program, project or 

strategy; and 

 To provide a framework to monitor and/or evaluate the performance of a project, 

program or strategy. 

Five levels are used to describe the program logic for the Strategy. A description of each level is 

provided in Table 1.  

The program logic shown in Figure 1 below demonstrates how the Strategy achieves the vision 

for ‘Western Australians feel safe living in communities free from graffiti vandalism’. The Strategy 

is expected to be achieved through ultimately reducing the number of graffiti offences and 

reducing the number of graffiti vandalism juvenile offenders.  

It can be seen from the program logic diagram that there are several pathways contributing to the 

achievement of these end-of-program outcomes and vision. These pathways are indicated by the 

arrows connecting immediate outcomes and actions upwards to the intermediate outcomes.  

One of pathways shown in the program logic model is that ‘Local government and partners 

implement graffiti prevention strategies’. The program logic shows that this will be achieved 

through Local Governments and partners having the capacity to implement strategies and 

working in partnerships effectively. Activities under this outcome include Grant Funding, Rapid 

Removal, Industry Managed Training, and Designing out Graffiti.  

Another pathway is that ‘community are engaged and participate in graffiti management’. It is 

expected that this will be achieved through the responsible reporting of graffiti by the media and 

through the community being more aware of graffiti prevention strategies.  

A third pathway for change is that ‘adults and young people will be deterred from engaging in 

graffiti vandalism’ through the use of the new penalties for graffiti vandalism and by ensuring 

young people are aware of the consequences of graffiti on the community. This will be achieved 

through the provision of broad school based education materials and by involving juvenile 

offenders in clean-up programs.  

Lastly, it is expected that if ‘graffiti offenders are apprehended’, they will be less inclined to 

repeat offending. To do this, communities will need to report graffiti vandalism and Police need to 

apply intelligence data when designing graffiti targeted operations.  

Following this logic, it shows that if Local Governments and partners are implementing graffiti 

prevention strategies, if the community are actively involved in managing graffiti, if offenders are 

apprehended and if the people are deterred from engaging in graffiti vandalism, it can be 

expected that graffiti occurrences and the number of offences will be reduced. To achieve these 

outcomes, the full set of initiatives under the Strategy need to be delivered.  
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Table 1: The levels of the Tough on Graffiti Program Logic 

Logic level Definition of level 

Vision 

The vision is an aspirational description of what funders/managers would like 

to ultimately be achieved or accomplished through the implementation of the 

project, program or strategy.  

Ultimate outcomes 
The ultimate outcomes are the long-term results that the project, program or 

strategy are expected to contribute towards the vision.  

End of program 

outcomes 

The end of program outcomes are the desired outcomes or final result of the 

project, program or strategy that will be achieved at the completion of the 

program or strategy. 

Intermediate 

outcomes 

There could be several levels of intermediate outcomes, including changes in 

knowledge or skills, practice changes or changes in policy. 

Immediate outcomes 

and actions 

These are the activities done to bring about practice change. These activities 

need to occur before a change can happen or the external environment is 

influenced. 

 

 

  

http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/description.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/achieve.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/accomplish.html
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Figure 1: Tough on Graffiti Program Logic (Note: Action 1.6 is not included because the Graffiti Management Act is yet to be implemented) 



Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 

Evaluation Report Clear Horizon Consulting 11 

3. Methodology 

3.1. Data requirements and existing data 

Following the development of the program logic and key evaluation questions, a range of the 

existing data provided by the Graffiti Team was reviewed and analysed against each of the KEQs. 

This step led to the identification of data gaps where additional data collection was needed to 

adequately answer the KEQs.  

3.2. New methods for data collection and stakeholder identification 

To supplement the existing quantitative data and to give a greater understanding of the impact of 

the program, a review of the literature was conducted and additional data was collected through 

one-to-one semi-structured interviews, semi-structured group interviews, and short structured 

interviews. The interviews involved eighteen Taskforce members, eleven Local Government 

employees, eleven WA Police employees, five retailers and six stakeholders involved in 

implementing Tough on Graffiti projects.  

3.3.  Limitations of the methodology and data used in this evaluation  

While every effort was made to reduce the bias or limitations of the evaluation, there are some 

limitations associated with the methodologies used. 

 This report summarises the views expressed by a range of stakeholders through semi-

structured interviews. Respondents were purposefully sampled (i.e. they were not 

randomly selected). While this approach provided a good indication of a range of views, it 

is not a full representation of the views of all stakeholders.  

 A limited number of consultations were conducted with stakeholders from regional areas 

and it could be expected that if more were conducted, a more in-depth analysis of regional 

stakeholders could be included. However given that reports of graffiti occurrences indicate 

that the majority of graffiti vandalism takes place in metropolitan areas it is possible that 

further engagement of regional stakeholders may not be cost effective. 

 Due to privacy concerns, the evaluation was not able to interview juveniles or adult graffiti 

offenders. As a proxy for juvenile offenders, interviews were conducted with the Juvenile 

Justice Team and Graffiti Force as key stakeholders in the delivery of the Juvenile Clean-

up Program (JCuP). In addition, the evaluation included an analysis of feedback forms 

completed by program participants. It was not possible to include the views of adult 

offenders.  

 The analysis of quantitative data relied on the availability of existing data sets for 

indicators of offence, offending and graffiti incidence reporting.  In addition, in the 

absence of juvenile and adult offender data available for WA, the evaluation applied 

proxy data sets.  
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 There was a lack of relevant comparative data for some datasets. Where available, the 

evaluation referred to published data from other jurisdictions to provide approximate 

comparisons.   

 Google analytics data was only available from 2013, limiting the identification of website 

usage trends over the full life of the Strategy.  

For these reasons, this report should be read in conjunction with evidence from a range of 

research and other sources.  

It is also important to note that LGA representatives were the primary contributors to the case 

studies. However, their information was complimented by data collected from other stakeholders, 

sources and document reviews. 
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4. Findings  

This chapter documents the results and findings of the Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 

evaluation.  

Section 4.1 documents current progress towards implementing each of the actions listed in the 

Implementation plan for the Strategy and community uptake of associated interventions. It aims 

to assess whether the Taskforce has been effective in implementing the actions they said they 

would implement, and the extent to which those actions have engaged community stakeholders.    

Sections 4.2 to 4.4 then discuss the impact of these actions and associated initiatives on graffiti 

offenders, offences and community awareness and reporting. For ease of reading, a brief 

overview of results and findings are presented at the outset. 

4.1. Progress towards implementing actions of the Tough on Graffiti 

Strategy 2011-2015 

Overview 

The Taskforce and partners have been successful in implementing the vast majority of the 

actions listed in the Implementation plan, including continuing implementation of those actions 

carried over from the previous WA Graffiti Vandalism Reduction Strategy 2007-2010. They have 

also implemented a number of targeted Police operations that were not initially identified in the 

implementation plan, but which have led to increasing numbers of arrests and charges for graffiti 

vandalism. 

Despite these achievements, some of the Taskforce’s actions have lacked broader community 

take-up, suggesting the need for ongoing promotion and increased community engagement 

efforts in some areas.  

As shown in Table 2, the Taskforce and partners have been successful in implementing the vast 

majority of the actions listed in the Implementation plan. Details of the implementation process 

for each action are described below.  

As noted in the following sections of this chapter, a range of other actions and initiatives have 

also been developed by the Graffiti Team as well as individual organisations, often in response to 

internal research and innovation. One of these, ‘Operation Eraser’, involved targeted Police 

operations. Although not initially identified in the implementation plan, the Taskforce invested 

significant resources in these operations. Therefore, they will also be discussed here (see action 

1.8). 
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Table 2: Activities undertaken for the Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 

Goal 1: Decrease the number of graffiti vandalism offenders  

No. Initiative Description of the initiative Date implemented 

1.1 Juvenile Clean-up 

Program (JCuP) 

Operate a program for offender referrals from 

the Department of Corrective Services Juvenile 

Justice Team to a contracted graffiti removal 

professional. 

January 2010 

1.2 School Based Education 

Program 

Curriculum-based vandalism prevention 

program aimed to educate WA students state-

wide. 

Late 2009 

1.3 Intelligence led policing  Develop a state-wide database of graffiti tags 

and associated offenders as a tool for frontline 

Police in targeting graffiti.  

February 2011 

1.4 Legislation and 

penalties 

Establish increased penalties for graffiti 

offenders and introduction of new legislation 

banning the sale of graffiti implements to 

juveniles. 

January 2010 

1.5 Rewards Program Reward members of the community for 

providing information that leads to the 

apprehension/caution of a graffiti offender. 

September 2008 

1.6 Graffiti Vandalism 

Enforcement Bill 2015 

(Referred to in the 

Strategy as the Graffiti 

Management Act) 

Commence development of a comprehensive 

Graffiti Management Act which incorporates 

existing graffiti legislation and investigates new 

legislative initiatives. 

In progress 

1.7 Responsible Media 

Coverage of Graffiti 

Vandalism 

Develop a set of guidelines for media outlets to 

report responsibly on graffiti vandalism. 

August 2011 

1.8 Targeted Police 

operations (Operation 

Eraser) 

Analyse outstanding case files, identify and 

proactively investigate hotspots, and publicly 

release specified images of unidentified 

persons of interest. 

February 2011 

Goal 2: To keep the neighbourhoods free of graffiti  

No. Initiative Description Date implemented 

2.1 Grant funding Assist Local Government Authorities (LGA'S) 

and not for profit organisations with strategies 

to prevent and remove graffiti. 

July 2007 

2.2 Rapid Removal Support infrastructure owners, State 

Government agencies and community to 

participate in 48 hour turnaround standard for 

removal of graffiti.  

Premier’s Circular 

re-issued 

September 2011 

2.3 Industry Managed 

Training 

Provide suitable training support to LGAs and 

community in safe and effective graffiti 

removal. 

September 2008 

2.4 Strengthening 

Partnerships 

Provide ongoing support to LGAs and other 

infrastructure owners, building upon existing 

partnerships and strengthen local solutions 

aimed at addressing graffiti vandalism issues. 

Ongoing 

2.5 Graffiti Removal 

Agreements 

Introduce a graffiti removal model that assists 

LGAs and other infrastructure owners to work 

together in expediting removal of graffiti from 

all assets as quickly as possible. 

Draft agreement 

released in 2009 
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2.6 Designing out Graffiti Encourage adoption of ‘designing out graffiti’ 

principles in the design and management of 

built and landscaped environments.  

The Designing out Graffiti guidelines originally 

published by the Office of Crime Prevention in 

Aug 2008, then republished July 2013. 

Design out Graffiti 

guideline published 

August 2008 

Goal 3: To ensure all graffiti is reported  

No. Initiative Description Date implemented 

3.1  Goodbye Graffiti 

Hotline (1800 44 22 

55) and Goodbye 

Graffiti Website 

(reporting form) 

Operate and maintain reporting systems. Hotline launched 

September 2007 

website reporting 

form online from 

February 2008 

3.2 Community Awareness 

and Engagement 

Provide information to community stakeholders 

about graffiti reporting, clean-up and 

prevention strategies, through the Goodbye 

Graffiti Website.  

Ongoing 

3.3 Goodbye Graffiti 

Database 

Create a centralised collection point for 

reporting all graffiti incidents that will improve 

the passage of information to frontline Police  

June 2011 
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Implemented activities under Goal 1: Decrease the number of graffiti vandalism 

offenders 

1.1 Juvenile Clean-up Program (JCuP) 

The Juvenile Clean-up Program (JCuP) is a pre-court diversion initiative aimed at diverting suitable 

young graffiti offenders from the criminal justice system into graffiti clean-up activities. It is the 

Juvenile Clean-up Program (JCuP) is the first Program of its kind for juvenile offenders in Western 

Australia and is aimed at reducing the likelihood of further graffiti offending and contributing to a 

cleaner community. The program also aligns with current research evidence that shows pre-court 

diversion of juvenile offenders is associated with better offender outcomes than criminal justice 

intervention  (Gatti, Tremblay, & Vitaro, 2009).  

Each participant is taken through four-hour blocks of graffiti removal activity which involves 

training in occupational health and safety and painting skills, finishing with career pathways 

advice.  This activity is provided one on one with a contracted graffiti removal professional.  

Program documentsvi maintain that this involvement increases offender exposure to the 

consequences of their crimes and provides them an insight into the work needed to mitigate 

those consequences. 

The program commenced in January 2010 and was piloted through the North Metropolitan 

Juvenile Justice Team (JJT), before being expanded across the Perth Metropolitan area. Since 

then, there have been 381 referrals to the program and 366 young people have completed the 

program; cleaning a total of 2,319 assets. The total number of referrals per year is shown in 

Figure 1. As indicated by Police, referrals to the program have been decreasing in recent years. 

Figure 1: JCuP participants by year of completion and/or withdrawal (non-completion) 

 

The average age of JCuP participants was 15 years (ranging from 11 to 18 years), with the 

majority being male (90.3 per cent), some being female (8.4 per cent) with the rest not recorded 
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(1.3 per cent). As such, the program appears to be effectively targeting the client group identified 

in the Strategy Implementation plan. 

Nine Metropolitan Local Governments, Telstra and the Water Corporation have had assets 

cleaned through the Program. The quality of the clean-up work (paint over) is high and 

participating asset holders report very positively about the Program. Telstra has estimated cost 

savings of $25,000 from the Program.  

One of the Program’s key successes is that the service provider collects the young person from 

their residence.  This removes the barrier of the young person having to locate money for public 

transport or relying on their parent/guardian to escort them to a location.  The service provider 

uses the travelling opportunity to engage the young person in conversation, and feedback from 

the service provider indicates this period of conversation is essential to building rapport. 

JCuP has been independently evaluated in 2010vii and 2012viii, was a category finalist for a 

Premiers Award 2013, and merited for an Australian Crime and Violence Prevention Award 2013. 

The results of the 2012 evaluation suggest that it was highly valued by JJT’s, participating Local 

Governments and asset holders and that, at that time, all were keen for it to continue. 

It is a really good program that engages youths and makes them more aware of graffiti in the 

community and how it is perceived. It opens their eyes. We have not had them back on graffiti 

offences, which is important (Juvenile Justice Team Coordinator, cited in Cant, 2012 ix). 

1.2 School Based Education Program 

The Education Program was launched in 2009 with the aim of educating young people about the 

effects of graffiti vandalism. The Program included development of three educational resource 

packages aimed at different age cohorts including: 

 ‘Early Childhood’ (school years Kindergarten to 3) 

 ‘Middle Childhood’ (school years 4 to 7) 

 ‘Early Adolescence’ (school years 8 to 10) 

The materials were developed over twelve months by an education consultant who analysed and 

incorporated literature and practice expertise on graffiti prevention. This included research by the 

Australian Institute of Criminology and expertise from the WA Police, Department of Education, 

the Association of Independent Schools WA, and Catholic Education.  

The resulting materials were then piloted in seven schools. Feedback from these schools was 

positive, including perceptions that as a result of delivering the term-long packages, students had 

an improved understanding of the impact of graffiti on society. Therefore, the education 

resources were subsequently made available to all schools and interested parties through the 

Goodbye Graffiti Website and promoted through education media and at two Principal’s Forums.  

A review of resources downloaded from the Goodbye Graffiti Website shows that between August 

2009 and December 2014, there were 561 downloaded resources. Overall the ‘Early 

Adolescence’ resource was most popular with 249 downloaded, ‘Middle Childhood’ was 

downloaded 177 times, and ‘Early Childhood’ downloaded 134 times. Over time the number of 

resources downloaded per year decreased steadily from 197 in 2009 to only 44 in 2014. This 

decrease may relate to the roll out of the new Australian Curriculum in the same time period. In 

recognition of this, the Graffiti Team has enlisted the services of the developer of the education 

materials to update them in line with the new Australian Curriculum. In a search conducted of WA 
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education websites, there were no web links found to the Goodbye Graffiti resources; however 

Catholic Education had a link to a lesson plan that covered ethics and values and included a 

discussion of graffiti vandalism and associated educational activities.  

1.3 Intelligence led policing 

This initiative, internally referred to as the ‘Goodbye Graffiti Taggers Enhancement Project’, 

aimed to increase intelligence about graffiti offenders and their graffiti tags through the 

establishment of a centralised database.   

The centralised database is known as the Goodbye Graffiti Database (discussed below – activity 

3.3). This database is accessible by internal WAPOL users including frontline Police and can be 

searched for information about graffiti incidents, known graffiti offenders, and their tags. The 

majority of information on ‘tags’ is provided through Local Government and community reports 

uploaded directly into the Goodbye Graffiti Database.  The database also includes the capacity 

for uploaders to attach photographs of specific graffiti and tags.  

To date, there are 24 metropolitan and 11 regional LGAs submitting their graffiti incidents into 

the system. With most graffiti being reported by Local Government (metro area), including 

frequent bulk uploads of graffiti photographs, it is expected that the database will soon provide a 

comprehensive data set for WA Police to query in order to target and apprehend graffiti 

vandalism offenders. 

The use of the database by Police Officers has been enabled through an internal application that 

provides a portal to log in and conduct searches and to link a person of interest to tag 

intelligence. Between February 2011 and July 2014, 80,000 graffiti incident reports were 

entered into the Goodbye Graffiti Database and at least 2,335 graffiti incidents were viewed 

during searches initiated by users. 

All of the Police Officers interviewed as part of the evaluation remarked that they knew of the 

Goodbye Graffiti Database and most considered it to be a useful tool for accessing supporting 

information to charge offenders. However, they commented that for it to be effective, users 

needed to ensure that the correct information was entered into the database and supporting 

photo and video evidence was available. Many also commented that they felt that of those Police 

who were not working in graffiti investigations themselves would not be aware of the database or 

understand its capabilities.   

1.4 Legislation and Penalties 

In 2009 the introduction of Section 216 of the Criminal Code (WA) made it illegal to sell spray 

paint and graffiti implements to anyone under the age of 18 years. In the same year, Sections 

444(b) and 445 of the Criminal Code were amended and penalties for criminal and property 

damage were doubled: 

 Section 444(b) Criminal damage:  Any person who wilfully and unlawfully destroys or 

damages any property is guilty of a crime and is liable for imprisonment for 3 years and a 

fine of $36,000. 

 Section 445 Damaging property:  A person who unlawfully destroys or damages the 

property of another person without that other person’s consent is guilty of an offence and 

is liable to imprisonment for 2 years and a fine of $24,000.  

These legislative amendments came into effect in January 2010.  



Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 

Evaluation Report Clear Horizon Consulting 19 

To date there have been no charges laid under the Section 216 provisions. For Sections 445 

Damaging Property and 444(b) Criminal Damage it is not possible to report (definitively) the 

number of convictions for graffiti offences alone as these provisions do not exclusively relate to 

graffiti vandalism. However, as will be discussed later in this section, it is envisaged that the 

creation of a new standalone graffiti offence in the Graffiti Management Act will enable ongoing 

reporting of this data (and identification of recidivist offenders). 

1.5 Rewards Program 

The purpose of the Rewards Program was to encourage the community to actively participate in 

reporting graffiti offences. Through a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with Crime Stoppers 

WA, members of the public can receive a monetary reward when they provide Police with 

information that result in an arrest or apprehension of a graffiti offender. 

This program was promoted via media opportunities and press conferences held during targeted 

operations (Operation Eraser) initiated by WA Police. The Graffiti Team have also produced and 

distributed a resource poster promoting the rewards program.   

Between 2009 and 2013, a total of 33 rewards were paid with a combined value of $7,900. 

Rewards ranged from $50 to $700 with the average reward paid being $250. No rewards were 

given in 2014. As such, the Rewards Program appears to have been utilised to a very low degree.  

1.6 Graffiti Vandalism Enforcement Bill 2015 (Referred to in the Strategy as the Graffiti 

Management Act) 

The Graffiti Vandalism Enforcement Bill 2015 (the Bill) intends to consolidate graffiti related 

offences and provisions into a single piece of legislation, the Graffiti Vandalism Enforcement Act. 

Currently, graffiti offences and provisions exist across a range of legislation such as the Local 

Government Act, the Public Transport Authority Act, as well as the Criminal Code (WA). It is 

anticipated that consolidating graffiti offences and provisions, and the creation of a new stand-

alone graffiti offence, in a single piece of legislation will increase graffiti data reliability, enable 

identification of recidivist graffiti offenders and improve associated intelligence. In turn, WA 

Police and community stakeholders should be better able to assess the extent of graffiti 

vandalism in WA, monitor the impact of associated actions, and ensure appropriate targeting of 

interventions and sentences. 

In November 2014, a legislative proposal for the Act was submitted to Cabinet for approval to 

draft the required legislative amendments. As of April 2015, this proposal was in its third draft as 

the Graffiti Vandalism Enforcement Bill 2015[i]. 

The Bill creates a new, stand-alone graffiti offence of ‘Damaging property by graffiti’ that provides 

‘a person must not destroy, damage or deface the property of another person by graffiti without 

that other person’s consent’. This offence carries a maximum penalty of a $24,000 fine or two 

years imprisonment.  The Bill also prescribes a minimum penalty which may be imposed by a 

court when sentencing someone for this offence. For an adult, the minimum penalty is a 

community based order and for a juvenile it is a youth community based order[1]. Both orders 

require at least ten hours unpaid community work to be carried out and where practicable, for 

that work to comprise of graffiti removal work.  

                                                      
[1] As stated in It should be noted that the diversionary options of caution and juvenile justice team referral 

will remain available to Western Australia Police for use as appropriate; it is only when juvenile is charged 

and dealt with by a court that the minimum sentence of a youth community based order will apply. 
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1.7 Responsible Media Coverage of Graffiti Vandalism 

To assist WA media outlets to become more familiar with the complexities of reporting on graffiti 

vandalism, the Graffiti Team prepared a guide titled ‘Media Information for Responsible 

Reporting of Graffiti Vandalism’. The information included the positive and negative 

consequences of media reporting of graffiti, the cost of graffiti vandalism in the community, 

graffiti and the law, and the State Government response to graffiti vandalism.  

The information pack was released through the Goodbye Graffiti Website in August 2011 and 

was viewed 164 times between July 2013 and December 20142. The guide was sent to all media 

editors with a letter from WA Police Media. No information was available regarding whether any 

media organisations or bodies have actively adopted the recommended strategies.  

1.8 Targeted Operations 

Although not part of the original implementation plan, Targeted Police Operations were 

recommended following a review of frontline graffiti management methods that failed to identify 

a consistent approach to graffiti management across the metropolitan policing districts. In turn, 

Graffiti District Inquiry Officers were appointed in District Crime Teams (DCTs), and a series of 

targeted operations were initiated focusing on prolific graffiti offenders and identified graffiti 

hotspots.  In conjunction with each operation, targeted media campaigns were conducted, 

including the release of specified images of unidentified persons of interest with appeals for 

public support in identifying prolific graffiti offenders. 

Between February 2011 and October 2014, DCTs coordinated nine of these operations (known 

as ‘Operation Eraser’). In 2012, perceived operational successes led to their expansion to the 

Midwest Gascoyne district and subsequent operations have included participation across 

regional WA.  

Operations have ranged in duration from one to four weeks. Evidence collected during Eraser 1 

showed that a high proportion of the graffiti vandalism offenders identified had engaged in some 

other form of criminal behaviour. This information was used to develop Police intelligence and 

awareness of graffiti offenders and investigation techniques. 

As shown in Figure 2, over time the number of offenders charged and/or number of charges laid 

as a result of Operation Eraser has generally increased. 

  

                                                      
2 Google analytics data available from July 2013. 
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Figure 2: Operations Eraser annual statistics for persons charged and number of charges (unspecified 

offences) 
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Implemented activities under Goal 2: To keep the neighbourhoods free of graffiti 

2.1 Grant Funding  

Since its inception, the Strategy has included specialised funds offered as grants to Local 

Government and not-for-profit organisations to assist them to meet Strategy goals. Annual and bi-

annual funding rounds have targeted community needs through the State Graffiti Fund, Graffiti 

Hotspot Fund and a funding round to support Graffiti Recording and Reporting Software. 

Applications for these funds are encouraged by the Graffiti Team through direct advertising to 

Local Government and not for profit agencies, the Goodbye Graffiti Website, Graffiti and 

Community Safety forums, Graffiti Team email distribution networks, small business networks 

and press advertising in the West Australian and community newspapers each year.  

The Graffiti Team state that promotion of the Grant Funding is an important focus for them.  

Guidance on projects that would support current needs have been given to effectively support 

projects that will align directly with the goals of the Strategy. As the Strategy is delivered state-

wide, the Graffiti Team also report that grant funding for both metropolitan and regional projects 

is one avenue for them ‘to engage, strengthen partnerships, facilitate prevention programs, 

promote the state plan to address graffiti’, and support the development of primary prevention 

programs. In line with this statement, Table 3 shows the objectives and categories for each 

annual grant funding round since the 2008/09 financial year. As shown in Table 3, these have 

consistently included targeted funding for projects to educate and divert youth from the criminal 

justice system, encourage rapid removal, and graffiti prevention and reporting activities. 

Table 3: Graffiti Funding Objectives and Categories 

Year Objectives and categories 

2008/09 Bi-annual funding round 

The State Graffiti Fund will support initiatives such as programs that increase the 

capacity of Local Governments and not-for-profit organisations to reduce the level of 

graffiti incidents in their area. Initiatives should fall under one of these four categories: 

 Clean-up/rapid removal of graffiti;  

 Graffiti Hotspot targeting;  

 Education and diversionary programs for youth; and  

 CCTV for graffiti hotspots. 

Objectives for projects in the above categories should include:  

 Encourage and support local communities to take responsibility for graffiti 

clean-up;  

 Provide sustainable local graffiti clean-up solutions in Western Australian 

communities;  

 Improve the use of public spaces by reclaiming areas that have been 

vandalised with graffiti;  

 Increase community perceptions of safety and security in public places; 

and  

 Reduce the number of graffiti incidents in the area. 

The Graffiti Hotspot Fund will increase the capacity of Local Governments to affect 

rapid graffiti removal and support initiatives such as minor works, mobile CCTV, 

programs that promote prevention and/or awareness of graffiti offences and programs 

to divert potential offenders. For example: 

 Urban Art for existing vandalised area with a focus on changing an 

environment to minimise/prevent graffiti or provide activities and 
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opportunities for local at risk youth;  

 Designing Out Crime initiatives to reduce graffiti; and  

 Community campaigns to focus on graffiti reporting and reduction. 

2009/10 

 

Annual Funding round 

The State Graffiti Fund will support initiatives such as programs that increase the 

capacity of Local Governments and not-for-profit organisations to reduce the level of 

graffiti incidents in their area. Initiatives should fall under one of these four categories: 

 Clean-up/rapid removal of graffiti;  

 Graffiti Hotspot targeting;  

 Education and diversionary programs for youth; and  

 CCTV for graffiti hotspots. 

Objectives for projects in the above categories should include:  

 Encourage and support local communities to take responsibility for graffiti 

clean-up;  

 Provide sustainable local graffiti clean-up solutions in Western Australian 

communities;  

 Improve the use of public spaces by reclaiming areas that have been 

vandalised with graffiti;  

 Increase community perceptions of safety and security in public places; 

and  

 Reduce the number of graffiti incidents in the area. 

2010/11 Bi-annual Funding round 

The State Graffiti Fund will support initiatives such as programs that increase the 

capacity of Local Governments and not-for-profit organisations to reduce the level of 

graffiti incidents in their area. Initiatives should fall under one of these four categories: 

 Clean-up/rapid removal of graffiti;  

 Graffiti Hotspot targeting;  

 Education and diversionary programs for youth; and  

 CCTV for graffiti hotspots. 

Objectives for projects in the above categories should include:  

 Encourage and support local communities to take responsibility for graffiti 

clean-up;  

 Provide sustainable local graffiti clean-up solutions in Western Australian 

communities;  

 Improve the use of public spaces by reclaiming areas that have been 

vandalised with graffiti;  

 Increase community perceptions of safety and security in public places; 

and  

 Reduce the number of graffiti incidents in the area. 

The Graffiti Recording and Reporting Software Fund represents a significant 

commitment by State Government through the Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 

(the Strategy) to address graffiti vandalism within our communities. Grants from the 

Fund aim to promote all levels of government working in partnership with each other 

and the community to achieve positive change or outcomes in delivering programs and 

services that reduce the incidence of graffiti.  

The Graffiti Recording & Reporting Software Grant funding will support the purchase of 

a Digital Mapping Application for recording graffiti. To assist Local Governments in 

collecting and storing graffiti data, and to streamline the process of reporting through 

the Goodbye Graffiti Database (formally known as OARS), the Office of Crime 

Prevention encourages Local Governments to apply for a grant to fund the purchase of 

a Digital Mapping Application.  

 

The aim of the Goodbye Graffiti Database is to increase the volume and quality of 
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information related to graffiti offences that is reported by Local Governments, major 

asset owners and stakeholders related to graffiti offences. This involves the 

development and implementation of a dedicated system which will record graffiti 

vandalism, while also hosting a taggers database for Police intelligence.  

2011/12 Annual Funding Round 

The State Graffiti Fund will support projects that increase the capacity of Local 

Governments and incorporated not-for-profit organisations to reduce the level of 

graffiti incidents through:  

 Encouraging and supporting local communities to take responsibility for 

graffiti clean-up;  

 Providing sustainable local graffiti clean-up solutions in Western 

Australian communities;  

 Improving the use of public spaces by reclaiming areas that have been 

vandalised with graffiti;  

 Increasing community awareness on reporting graffiti vandalism; and  

 Supporting projects that decrease the number of juveniles who come in 

contact with the justice system. 

The State Graffiti Fund is divided into four funding categories: 

 Clean-up/rapid removal of graffiti inclusive of hotspots;  

 CCTV for graffiti hotspots;  

 Graffiti Recording & Reporting Software (Local Governments only) and  

 Education and diversionary programs for youth.  

2012/13 Annual Funding Round 

The State Graffiti Fund will support projects that increase the capacity of Local 

Governments and incorporated not-for-profit organisations to reduce the level of 

graffiti incidents through: 

 Encouraging and supporting local communities to take responsibility for 

graffiti clean-up; 

 Providing sustainable local graffiti clean-up solutions in Western 

Australian communities; 

 Reducing the opportunities for graffiti offending by looking at improved 

design options for graffiti hotspot locations; 

 Increasing community awareness on reporting graffiti vandalism; and 

 Supporting projects that decrease the number of juveniles who come in 

contact with the justice system. 

The State Graffiti Fund is divided into three funding categories, directly aligned to the 

goals from the Strategy.  Applications will only be considered if they provide outcomes 

that align directly with one or more of the goals.  These goals are: 

Goal One - Decrease the number of graffiti vandalism offenders 

Goal Two - Keep neighbourhoods free from graffiti vandalism 

Goal Three - Ensure all graffiti is reported  

2013/14 Annual Funding Round 

The State Graffiti Fund represents a significant commitment by State Government 

through the Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 (the Strategy), to address graffiti 

vandalism within our communities.  

The State Graffiti Fund will support projects that increase the capacity of Local 

Government and incorporated not-for-profit organisations to reduce the level of graffiti 
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incidents through: 

 Encouraging and supporting local communities to take responsibility for 

graffiti clean-up; 

 Providing sustainable local graffiti clean-up solutions in Western 

Australian communities; 

 Reducing the opportunities for graffiti offending by looking at improved 

design options for graffiti hotspot locations; 

 Increasing community awareness on reporting graffiti vandalism; and 

 Supporting projects that decrease the number of juveniles who come in 

contact with the justice system. 

The State Graffiti Fund is divided into three funding categories, directly aligned to the 

goals from the Strategy.  Applications will only be considered if they provide outcomes 

that align directly with one or more of the goals.  These goals are: 

Goal One - Decrease the number of graffiti vandalism offenders 

Goal Two - Keep neighbourhoods free from graffiti vandalism 

Goal Three - Ensure all graffiti is reported 

 

2014/15 Annual Funding Round 

The State Graffiti Fund represents a significant commitment by State Government 

through the Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 (the Strategy), to address graffiti 

vandalism within our communities.  

The State Graffiti Fund will support projects that increase the capacity of Local 

Government and incorporated not-for-profit organisations to reduce the level of graffiti 

incidents through: 

 Encouraging and supporting local communities to take responsibility for 

graffiti clean-up; 

 Providing sustainable local graffiti clean-up solutions in Western 

Australian communities; 

 Reducing the opportunities for graffiti offending by looking at improved 

design options for graffiti hotspot locations; 

 Increasing community awareness on reporting graffiti vandalism; and 

 Supporting projects that decrease the number of juveniles who come in 

contact with the justice system. 

The State Graffiti Fund is divided into three funding categories, directly aligned to the 

goals from the Strategy.  Applications will only be considered if they provide outcomes 

that align directly with one or more of the goals.  These goals are: 

Goal One - Decrease the number of graffiti vandalism offenders 

Goal Two - Keep neighbourhoods free from graffiti vandalism 

  Goal Three - Ensure all graffiti is reported 

Stakeholders report that the grants application process is highly competitive, with more 

applications received each year than funding allows. Between 2008 and 2014, a total of 178 

grants were awarded with a total value of $2.7 million.  

As shown in Table 4, the most commonly awarded grant funding, according to project type 

classifications listed in the Graffiti Team’s ‘Evaluation of Graffiti Grants’ spreadsheet, were for 
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graffiti clean-up activities, reporting and recording software, urban art, CCTV and education. 

These findings appear to confirm that the grants are indeed meeting their targets. Furthermore, 

although only one of the projects listed in Table 4 was identified as diversionary, this could have 

as much to do with the way they were classified as their content. For example, many of the clean-

up activities listed may have involved young people who were being diverted from future graffiti 

offences. Similarly, although the Fund has not targeted urban art projects for many years, LGA 

and other community stakeholders said that these types of activities were particularly valuable 

as a form of youth engagement, awareness raising and education. This is consistent with the 

finding that five (13.9 per cent) of the urban art grants that were awarded explicitly identified 

education as a secondary project type, and most (31: 86.1 per cent) identified some form of 

youth education, awareness raising or improved community engagement as an anticipated 

project outcome. Research evidence also suggests that when the local youth are involved in legal 

urban art and/or respect the artist, legal urban art can play a useful role in Crime Prevention 

through Environmental Design activities targeted at graffiti reduction (Allen, 2007x; Taylor, & 

Marais, 2009xi).  

Table 4 also suggests relatively little variation between the values of grants awarded in each 

funding category, with most averaging between $14,000 and $18,000 and none exceeding 

$30,000. 

Table 4: State Graffiti Fund grants by Project Type 

Grant ‘Project Type’*  

Total 

number of 

grants 

Total grant 

funding 

Average grant 

funding 

Maximum 

grant value 

Minimum 

grant value 

CCTV 21 $362,374 $17,256 $30,000 $1,500 

Clean Up/Rapid Removal 58 $825,618 $14,235 $22,101 $3,000 

CPTED (including lighting 

and security) 

6 $94,667 $15,778 $20,000 $10,000 

Diversionary 1 $18,392 $18,392 $18,392 $18,392 

Education 14 $173,675 $12,405 $20,000 $3,674 

Reporting and Recording 

Software 

41 $642,868 $15,680 $20,000 $4,806 

Urban Art (including 

projects that anticipate 

youth education, 

awareness and 

engagement outcomes) 

36 $582,658 $16,185 $30,000 $2,705 

Grand Total 177 $2,700,252 $15,256 $30,000 $1,500 

*Grant Project Type is a classification given in the “Evaluation of Graffiti Grants” spreadsheet.  Where more than one project type 

is specified, the grant has been grouped according to the first project type listed. 
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As shown in Table 5, most (84.7 per cent) of the community grant funding awarded as part of the 

Strategy was released prior to the 2011/12 financial year. However, despite a decrease in the 

number of grants since then, the average value of grants awarded across all years has remained 

relatively constant. 

Table 5: State Graffiti Fund grants by financial year 

Financial 

Year 

Number of grants 

awarded 

Total grant 

funding 

Average grant 

funding 

Maximum grant 

value 

Minimum grant 

value 

2008/09 33 $599,779 $18,175 $30,000 $3,000 

2009/10 33 $482,655 $14,626 $20,000 $1,500 

2010/11 55 $867,107 $15,766 $20,000 $3,300 

2011/12 29 $371,963 $12,826 $15,000 $3,674 

2012/13 13 $178,076 $13,698 $20,000 $1,850 

2013/14 14 $200,672 $14,334 $20,000 $3,644 

Grand Total 177 $2,700,252 $15,256 $30,000 $1,500 

 

2.2 Rapid Removal 

In Australia, rapid removal of graffiti is one of the most popular graffiti prevention strategies 

(Morgan & Louis, 2009xii). It is based on research showing that graffiti offenders are often 

motivated by a desire to have their work, tags or words viewed by others (Halsey & Young, 

2002xiii; Stafford & Pettersson, 2003xiv). Thus quickly removing graffiti before it can be publicly 

viewed is perceived to reduce the rewards for offenders. Rapid removal is also perceived to 

reduce the likelihood of graffiti causing broader community fear of crime. In addition, graffiti is 

also usually easier to remove when it is done sooner rather than later. 

In 2011, a Premier’s Circular was issued requiring all public sector bodies ‘to adopt a 48-hour 

graffiti vandalism removal standard (from the time of reporting), with immediate removal if the 

graffiti is racist or obscene’. In turn, the Implementation Plan for the Strategy states that: 

Major asset owners will:  

 Through their Taskforce membership, report on performance against the 48 hour 

turnaround standard for removal of graffiti vandalism on a quarterly basis. 
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The Taskforce will: 

 Monitor performance of removal standards and, in the event of any decline, will 

investigate impediments and recommend new initiatives to improve turnaround times. 

Most stakeholders consulted as part of this evaluation agreed that the rapid removal policy had 

been inconsistently applied by State Government agencies. Some stakeholders perceived this to 

be due to differences in stakeholder capacity. However, for those Local Governments applying 

the policy, they believed it was a matter organisational priority.  They commented that their 

priority was to ensure people felt safe and confident within their community, and adopting the 

graffiti removal standard promoted a clean community.  

Notably, of all public sector agencies, stakeholders perceived that LGAs were the most likely to 

be involved in rapid removal. This is confirmed by a Graffiti Team review of State and Local 

Government Service Level Agreements, which included the practice of rapid graffiti removal. This 

review, which began in September 2014, showed that 17 out of 19 sampled Local Government 

Authorities (18 of which were Metropolitan) were practicing rapid removal of graffiti vandalism.  

2.3 Industry Managed Training 

Given the inherent risk associated with some graffiti removal activities, the Implementation Plan 

for the Strategy recommended that a clean-up course be offered to industry, government, and 

volunteers involved in graffiti removal. The two-day graffiti removal course provides the 

participants with the basic technical knowledge and experience in safe working practices to 

ensure compliance with relevant safety and environmental issues and industry standards when 

removing graffiti. Courses were offered in the metropolitan area as well as a number of regional 

areas. 

Between 2008 and 2012, a graffiti vandalism removal skills course was run annually through the 

Master Painter’s Association (MPA). However, no courses were offered in 2013 and 2014.  

Records indicate there have been five to seven participants per course. They also show that 

between September 2009 and 2014, 32 applicants applied for a 50 per cent course subsidy, 

and 26 were awarded that subsidy. The total value of the subsidies paid was $12,915.  

During interviews, Local Government representatives and course facilitators said that they 

believed the course was under-utilised. A number of Local Government representatives were not 

aware of the course or did not see value in attending. They suggested that increased marketing 

and promotion maybe beneficial, particularly regarding the health and safety issues associated 

with graffiti removal practices. However, it is also possible that the demand for the course has 

been met. The Graffiti Team commented that: 

“Councils that remove graffiti in house have completed the accreditation. Therefore, once this has 

been done, there is no need to do the MPA course. Majority of councils have contracts with graffiti 

removalists and therefore it appears the market has been saturated.” (Graffiti Team) 

Course facilitators noted that there were commonly two distinct types of participants attending 

each course; those who already had a lot of relevant experience and were completing the course 

for the accreditation, and those with no prior experience who required a lot of training and 

supervision. They suggested developing two different courses to meet the needs of each of these 

audiences. 
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2.4 Strengthening Partnerships 

The Graffiti Taskforce has high-level membership from twenty-one organisations including 

members from State Government agencies, Local Governments, and community organisations. 

Taskforce members said that having personal relationships with the asset owners has enhanced 

their ability to report and efficiently manage graffiti removal. They also believed that the shared 

knowledge with asset owners provided greater understanding of the issues behind graffiti 

offending, and different perspectives on the impact of graffiti vandalism.  

In addition, some Local Government representatives commented that they have very good 

partnerships with the Graffiti Team and asset owners. These partnerships have been facilitated 

by the Graffiti Team through a variety of means including meetings, face to face interviews, 

phone support, technical support, and graffiti forums. Grant funding has also assisted with the 

development of stronger networks between Local Governments and a number of not-for-profit 

organisations.  

2.5 Graffiti Removal Agreements 

As part of the implementation of the practice of rapid removal as a key graffiti management 

strategy and the Premiers Circular 2011 public sector graffiti removal standard (see activity 2.2 

above), the Graffiti Team were tasked with facilitating the development and implementation of a 

standardised agreement between all Local Government and State Government asset owners. A 

draft Service Level Agreement (SLA) was developed by WA Local Government Association 

(WALGA) and made available to stakeholders in 2010.  

However, to date the SLA template has not been used to establish any formal agreements for 

graffiti vandalism removal. Some Local Government representatives noted they have some form 

of Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) or informal arrangements in place with other State 

Government agencies and most were satisfied with this. Some asset owners mentioned that they 

preferred informal arrangements because they allow for more flexibility.  

“The smartest agreement is a hand shake. If it’s on paper it becomes too legalistic.” (Asset Owner) 

Despite these comments, feedback from Local Government representatives during case study 

interviews and from the Graffiti Team indicates the need to strengthen some agreements. For 

example, of the nine Local Government representatives who were interviewed, most: 

 Were unhappy with one or more State Government agency’s adherence to the removal 

standard; 

 Perceived that State Government, neighbouring Local Government, and private asset 

owners (e.g. telecommunications assets) often do not remove graffiti within 48 hours;  

 Preferred cost recovery processes over individual asset owners taking responsibility for 

removal (where Local Government removes graffiti from another owner’s asset); 

 Noted that rapid removal is limited where there are hazards associated with accessing 

assets (e.g. height, high voltage, traffic); and 

 Reported inconsistent approaches to rapid removal in neighbouring Local Governments. 

For example where one Local Government that practices rapid removal adjoins another 

Local Government that has a more relaxed approach the perception is that the overall 

effectiveness of rapid removal is diminished for the practicing Local Government.  

 



Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 

Evaluation Report Clear Horizon Consulting 30 

Improvements recommended by Local Governments included:  

 Amend the policy for graffiti removal that includes a realistic agreed response time for 

removal of graffiti from State-owned assets;  

 Localised arrangements for removal from other’s assets; and 

 Develop a consistent cost recovery model.  

 

2.6 Designing out Graffiti 

The Designing out Graffiti actions identified in the Strategy’s Implementation Plan are based on 

the principles of Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED). These principles are 

based on extensive research showing how the design of public space to increase visibility and 

reduce spaces where crime can covertly occur can increase public safety. Furthermore, a number 

of evaluations have shown that when done well, CPTED activities can be very effective in 

preventing graffiti, especially if explicitly followed up to ensure that design modifications are 

made and track associated outcomes (Geason & Wilson, 1990xv; Geason, & Wilson, 1989xvi; 

Kushmuk & Whittemore, 1981xvii).  

The Strategy’s Designing out Graffiti guidelines were developed and released on the Goodbye 

Graffiti Website and through a number of marketing campaigns promoted by the Graffiti Team. In 

addition, WA Police report distributing 98 hard copy booklets to external stakeholders. 

However, the Graffiti Team commented that: 

“In the merge with the Office of Crime Prevention and WA Police there was a loss of a funded 

resource to focus on Designing out Crime to Department of Planning. The Graffiti Team retained 

publications and research material from this time and continued to promote the Designing out 

Crime/Graffiti guidelines to Local Government and the extended community” (Graffiti Team). 

Google Analytics indicates very few have been downloaded from the website. However, as noted 

in an earlier section, limitations in the way Google analytics records downloads could mean that 

this is an under-estimate of the true extent of access to these resources. 

In addition, nine external CPTED audits have been conducted and documented by the Graffiti 

Team and another sixteen audits were reported to be completed by other state agency 

stakeholders. However, of these, there is no record of post-audit follow-ups to assess the extent 

to which recommended actions were implemented.  
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Implemented activities under Goal 3: To ensure all graffiti is reported 

Improvement in the reporting of graffiti and recording of graffiti incidents has been in 

development since the reporting Hotline was launched in 2007. Since then, the online reporting 

tool became available on the Goodbye Graffiti Website in 2008. The Goodbye Graffiti Database 

was developed and commissioned in 2011.  

The Goodbye Graffiti Database was designed to provide a dedicated recording system for graffiti 

vandalism in which stakeholders could contribute data to establish a reliable baseline of graffiti 

incidents. The aim was to improve the level of accuracy in the analysis of graffiti offending 

through central accumulation of graffiti statistics and assisting in the improved targeting of 

responses to local graffiti vandalism issues. These tools are further discussed below under 

activities 3.1 and 3.3.  

Currently, a graffiti report can be received by WA Police and is recorded in the following 

databases:    

 Incident Management System (IMS) as victim reports; and/or 

 Goodbye Graffiti Database for both victim and non-victim reports. 

Reporting graffiti related information to WA Police can occur via various reporting avenues, 

including; 

 131 444 operator assisted Police Assistance Centre (PAC); 

 Local Police Station; 

 Goodbye Graffiti Hotline (1800 442 255); 

 Goodbye Graffiti Website (www.goodbyegraffiti.wa.gov.au online form); and 

 Bulk upload by Local Government stakeholders. 

If a graffiti report is made via the Hotline or website, an automated email is directed to the 

relevant authority or asset owner for removal to occur. 

3.1 Goodbye Graffiti Hotline and Website 

As stated above, the Goodbye Graffiti Hotline was launched in 2007, followed by the Goodbye 

Graffiti Website in 2008.  Between 2007 and 2014, the Goodbye Graffiti Hotline received 

16,409, averaging 2,050 calls per year (Table 6).  

Table 6: Calls presented to the Goodbye Graffiti Hotline per year 

Year 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Total 

calls to 

hotline 

Number of 

calls to 

Hotline 

673 4178 3,012 2,106 2,175 1,723 1,293 1,249 16,409 

 

  

http://www.goodbyegraffiti.wa.gov.au/
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Since July 2013 the types of calls received by the Goodbye Graffiti Hotline have been mapped. 

Four options are provided to the caller: 

 Report a graffiti offence in progress (Police notified); 

 Report graffiti offender information (call diverted to Crime stoppers);  

 Report graffiti as a victim (clean-up action); or 

 Report graffiti as a non-victim (clean-up action). 

The Goodbye Graffiti Website also provides a means by which members of the public may report 

graffiti vandalism. Notably, after the ‘Home Page’, the ‘Report Graffiti’ page was the most 

accessed part of the Goodbye Graffiti Website. Between July 2013 and December 2014 there 

were 4,908 page views for ‘Report Graffiti’ out of a total of 47,157 views across the site. In turn, 

between February 2008 and December 2014, 16,651 graffiti reports were entered using the 

online reporting form. 

The Goodbye Graffiti Website is also the primary way that the Graffiti Team disseminates graffiti 

information and management strategies for all members of the community to access. 

3.2 Community Awareness and Engagement 

The Goodbye Graffiti Website is one of the primary mechanisms for increasing community 

awareness of the Strategy and engaging community members in associated activities. Google 

Analytics revealed that across the website, pages for awareness and information relating to 

graffiti yielded some of the highest number of page views. In addition, three of the ‘frequently 

asked questions’ (FAQs) for school students are within the top ten page views. These questions 

were:  

 How much is being spent on graffiti removal? (3,641 page views); 

 Are there any graffiti statistics available? (933 page views); and 

 Who are the most likely offenders of graffiti? (892 page views). 

Other awareness pages that rated highly were ‘Graffiti and the Law’ (1,822 page views) and 

‘about the Tough on Graffiti Strategy’ (1,118 page views).  

In addition to the website, the Graffiti Team has distributed over 200,000 promotional posters, 

leaflets, magnets, and brochures to external community stakeholders.  Organisations that made 

a direct request to receive these materials between July 2010 and March 2015 are listed in 

Table 7.   
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Table 7: Organisations that placed for Goodbye Graffiti promotional material 

Organisation type Number of requests 

Local government 147 

Police 81 

Other 50 

School 25 

Internal 19 

Total 322 

The Graffiti Team also logged 176 community engagement activities/events between June 2008 

and December 2014 and reported carrying out many more that were not logged. These activities 

and events included meetings, training workshops, and information forums, exhibitions (Royal 

Show Police Pavilion for two years). The most commonly logged meetings were with Local 

Government, WA Police and representatives from other national and international jurisdictions.  

3.3 Goodbye Graffiti Database 

The Goodbye Graffiti Database receives reports of graffiti incidents through calls from the 

Hotline, the online ‘report graffiti’ form, the mobile reporting form, and by way of the bulk upload 

reporting mechanism for participating Local Governments. Following its development in 2011, 

the number of graffiti incidents entered into the database grew sharply, and then decreased 

slightly in 2014 (Table 8). Of the total 80,403 incidents that were entered into the database 

during this time, 8,524 (10.6 per cent) were reported by the public, and 71,888 (89.4 per cent) 

were the result of Local Government bulk upload reports.  

The majority of metropolitan Local Governments are now using the bulk upload reporting 

mechanism. The tag intelligence portal enables internal WAPOL users (frontline Police, 

Intelligence Analysts) to use the information provided through these uploads to identify and 

target prolific tags and hotspot locations. 

Table 8: Reports entered into the Goodbye Graffiti Database per year 

Year 2011* 2012 2013 2014 
All years 

TOTAL 

Number of 

reports 

5,593 20,223 28,016 26,571 80,403 

* Recording of reports into Goodbye Graffiti Database commenced in June 2011 
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4.2. Impact of the Strategy on reducing the number of graffiti vandalism 

offenders in WA 

Overview 

The evaluation results suggest that the Tough on Graffiti 2011-2015 Strategy has had an impact 

on reducing the number of graffiti vandalism offenders in WA. In particular, stakeholder 

comments indicate an association between the implementation of activities aimed at increasing 

coordination of graffiti reporting and offender detection, and an increase in the number of graffiti 

vandalism offenders being identified and charged. These comments were supported by Police 

data showing an increased rate of graffiti offence clearances in recent years, followed by a 

reduction in graffiti offender numbers across the state. In addition, survey data shows a marked 

reduction in juvenile offenders’ pro-graffiti attitudes after completing the JCuP program, and 

anecdotal evidence suggests low graffiti recidivism rates amongst JCuP participants.  

The evaluation findings suggest that the Strategy could be further improved through systematic 

collection of data about individual offenders. Access to such data would enable more effective 

targeting of associated interventions. In particular, the results indicate a minority of young people 

who are motivated to graffiti for social and/or emotional reasons and whose graffiti related 

attitudes and behaviours are resistant to change. These individuals could benefit from 

interventions that connect them to a more positive youth culture and build their resilience.  

The results also reveal limited community uptake of and engagement in some of the initiatives 

planned by the Taskforce. For example, although school based education is recognised as an 

effective tool for deterring potential offenders, the educational resources developed for the 

Strategy do not appear to have been widely used. This is probably because of its limited 

promotion and extension to educators and youth workers.  

Finally, despite guidelines advising against media publication of graffiti images; a review of 

recent Western Australian media reports show that publication of such images is common. 

Similarly, although there is some evidence that legislation restricting the sale of graffiti 

implements may have influenced business owners’ knowledge regarding associated risks, it has 

not been enforced.  

Increased Offender detection 

The vast majority of stakeholders consulted as part of this evaluation agreed that the Strategy 

has had a significant impact on graffiti vandalism offenders in WA. In particular, they perceived 

that State Graffiti Taskforce activities aimed at increasing the coordination of graffiti offender 

detection and improving graffiti reporting processes had led to an increased number of offenders 

being identified and charged, especially since 2010.  

Although enforcement of criminal justice sanctions against graffiti have been a key component of 

the Strategy since its inception, associated legislative changes did not begin until January 2010. 

Furthermore, in mid-2010 an internal research project revealed a lack of consistency between 

the approaches that Police Officers from different districts used to deal with graffiti offenders. 

That project also suggested that many frontline Police Officers had limited awareness of the 

connection between graffiti and other offence behaviour and did not consider graffiti policing to 

be a priority. 
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Recognition of these issues led to Deputy Commissioner Stephen Brown taking up chairmanship 

of the Taskforce.  Many of the stakeholders interviewed for the evaluation commented that this 

appointment was a significant step for the Taskforce. They believed that having a high-ranking 

Police Officer as Chair of the Taskforce increased its influence and had a significant impact on 

the extent to which Police devoted time and effort into investigating graffiti offenders.  

In acknowledgement of graffiti as a growing concern for the community and stakeholders, one of 

Deputy Commissioner Brown’s first actions was to direct the appointment of two Graffiti District 

Inquiry Officers positioned in each of the District Crime Teams (DCTs) across the metropolitan 

area. These positions were committed to conducting ongoing targeted graffiti operations 

(referred to as ‘Operation Eraser), including identifying graffiti hotspots, and working with media 

and community stakeholders to investigate and charge graffiti offenders.  

Stakeholders interviewed as part of this evaluation identified the nine Eraser Operations that 

were conducted between February 2011 and October 2014 as integral in developing a 

consistent approach to the management of graffiti vandalism, and raising the profile of graffiti as 

an issue for frontline Police.  

“Officers become [sic] more aware of the graffiti problem in their area. After they’ve spent a week 

investigating and looking at graffiti vandalism they start to see it more in their everyday work.” (Police 

Officer) 

“After the operations, graffiti went from a minutiae crime to something that is a visible priority for 

WAPOL. Graffiti is a crime. The operations changed how we charge people because we saw the 

impact on community.” (Police Officer) 

The development of increased intelligence regarding graffiti offenders and their tags was 

supported by the establishment of a centralised database, referred to as the Goodbye Graffiti 

Database. This database enables frontline Police to add, sort and search graffiti tags, develop 

associated intelligence, and link them to persons of interest.  

“The Goodbye Graffiti Database was used for looking up other tags that the person may have written. 

For example, we identified the word ‘Verge’ as occurring frequently and used the Goodbye Graffiti 

Database to investigate areas and locations that it had been reported. The next step was to ID the 

person.” (Police Officer) 

Stakeholder conclusions about the impact of the Strategy on reducing the number of graffiti 

offenders appear to be supported by Police clearance data for graffiti offence reports. As shown 

in Figure 3 below, since 2010, when WA Police established Graffiti District Inquiry Officers to 

facilitate intelligence led graffiti policing and commenced the Eraser Operations, the rate of 

graffiti offences that have been ‘cleared’ has increased markedly. In contrast to the three years3 

prior to the 2009/10 financial year when an average (mean) of only 8.4 per cent of Graffiti 

offences were reported to have been cleared, during the five years since 2009/10 offence 

clearance rates have averaged 24.3 per cent. 

 

 

                                                      
3 Unfortunately, due to recent changes in the way Police reports and clearance rates are recorded, data 

from the period before the 2006/07 financial year could not be reliably compared to subsequent data. 
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Figure 3: Percentage of Graffiti offences reported to WA Police that were subsequently cleared4 

 

For the most part, crime reports are only cleared by Police if an offender or offenders have been 

‘apprehended or processed5 (such as arrest, summons, caution or referral to the Juvenile Justice 

Team)’xviii. Therefore, an increase in clearance rates may indicate an increase in the number of 

offenders who are identified and dealt with by Police, or an increase in the number of offences 

identified for each individual offender that the Police deal with. 

Unfortunately, as it was not possible to link police clearances to individual offenders, it is not 

possible to say which of these possibilities holds true. However, both the detection of an 

increased number of offenders and the detection of increased offences per offender align with 

the Strategy goals.  

If more offenders are being sanctioned and the sanctions are effective in deterring recidivism, 

increased clearance rates should lead to reducing offender numbers. Alternatively, if, as cited by 

Taylor and Khan (2012, p. 5)xix, a small percentage of juveniles ‘actually constitute the cohort of 

seasoned offenders who collectively account for 55 per cent of all recorded juvenile crime’ 

(including graffiti offences), then targeting those offenders who are most prolific should have a 

significant impact on reducing associated offences. 

Reduced offender numbers 

Consistent with the conclusion that increased detection and effective sanctioning of offenders 

should lead to reduced offender numbers over time, WA Police data shows that between 2010 

and 2014 the total number of offenders processed for graffiti offences declined steadily6. As 

                                                      
4 Western Australia Police Service, Annual Crime Statistics, 

http://www.Police.wa.gov.au/Aboutus/Statistics/Crimestatistics/tabid/1219/Default.aspx 

 
5 Crime reports may also be cleared if, for some substantial reason, Police investigations cannot be 

continued (e.g. withdrawn complaint, a statute to bar complaint where an offender is underage or claims 

diplomatic immunity or some other statute of limitations matters; circumstances where the incident was 

found to be a matter for civil action by the complainant; the offender has died; the offender is in another 

jurisdiction and extradition is not desired or available; and where the offender has been admitted to a 

psychiatric facility). However, these are less common than apprehension and criminal justice processing. 
6 WA Police advise that these statistics are provisional and may be subject to revision over time 

http://www.police.wa.gov.au/Aboutus/Statistics/Crimestatistics/tabid/1219/Default.aspx
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shown in Figure 4, this decline was most evident in the Metropolitan Region. Stakeholders 

consulted as part of the evaluation commonly identified the Metropolitan Region as more 

affected by graffiti vandalism than other areas. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that it is 

also home to a larger proportion of graffiti offenders and most likely to benefit from a Strategy 

that aims to reduce offender numbers. 

Figure 4: Offenders processed for graffiti offences in each calendar year 2010-20147 

 

Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS)xx data also show that overall the number of Western 

Australian defendants involved in criminal court proceedings for property damage and/or 

environmental pollution (including graffiti) has steadily declined since 2009/10 (see Figure 5 

below). Furthermore, since the 2007/08 financial year, the number of WA defendants to these 

types of offences has decreased by 23 per cent. No other Australian State or Territory has 

demonstrated a decrease of this magnitude, with those closest being Tasmania (14.0 per cent), 

South Australia (13.6 per cent) and New South Wales (13.5 per cent). In the case of the Northern 

Territory and Victoria, the number of defendants involved in criminal court proceedings for 

property damage and/or environmental pollution has increased over the same period (by 44.3 

per cent and 22.6 per cent respectively).  

  

                                                      
7 WA Police Business Information & Statistics Unit, 2015 
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Figure 5: Defendants in Property Damage or Environmental Pollution Court Proceedings 

 

Although the ABS data does not allow separation of graffiti offence defendants from defendants 

of other property crime and environmental offence proceedings, it could be assumed that at least 

some of the downward trend in defendants appearing for Western Australian property damage 

offences is due to a downward trend in the number of defendants appearing for graffiti offences. 

Consideration of the ABS data is important because it suggests that something unique is 

happening in Western Australia that is having an effect on the number of property damage 

appearances (for example, the Western Australian State Graffiti Taskforce Strategy).  

Offender data limitations 

Both the WA policing data and the ABS data provide support for stakeholder conclusions that the 

Strategy is effective in reducing the number of graffiti offenders. However, these datasets are 

subject to limitations.  

In addition to those limitations that have already been described, it must be noted that we were 

unable to obtain data that enabled comparison of the 2010 to 2012 graffiti offender data 

provided by the WA Police to the historical trend. Therefore it is possible that this decline was 

already evident before the Strategy was implemented. We were also unable to obtain data that 

enabled comparison of the WA Offender trends to those of other states. 

Although the ABS data did allow inter-state comparison, it does not include offenders who are 

subject to Police diversion. However, there is now significant evidence that Police diversion is a 

more effective way of managing juvenile offending and preventing further offences than ongoing 

criminal justice system involvement and court imposed sentences (Greenwood et al, 1998xxi; 

Snowball, 2008xxii; Allard et al, 2010xxiii). Consequently, in most Australian states and territories 

(including Western Australia), sentencing guidelines advocate pre-court diversion for early career 

juvenile offenders who have committed less serious offences.  

Lack of Western Australian Police data regarding the characteristics and outcomes of individual 

offenders precludes identification of the proportion Western Australian graffiti offenders who 

were juvenile or the proportion of juvenile offenders who were diverted from further criminal 

justice system involvement. However, figures presented in the Tough on Graffiti Implementation 
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Plan suggest that the vast majority of juvenile offenders were likely to have been diverted. 

Therefore, the ABS data is unlikely to include the vast majority of the Strategy’s target population. 

The ABS data also only counts offenders by the ‘most serious’ offence for which they are 

appearing and may count the same offender multiple times if they appear on multiple occasions 

(including those who demonstrate recidivism during the measurement period). Given that graffiti 

has been described as a ‘gateway’ offence that commonly leads to other forms of offence 

behaviour (Taylor & Khan, 2012)xxiv, it is likely that later career graffiti offenders who are not 

eligible for diversion will also be charged with other more serious offences. Therefore, these 

offenders are also unlikely to be represented in the trends presented above in Figure 5.  

If the Strategy aims to reduce the number of graffiti offenders and offences in WA over the longer 

term, the Taskforce needs a way to effectively track the impact of the Strategy on individual 

offender groups and ensure its effectiveness both in deterring ‘hard core’ recidivist offenders, 

and in preventing early career offenders from becoming recidivists. Currently a lack of available 

data prevents this. 

Reduced likelihood of repeat offenders and other forms of offender prevention 

Juvenile Clean-up Program 

The only recidivism information that this evaluation was able to access was provided by the 

Juvenile Justice Team. They reported that of the 366 juvenile graffiti offenders who were diverted 

to the program by WA Police and completed the Juvenile Clean-up Program (JCuP), only four (1.1 

per cent) were identified for further graffiti related offences. Although anecdotal, this statistic 

shows a positive outcome for the Program. It contrasts markedly with evidence showing that 

approximately 28 per cent of Western Australian adolescents detected for graffiti related 

offences between 2003 and 2009 went on to commit further such offences within a year of 

initial detection (Taylor, Marais, & Cottman, 2011xxv). 

JCuP participants’ responses to a pre- and post-Program survey also suggest that young graffiti 

offenders commonly changed their perceptions of graffiti following program participation. As 

shown in Figure 6 below, despite all of the JCuP participants having already been cautioned for 

graffiti offences and participated in a Juvenile Justice Team conference (and therefore aware that 

graffiti is illegal) upon entry to the JCuP program a sizable proportion continued to describe 

graffiti in positive terms. For example, they referred to it as being ‘a form of art’, ‘creative’, 

‘interesting’, ‘a way of expression’, ‘fun’, ‘cool’, and making walls ‘beautiful’, ‘stand-out’, ‘less 

dull’, ‘have character’ and ‘glow/look individual’. Before JCuP participation, offenders also 

reported that seeing graffiti made them feel ‘happy’, curious’, ‘amazing’, ‘proud’, ‘excited’, 

‘intrigued’, ‘like we own this area’.  

However, after participation, the proportion of young graffiti offenders who provided positive 

descriptions of graffiti and associated feelings decreased and the proportion that provided 

negative descriptions increased.  
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Figure 6: JCuP participants pre- and post-Program assessment of graffiti ('Graffiti is...') (N=328)8 

 

In line with the focus of the JCuP, changes in participants attitudes commonly reflected 

recognition of the time and financial burden associated with cleaning graffiti, and of the personal 

cost of having being caught for a graffiti related offence. Participants made comment such as 

graffiti is … ‘Pointless and a waste of money’, ‘annoying to get off’, ‘against the law, a huge cost 

to the government’, ‘not worth the trouble’ , ‘[Feel] bad for the people who have to clean it’ and 

‘[Feel] bad and this program made me think about the work involved’ 

For some JCuP participants, the Program appeared to have also contributed to them developing a 

new perspective on the negative impacts of graffiti and their reasons for doing it, and a greater 

respect for other people’s property. In answering ‘I feel graffiti is….’ some participants said, ‘[it’s] 

not art it’s damaging property’, ‘Bad and a waste of time’, ‘Bad way of self-expression’, 

‘Disrespectful and unnecessary’, ‘[I feel] unsafe in the environment’, ‘the people whom have 

done it are stupid’, [I feel] bad, knowing I have graffitied’, ‘[It’s] ruining other peoples work’, ‘[I 

feel] guilty’, ‘[Walls look] disgusting & dirty’ and ‘[Walls look] ugly and ruined’. 

These findings suggest that the JCuP may be effective in deterring some juvenile offenders from 

further offences.  

Despite the positive findings reported above, it must be noted that many offenders who 

participated in JCuP did not change their attitude towards graffiti during the course of the 

Program, and some offenders’ attitudes and feelings actually appeared to become more positive 

towards graffiti. Indeed, more than a third (n=111) of offenders either retained positive views of 

graffiti or developed more positive views over the course of the Program.  

Notably, most of the young people who persisted with a positive view of graffiti described it in 

terms of providing them with an outlet for emotional expression and/or a form of social 

connection. Graffiti is… ‘an artistic way for people to express themselves’, ‘a way for young 

people to express their emotions’, ‘a way to keep some people calm’, ‘a network of people 

sharing a hobby’, ‘freedom of expression’, ‘[It’s] a culture’, ‘[it makes me feel] like a team player’, 

and ‘[it’s] someone trying to build a reputation’. 

                                                      
8 To ensure reliable comparison of results, only participants who completed both pre and post survey 

questions were included in this analysis. 
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In addition, many justified their responses in terms of where and how the graffiti was done 

and/or a lack of alternative recreational activities. Graffiti is… ‘an art form if done correctly, not 

scribble or scratches’, art when done properly’, ‘great in a legal or designated area’, ‘a way 

people get adrenaline and excitement’ and ‘it’s ok when you are bored’. 

Taylor and Khan’s (2012) research suggests that although around 75 per cent of Western 

Australian juvenile graffiti offenders cease their offence behaviour after their first or second 

contact with Police, those who persist are often motivated by factors such as social alienation 

and identification with an offending subculture. They also highlight the role that social and 

emotional resilience can play in preventing recidivism offending amongst even the most high risk 

young people.  

The results of the JCuP survey suggest similar conclusions. As such, they indicate areas for 

further developing the Strategy’s response to juvenile graffiti offenders. These include the 

potential for programs that aim not only to build offenders awareness of the consequences of 

their actions, but also programs that aim to connect them to positive youth culture and build their 

resilience.  

School Based Education 

The evaluation also highlighted a lack of direct engagement with schools and other youth 

focused organisations in the current Strategy. Although a School-Based Education Program has 

been developed and is available online, relatively few educators appear to be using it. Between 

August 2009 and October 2014, there were 552 downloads of the online training resources. The 

majority of downloads happened in the first two years with only 35 downloads in 2014 and only 

seven of these were from WA schools. 

It is possible the decreasing interest from teachers, evident from the reduction in downloads, is a 

result of the introduction of the new Australian Curriculum and because of that the applicability 

of the resources has diminished. The Graffiti Team are working with an education consultant to 

update the resources to reflect the new curriculum. This may result in renewed interest from 

teachers.  

However, a Taskforce member said that they felt the School-Based Education Program has 

“largely died on the vine”. They believed that the resources are potentially quite powerful and 

that the Program should be reenergised by the Taskforce, preferably through a closer working 

relationship with the WA Department of Education.  

To some degree, feedback from users also supports increasing promotion and ongoing use of the 

educational resources.  In November 2009, April 2010, and September 2014, the Graffiti Team 

sent evaluation forms to all 415 individuals who had registered to access all education 

resources. Although only six were completed and returned, four of those respondents reported 

that their students awareness of graffiti had increased following use, all of them said they 

intended to continue using the resources, and three of them said they would recommend the 

resources to others. User feedback also suggests that the resources may have wider applicability 

beyond schools. One user who provided feedback to the online survey, and who works with young 

people subject to Court Orders and Patrol Orders made by the Children’s Court said: 

“We have been using the Goodbye Graffiti [education] resources in one-to-one sessions with young 

people when they attend mandated appointments. They have responded well to this and given that 

we have a large number of young people with graffiti/damage offences, it has been very useful.” 

(Survey feedback) 
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The finding that a large number of people who downloaded the educational resources were from 

universities, Local Government, government departments that work with young people, youth 

services and from other jurisdictions also supports the idea that they may have utility beyond that 

for which they were initially developed.  

In addition to the online education resources, the Taskforce have funded a number of projects 

that focused on educating young people about the impacts of graffiti on the individual, family and 

community. For example the City of Melville (see case study in Appendix D) received funding to 

develop a script based education resource for Years 9 and 10 high school students, called ‘The 

Writing’s on the Wall’. Evaluation of that project found that the use of the script and resources 

had been effective ‘in making students think harder about the way people cope with stress and 

the impact of graffiti’. After reading the script, 80 per cent of the students reported that they felt 

‘more informed about the consequences of graffiti’. 

The value of education programs for young people is well recognised. Furthermore, although 

limited, the available evidence suggests that the educational resources that have been 

developed could greatly assist educators and youth workers to engage young people in 

conversations about graffiti. It also suggests potential for the resources to be used in primary 

prevention activities aimed at addressing the factors that pre-dispose youth to connections with 

pro-graffiti subcultures.   

Legislation and penalties  

Another area of the Strategy that was intended to reduce the occurrence of graffiti in WA 

concerns the implementation of amendments to the legislation banning the sale of aerosol paint 

and specific graffiti markers to persons under the age of 18, as well as increased penalties for 

graffiti offenders.  

To date there have been no prosecutions for selling graffiti implements to minor, although some 

evidence suggests that awareness of the legislation may somewhat deter the sales of graffiti 

implements. Interviews with a small sample of five staff members from different stores found 

their staff are aware that it is illegal to sell spray paint or marker pens to people under 18 and all 

said that they have asked to see proof of age if they are unsure.    

However, this finding contrasts with the behaviour of shop-front staff revealed in a WA Police 

operation designed to test retailer’s understanding of the legislation and to provide education 

around the graffiti laws in place. The operation was conducted in December 2013. It involved a 

youthful looking undercover Police cadet visiting a selection of hardware, auto, office and art 

supply stores to purchase graffiti implements. Of 58 stores visited, only a small number 

requested to see identification when purchasing spray paint or a marker pen and all stores sold 

the items regardless of age. It is possible that as a result of this operation, stores have become 

more aware of the legislation and are now more vigilant about identification checks.  

Even if the graffiti implement sales to young people have become more restricted as a result of 

the legislation changes, it is not possible to determine what effect these penalties have had on 

deterring potential offenders without a greater understanding of the behaviours of this cohort.  

In addition, although graffiti offenders have been subject to significantly harsher penalties since 

January 2010 than before that date, it is unclear what effect the increased penalties have had on 

deterring young potential offenders. As documented earlier in this report the majority of graffiti 

offenders are juvenile, and the majority of juvenile offenders desist offending following their first 
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or second contact with Police, even if just cautionary. Furthermore, research by Taylor and Khan 

(2014xxvi) found that for Western Australian juvenile graffiti offenders who did not desist following 

preliminary Police contact, increases in WA graffiti penalties introduced in 2004 had no effect on 

subsequent graffiti offence behaviour. 

It is important to note that the effect of the greater penalties may have adverse consequences 

for young people. The increased penalties could have the effect of increasing juvenile contact 

with the criminal justice system. Regardless of predisposing variables, increased criminal justice 

contact has been shown to predict increased ongoing offence behaviours (Richards, 2011xxvii). 

Therefore, these interventions could lead to a number of unintended negative outcomes.   

Responsible media coverage 

A number of stakeholders interviewed as part of the evaluation commented that, for taggers, the 

kudos associated with having their graffiti tag publishing in the media encourages some graffiti 

offenders.  

“There’s nothing more rewarding to a graffiti vandal than seeing their tag getting published, as has 

been done The West and [local newspapers].” (Local Government) 

Such comments conform to the findings of international research (Morgan & Louis, 2009xxviii; 

NSW Department of Justice and Attorney General, 2009xxix) and for the basis for the Strategy’s 

media guidelines advising against the publication of graffiti images and tags. 

Despite Taskforce representatives reporting an extensive roll-out of these guidelines to media 

professionals, a review of the first 50 news media reports provided through a search of WA 

graffiti incidents on https://au.news.yahoo.com/ revealed that 36 per cent (18) explicitly showed 

graffiti images and tags without any attempt to blur or distort images. These reports were filed 

between 2012 and 2015, with most being published in the West Australian Newspaper.  

Although it would be preferable for media outlets to take a positive role in reporting graffiti 

responsibly, it is debateable how effective this would be in reducing the overall exposure of 

graffiti given the extent of graffiti reporting through social media such as Facebook and 

Instagram.  

Opportunities for improvement 

As documented above, the evaluation results suggest a need to increase support for school and 

community uptake of graffiti prevention education resources, and ongoing monitoring and review 

of the implementation of new graffiti legislation, penalties and responsible media coverage 

guidelines.  

The results also highlight the need to improve monitoring and evaluation access to reliable 

offender data, including the number of discrete individuals involved in committing offences, the 

number of discrete individuals identified and sanctioned by law enforcement for committing 

graffiti related offences, the proportion of those individuals who become recidivists, and offender 

specific variables associated with recidivism.  

Although the collection of some such data could present challenges to the Taskforce, without it 

the effectiveness of the Strategy in reducing the number of graffiti vandalism offenders in WA 

cannot be reliably assessed. Furthermore, increased information about the factors that predict 

https://au.news.yahoo.com/
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graffiti recidivism could be used to inform future targeting of Taskforce interventions and 

significantly increase the effectiveness of the Strategy. 

In addition, given that current WA research suggests that most juvenile graffiti offenders cease 

criminal offending around the age of 15 years (Taylor, Marais, & Cottman, 2011), it would be 

useful to gain a better understanding of the impact that those who persist into adulthood have on 

criminal offence statistics. Although data presented in the Strategy’s Implementation Plan 

suggests that 46 per cent of graffiti damage is perpetrated by young males, it does not explain 

the remaining 54 per cent. If graffiti is a ‘gateway’ offence that leads pre-disposed individuals 

into other more serious forms of offending, and if social connections play a critical role in that 

offence trajectory; then early identification of adult offenders who may effectively groom younger 

offenders into increasingly serious offence behaviours could significantly reduce the likelihood of 

such behaviours developing. 
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4.3. Impact of the Strategy in reducing the occurrence of graffiti in WA 

Overview 

Overall, analysis of WA Police data and stakeholder interviews suggest that there has been a 

reduction in the occurrence of graffiti in WA since the introduction of the Strategy. In addition, 

comparisons of offence reports between suburbs suggest that this reduction is absolute, and not 

simply the result of displacement.  

Comparison of the Western Australian Strategy to the graffiti response strategies of other states 

indicates the following critical success factors: 

- The Strategy is coordinated by a State Taskforce that ensure state-wide delivery of a core set 

of initiatives across all Local Government areas; and 

- Police are represented on the Taskforce and, since 2009, have taken leadership of the 

Taskforce.  

It was clear from the evaluation that the Strategy is supported by strong partnerships between 

senior level stakeholders and with Local Government, and that those partnerships have 

significantly contributed to effective implementation of activities to reduce the occurrence of 

graffiti in WA. In addition, in many cases grants funding has enabled implementation to proceed. 

However, a number of State and Local stakeholders mentioned that partnerships could be 

enhanced through increased communication and stakeholder engagement. To some degree, 

these comments may be due to a lack of clarity around communication and engagement roles 

and expectations.     

In terms of the initiatives that were implemented by the Taskforce, stakeholders identified rapid 

removal of graffiti as being particularly effective, at least at the Local Government level. However, 

research evidence suggests that on its own, the benefits of rapid removal may be short-lived. 

Therefore, it is likely that other evidence-based initiatives such as the implementation of Crime 

Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED) principles also played a role in reducing 

graffiti occurrence. Although the current evaluation was unable to obtain empirical evidence of 

the impact of the Tough on Graffiti CPTED activities, a number of anecdotal reports supported 

their usefulness. Therefore, it is recommended that these activities be continued and that 

processes are established to facilitate increased systematisation and follow-up of CPTED 

activities. 

Reduced recorded graffiti offences 

The findings of this evaluation suggest that the Strategy has been effective in reducing the 

occurrence of graffiti in WA. As shown in Figure 7 below, despite a steadily increasing population, 

Police data9 indicate a constant decline in recorded graffiti offences in Western Australia since 

2007; from 16,019 in the 2007/2008 financial year down to 2,830 in the 2013/2014 financial 

year. In contrast, in other states that publish graffiti offence data (New South Wales and Victoria), 

the number of recorded offences appears to have remained relatively constant10. As documented 

                                                      
9 Incidents reported in the WAPOL IMS database - provided by the Graffiti Team 
10 The Western Australian graffiti offence data was provided by the Western Australian Police. Only the 

Victorian Police Service and New South Wales Bureau of Crime Statistics and Research (BOCSAR) were 

able to provide publicly available comparison data. No publicly available data was available for graffiti 

offence reports in New South Wales or Victoria prior to the 2009/2010 financial year. 



Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 

Evaluation Report Clear Horizon Consulting 46 

below, these divergent trends appear to reflect differences between the way that Western 

Australia and the other states have chosen to respond to graffiti, particularly the Strengthening 

Partnerships activities that have supported the Western Australian approach. 

Figure 7: Graffiti offences in Western Australia, New South Wales and Victoria 

 

Although both Victoria and New South Wales have implemented anti-graffiti initiatives, these 

differ markedly from the Western Australian strategy. For example, in Victoria and New South 

Wales responsibility for graffiti responses has been allocated to Local Government Authorities, 

resulting in significant local and regional variation11.  

In contrast, in Western Australia, Local Government is represented on the State Graffiti Taskforce 

and Local Governments are free to develop their own anti-graffiti initiatives, but the Strategy 

involves a core set of initiatives that the Taskforce coordinates across all Local Government 

areas. Appendix D provides a selection of nine Local Government case studies that describe a 

variety of approaches for managing graffiti vandalism in a Local Government setting and how 

these are aligned to the Strategy.  

Victoria has never had a Graffiti Taskforce, however, New South Wales has. The NSW taskforce 

was established in 2006 and, like its WA equivalent, was intended to coordinate initiatives 

across the state. However unlike the Western Australian State Graffiti Taskforce, the New South 

Wales Anti-Graffiti Action Taskforce did not include Police representation12 (Matruglio, 2008xxx).  

Stakeholders consulted as part of this evaluation perceived Police representation on the Western 

Australian State Graffiti Taskforce to be a critical part of its success. Indeed, some argued that 

the Taskforce had little impact before a WA Police representative assumed leadership in 2009 

and the Deputy Police Commissioner became the appointed Chair in 2010.  

                                                      
11 See, for example, the City of Melbourne Graffiti Management Plan 2009-2013, City of Stonnington 

Graffiti Eradication Strategy 2010, Hume Graffiti Management Strategy 2008-2011, Liverpool City Graffiti 

Management Strategy 2012-2015, Warringah Council 2010 Graffiti Management Plan, City of Sydney 

Graffiti Management Strategy 2013. 
12 The seven AGAT team members were the Department of Education and Training, Energy Australia, 

RailCorp, Roads and Traffic Authority, State Transit Authority, Sydney Water and Telstra (Matruglio, 2008) 



Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 

Evaluation Report Clear Horizon Consulting 47 

“The Taskforce changed when Chair was taken by high level Police. It achieved a step change. Prior to 

this the agencies felt they were to blame, not treated as victims of a crime.” (Taskforce member) 

A number of stakeholders also remarked that a key strength of the Taskforce is the broad 

representation of the membership which includes senior representatives of the major asset 

owners, government agency stakeholders, Local Government and WA Police.  

“The Taskforce has a good spread of representation. There are a lot of members that have been 

there a long time and really care about the impact they are having on reducing and managing 

graffiti.” (Taskforce member) 

Taskforce members believed that this representation provides the opportunity to discuss the 

impacts and causes of graffiti vandalism from multiple perspectives and ensure that the Strategy 

includes a range of programs.   

Reduced community perceptions of graffiti vandalism 

It is possible that the decline in recorded graffiti offences in WA is due to a reduction in 

community willingness or ability to report graffiti offences to the WA Police. However, given that 

one of the outcomes of the Strategy has been a dramatic increase in the number of mechanisms 

through which graffiti can be reported (e.g. the establishment of the Goodbye Graffiti Hotline, 

website, and database), this seems unlikely. Indeed, most community stakeholders who were 

consulted for this evaluation argued that the establishment of the new reporting mechanisms 

had both eased the reporting process, and increased their comfort and confidence in making 

reports. The effectiveness of the Strategy in increasing reporting is discussed further in the 

section below on KEQ3.   

Data from the National Survey of Community Satisfaction with Policing also support the 

conclusion that the statistics presented in Figure 7 represent a real decrease in the occurrence 

of graffiti in WA, as opposed to a decline in offence reports. As shown in Figure 8 below, between 

2011 and 2014, the proportion of WA respondents who identified graffiti or other vandalism as a 

problem in their neighbourhood decreased from 59 per cent to 46 per cent.  

Figure 8: Graffiti or other vandalism as a neighbourhood problem 
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Reduced displacement offences 

Stakeholders consulted as part of this evaluation were also clearly of the opinion that the 

Strategy had led to a decrease in graffiti in their local areas. Indeed, some commented that if the 

activities implemented as part of the Strategy were withdrawn, then graffiti would return and 

become uncontrollable.  

“Without the Taskforce and Strategy, things would go backwards fairly quickly. If it got out of control, 

it would be difficult or impossible to return to where things are now.” (Taskforce member) 

This comment suggests a sense of the Strategy ‘holding back a tide’ of graffiti; as if graffiti has a 

life of its own and can ‘pop-up’ anywhere. Although dramatic, this analogy may have merit. As 

shown in Figure 9, in the period between 2006 and 2010 WAPOL13 data shows that graffiti 

offence reports fluctuated dramatically between Perth Metropolitan suburbs that include train 

termini14, with some months showing very high levels of activity and others showing almost none. 

Furthermore, as graffiti reports in some areas dropped off, reports in other areas peaked, 

suggesting movement of offenders between areas (perhaps via the trains themselves).  

Figure 9: Graffiti offence reports at Perth Metropolitan train termini suburbs 

 

Research evidence suggests that offence patterns similar to those shown in Figure 9 are often 

the result of ‘spatial displacement’, whereby local law enforcement or other responses to a 

heightened incidence of crime in a specific area cause it to shift to a neighbouring or otherwise 

easily accessible area (Cornish & Clarke, 1987xxxi; Guerette & Bowers, 2009xxxii).  

                                                      
13 WAPOL Search Crime Statistics - 

http://www.Police.wa.gov.au/Aboutus/Statistics/Searchcrimestatistics/tabid/998/Default.aspx  
14 Stakeholders, including the public transport authority, reported that graffiti was particularly likely in 

these locations. 

http://www.police.wa.gov.au/Aboutus/Statistics/Searchcrimestatistics/tabid/998/Default.aspx
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Displacement is an established criminological concept that is commonly linked to situational 

crime prevention and problem oriented policing, and used to explain geographical changes in 

public order and property crime offences. What is notable in Figure 9 is that after the 2010 

increase in WA Police involvement in Strategy implementation (through the appointment of the 

Deputy Police Commissioner to Taskforce Chair and Graffiti District Inquiry Officers, and through 

targeted graffiti operations), graffiti displacement between terminus suburbs appeared to cease. 

This finding is remarkable and if indicative of a real change in the number of offences (as 

opposed to a change in offence recording or reporting processes), it suggests that the Strategy 

has lead to a fundamental change in offender behaviour and a significant overall reduction in 

graffiti. 

Although it is difficult to determine exactly which aspect of the Strategy has had the greatest 

impact on the occurrence of graffiti in WA, stakeholders frequently highlighted the significance of 

rapid removal, as a means of quickly reducing the visual impact and peer recognition of graffiti, 

and actively deterring ongoing graffiti at the site. As demonstrated in the nine Local Government 

case studies in Appendix D, all Local Governments have guidelines and/or policies stating in 

what circumstances and within what timeframe they will remove graffiti. 

The stakeholder perceptions of the impact of rapid removal practices are supported by 

qualitative comments made by graffiti offenders (Halsey & Young, 2002xxxiii ; Stafford & 

Pettersson, 2003xxxiv) and quantitative evidence from a New South Wales study that showed 

reduced return rates at rapid removal target sites (Haworth, Bruce & Iveson, 2013xxxv). However, 

Haworth et al also found that as returns to target sites decreased, graffiti in other areas 

increased. They suggest that ‘rapid removal policies can change the location, form and diversity 

of graffiti encouraging ‘quick and dirty’ forms of graffiti over more complex design works’ (p. 53). 

Interviews with graffiti offenders also suggests that those who are ‘strongly committed to graffiti 

are unlikely to be deterred by zero tolerance or rapid removal approaches to graffiti prevention’ 

(Halsey & Young, 2002). 

Although the WA Police data precludes analysis of the type of graffiti reported, findings of 

Haworth et al. (2013) suggest that some of the decrease in graffiti occurrence observed in WA 

could be due to its reduced visibility, either because it is so rapidly removed or because it is less 

complex and therefore less noticeable than in previously was. In line with this suggestion, one of 

the Local Government stakeholders consulted as part of this evaluation commented that since 

implementing the Strategy, the size of local graffiti works had reduced significantly.  

“When I first started you could drive [Street name] … and you would see 40 tags on light poles and 

fences etc. 20 of them would be the size of a car, 10 the size of a car door, and the rest smaller. Now 

you might see 2-4 the size of an A4 page. On [Street name] every Monday we’d expect 8 tags the size 

of a full fence. Now you get maybe 4 tags of an A4 size.” (Local Government) 

Another element of the Strategy that may have had an impact on reducing the occurrence of 

graffiti in WA, and on mitigating the possibility for offence displacement is the adoption of 

Designing out Graffiti guidelines using Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED) 

principles. A number of stakeholders provided anecdotal evidence that activities designed to 

increase natural surveillance in specific local areas (e.g. trimming or replanting trees) had been 

associated with a subsequent drop in proximal graffiti.  

All of the Local Governments, interviewed as part of the case studies provided in Appendix D, 

have described the adoption of Designing out Graffiti strategies to varying degrees. The City of 

Melville provided an example of where CPTED principles were applied in the redesigning of an 
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open space and reported that this resulted in a marked decrease in graffiti vandalism and anti-

social behaviour.  

In addition, WA Police have explicitly initiated four CPTED planning and redesign activities as part 

of the Strategy. However, there has been no follow-up to assess their effectiveness.  

Despite this lack of data, evidence from the evaluation of other CPTED activities suggests that 

they can be very effective in preventing graffiti, especially if explicitly followed up to ensure that 

design modifications are made and track associated outcomes (Geason & Wilson, 1990xxxvi; 

Geason, & Wilson, 1989xxxvii; Kushmuk & Whittemore, 1981xxxviii).  

Opportunities for Improvement 

The partnership approach involving local and State Government has been a contributing factor to 

the management and prevention of graffiti occurrences across WA. However, the evaluation 

found that there were some areas where the partnership approach could be strengthened. A few 

of the 11 Local Government representatives who were interviewed said that they felt the 

Taskforce was not engaging well or communicating with stakeholders outside the Taskforce 

membership. They suggested a need for the Taskforce to develop a more inclusive and targeted 

communication and engagement strategy.  

“We don't get much feedback from the Taskforce. There is an annual forum but it’s not enough.”   

(Local Government) 

The Graffiti Team reported that Taskforce members are representatives from various 

organisations and are encouraged to communicate with others within their organisation and their 

stakeholders in order to bring an informed opinion to the Taskforce meetings. In doing this, 

members are expected to respect the confidentiality of the Taskforce’s deliberations releasing 

only that information approved by the Taskforce.  Therefore, it is possible that the concerns 

expressed by Local Government representatives were at least partly due to confusion around 

Taskforce communication mechanisms. If so, some clarification regarding reporting and 

engagement roles and expectations of the Taskforce members and Graffiti Team could also 

assist the partnership development process. 

A number of stakeholders also mentioned that partnerships with local Police were important. 

With the recent changes in the WA metropolitan policing model, Frontline 2020, the relationship 

between Local Government and WA Police may need to be renegotiated. Some Local 

Governments had developed close relationships with staff in the previous Police districts model 

and were not sure how the new approach would affect the responsiveness of Police to graffiti 

vandalism and support for prevention strategies. WA Police say that they expect the community 

based policing orientation of Frontline 2020 to result in closer relationships between WA Police 

and Local Government. However, given Local Government concerns, further communication of 

the details of the model could help to ensure those expectations are met.  

From the interviews, it appears the Local Governments have been particularly effective in 

implementing rapid removal policies, at least on their own assets. However, several of the Local 

Government representatives who were interviewed expressed a level of frustration towards a 

number of state asset owners because they felt that the owners were not practicing rapid 

removal. This was perceived to compromise the effectiveness of the policy in their Local 

Government area. 

In addition, as highlighted in the case studies in Appendix D, the arrangements for removal of 

graffiti between Local Governments and state asset owners differ across the different Local 



Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 

Evaluation Report Clear Horizon Consulting 51 

Government areas. Some Local Governments have negotiated informal arrangements with asset 

owners and some Local Governments are being reimbursed by the asset owners. However, a 

number of Local Government representatives commented that they believed this represented an 

inconsistency in policy implementation and considered it an area of the Strategy that needs to be 

addressed.   

A number of Local Governments have implemented CPTED policies and are promoting Designing 

out Graffiti principles to constituents. WA Police also reports implementing a limited number of 

CPTED activities. However, currently these activities, policies and principles are inconsistently 

applied and reviewed. Consequently, another area for improving the current Strategy could 

involve implementing a systematic CPTED implementation and follow-up process and applying 

this at the state and local levels.   
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4.4.  Impact of the Strategy on increased reporting of graffiti offences 

Overview 

The results of this evaluation suggest that the Strategy has been effective in increasing 

awareness of graffiti reporting processes and reporting behaviour. 

The Strategy has led to an increased number of mechanisms for reporting graffiti offences 

(hotline, database, mobile form, bulk uploads from councils) and increased streamlining of 

graffiti reporting processes, many of which have been enabled through the availability of the 

State Graffiti Fund. Generally, stakeholders reported that these developments had eased the 

reporting process, and increased their comfort and confidence in making reports. Stakeholders 

from Local Government also emphasised the importance of the Goodbye Graffiti Database bulk 

upload functionality in supporting their efforts to work with Police to address local graffiti 

problems.  

Stakeholder comments were supported by monitoring data showing that since its introduction in 

2007, the Graffiti Hotline alone has received an average 2,000 calls per year. The fact that these 

calls peaked during the 18 months following Hotline implementation suggests that the Strategy 

has been effective in raising awareness of the new reporting processes.  

Unfortunately, lack of evaluation access to other monitoring data makes it difficult to assess the 

uptake of other reporting mechanisms such as the mobile and website reporting forms. 

However some stakeholders expressed concern that a lack of feedback and broad community 

engagement on the use of graffiti reports may have limited the effectiveness of the reporting 

mechanisms.   

Improved graffiti reporting mechanisms and streamlining of the graffiti reporting process 

The Strategy has directly led to the establishment of an increased number of methods for 

reporting and recording graffiti and increased coordination between the organisations that most 

commonly receive the reports. Many of these developments have been through the availability of 

the State Graffiti Fund, with funding for reporting and recording software being one of the most 

common uses for the fund.   

During stakeholder consultations, Local Government representatives commented particularly on 

the increased effectiveness of streamlining reporting processes through the establishment of the 

Goodbye Graffiti Database, the Graffiti District Inquiry Officers, and increased partnerships 

between Police and Local Government.  

“The reporting system before was primitive. If it wasn’t for the Tough on Graffiti Strategy, we wouldn’t 

be able to capture the information that leads to accurately reporting the level of graffiti.” (Local 

Government) 

In particular, some Local Government representatives perceived Police to be more responsive to 

reports of graffiti as a result of the Goodbye Graffiti Database. The case study for the City of 

Armadale revealed that the Local Government had been trying to engage with Police about graffiti 

offences for a number of years prior to the Database being established. However, they did not 

believe that engagement was effective.  
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“The City was reporting graffiti to Police even when they didn’t want to know. We would hand-deliver a 

CD with photos [from] 10 years ago.” (Local Government) 

Since the ability to bulk upload incidents to the Goodbye Graffiti Database, City of Armadale 

representatives report that they have been able to more accurately report and record graffiti 

occurrences in their Local Government area.  

Prior to the implementation of the Taskforce and appointment of the Deputy Police 

Commissioner as Chair, Local Government representatives said that they did not believe that 

Police considered graffiti offence reports a priority. Consequently, many of them do not appear 

have taken the time to report offences that came to their attention; choosing instead to deal with 

them at the local level.  

These comments are supported by case studies in Appendix D showing that a number of Local 

Governments were establishing graffiti response initiatives during periods in which no local area 

graffiti offence reports were recorded in the WA Police crime statistics database. 

Increased community awareness of reporting of graffiti 

In addition to increasing Local Government awareness and reporting of graffiti related offences, 

the Strategy has clearly increased community awareness. As shown in Figure 10 below, on 

average the Goodbye Graffiti Hotline has received more than 2,000 graffiti-related notifications 

from members of the public each year since it was established in 2007. Furthermore, during the 

first three months of recording (in late 2007), a total of 673 calls to the Hotline were received; 

which is more than seven calls per day. As such, it appears that the Strategy was effective in 

increasing public awareness of reporting, insofar as the Hotline was concerned. 

Unfortunately, a lack of available data makes it difficult to assess the Strategy’s effectiveness in 

raising public awareness of other reporting mechanisms. 

Calls to the Hotline peaked at 4,178 (more than 11 calls a day) in 2008 and have declined since 

then. Unfortunately, the reason for this decline is unknown. However, at least some of it is 

possibly due to the declining occurrence of graffiti across WA communities, especially since 

2010.  

Figure 10: Calls to the Goodbye Graffiti Hotline  
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Opportunities for improvement 

Despite the overall benefits of the new reporting mechanisms, a number of stakeholders 

mentioned that they are frustrated by the lack of feedback on the use of the reported data. For 

example, when a graffiti report is lodged via the Goodbye Graffiti Website form, if the asset owner 

is identified an email is automatically sent to them. If the asset owner is not identified, the Graffiti 

Team manually identify the asset owner and send them an email notifying them of a graffiti 

incident. However, whilst the asset owners’ responses are tracked internally by the Graffiti Team, 

feedback may not always be given.  

In addition, the majority of Local Governments are now regularly uploading recorded incidents of 

graffiti to the Goodbye Graffiti Database, adding to the overall intelligence data for graffiti 

vandalism. However, a number of the Local Government stakeholders who were interviewed 

mentioned that they did not know whether Police Officers utilised that intelligence. Local 

Governments would like feedback about the usefulness of the intelligence they provide. They are 

particularly interested in whether it facilitates apprehension of graffiti offenders and further 

reported that they would welcome being advised when there was not enough evidence to charge 

an offender. While it may be difficult to provide detailed feedback to Local Governments, asset 

owners and community who report an incident, it is important to give some general feedback 

about the value of the reported information. If not, it is possible that the reporting of information 

may decline over time. 

Another area for improvement involves communication around the purpose and processes 

associated with the Goodbye Graffiti Website. Some of the asset owners perceived the website to 

be solely concerned with graffiti removal and intelligence gathering, Therefore, they did not 

believe that reporting graffiti through the website as a victim of crime would lead to an incident 

report or Police investigation. Some asset owners have refused to report through the Goodbye 

Graffiti Database because of this perception. In contrast, the Graffiti Team report that the 

website is designed to facilitate reporting, preventing, and removal of graffiti, and includes a 

significant educational function. They say that: 

“Submitting a victim report through the website does create an IR [Incident Report] and does require 

Police to review it in some way. The exception is for bulk uploads where an IR is not automatically 

generated. Given that graffiti is a high volume offence category there are issues associated with how 

graffiti vandalism offences are reported to Police, either as victims, non-victims for clean-up or in bulk 

by Local Governments. The complex nature of reporting mechanisms therefore can distort statistical 

trends.” (Graffiti Team)  

Recent changes in the broader WA policing model have also caused confusion for some 

stakeholders. As recently announced through mainstream media and in Police press releases, 

WA Police is currently in the process of devolving services from centralised stations to local area 

Police teams. A number of Local Government and community stakeholders expressed concerns 

that these changes could make Police less responsive to graffiti reports. Although WA Police 

report extensively consulting Local Government authorities on these changes, these comments 

suggest that some further work may be needed to mitigate the potentially negative effects of this 

confusion.  

Although the results suggest an increase in community awareness of the Goodbye Graffiti 

Hotline, it is unclear how that awareness was developed. Furthermore, Local Government 

stakeholders expressed concerns that some schools and community members (including families 

of graffiti offenders) were not fully understanding of the importance of preventing graffiti and pro-

actively responding to graffiti incidents. Notably, during consultations, members of the Taskforce 
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also varied in their comments regarding why the Strategy was needed, why it was important to 

deter graffiti, and what impact they believed the Strategy should achieve. In addition, some 

Taskforce members and other stakeholders questioned the long-term vision and purpose of the 

Taskforce. 

As documented earlier, apart from the Goodbye Graffiti Website and distribution of promotional 

posters, leaflets, magnets, and brochures, the Community Awareness and Engagement Strategy 

was heavily focused on Local Government engagement. Furthermore, available data suggest that 

direct engagement with representatives from the other jurisdictions was more common than 

either local community or business group engagement.  

This lack of local community and business group engagement could explain some of the 

implementation difficulties that the Strategy has experienced, including those relating to the 

introduction of retailer legislation banning the sale of graffiti implements, the School Based 

Education Program, and family support for the JCuP program. The development of a more 

inclusive communication and engagement strategy, describing the various stakeholder groups 

and engagement pathways could assist in gaining greater input into the implementation  of 

graffiti management and prevention strategies in future.  
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5. Conclusion 

The results of this evaluation suggest that implementation of the Tough on Graffiti Strategy 

2011-2015 has led to a marked reduction in the occurrence of graffiti in WA. Notably, these 

results appear to be largely attributable to the establishment of the State Graffiti Taskforce to 

facilitate state-wide partnerships with major stakeholders and ensure consistency in 

implementing multi-faceted graffiti responses that recognise the heterogeneous nature of the 

problem. Stakeholders also noted that since the Deputy Commissioner for Police had assumed 

the role of Taskforce chair, the taskforce’s effectiveness had increased.  

The results also reveal that implementation of the Goodbye Graffiti Hotline, Goodbye Graffiti 

Website, and Goodbye Graffiti Database has improved and streamlined available graffiti 

reporting mechanisms. These developments appear to have enhanced community awareness of 

and involvement in graffiti offence reporting. 

WA Police data also suggests that the introduction of intelligence led policing has increased the 

proportion of offenders identified and processed by Police, and contributed to a declining number 

of graffiti offenders across the state. In addition, the results suggest that young offenders who 

were processed through the Juvenile Clean-up Program (JCuP) often demonstrated a reduction in 

positive attitudes towards graffiti and anecdotal evidence suggests very low levels of repeat 

offending amongst that cohort.  

Despite these positive findings, the evaluation also highlights a number of opportunities to 

improve the Strategy. In particular, it is noted that more than a third of JCuP participants either 

retained positive views of graffiti or developed more positive views over the course of the 

program. Available evidence suggests that juveniles who persist in pro-graffiti attitudes and 

offending despite Police intervention often demonstrate low levels of social and emotional 

resilience and are motivated by factors such as social alienation and identification with an 

offending subculture.  

The current Strategy does not include actions aimed at helping young people to address these 

needs and divert allegiances and behaviour to more pro-social alternatives. However, given that 

graffiti is recognised as a ‘gateway’ offence, without such intervention this group of young people 

may be at risk of entrenchment in longer term criminal careers; including recidivist graffiti 

offenses and other more serious offences. Consequently, the evaluation results suggest a 

strategic gap that, if filled, could yield even greater benefits in terms of ongoing graffiti prevention 

and community safety.  

The evaluation findings also suggest that while the Strategy implemented a number of activities 

aimed at preventing existing offenders from committing further graffiti offences (tertiary 

prevention), it lacked interventions that sought to prevent individuals from developing 

characteristics that predisposed them to graffiti offences (primary prevention). Neither did it 

appear to implement interventions aimed at reducing the likelihood that predisposed individuals 

would take the next step and commit their first offence (secondary prevention). 

To some degree, implementation difficulties accounted for some of this imbalance. For example, 

it is assumed that the School Based Education Program may have been intended to support 

primary prevention of offending behaviour. However, the evaluation found little evidence that 

educators were being proactively made aware of or using the resources developed to support this 
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activity. Similarly, new legislation aimed at banning the sale of aerosol material to young people, 

and increasing penalties for graffiti offenders, could be seen as a form of secondary prevention 

of graffiti offences. However, the evaluation results suggest that the former had not been 

effectively implemented and showed no evidence of the effectiveness of the latter.  

Although these findings suggest the need to identify and resolve the barriers that prevented 

effective implementation of some of the activities proposed by the Strategy, international 

research suggests that legislative intervention, particularly in the form of penalties, may simply 

increase juvenile contact with the criminal justice system. This is concerning as early and 

frequent contact with the criminal justice system has been shown to increase the likelihood of 

ongoing offence behaviour regardless of other predisposing factors. Therefore, a more effective 

approach to secondary prevention could be to actively target at-risk populations through youth-

oriented organisations and recreational facilities, and work with them to implement interventions 

aimed at reducing the factors that have contributed to their at risk status. 

Finally, the evaluation highlights a number of gaps in the current graffiti offences dataset. As the 

Strategy continues to be developed and activities that have not yet been effectively implemented 

are rolled out, the impact of these activities needs to be monitored for both positive and negative 

outcomes. In particular, the WA Police need to ensure that they have longer-term access to both 

reliable graffiti offence data, and reliable graffiti offender data. Furthermore, the latter should 

include: the number of discrete individuals involved in committing offences, the number of 

discrete individuals identified and sanctioned by law enforcement for committing graffiti related 

offences, the proportion of those individuals who become recidivists, and offender specific 

variables associated with recidivism.  

In addition to ensuring that the Strategy is achieving its intended effects and not causing 

unintended harms (including the potential harms of increasing juvenile contact with the criminal 

justice system), increased information about the factors that predict recidivism could be used to 

inform future targeting of Taskforce interventions and significantly increase the effectiveness of 

the Strategy. It would also be useful to gain a better understanding of the impact that those who 

persist into adulthood have on criminal offence statistics, including the role they play in grooming 

younger offenders. If significant, such information could highlight new opportunities for improving 

the Strategy. 

 

 



Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 

Evaluation Report Clear Horizon Consulting 58 

6. Recommendations 

1. Continue to focus the Strategy on building strong partnerships across sectors, including: 

 Ensuring state-wide consistency in graffiti prevention activities; and 

 Sharing information and local knowledge between stakeholders. 

2. Continue the State Graffiti Taskforce including diverse representation from across sectors, 

and leadership by WA Police. 

3. Maintain the WA Police Graffiti Team and dedicated resources. 

 

4. Promote the Juvenile Clean-up Program (JCuP) to facilitate increased Police referrals and 

systematic collection of reliable participant outcomes data (including research on recidivism 

rates). 

 

5. Further develop the Strategy’s response to juvenile graffiti offenders, particularly those who 

persist with pro-graffiti attitudes and behaviours after JCuP involvement, including:  

 Implementing programs that aim to connect offenders to positive youth cultures and 

build their social and emotional resilience. 

6. Continue Rapid Removal activities, including the facilitation of agreements between Local 

Government authorities and other asset owners, and support through industry training and 

rewards program. 

7. Expand Designing out Graffiti activities to include systematic implementation and follow-up 

process, including: 

 Promotion of policies and procedures to ensure that CPTED becomes a routine and 

well documented part of state and Local Government planning policies and that 

CPTED outputs and outcomes are effectively supported, monitored and evaluated. 

8. Increase direct engagement of schools, other youth focused organisations, community 

groups and businesses in the current Strategy, including: 

 Promoting the School Based Education Program to teachers and providing them with 

implementation incentives;  

 Building teacher capacity to implement the School Based Education Program, 

including providing them with support and training on how to integrate associated 

resources into the National Curriculum; and 

 Supporting other youth organisations to engage clients in activities aimed at primary 

prevention of the factors that pre-dispose youth to connection with pro-graffiti 

subcultures, including making resources accessible and available in a range of 

formats. 

9. Clearly document how information provided through the new graffiti reporting mechanisms 

is used and provide guidance and feedback for users. 
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10. Identify and resolve the barriers that prevented effective implementation of some of the 

activities proposed by the Strategy. 

11. Critically review relevant evidence regarding both the positive and negative outcomes that 

could be achieved through introduction of any new legislation, and use results of the review 

to inform associated decision making. 

12. Improve WA Police and stakeholder data collection processes to ensure long term access to 

reliable graffiti offence and offender data, including: 

 Recording the number of discrete individuals involved in committing offences, their 

ages, ethnicities, genders and other relevant socio-demographic details; 

 Recording the number of discrete individuals identified and sanctioned by law 

enforcement for committing graffiti related offences; 

 Recording the proportion of those individuals who become recidivists; and 

 Recording offender specific variables associated with recidivism. 

13. Use enhanced dataset of offender variables to develop and improve strategic responses to 

graffiti offences, including: 

 Ensuring that ongoing roll-out of the Strategy is achieving its intended effects and not 

causing unintended harms (including the potential harms of increasing juvenile 

contact with the criminal justice system); and 

 Using information about the factors that predict recidivism to target at-risk young 

people and inform the development of recidivism prevention programs to address 

their needs and disrupt potentially negative associations and sub-cultures. 
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Tough on Graffiti Strategy  
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Appendix B: Tough on Graffiti Strategy Implementation Plan 
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Appendix C: Key Evaluation Questions and sub-questions  

KEQs Sub-questions 

1. What impact has the Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 had on reducing the number of graffiti 

vandalism offenders in WA? 

1.1 To what extent are offenders being apprehended? 

  1.1.1 How effective are the targeted operations in apprehending offenders? 

  1.1.2 How effective are the penalties in deterring offenders? 

  
1.1.3 How effectively is the use of the Goodbye Graffiti Database being applied in planning 

operations and in capturing data? 

 1.1.4 How effectively are the community reporting graffiti offences? 

1.2 To what extent are offenders being deterred from graffiti vandalism? 

 1.2.1 What is the level of uptake of education resources? 

 
1.2.2 Has the behaviour of juvenile offenders changed following participation in the Juvenile 

Clean-up Program (JCuP) 

2. What is the impact of the Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 in reducing the occurrence of graffiti in 

WA? 

2.1 To what extent has the community actively engaged and participated in managing graffiti? 

 2.1.1 To what extent is there responsible reporting of graffiti in the media? 

  2.1.2 To what extent are the community aware of prevention strategies? 

  
2.1.3 To what extent do the community and Local Governments seek information on 

managing graffiti? 

  
2.1.4 To what extent do the community and Local Governments adopt designing out graffiti 

principles? 

2.2 To what extent are Local Governments and partners implementing prevention strategies? 

  
2.2.1 What is the uptake of graffiti grants and how effectively are the funds contributing to 

prevention strategies?  

  2.2.2 To what extent are Local Governments and partners removing graffiti within 48 hours? 

  
2.2.3 To what extent are Local Governments and partners undertaking training in graffiti 

removal? 

  
2.2.4 To what extent are Local Governments and partners applying designing out graffiti 

principles (CPTED)? 

2.3 To what extent are there effective partnerships between agencies? 

  
2.3.1 To what extent are there partnerships between Local Government Authorities (LGAs), 

government agencies and infrastructure owners?  

  
2.3.2 Are there effective agreements in place between these partners on the management 

and removal of graffiti? 

  2.3.3 Are the partners involved in problem solving around graffiti management issues? 

  2.3.4 To what extent are the LGAs engaging with the Graffiti Team? 

2.4 To what extent have LGAs been successful in reducing graffiti vandalism in their community? 

  2.4.1 To what extent have the prevention strategies reduced graffiti vandalism? 

  2.4.2 To what extent have costs associated with clean-up been reduced? 

  
2.4.3 To what extent has Local Government reported graffiti uploading to the Goodbye 

Graffiti Database? 

2.5 To what extent are the community engaged in reporting vandalism? 



Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 

Evaluation Report Clear Horizon Consulting 85 

KEQs Sub-questions 

 2.5.1 To what extent is the website being used to report graffiti? 

 2.5.2 To what extent do community report graffiti? 

 2.5.3 What has been the uptake of the Graffiti Rewards program? 

3. What is the impact of the Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 on increasing community awareness of 

graffiti reporting and on the act of reporting graffiti offences? 

3.1 To what extent are the community aware of reporting graffiti vandalism? 

  3.1.1 To what extent are the community aware of the avenues for reporting graffiti? 

3.2 To what extent is graffiti vandalism being reported? 

  
3.2.1 To what extent are the community using the Goodbye Graffiti Hotline and website to 

report graffiti incidents? 

  3.2.2 What is the uptake of the Rewards Program?  

  3.2.3 To what extent are LGAs reporting graffiti vandalism incidents to WA Police? 

4. How could the implementation of the Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 be improved? 

  4.1 How could the implementation processes be improved? 

  4.2 How could the management and/or governance arrangements be improved? 

  4.3 Are there any graffiti management strategies missing? 

5. What are the unexpected impacts resulting from the implementation of the Tough on Graffiti Strategy 

2011-2015? 

 

  



Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 

Evaluation Report Clear Horizon Consulting 86 

Appendix D: Local Government Case Studies 

A particular strength of the Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 is the management of graffiti 

vandalism at the local level. Nine Local Government case studies have been prepared to 

illustrate the extent to which graffiti vandalism management strategies have been adopted by 

Local Governments and their alignment with the actions in the Strategy. 

The case studies are: 

 City of Joondalup 

 City of Kwinana 

 City of Mandurah 

 Town of East Fremantle 

 City of Gosnells 

 Town of Victoria Park 

 City of Melville 

 City of Bunbury 

 City of Armadale  

 Figure 11 below provides a summary of the demographic details for each case study.  

 



 

 

Figure 11: Demographic details for the local government case studies 
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Case Studies 

Local Government plays a key role in managing graffiti vandalism at the local level. 

Understanding the extent to which graffiti vandalism management strategies have been adopted 

by Local Government Authorities (LGAs) and their alignment with the actions in the Strategy, is 

important for evaluating the overall effectiveness of the Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015.  

Case Study – City of Joondalup 

Background 

During the 2007/08 financial year the City of Joondalup re-focussed and streamlined its process 

for dealing with graffiti with the aim of providing a prompt and consistent approach to graffiti 

removal across the local government area. An opportunity had been identified to allow the 

delivery of quicker and more reliable graffiti reporting and removal and the changes the City 

implemented included: 

 Development of a protocol and set process that defined what would be provided through the 

new Graffiti Removal Service.  

 Moving to a fully contracted service with a professional graffiti removal services provider. 

 Having dedicated resources at the City for graffiti report related customer service, problem 

solving and deterrent activities.  

Soon after, in 2009 the City developed its first Community Safety and Crime Prevention Plan 

which included graffiti removal and management strategies, some of which partnered the WA 

Police. As the timeframe for this plan neared its end a plan review and community consultation 

process was undertaken and the Community Safety and Crime Prevention Plan 2014- 2018 15 

was developed. This new plan placed an even greater emphasis on graffiti control and prevention 

with strategies aimed at: 

 Developing information sharing and cooperative partnerships with key state government 

agencies. 

 Supporting increasing community awareness around graffiti prevention and reporting. 

 Making use of temporary CCTV and other strategies where suitable to deter or gather 

information about graffiti vandalism incidents. 

 Supporting State Government graffiti management programs including Goodbye Graffiti and 

the Juvenile Justice Clean Up Program that takes a restorative justice approach.    

Implementation of the WA Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 actions  

The Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 includes a number of actions that involve local 

government.  A description of how the City of Joondalup has adopted these actions to manage 

graffiti vandalism is outlined below. 

                                                      
15 City of Joondalup Community Safety and Crime Prevention Plan 2014-2018 available here: 
http://www.joondalup.wa.gov.au/Govern/CommunityConsultation/CommunitySafetyandCrimePreventionPlan.aspx 
 

http://www.joondalup.wa.gov.au/Govern/CommunityConsultation/CommunitySafetyandCrimePreventionPlan.aspx
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Graffiti reporting  

The City has a clearly articulated reporting process for managing, tracking and reporting on 

graffiti.  At the time the Goodbye Graffiti Database was launched there were a number of 

technical and systems issues that prevented the City linking their internal reporting system and 

database with the Goodbye Graffiti Database.  

Cooperation between the City and the WA Police has since overcome these challenges and it is 

now possible to establish connections between the City’s internal reporting system and the state-

wide graffiti database. The City has been successful in an application to the State Graffiti Fund 

for its Goodbye Graffiti Link Project which will provide the following outcomes: 

 Establish a process and link to allow the upload to the WA Police Goodbye Graffiti database of details and 
photo’s for all graffiti reports received by the City. 

 

 Gathering of a wider range of detail about each graffiti report taken by the City which will now include graffiti 
tag name and the graffiti medium used (paint, marker pen, etc). 

 

 A streamlined City of Joondalup graffiti reporting and removal process with fewer manual data entry steps. 
 

 More timely graffiti reports provided to other agencies and asset controllers (eg. Main Roads WA, Western 
Power) through the use of mobile technology in the field. 

The City believes that regular, bulk graffiti report detail provided directly into the Goodbye Graffiti 

Database will better inform Police operations targeting graffiti than current adhoc information 

sharing and will support wider graffiti control in the City.  One employee at the City commented:  

There were 4,876 completed graffiti removals within the City last financial year that weren’t reported 

[to Police]. The City wants Police to have this information. Before the Goodbye Graffiti Link Project we 

could not easily provide graffiti report information to Police however we will now be feeding the 

details directly into the primary WA Police investigative tool relating to graffiti”. [City of Joondalup] 

Rapid Removal 

The City of Joondalup has clear guidelines stating how its Graffiti Removal Service can deal with 

graffiti vandalism in local areas. The City can remove graffiti on assets that it controls including 

buildings, bus shelters, footpaths, pedestrian underpasses and other assets it manages.  The 

City will also remove graffiti from private residential and commercial properties free of charge 

where property owner consent is provided and where there is safe access for the graffiti removal 

works.  Graffiti cannot be removed by the City where the property is controlled by a State 

Government agency such as Western Power, Main Roads WA or the Public Transport Authority. To 

facilitate rapid removal of graffiti on these assets the City either reports to the asset owner via 

Goodbye Graffiti or the City reports the graffiti directly to the agency’s nominated graffiti removal 

contractor.   

The City aims to have graffiti removed within 2 working days of receiving a report and achieved 

this for 99% of the 4,876 graffiti removals completed during the 2014/15 financial year. This 

City holds similar rapid removal aims for tags on State Government property with reports 

forwarded directly to the responsible agency or their graffiti removal contractor on the same day 

the graffiti is seen by City staff.  
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Graffiti Removal Agreements 

The City of Joondalup does not have formal agreements in place with State Government agencies 

for the removal of graffiti from the assets these agencies control. However, the City does engage 

directly with the relevant people within these agencies who manage the removal of graffiti. The 

reliability of standard graffiti reporting channels for these agencies and good local relationships 

with their staff and contractors have meant that there has so far been no need for the City to 

pursue more formal graffiti removal agreements.  

Where there have been delays in the removal of reported graffiti from non-local government 

assets graffiti reports are then lodged via the Goodbye Graffiti online reporting form. This process 

sees the graffiti report captured in the Goodbye Graffiti database and has resulted in additional 

follow up by the WA Police Graffiti Team for specifically challenging graffiti tagged asset types or 

locations.  

Industry Managed Training 

This is not relevant to the City of Joondalup as they employ contractors to remove graffiti 

vandalism. 

Grant Funding 

The City received two grants in recent years from the State Graffiti Fund totalling $11,780.  One 

of these grants was for the purchase of portable cameras suitable for capturing evidence linked 

to graffiti vandalism incidents in public space. This project saw the City providing information and 

camera images to the WA Police about graffiti occurring in local parks to support Police 

investigations. A second grant was provided in 2015 through the Fund to upgrade information 

systems to enable the bulk upload of graffiti vandalism reports from the City to the Goodbye 

Graffiti Database.  

Juvenile Clean-up Program (JCuP) 

The City of Joondalup participated in the pilot project for the Juvenile Clean-up Program (JCuP) 

which was launched in Central Park, Joondalup in 2010. The City’s participation in this project 

provides the following positive outcomes: 

 Paint out of graffiti on assets for which the controlling agency does not have an established graffiti reporting 

and removal process (eg. Water Corporation, Telstra, etc). 

 Occupational safety, site set up, graffiti paint out and task completion training to participating juvenile 

offenders. 

 Information on and links to training, careers and other options encourage juveniles away from offending 

behaviour.  

 A tangible referral option for local Juvenile Justice Teams to get suitable offenders involved in a restorative 

justice program in their local community. 

The City’s main role in this project was to identify sites where graffiti tags were present and 

where graffiti paint out could be carried out by the JCuP team. The City of Joondalup has been 

supportive of the restorative justice model used in this project which has provided a way for 

young graffiti offenders to be made aware of the cost and community impacts of graffiti and has 

had them contributing to the paint out of graffiti tagging.  
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In the last two years, requests to the City of Joondalup from JCuP to provide graffiti vandalism 

sites have decreased and the City are concerned that the scale of the graffiti paint out and other 

benefits of the program in local areas have diminished. However, it is likely that fewer requests 

for graffiti sites is a result of the expansion of the program across the metropolitan area, in 

addition to a decreasing number of overall referrals to JCuP over the past two years.  

Designing Out Graffiti  

The City of Joondalup incorporates Designing Out Graffiti strategies in the design and placement 

of assets such as playground equipment and park furniture in public space. The City has 

identified Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) principles as part of the 

Community Safety and Crime Prevention Plan 2014 – 2018 as a general strategy to create safe 

places and spaces’. As part of the Plan, the City is applying CPTED principles to the design of new 

City buildings and parks and is analysing crime and community safety indicators to identify 

locations that could benefit from a CPTED review.  

Community Awareness and Engagement 

The City accesses and utilises the resources provided by the Graffiti Team for community events.  

Goodbye Graffiti resources and other graffiti control information is distributed at the Joondalup 

Festival, the Little Feet Festival and other City events.  The City noted that promotional resources 

developed by the Graffiti Team are one of their strengths in assisting the local government to 

engage with the community on graffiti issues. 

Strengthening Partnerships 

Operation Eraser has resulted in good outcomes for the City. Previously the City has been advised 

that graffiti was not a high priority operationally for Police.  Operation Eraser demonstrated to 

local government and the community that Police do take it seriously.  In one Operation alone the 

Constable working as a Graffiti Officer made seven arrests relating to graffiti vandalism in the 

North West Metropolitan Police District in which the City is located. The City was very impressed 

with this outcome and because of this result, believes there is value in providing information to 

the Goodbye Graffiti Database which is the primary information source for these investigations.  

Overall impact of the graffiti management strategies 

Since the implementation of the above graffiti strategies, the City of Joondalup has seen a 

noticeable reduction in large-scale, long-term, visible graffiti. This has largely been attributed to 

improved efficiencies in graffiti removal processes, graffiti deterrent strategies and enforcement 

activities.  

Table 9 below, shows the total number of reported graffiti incidents and the total area of graffiti 

removed between 2008 and 2014. This shows that although the total number of graffiti 

incidents reported has not changed significantly over time, there has been reduced graffiti tag 

area size.  

Table 9: Graffiti incidents and removal in City of Joondalup 

FY Year 
Cost of graffiti 

removal (FY) 

Metreage of graffiti 

removed 

Number of incidents 

reported1 

2008 – 2009  $998,000 157,644 m2 5957 (2009) 
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2009 – 2010  $319,000 186,549 m2 5128 (2010) 

2010 – 2011  $275,980 156,806 m2 6288 (2011) 

2011 – 2012 $222,700 123,038 m2 5223 (2012) 

2012 – 2013 $149,968 79,770 m2 5846 (2013) 

2013 – 2014  $257,904 68,228 m2 5815 (2014) 

1 Please note that the ‘graffiti reports’ next to the metreage, is by calendar year only.  

In addition, Figure 12 below shows the reduction in cost associated with removal between 2009 

and 2014, which may indicate a positive impact from the implementation of graffiti management 

strategies.  The decrease in cost of removal generally correlates with the reduction in total area 

of graffiti removed.  The marked decrease in cost between the 2008-2009 and 2009-2010 

financial years has been attributed to a significant reduction in cost of contractor removal fees.    

Figure 122: Annual costs of graffiti removal at the City of Joondalup 
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Case Study – City of Kwinana 

Background 

Graffiti vandalism was an ongoing concern in the City of Kwinana for many years.  Staff at the City 

reported that graffiti vandalism was particularly noticeable in the Town Centre around 2009 and 

2010. According to WA Police crime statistics16 there was a noticeable increase in the reports of 

graffiti vandalism in Kwinana and the Kwinana Town Centre in 2009, as shown in Figure 13 

below.   

Figure 13: Graffiti vandalism reported to Police in Kwinana and Kwinana Town Centre 

 

In order to act on and reduce the impact of graffiti vandalism on the community, the City of 

Kwinana has adopted a range of strategies. These are: 

 Rapid removal of graffiti; 

 Educate the community in graffiti management; 

 Work in partnership with Police; 

 Create a sense of community ownership and pride in the City of Kwinana; and 

 Reduce the community's long term clean-up costs. 

As such the City has adopted strategies that align with the principles of prevention, reporting, 

rapid removal, and education. These strategies are in line with the Strategy.  

Implementation of the WA Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 actions  

The Strategy includes a number of actions that involve Local Government.  A description of how 

the City of Kwinana has adopted these actions to manage graffiti vandalism is outlined below. 

                                                      
16 http://www.Police.wa.gov.au/Aboutus/Statistics/Searchcrimestatistics/tabid/998/Default.aspx  

http://www.police.wa.gov.au/Aboutus/Statistics/Searchcrimestatistics/tabid/998/Default.aspx
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Graffiti Reporting  

The City of Kwinana encourages the community and local residents to report graffiti, either 

directly to the City, or using the Goodbye Graffiti Website or Hotline. Free removal of graffiti from 

private property is offered once a Graffiti Incident Report number is obtained from Police as an 

incentive to reported graffiti. Any graffiti reported on council assets will be removed and the 

graffiti vandalism is recorded.  Reports received by the City are uploaded to the Goodbye Graffiti 

Database approximately every two days. 

Rapid Removal  

The 2012 Graffiti and Vandalism Policy outlines the City of Kwinana’s role in graffiti removal with 

the purpose of ‘creating an attractive environment’ in the City. This removal policy applies where 

‘the damage is visible from the road or a council owned publicly used area’. 

Under the policy, offensive graffiti on council assets will be removed within one working day of it 

being reported to the City, and within three working days for all other graffiti. For non-council 

assets, the property owner needs to complete an ‘Authorisation and Liability Waiver for removal 

of graffiti’ form to enable the necessary action to be undertaken. The same conditions apply on 

privately owned assets as detailed above. In many cases, Council staff will report graffiti which 

expedites the removal process.  

The Infrastructure Supervisor manages graffiti removal and the City employs two staff who 

remove graffiti vandalism. External contractors have been employed when additional resources 

for graffiti removal are required.  

Graffiti Removal Agreements 

The City does not have formal removal agreements with State Government owners. However, as 

described in the 2012 Graffiti and Vandalism Policy, the City is attempting to enlist the 

cooperation of government or publicly managed service providers to delegate removal 

responsibility to the City for assets that are visible to the public. The City would like to see an 

element of cost recovery in return. It is evidence the City has been positive about that 

arrangements it has in place for graffiti removal with State Government asset owners.  

Industry Managed Training 

The City has not participated in the Graffiti Removal course offered by the Master Painter’s 

Association. 

Grant Funding 

The City has received $84,450 of grant funding through the State Graffiti Fund for five projects, 

which has included three mural art projects, and two grants for purchasing graffiti reporting and 

recording tools.  

The City of Kwinana believes that an effective graffiti management strategy ‘must adopt a holistic 

and sustainable approach by addressing graffiti from a number of different angles, including 

youth development which incorporate urban art’ (City of Kwinana17). As such, the City’s local 

youth outreach centre ‘The Zone’, has utilised grant funds to engage with young people in a 

                                                      
17 http://www.kwinana.wa.gov.au/your-community/community-safety/graffiti  

http://www.kwinana.wa.gov.au/your-community/community-safety/graffiti
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mural art project at the local skate park. The project has provided an opportunity to educate 

youth who exhibit tagging behaviour. It has also revitalised the skate park and helped to build 

community satisfaction with the Local Government. It was suggested by staff from the Kwinana 

Youth Development Team that urban art programs have contributed to a reduction in graffiti at 

previous graffiti hotspots.  

Juvenile Clean-up Program (JCuP) 

The City was involved in the initial discussions regarding Juvenile Clean-up Program however they 

have not participated. 

Designing Out Graffiti  

Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED) principles are generally being applied 

across the City’s public spaces. Residents are encouraged to apply CPTED principles on their own 

property.   

Community Awareness and Engagement 

Local Rangers work closely and directly with the residents and property owners in the City of 

Kwinana.  The City utilise a social media page which has been used to promote various targeted 

campaigns to combat anti-social behaviour, including graffiti vandalism.   

Strengthening Partnerships 

The City recognises partnership with Police as an important aspect to managing graffiti 

vandalism in Kwinana. Around 2010 when graffiti vandalism was a significant issue, the City was 

meeting regularly with Police. However in more recent times, the incidence of graffiti has 

decreased and the need for these meetings has declined. In addition, Ranger Services at the City 

have close working relationships and regularly share information with local Police. The City are 

aware that through information sharing prolific offenders have been caught and charged with 

multiple offences.  

Overall impact of the graffiti management strategies 

There has been a significant reduction in graffiti vandalism according to Council staff, who noted 

that reports of graffiti vandalism by residents have decreased from around thirty per day in 2009 

to around three per day presently.  The City attributes the decrease in reporting largely to the 

success of the rapid removal policy. In addition, the reduction in graffiti reports may also be due 

to the opening of the Youth Zone in 2011 which provided youth with more recreational 

opportunities and resulted in less time being spent at the skate park.  

Youth Outreach Workers at The Zone have engaged with youth at risk of offending and provided 

awareness to youth of the criminal nature of graffiti vandalism. This outreach program was 

supported directly through funding received from the State Graffiti Fund. The impact of this grant 

was a reduced occurrence of graffiti vandalism at a local hotspot and engagement with youth to 

increase awareness of the illegal nature of vandalism in order to reduce offending behaviour.  

Figure 14 below shows the cost of graffiti removal has decreased from 2008 to 2009. However it 

is unclear if the decline in costs correlates with the decrease in graffiti incident reports.  
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Figure 14: Annual costs of graffiti removal at the City of Kwinana 
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Case Study – City of Mandurah 

Background 

When the Mandurah train line was opened in 2007 the community were concerned about the 

potential for higher crime rates in the area. As a result the City of Mandurah appointed a 

Community Safety Officer and commenced the My Train project. Community safety perception 

surveys were conducted in 2009 and 2010, showed that graffiti vandalism was a key concern to 

the community18.  

Due to increasing cost associated with graffiti vandalism, the City responded through 

development of a removal policy in 2009.  The policy stated graffiti would be removed from all 

public assets, or private assets abutting public space. At the same time the implementation of 

broader crime prevention activities, including graffiti prevention, was in progress. The City felt 

that these initiatives could directly impact on the presence of graffiti in the community..   

In addition, the 2011-2016 Community Safety and Crime Prevention Partnership Plan19 was 

released after a period of community consultation and research conducted into interstate and 

international community safety and crime prevention. The plan includes actions for Crime 

Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED), and other crime prevention strategies 

including: social development, community action, connection and involvement as well as 

maintaining strong partnerships with the community and local Police.   

Implementation of the Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 actions  

The Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 includes a number of actions that involve Local 

Government.  A description of how the City of Mandurah has adopted these actions to manage 

graffiti vandalism is outlined below. 

Graffiti Reporting  

The City of Mandurah accessed grant funding to improve recording and reporting of graffiti 

vandalism. The City initially utilised Trimble devices for these purposes but have since upgraded 

to tablet-based recording. All vandalism is reported through the City’s database by removal staff, 

and then sent to the Goodbye Graffiti Database using bulk upload reporting. The City commented 

that it supports reporting through the Goodbye Graffiti Database as a means of adding to Police 

intelligence, however they have some concerns regarding the effective use of the information in 

apprehending local offenders.   

Rapid Removal  

The City of Mandurah’s graffiti management policy 20  states ‘prompt graffiti removal is seen as 

best practice’ for reasons of reducing offender recognition and the perception of assets being 

uncared for.  The City practices rapid removal on their assets and private property that adjoins 

public space. Two full-time maintenance staff are employed by the City to remove graffiti 

vandalism.  

                                                      
18 City of Mandurah.  2009.  City of Mandurah Community Safety Survey, Report by Dr Joseph Clare for City 

of Mandurah, p. 36. 
19 http://www.mandurah.wa.gov.au/HBItem_322620.PDF  
20 http://www.mandurah.wa.gov.au/HBItem_76970.PDF  

http://www.mandurah.wa.gov.au/HBItem_322620.PDF
http://www.mandurah.wa.gov.au/HBItem_76970.PDF
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Residents and asset owners are encouraged to firstly report graffiti, and also to practice rapid 

removal. The City provides Do It Yourself (DIY) graffiti removal kits to assist residents with rapid 

removal once they have reported to Police. Rapid removal is promoted by the City both online and 

through flyers21 promoting DIY removal.  

Graffiti Removal Agreements 

The City of Mandurah does not have formal agreements in place with State Government asset 

owners for the removal of graffiti. Although anecdotal evidence suggests that the City has had 

moderate success in working with some of these asset owners, they see merit in developing 

formalised agreements to facilitate rapid removal for these assets. The City is in favour of 

individualised agreement/MOU as it believes that this approach would best suit the needs of the 

stakeholders, and increases the likelihood of the successful implementation between the two 

tiers of government.  

Industry Managed Training 

Graffiti vandalism removal staff at the City of Mandurah have not attended a graffiti removal 

course offered by the Master Painter’s Association.  However, staff have expressed interest in 

attending in the future. 

Grant funding 

The City of Mandurah has accessed $53,000 of grant funding through the State Graffiti Fund for 

three projects that included the purchase of recording and reporting software, an information 

technology upgrade to improve reporting, and for purchase and provision of DIY graffiti removal 

kits for the community.  

Juvenile Clean-up Program (JCuP) 

The City of Mandurah participates in the JCuP and provides sites for graffiti vandalism removal 

and clean-up in the local community. Local government officers believe that the partnerships 

built between Local Government, schools, and local Police were crucial to the successful 

apprehension and charging of juvenile offenders.  

Designing Out Graffiti  

A key focus of the 2011-2016 Community Safety and Crime Prevention Partnership Plan22 

includes actions for Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED). General designing 

out crime principles have been implemented in the City of Mandurah through crime prevention 

planning.   

Community Awareness and Engagement 

The City of Mandurah gives out information and flyers at local community events. The City 

engages directly with the community and collects feedback through community safety perception 

surveys, which have occurred in 2009, 2010 and 2014. Data collected through the surveys has 

enabled the City to apply for and receive additional Federal funding for crime prevention projects.  

                                                      
21 http://www.mandurah.wa.gov.au/HBItem_317777.PDF  
22 http://www.mandurah.wa.gov.au/HBItem_322620.PDF  

http://www.mandurah.wa.gov.au/HBItem_317777.PDF
http://www.mandurah.wa.gov.au/HBItem_322620.PDF
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Strengthening Partnerships 

Historically the City of Mandurah has had a very good relationship with Police, which they believe 

has waned recently. The City developed a strong relationship the Graffiti District Inquiry Officer 

assigned to the District in 2013. During this time, the City was providing information and photos 

of tags and was receiving valuable feedback on the results of local Police investigations linked to 

the information. This feedback helped the removal staff see the value in the information they 

were gathering.  

The recent adoption of a new policing policy in WA has shifted the previous Graffiti Enquiry Officer 

responsibilities to Local Police Teams. For the City of Mandurah this has led to less reporting 

from Police to the City about how the graffiti information submitted through the Goodbye Graffiti 

Database is being applied in apprehending offenders.  

In addition, during the implementation of the Strategy, the City has felt supported by the Graffiti 

Team and feel that this has contributed to the development of effective strategies for managing 

graffiti in the local community.  The City of Mandurah has attended the annual graffiti forum, 

facilitated by the Graffiti Team. The staff who attended the forum found it valuable for the 

development of networks and informing Local Governments about current graffiti management 

strategies and resources.  

The City found that the geographic mapping aspect of the City’s data management system has 

helped them monitor trends in graffiti and track vandal’s movements. The mapping process has 

been very effective and resulted in the apprehension and charging of offenders. 

Overall impact of the graffiti management strategies 

Since 2010, the City has reported on cost of removal, number of graffiti incidents reported, and 

the area of graffiti removed per year, shown in Table 10 below. It is evident from this data that 

the cost of removal has decreased over time. The City attributes this reduction largely to the rapid 

removal policy and having strong partnerships with local Police.   

In addition, the City maintains two staff and vehicles to undertake graffiti removal in-house. This 

has contributed to improved efficiency in graffiti removal techniques and some cost recovery 

from other areas of the Council.  

Table 10: City of Mandurah cost of removal and incidence of graffiti 

Financial Year (FY) 

Cost of graffiti 

removal (financial 

year) 

Number of incidents 

reported (calendar year) 

Area (m2) of graffiti 

removed (calendar year) 

Jan to Jun 2011 $224, 013 948  - 

2011 – 2012 $227,116 2,122  3,635 (2012) 

2012 – 2013 $204,850 2,693  7,286 (2013) 

2013 – 2014  $157,975 1,780  6,183 (2014) 
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As shown in the table the decreased cost is unlikely to represent a direct correlation with graffiti 

removal efforts. If this was the case, an overall decrease in total graffiti area would be expected. 

As Table 10 shows, there has been a noticeable increase in the total area of graffiti removed 

since 2011. This suggests that other factors such as improved efficiency in graffiti removal 

management, have also contributed to cost reductions.  
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Case Study – Town of East Fremantle  

Background 

The Town of East Fremantle is a small Council covering 3.2 hectares and including just over 

3000 dwellings. Graffiti management strategies are included in the Community Safety and Crime 

Prevention Plan and are aligned with the Neighbourhood Watch Program. The Town have not 

developed a separate strategy for graffiti management.  

The management of graffiti is the responsibility of the Principal Environmental Health Officer in 

the Health and Community Services Division.  

Implementation of the WA Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 actions  

The Strategy includes a number of actions that involve Local Government. The extent to which 

the Town of East Fremantle has adopted these actions to manage graffiti is described below.  

Graffiti Reporting 

The Town of East Fremantle encourages to residents to report graffiti incidents to the 

Neighbourhood Watch Suburb Manager. The Town have found that reporting directly through the 

Goodbye Graffiti Website is difficult for residents who prefer to report to a local group.  

When graffiti is reported to Neighbourhood Watch, a volunteer member takes photos, records the 

details and forwards the information to the appropriate departments involved with removal of the 

offending material. A follow-up photo is taken to check the graffiti has been removed.  

In addition, a Neighbourhood Watch volunteer regularly tours the East Fremantle area, takes 

photos of graffiti and reports via email to the Town of East Fremantle or the relevant asset owner. 

Where graffiti is obscene or offensive, the graffiti is reported and removed as soon as possible. 

Funds were made available to the Town to upgrade their reporting software in order to streamline 

the reporting process, however the funds had to be returned as the reporting software was found 

to be incompatible with the existing system.  

Rapid Removal 

The Town of East Fremantle use an external contractor once a week to remove graffiti from Local 

Government assets and highly visible areas. The Town attempts to practice rapid removal, 

however given reporting can be delayed by the availability of volunteers and removal contractor, 

this can sometimes be difficult to achieve within 48 hours of reporting.  

Graffiti Removal Agreements  

The Town of East Fremantle has no formalised Graffiti Removal Agreements in place with asset 

owners.  

Industry Managed Training 

At least one staff member from Operation services has participated in the graffiti removal course. 

The graffiti removal skills are applied for the removal of large tags where it is more cost effective 

than referring to the removal contractor.  
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Grant Funding  

The Town of East Fremantle has found that urban art on public surfaces together with rapid 

removal is the most effective approach to minimising repeated graffiti vandalism in an area. 

Between 2008 and 2013, the Town received three state grants to implement strategies to 

enhance their urban art footprint.  

In 2008-09 they received $17,000 for a Get a Grip on Graffiti Project involving graffiti clean-up 

and urban art. The first phase of the project involved a targeted rapid graffiti removal blitz. The 

Local Government employed a specialised contractor to monitor ‘hotspot’ areas on a daily basis 

and remove all graffiti within 48 hours of reporting. The second phase of the project involved 

creating urban art murals and designs in East Street, George Street and the pedestrian 

underpass below Stirling Highway with the high school students from John Curtin College of the 

Arts. 

In 2011-12 the Town of East Fremantle received $15,000 to employ an artist to paint three bus 

shelters and apply anti-graffiti coating. In 2012-13 they received a further $20,000 for a Bus 

Shelter Beautification project. This project involved the cleaning, painting, and applying of anti-

graffiti coating to a further three bus stops in the local area.  

Juvenile Clean-up Program (JCuP) 

The Town of East Fremantle has not been involved in the Juvenile Clean-up Program. 

Designing Out Graffiti Guidelines 

The Town of East Fremantle has employed Crime Prevention through Environmental Design 

(CPTED) principles in their Local Planning Policy for the Town Centre Redevelopment Guidelines. 

It is not evident that the Town has adopted the Designing Out Graffiti guidelines in any of their 

planning policies.   

Community Awareness and Engagement 

The Town of East Fremantle has increased awareness of graffiti management through the 

promotion of its urban art projects.   

Strengthening Partnerships 

The Town of East Fremantle have a strong partnership with the Neighbourhood Watch group who 

also manage graffiti.  

Overall impact of the graffiti management strategies 

Figure 15 shows the annual costs of graffiti removal in the Town of East Fremantle.  Despite 

relatively low annual removal costs the Town achieved a notable decrease in costs between 

2009 and 2012.This was during the Council campaign to practice rapid removal at major 

hotspots and the implementation of the urban art projects, suggesting that these initiatives have 

had some impact on the occurrences of graffiti in the local area.  

However there was a noticeable increase in the cost of graffiti removal from 2012-13. It was 

suggested that this increase could be partly attributed to the fact that East Fremantle borders 

with City of Fremantle. In 2013 the City of Fremantle adopted a policy that enabled the City to 
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make decisions about whether unauthorised graffiti has artistic value or not, and if and when it 

should be removed. It was suggested that graffiti offenders who may be attracted to Fremantle 

because of this policy are impacting on the level of graffiti vandalism in East Fremantle. 

Figure 15: Annual costs of graffiti removal at the Town of East Fremantle 
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Case Study – City of Gosnells 

Background 

The City of Gosnells established its Safe City Urban Design Strategy about fifteen years ago. 

Based on Crime Prevention through Environment Design (CPTED) principles, the Strategy 

provides an umbrella approach for a suite of programs aimed at enhancing community safety. In 

response to community perception surveys identifying graffiti vandalism as an issue of significant 

concern, several programs were implemented to address this, including: 

 Safe City Education Program - provides primary and high school students with information 

about the cost to their school and community of graffiti vandalism, the impact on 

students of being charged with a graffiti offence and the personal consequences of 

having a criminal record;  

 Safe City Anti-Graffiti Business Accord - educates local businesses and their staff about 

matters such as the right to refuse sale of graffiti implements to people under 18 years of 

age, and working with the business sector to better manage graffiti vandalism; and  

 Adopt a Bus Shelter - empowers residents to make a difference by painting out graffiti on 

bus shelters. There are 46 volunteers for 100 bus shelters and since the program started 

there has been a significant reduction of graffiti damage to the shelters. Residents taking 

part in this program are Official Volunteers of the City and attend an induction process. 

An unanticipated consequence is that the volunteers also pick up litter, sweep up glass, 

and report on any other vandalism-related matters.  

Implementation of the WA Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 actions  

Graffiti Reporting  

Before the Goodbye Graffiti Database was established, photos of graffiti were copied onto a CD 

and hand delivered to Police. The database together with the provision of funding grants in 2011 

and 2013 for IT upgrades and purchase of the necessary software, means that graffiti details can 

now be uploaded and work is currently being undertaken to attach photos to the reports for 

follow-up by Police. The City also responds to requests by Police for information concerning the 

most prolific taggers. In some instances, the City’s clean-up technicians are able to identify 

taggers based on their own local knowledge or from information supplied to them by members of 

the community. Outdoor staff and Rangers have been trained in Eyes on the Street, a 

coordinated intelligence gathering program managed by WA Police. 

Rapid Removal 

Graffiti removal is undertaken by the City’s clean-up technicians in line with the State 

Government’s rapid removal policy. The biggest challenge is that some public sector asset 

owners, such as Western Power and Telstra, do not remove graffiti within the desired timeframes. 

“We clean around their sites but they are like a sore thumb in the middle and this 

undermines our efforts.” (City of Gosnells) 

Shared ownership of property is a complicating factor in ensuring rapid removal.  For example, 

the Tonkin Highway underpass is owned by Main Roads, some of the river bank is the City’s 

responsibility, whilst other sections are managed by the Swan River Trust. 
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Graffiti Removal Agreements 

The City removes graffiti from Main Roads’ assets under a ‘cost’ recovery model. There is no 

similar agreement with other WA Government agencies or Telstra, but reports about graffiti on 

these assets are logged onto the Goodbye Graffiti Database to facilitate clean-up. The City is 

keen to see more consistency in relation to graffiti removal on State Government assets.  

Industry Managed Training  

As all of the City’s clean-up technicians have been trained, there has been no reason to access 

industry managed training. 

Grant Funding  

Eight successful applications for grant funding totalling $100,000 have enabled graffiti removal 

and anti-graffiti coating of the Community Centre, purchase of specialised cleaning equipment, 

an upgrade of CCTV footage at Jean Garvey Skate Park, conduct of an awareness campaign, and 

purchase of software for uploading photos and reports to the Goodbye Graffiti Database. In 

addition, a recent grant has been allocated for an education, clean-up and graffiti reduction 

program of the Maddington industrial area which has long been a graffiti hotspot. The issue was 

so significant that asset owners had ceased trying to manage graffiti. 

“We’ll do an audit based on CPTED…look for things like packing boxes that offenders can use to climb 

up on… and give businesses $250 or $500 vouchers to contribute to graffiti removal.” (City of 

Gosnells) 

Businesses can use the vouchers with a graffiti clean-up company which, under a formal 

agreement with the City, will match the funds. The plan is to do an initial clean-up and then have 

businesses report any further problems to the City’s Community Safety Coordinator. The company 

has indicated it will provide ongoing sponsorship if there is a good uptake of the program by local 

businesses.   

Juvenile Clean-up Program (JCuP) 

The City attends victim-offender mediation sessions and has an MOU with Juvenile Justice to 

provide suitable sites for clean-up. The City has not received many requests recently and this may 

be due to a lack of local offenders in the program. 

Designing Out Graffiti guidelines 

Gosnells’ Safe City Urban Design Strategy is based on Crime Prevention through Environmental 

Design (CPTED) principles. CPTED will be used in the industrial audit program described above 

and because this approach is supported by WA Police, the City believes it will carry a lot of weight 

with business owners.  Strategic Crime Prevention resources will be used in the kits provided to 

businesses which take part in the audits. 

Community Awareness and Engagement 

At this stage, community engagement is most evident in the Adopt a Bus Shelter program, 

described above.  

The Safe City Education Project for Schools (SEPS) is a research-based program for students in 

Years 4 to 12. The program is delivered by the Safe City staff in partnership with Strategic Crime 
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Prevention, Gosnells and Canning Vale Police officers. A new video presentation of an interview 

with WA Police officers, to include in the current presentation, will be developed with funding 

received from the Public Purposes Trust Fund.  

The Safe City Anti-Graffiti Business Accord provides information and support to members and the 

City aims to engage businesses in the Maddington industrial area in graffiti management through 

the industrial area audit and clean-up program. The Industrial Area Graffiti Audit project will 

provide targeted advice on graffiti prevention and removal, will educate business owners to 

report graffiti and, to take action to deter graffiti vandals,  and where possible, to remove graffiti 

from their own premises.  

Strengthening Partnerships 

The City works closely with local policing teams at Canning Vale and Gosnells. The City is 

represented on the Taskforce by WALGA and a Local Government member. Staff from the City 

attend the Taskforce’s annual forum and have regular contact with the WA Police Graffiti Team. 

Community Safety officers from all the Local Government authorities in the south-east corridor 

meet regularly and members of the Police Graffiti Team also attend. 

Overall impact of the graffiti management strategies  

As shown in Figure 16, there has been a reduction in graffiti vandalism recently as a result of a 

significant investment of time by the City and the implementation of the Strategy.  The higher 

costs for 2013–2014 are due to an increase in wages for cleaners, contactors and materials. 

However, the square metres cleaned reduced by 183 metres over this period, compared to the 

previous year. The biggest change resulting from the application of the Strategy is that more 

resources and advice are now available, and the Police have become more involved. 

Figure 16: Annual costs of graffiti removal at the City of Gosnells 
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Case Study – Town of Victoria Park 

Background 

Graffiti occurs mostly along ‘the strip’ (the part of Albany Highway that is lined with cafes and 

shops), in industrial areas such as Burswood and along the Perth-Armadale train line. The most 

prolific and persistent graffiti is small-scale tags, drawn with marker pens, and huge areas 

painted with a spray can. The most costly to remove is graffiti painted throughout an underpass 

or overpass, where paint can be two to three centimetres thick.  

The population of Victoria Park is increasing, and as a result the Town is being made more 

attractive. Stakeholders report that as a result of these two factors, graffiti is also increasing and 

additional effort is required to manage it. They also report that graffiti increases in good weather 

and on school holidays. There are more visitors to the area at these times, and taggers want 

validation through exposure. The graffiti does not seem to be territorial and not linked to 

organised crime. An individual may do a ‘big hit’ of a specific area but seldom goes back and 

does it again after removal. 

Graffiti has been y well managed under control on the Town’s assets since around 1998. 

Removal is managed by an in-house team of two full-time staff, and a contract cleaning company 

is employed to clean toilets and walls that require high pressure cleaning. 

Implementation of the WA Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 actions  

Graffiti Reporting 

The Goodbye Graffiti Website has been promoted well, and the Hotline and Police response is 

good. Photos are uploaded onto the website every week by the Local Government staff. There are 

still technical difficulties due to the number of systems involved in the data transfer, however all 

uploads have eventually been successful and no data has been lost. 

Rapid Removal 

The Government’s Rapid Removal policy is also implemented in the Town of Victoria Park and is 

considered the number one strategy for managing graffiti vandalism. 

Graffiti Removal Agreements 

The Town does not have any cost sharing or high-level MOUs with asset owners and does not 

remove graffiti from State Government assets because of health and safety, and other issues. 

Both public and private asset owners are fairly responsive, assisting to keep the Town clean.  

Industry Managed Training 

There has been no need to participate in this as the Waste Management Team, which is 

responsible for graffiti removal, has already been fully trained. Most clean-ups are carried out by 

this team, however the Town uses a contracted cleaning company when the volume of graffiti 

increases beyond the scope of the Town’s capacity.  
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Grants Funding 

The Town has received two Grants from the State Graffiti Fund. One to assist with the 

implementation of the Goodbye Graffiti Database, reporting software and hand-held devices. The 

other is to develop and distribute graffiti removal kits to residents and businesses along the 

Albany Highway strip and surrounds.  

Juvenile Clean-up Program (JCuP) 

The Town’s engagement with JCuP has lessened in recent times, and there are concerns as to 

whether it is the best approach in terms of achieving a good outcome for rapid removal. 

Nevertheless, because it is important to divert young people away from the criminal justice 

system, the Town will continue its involvement in the program. 

Designing Out Graffiti guidelines 

All of the Town’s planners and building staff are well informed concerning Crime Prevention 

through Environmental Design (CPTED) principles and a lot has been done with lighting design. 

However, capital works are expensive to re-design.  

Community Awareness and Engagement 

There is significant engagement from the ‘Vic Park Collective’, a group of local businesses, 

community organisations, and residents that is proactive about tackling issues. The Town is a 

sponsor of Public 2015, a collection of street art launched in April 2015, with eight murals 

throughout Victoria Park. The sponsorship was an initiative of the ‘Vic Park Collective’. An 

assessment of the initiative to determine the effectiveness and impact on graffiti vandalism is 

currently being carried out. 

Strengthening Partnerships 

The Town has a strong working relationship with WA Police, through the Kensington Police 

Station. A WA Police representative sits on the Town’s Community Safety Working Group, which 

meets every two months. 

The State Graffiti Taskforce provides reports to the Town on its work and also conducts forums 

for Local Government.  

Overall impact of the graffiti management strategies 

Despite the adoption of the strategies described above, Figure 17 shows that the annual costs 

for graffiti removal have remained relatively constant.  
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Figure 17: Annual costs of graffiti removal at the Town of Victoria Park 
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Case Study - City of Melville  

Background 

In 2009, the City of Melville’s Community Safety and Crime Prevention Plan (2008–2012) was 

officially launched. The plan was aimed at promoting safety and reducing preventable crime in 

the City of Melville. At the same time a Graffiti Management Plan was developed which 

formalised the City’s position on graffiti vandalism and provided guidance and direction to reduce 

and prevent graffiti.  

In 2012 a review of the City’s Graffiti Management Plan identified several areas for improvement. 

In addition the City of Melville Community Safety Survey conducted in 2012 identified that graffiti 

is one of the priority issues, along with residential burglary and antisocial behaviour. The major 

problem areas for graffiti in the City of Melville have been identified as anything that is easily 

accessible. For example: pumping stations in parks, noise walls along the freeways, and open 

spaces.  

As a result of the review and the community survey, a new Community Safety Crime Prevention 

Plan was developed for 2012-2016 along with a new Graffiti Management Plan. The graffiti 

management strategies articulated in the Plan closely align with the WA Tough on Graffiti 

Strategy 2011-2015. They include:  

 Rapid removal of graffiti vandalism; 

 Effective management and use of the City of Melville graffiti database; 

 Efficient graffiti reporting methods for the community;  

 Implementation, promotion and participation in graffiti prevention and education 

opportunities; and 

 Working with key stakeholders to address graffiti vandalism. 

Implementation of the WA Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 actions  

The WA Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 includes a number of actions that involve Local 

Government. The extent to which the City of Melville has adopted these actions to manage graffiti 

is described below.  

Graffiti Reporting 

The City of Melville encourages residents and businesses to report incidences of graffiti. The City 

believes that reporting and prompt removal helps to reduce the occurrence of graffiti vandalism 

in the community.  

For graffiti victims, the City encourages people to report through Melville’s own 24 hour 

maintenance line for it to be removed. To assist in apprehending offenders, the City also 

encourages people to report to Police by calling the Goodbye Graffiti Hotline or reporting through 

the Goodbye Graffiti Website.  For non-victim reports of graffiti, the City of Melville encourages 

people to report graffiti for removal directly to the Council using their own 24 hour hotline. 

The preference for the City of Melville is for non-victim reports of graffiti to be directed to the City 

through its maintenance line for removal. The Council apply local knowledge of asset owners and 

respond as appropriate.  All graffiti reported to the City is regularly uploaded to the Goodbye 

Graffiti Database to contribute to Police intelligence.  
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Rapid Removal 

The City of Melville has adopted a rapid removal policy for public assets and for private property 

where the graffiti vandalism is visible to the public. They promote that prompt removal deters 

vandals as it diminishes their level of recognition. The Council therefore aims to remove offensive 

graffiti vandalism within 24 hours, and non-offensive graffiti vandalism within 48 hours of it being 

reported to the removal contractor. Graffiti removal is undertaken by a qualified contractor as 

this has been proven to be a more cost-effective approach than utilising Local Government 

maintenance crews. 

Graffiti Removal Agreements 

The City of Melville has no formalised Graffiti Removal Agreements in place with asset owners.  

Industry Managed Training 

As the City of Melville outsource graffiti removal, they have not had reason to access the graffiti 

removal training program. 

Grant Funding  

The City of Melville has been successful in receiving five grants through the Strategy’s Grant 

Funding. To manage graffiti vandalism and improve reporting the City received $11,520 for Rapid 

Deployment CCTV at identified graffiti hot spots, and $18,000 for graffiti recording and reporting 

software.  

Melville has also adopted a number of graffiti prevention strategies funded through the State 

Graffiti Fund.  In 2008/09 they received $15,000 for an Adopt a Bus Shelter initiative where by 

artists, community and school groups were involved in painting safety messages on bus shelters 

in the local area. The artwork has been painted with an anti-graffiti coating. Through the initiative, 

the City aimed to promote pride in public amenities and cultural identity, develop a sense of 

place in the community, reduce graffiti at the painted sites, increase the sense of community 

safety, and provide opportunities for young people and emerging artists to be involved in public 

art. The project involved 54 participants from a variety of groups giving 11 bus shelters across 

the City a makeover. 

In 2010/11 the City received $20,000 for a SLAM project involving working with young people to 

install murals at two graffiti hotspots. The project involved engaging with young people in a series 

of educational workshops facilitated by a professional urban artist.  

In addition, in 2011/12 the City received $15,000 for a youth education project ‘The Writing’s on 

the Wall’. This is a script based education resource developed for Year 9 and 10 high school 

students. The resource is packaged as a kit which includes a number of copies of the script and 

supporting teacher resources l with suggested peer group discussion questions, exercises, and 

activities. It is provided free to all high schools in the Melville area. Schools outside the area can 

also access it for a small fee.  

An evaluation of the ‘The Writing’s on the Wall’ project undertaken for the City of Melville by 

Painted Dog Research in August 2014, found that students felt the resource was ‘easy to 

understand, realistic, relevant, informative, and uses appropriate language’. The evaluation also 

found that the resource had been effective ‘in making students think harder about the way 

people cope with stress and the impact of graffiti’. After reading the script, 80 per cent of the 

students reported that they felt ‘more informed about the consequences of graffiti’.  
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Juvenile Clean Up Program (JCUP) 

The City of Melville has not participated in the Juvenile Clean-Up Program (JCuP). At the 

commencement of JCuP, the City was concerned with associated occupational health and safety 

(OHS) issues. In addition, at the time the City of Melville did not see it as a viable graffiti-related 

program. The City has since been informed that the program does meet OHS standards, however 

the Graffiti Management Plan is now well in place and the City do not feel that the JCuP can be 

effectively accommodated into existing strategies. However, the City of Melville is involved in 

court conferencing through the Juvenile Justice Teams and sees value in this process.   

Designing Out Graffiti guidelines 

In 2011 the City of Melville adopted a Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED) 

of Buildings Policy, which was reviewed in March 2014, to minimise the potential for the place or 

site to facilitate or support crime or antisocial behaviour. The City of Melville also conducts 

regular training for staff in Designing out Crime, and have developed a Designing out Crime audit 

form so that staff can conduct audits independently. The City also includes Designing out Crime 

guidelines in numerous maintenance schedules for field staff, and have provided a checklist for 

the community available on the City’s website. 

A great example of how these principles have been applied in the City of Melville was with the 

redevelopment of the Peter Ellis Park in Leeming. Prior to the redevelopment, there had been 

frequent complaints to the Council from residents about anti-social behaviour around the skate 

park area. However after applying CPTED principals, which involved removing dense low lying 

vegetation and planting more trees, graffiti vandalism and anti-social behaviour is now minimal.   

“This project showed how changing the physical environment can change the way people interact 

with it and normalised social behaviour in the area and it’s a lot cheaper than CCTV and much more 

effective.” (Local Government) 

Community Awareness and Engagement 

The City of Melville have adopted a number of prevention and education initiatives to increase 

awareness of graffiti management and reporting, such as provision of information resources on 

Melville’s website, urban art projects at graffiti hot spots, participation in Juvenile Justice court 

conferencing sessions, community education forums promoting Designing Out Crime, provision of 

a Designing Out Crime checklist to the community, and the development and distribution of The 

Writing’s on the Wall educational resource.   

Strengthening Partnerships 

As part of the implementation of the Community Safety and Crime Prevention Plan, a formal 

partnership was established (signing of MOU) between the City of Melville and WA Police. The 

agreement committed both parties to working together to provide improved safety and crime-

prevention programs to the local community. This included the exchange of information regarding 

graffiti removal, trends, and hotspots.  

In addition, the City of Melville engages with the local community and key stakeholders on 

community safety issues. A Safer Melville Advisory Committee (SMAC) has been established 

comprising community representatives, elected members, City officers and State Government 

agencies. 
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Overall impact of the graffiti management strategies 

As shown in Figure 18, since 2008/09, the annual cost of graffiti removal in the City of Melville 

have been on a downward trend from nearly $340,000 to just over $55,000 in 2013/14. This 

trend is likely to be the result of a combination of the implementation of strategies mentioned 

above such as rapid removal, adoption of CPTED principles, community education, and 

awareness initiatives as well as building strong partnerships with local Police and the wider 

community. Decreasing costs can also be partly attributed to a noticeable decrease in the total 

area of graffiti.  

The City of Melville’s effective management of the graffiti removal contract has also seen a 

decrease in cost, by working closely with the contractors to streamline the removal process and 

ensure the required information is effectively captured, the City has yielded reduced costs and 

positive results. 

 

Figure 18: Annual costs of graffiti removal at the City of Melville 
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Case Study - City of Bunbury  

Background 

The 2008-2013 Community Safety and Crime Prevention Plan was developed in consultation 

with the local community and agency stakeholders in Bunbury. The plan reflects a ‘whole of City 

approach’ and outlines the key crime prevention and safety actions. As part of the consultation 

process for the development of the Plan, ‘Graffiti and vandalism in the CBD specifically and 

across the City in general’ was identified as a priority issue that required immediate action. As 

such, the Community Safety and Crime Prevention Plan include strategies for reducing vandalism 

and graffiti in and around Bunbury were implemented.  

In addition, the City of Bunbury has adopted a Vandalism/Graffiti Management Policy. The policy 

was developed in recognition that vandalism, including graffiti, is costly to the community, not 

only financially but also environmentally and socially. The Policy comprises of four components: 

damage repair and graffiti removal, reward for information, community education, and providing 

activities for young people.  

Implementation of the WA Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 actions  

The WA Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 includes a number of actions that involve Local 

Government. The extent to which the City of Bunbury has adopted these actions to manage 

graffiti is described below.  

Graffiti Reporting 

Residents and businesses are encouraged to report any graffiti on Council property to the 

Community Safety Officer or Waste Operations. In addition, residents have been advised through 

the local media, Neighbourhood Watch Newsletter, City of Bunbury front foyer, libraries and 

Police station that they can photograph and report graffiti to the Local Government. The City of 

Bunbury offers a reward for information which leads to a conviction of persons committing acts of 

vandalism, including graffiti against Council property.    

All graffiti reported to the City is regularly uploaded to the Goodbye Graffiti Database to contribute 

to Police intelligence of graffiti vandalism in the area. The Waste Operation division manages the 

uploading of reported graffiti to the database.  

Rapid Removal 

The City of Bunbury has adopted a rapid removal policy on all Council owned assets, and on 

private property adjacent to council reserves. The City endeavours to remove offensive graffiti 

within 24 hours of it being reported and within 48 hours for all other reported graffiti incidents.  

Graffiti removal is undertaken by Waste Operations staff. Prior to 2008, the City employed local 

contractors to remove graffiti. However the City found that removal was often delayed and that 

contractors were doing substandard work, often mismatching colours. In 2011, the City received 

a grant for the purchase of a purpose built graffiti removal trailer. The trailer has allowed the 

Council to manage graffiti removal internally and to be more responsive to reports. It has also 

enabled the use of more environmentally friendly removal methods. In addition, the City of 

Bunbury provides Graffiti Wipes free of charge to residents.. Since the trailer has been in 

operation, the Council has reduced its chemical use for removal of graffiti by 35 per cent.  
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Reports of graffiti on non-council assets are directed to the owner or individual agency for 

removal. The City will not remove graffiti from private property or property controlled by other 

organisations or State Government agencies. However the Council has good working 

relationships with the major asset owners including Water Corporation, Telstra, and Western 

Power. When graffiti is reported on these assets, the City forwards the report directly to their local 

contractor for removal. Private owners are advised to seek professional help to remove graffiti. 

Graffiti Removal Agreements 

The City of Bunbury has no formalised Graffiti Removal Agreements in place with asset owners. 

However the City is satisfied with the informal arrangements that they have in place with the 

major asset owners.  It was mentioned by Council staff that although these arrangements work 

well currently, they are based on positive relationships between individuals. There is a risk when 

Council staff or asset owner staff change, these informal arrangements may deteriorate.  

Industry Managed Training 

Several staff have attended Industry Managed Training. It has been helpful to have several 

trained Local Government staff for back up when the dedicated staff member is unavailable.  

Grant Funding  

The City of Bunbury has been successful in receiving four State Graffiti Grants between 2009 and 

2014. Grants included urban art projects aimed at engaging and educating young people, the 

purchase of a graffiti trailer to assist with graffiti removal, the purchase of graffiti reporting 

software, and refurbishing graffiti hotspot. The projects are described below. 

In 2008/09 the City of Bunbury received $30,000 for an Outer Spaces project. The project ran 

over four school terms and involved eight two-hour workshops per term. The workshops were 

targeted at young people who had committed, or were at risk of committing graffiti vandalism. A 

professional artist was available to mentor participants in the workshops, help them develop 

skills and contribute to the community by developing art installations on public walls. Walls were 

selected that were regularly vandalised. Participants were invited to explore other art forms and 

to submit their work to existing public exhibitions.  

In 2011, the City of Bunbury received $20,000 for a specialised graffiti trailer and equipment to 

remove graffiti. The grant has enabled the purchase of environmentally friendly equipment to 

remove graffiti and have less impact on the environment. It has also allowed the City to be more 

responsive to reports of graffiti. According to media reports, graffiti tags have dropped 33 per 

cent in Bunbury since the introduction of a graffiti removal unit and there has been 35 per cent 

reduction in the use of chemical use. The graffiti trailer has also enabled the City of Bunbury to 

provide graffiti removal services to adjacent Shires on a cost recovery basis.  

To improve graffiti reporting, the City received $16,000 in 2012/2013 for the purchase and 

installation of graffiti recording and reporting software. This has assisted in streamlining the 

reporting process through the Goodbye Graffiti Database.   

In 2014, the City of Bunbury received $20,000 for a Hotspot Graffiti project. The project involved 

tiling of the inside walls of the Bicentennial Square toilet facility to enable the rapid removal of 

graffiti.  
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Juvenile Clean Up Program (JCUP) 

The City of Bunbury has not participated in the Juvenile Clean-Up Program (JCUP) as the Program 

is not offered outside the Metropolitan area.  

Designing Out Graffiti guidelines 

The City of Bunbury promotes the adoption of Designing out Graffiti principles on their website.  

In addition, the City of Bunbury have undertaken Crime Prevention Through Environmental 

Design (CPTED) audits for a number of urban renewal projects to ensure that CPTED principles 

are embodied in all aspects of the project including graffiti prevention strategies. The 

redevelopment of the Bunbury Skate Park is another example of where the City has considered 

urban design strategies for reducing graffiti in the area.   

Community Awareness and Engagement 

The City of Bunbury has embraced community awareness and engagement strategies to prevent 

and manage graffiti.  The City has developed education packages and programs for schools to 

educate young people on the issues surrounding graffiti. The City promotes rapid removal as the 

best way to reduce graffiti, as well as promoting CPTED principles to reduce the occurrence of 

graffiti. Finally, the City has taken a positive attitude towards public art. It has embedded creative 

strategies to activate streets and open spaces in its Creative City Strategy and has actively 

encouraged the participation of young people in creative urban art projects.  

Strengthening Partnerships 

As part of the implementation of the Community Safety and Crime Prevention Plan, a formal 

partnership was established between the City of Bunbury and WA Police. The agreement 

committed both parties to working together to provide improved safety and crime-prevention 

programs to the local community. The relationship developed between the City’s Community 

Safety Officer and the local Police Crime Prevention Officer has been very positive. The parties 

and they are in regular communication regarding local crime including graffiti vandalism.  

In addition, a Community Crime Prevention Project Team has been established in order to 

oversee the implementation of the Community Safety and Crime Prevention Plan. This team 

involves representatives from across a wide range of partnering agencies, including the Bunbury 

Police, WA Country Health Services, Corrective Services and the City of Bunbury. 

Overall impact of the graffiti management strategies 

As shown in Figure 19, since 2008/09, the annual costs of graffiti removal in the City of Bunbury 

have nearly halved.  This trend is likely to be the result of a combination of the implementation of 

strategies mentioned above such as rapid removal, adoption of CPTED principles, community 

education and awareness initiatives and building strong partnerships with local WA Police and 

the wider community. It is also likely that the decreasing costs can be attributed to graffiti 

removal being managed internally since 2011 made possible through the purchase of a purpose 

built graffiti removal trailer.  
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Figure 19: Annual costs of graffiti removal at the City of Bunbury 

 

  

 $-

 $10,000

 $20,000

 $30,000

 $40,000

 $50,000

 $60,000

2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014

C
o

st
 p

er
 y

ea
r 

Year 



Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 

Evaluation Report Clear Horizon Consulting 118 

Case Study - City of Armadale 

Background 

Before introduction of the WA Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015, The City of Armadale was 

dealing with prolific graffiti vandalism throughout the CBD and around suburban retail areas and 

schools. Residential, commercial and recreation areas in particular were targeted. Some retailers 

were closing businesses and relocating and, at one stage, the volunteer Civic Pride Action Group 

were refusing to go into the Mall to do graffiti clean ups because vacant premises, drug users 

and abandoned syringes caused them to fear for their personal safety. 

The City of Armadale suffered from negative perceptions arising from vandalism and incidents 

occurring along what the media referred to as ‘the Armadale line’. Although the Perth-Armadale 

railway line passes through many suburbs and several local government areas, the name made it 

seem that any problems were limited to the City of Armadale. 

The Civic Pride Action Group (CPAG) was started by a former Neighbourhood Watch volunteer to 

change the stigma associated with the Armadale line. The group consists of 16 volunteers, 14 of 

whom are active at present. Most of the volunteers are retired and some are aged in their 80s.  

They commit to doing four hours work, once a week, as part of a graffiti removal crew. The crews 

take photos, pre- and post-removal, and in 2014 provided 1992.4 hours of voluntary work during 

which they completed 838 jobs. 

The City of Armadale provides CPAG with a vehicle, a shed, safety equipment and training. While 

any volunteer workforce can be challenging to manage, The City of Armadale has never received 

any complaints about CPAG and has had many calls from members of the community praising 

their work. Once, they cleaned up an entire service station that had been covered in graffiti. CPAG 

does not remove tags from cars as these are covered by motor vehicle insurance.  

The volunteers also play an important role in reporting graffiti on the City’s buildings and public 

assets. 

Implementation of the WA Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 actions  

The WA Tough on Graffiti Strategy 2011-2015 includes a number of actions that involve local 

government. The extent to which the City of Armadale has adopted these actions to manage 

graffiti is described below.  

Graffiti Reporting 

The graffiti recording and reporting software uploads a report to the Goodbye Graffiti website 

every Monday and provides statistics in real time.  

The City also uses the Goodbye Graffiti website to download resources and to apply for grants.  

Rapid Removal 

With the introduction of the Strategy, a policy stipulating that offensive graffiti be removed within 

24 hours of notification was implemented by the City’s day labour force and contractors.  
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Currently, the contractors are required to respond within three hours to extreme racist or 

otherwise offensive graffiti. The Contractors visit skate parks and other priority areas every day, 

as a matter of routine. 

Graffiti Removal Agreements 

The City of Armadale does not have any Graffiti Removal Service Level Agreements in place but is 

interested in doing so. 

Industry Managed Training 

All CPAG volunteers receive appropriate training in Occupational Health and Safety and graffiti 

removal. New volunteers will soon be undergoing training provided by the Master Painters 

Association, incorporating graffiti removal and the application of protective coatings. 

Grant Funding 

The City of Armadale has been very successful with funding applications. In 2011 it obtained 

special purpose grant funding to purchase graffiti recording and reporting software and iPads. 

The iPads are used to record tags, which can then be traced across all locations.   

Grants have also been used to provide equipment and materials for CPAG. Being well-resourced 

enables the volunteers to do a good job and makes them feel supported and valued. 

Juvenile Clean Up Program (JCUP) 

Implementation of the initial Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for the Juvenile Clean Up 

program was not perceived to be altogether successful. However, it is anticipated that a new, 

recently signed MOU will maximise the benefits for young people and the community. Last year 

there were five referrals for clean ups.   

Community Awareness and Engagement 

Community Safety days, which include Blessing of the Roads, are held every year.  The Tough on 

Graffiti team provides giveaways for this. CPAG have assisted with community awareness by 

putting up posters in corner stores and public buildings such as the recreation centre and library. 

Strengthening Partnerships 

The City has partnerships with police, the volunteers and the Juvenile Justice Team. CPAG 

volunteers have developed a solid working relationship with WA Police since the community 

policing model was introduced in 2014 and local Armadale police attend CPAG bi-monthly 

meetings. 

A City staff member meets with police every few months as part of a regular forum. However, the 

City suggests that more communication from the Graffiti Taskforce would be appreciated, as 

would information on prosecutions.  

More networking and sharing ideas between LGAs would also be useful.  
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Overall impact of the graffiti management strategies 

Graffiti incidence is perceived to be down and this is largely attributed  to the effort going into 

removal and the involvement of Community Policing Teams. The City of Armadale reported that 

they used to find a lot of cars tagged and there were broken windows all over the place but there 

is not so much of this now.  

The new policing model, introduced in March/April last year, is identified as a key to the City’s 

success because the teams provided consistency -  information provided to one member of the 

team will be shared with the others. 

The recording and reporting software has enabled information such as tags and GPS locations of 

graffiti crime to be provided to police on a regular basis and community policing cooperation with 

CPAG and The City of Armadale is also proving to be a positive strategy. 

Information concerning the cost of graffiti removal at The City of Armadale is not available. 
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