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ABSTRACT

"Crime/Environment Targets'' provides an ahalysis of available crime
statistics in the residential, commercial, schools, and transportation
environments. It was prepared to guide selection of demonstration sites .
for implementation of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTEb)
strategies under a program conducted by a consortium headed by Westinghouse
Electric Corporation and sponsored by the National Institute‘of Law Enforce-~
ment and Criminal Justice (NILECJ), the research arm of the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration (LEAA). As such, it is intended primarily as an
internal Program document and not as a definitive review and-analysis of
crime as it exists in the Nation.

Data supporting the comparative analysis is drawn from five sources:
The Uniform Crime Reports, National Crime Panel Surveys, various mationally
oriented crime survéys, analytic studies, and demographic surveys. Trends
are traced and patterns relating crime to specific subenvironments identi-
fied. Subénvironments identified as having significant crime problems are

then examined using crime, environment, and CPTED Program-related criteria

to identify those where the combination of crime level and environment

characteristics were such that they warranted consideration as demonstration

sites under the CPTED program.
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SUMMARY

The purpose of this document is to compile up-to-date and natiénwide
information regarding the levels (in terms of both severity and fear-pro-
ducing measures), trends, and patterns of crimes existent in the four
envirorments of current CPTED concern (i.e., the residential, commercial,
school, and transportation environments). Through systematic and compara-
tive analysis of this information -- based upon relevant crime-, environ-
ﬁent—, and Program-related criteria -- the’document affbrds‘a.gasisA
for selecting potential crime/environment targets that merit further
consideration for demonstration purposes under the current CPTED’

Program. CPTED demonstratlons are designed to impact the incidence and
engendered fear of predatory, stranger-to-stranger crimes of opportunity,
typified by such crimes as robbery, burglary, and assault. Strategically,
CPTED would reduce these crimes through the'proper design and effective
use of physical space (i.e., built environment).

The analysis presented in this document is based on available data
from a variety of sources. Since crime statistics and criminological
analyses have not previously been calibrated with environmental modes and
submodes, the quality and quantity of the available info:mation are deficient
in somé areas. Therefbre, the material conteined herein is best viewed as
a rough guide rather than a definitive formulation. As new and more

pertinent data become available, the material could be refined and further

developed.

xvii




Following Chapter 1, the introductory chapter, the criteria that are
relevant to the crime environment analysis are identified and discussed
in Chapter 2. These criteria can be categorized as erime-related (includ—
ing measures of severity, fear, environmental patterns, offender/victim
profiles, and displacement), envirorment-related (including measures of
nunber  of sites, pbpulation at risk, social dependency, and value at risk);
and Program-related (including measures of amenability to CPTED strategiég;
implementability, evaluability, and impactibility). The docﬁment éoncen—'.
trates a major focus on the trends of the various criteria measures;
certainly, CPTED should éake into‘consideration those predatory crimes and

those subenvironments that are projected to be predominant in the next

decade.

Chapter 3 provides a general review of the major data sources that
have been asse@bleé, énalyzed, and compared in the preparation of this docu-
ment. The review includes a discussion on the scope, contributions, an&
limitations of the various sources. Ag might be expected, the crime-related
information that is available is limited; it exhibits all the cbmparability
problems associated with crime statistics in general, including those
prompted by differing sources, differing definitions, differing scopes,
and differing dates. Problems of validity and general applicability are
also present. More detailed discussion of specific data sources is contained,
where appropriate and pertinent, in the overview chapter on crime and fear,

Chapter 4, and in the four environment-specific chapters, Chapters 5 through

8, respectively.
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Chapter 4 analyzes gensral patterns of crime and fear, and presents

the findings that most crimes are not intrinsically threats to the person
and that no region or metropolitan area holds a monopoly on serious crimes.
However, crime against the person is most prevalent in the larger
metropolitan areas, and the rates of all serious crimes exhibit a higher
rate . in central cities than in suburban or rural areas. Victimization . -
falls most heavily on the low-income and nonwhite populations, and offenders

tend to come from the same backgrounds. An analysis of fear suggests that,

in general, it reflects the rate of victimization. An analysis of displace-

ment of crime by time, tactic, target, territory, and function suggests
that the displacement effects of various crime prevention strategies would

differ significantly. It is also postulated that displacement of common

crimes in high-incideﬁce éreasAcan be ﬁ;id to é,mihimum, thus providing a
net gain for society.* |

The study of the residential mode in Chépter 5 has determined that
burgiary is the most prevalent stranger-to-stranger offense and an
especially serious problem because of the fear it engenders. .Robbery,
while feariproducing{ is relatively uncommon in residentialkprémises; and
larceny, while common, engenders little fear. Burglary rates generally
decline'with distance.from the metropolitan core. Of’all property offenders,

burglars are most likely to be residents of the area in which they operate.

The basic recommendation is that CPTED focus on the crime of burglary among

*The detailed analysis of crime displacement is contained in a separate

¢octment, "Elements of CPTED."
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dwelling units located in a nsighborhood of single~ and multifamil s B . :
&1 g S Y o burglary, and larceny) are very high,. However, while ‘the crimes against i
. . . . sl ’
residences in an inner-ring suburb. : ‘ : S o
- § person (particularly, assault, robbery, rape, and pursesnatch) may not be , i
. : ; : . st o B :
The study of the commercial mode in Chapter 6 has also determined . 8 . = : g i + 3
R B the most severe in terms of numerical incidence or economic cOStT, they do ;
that the most consequential crime is burglary, which is among the most ? : : i
s - : e generate a greater degree of fear than crimes against property and, there- o
comnon and financially burdensome of crimes in this mode. Robbery, thoush NP . R ;
‘ ° fore, also warrant CPTED intervention. .
substantially less common, appears to be more fear-producing.  Conse vently, . - . e s . L
> @PP P & 4 ‘f}y’ o Like the school mode, the transportation mode has a somewhat limited .
. . . . - SR - ;
most analyses of crimes against commercial establishments focus on these . . . ) ) o L
Y ° data base. In descending order of recommended targets, Chapter 8 identifies o
two offenses. Robbery and burgl victimization fall most heavily on the = S . . b
glary Y the R the following subenvironments and key crimes: Local rail (robbery, aggravated ‘@
smaller retail and service establishments, and tend’'to cluster geographi ) . q° '
R ] geographically ey o assault, larceny, vandalism), local bus (robbery, aggravated assault, larceny, -
within urban areas, particularly in the core city. Given the fact that . ekl - . . : : :
> P Y 7 vandalism), freight terminals (cargo theft), service stations (robbery), "
commercial areas tend to be much less numerous and concentrated tha T T . . - : S 13 E
4 e . i taxicabs (Tobbery), private vehicles (auto theft), and parking facilities |
i e - .
residential areas, the crime concentration within these areas sugges ; ’ ! . : . 8
’ ‘ ggests. that I (robbery and auto theft). The choice of local rail as the prime target is
. . . . ‘ - :
anticrime projects directed at retail and service areas would have a maj | - : 2
proj I : ~ égor S5 . based on several.reasons: (a) It has a severe violent crime (robbery and 3
: | . ) o
impact on crime. Specificall it is recommended that CPTED focus on E; j ‘s s : : g
F P 7> the : 7 - assault) problem (a necessary condition from the standpoint of impact and pt
crines of burglary and robbery, as well as related street crimes (i.e. e . . . " . $a 3
)} ” ( ’ evaluation); (b) it is a mods with socially dependent users; (c) 1t is more
assault and pursesnatch), within a geographic area that contains a commer- I 4 i \ . re 3 e
P )5 SE08Tep mer ' amenable. to CPTED strategies than the other subenvironments in transporta-
cial strip. ) .. . - R .
: ~ - tion; and, perhaps more importantly, (d) it is a mode receliving increasing
X . : . : ]
Unlike the residential and commercial modes, the school mode lacks an g] ' : ) . . : B -
. 7 attention by such funding agencies as the Urban Mass Transportation Admin- 4
extensive data base. Based on limited -- and sometimes subjective -- data, » . . !
istration. &
Chapter 7 recommends the retention of secondary and postsecondary institutions N ‘
as primary and secondary target subenvironments, respectively, since these ‘ ¢
-
target subenvironments evidence a high degree of concern over both crimes : i
: o i
against property‘and crimes against person. Dollar costs incurred by _° - i
' ‘? 4
schools as a result of the property crimes (particularly, vandalism, arson, = o
: ; , o
P - . ;i
[ 8
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

N

The purpose of this document is to compile up-to-date and nationwide
information regarding the levels (in terms of both severity and fear-
producing measures), trends, and patterns of crimes existent in the four
environments that the CPTED Program has been directed to address (i.e.,
the residential, commercial, school, and tramsportation environments).
Through systematic and comwparative analysis of this information -- based
upon relevant crime-, enviromment-, and Program-related criteria -~ thek
document affords a basis for judiciously selecting potential &rime/environ-
ment targets thaf merit further consideration for demonstration purposes
under the current CPTED Program. |

It should bé noted that -- as the concept of CPTED is a new one and
the Westinghouse CPTED Consortium represents the first national effort in |
this field -- this document is analogous to a map, fashioned to guide the
exploration of new territory. It should not be seen as a precise, defini-
tive account of the incidence and characteristics of crime and fear in the
various environments but, rather, as a reasonably accurate description of
a terrain in which some parts are better charted than others. Consequently,
further refinement and development of this material may be undértaken as
part of CPTED's continuing research program.
| This introductory chapter attempts to bring the contents of this docu-
ment into perspective by: (a) Providing a review of background material on
CPTED efforts to. date; (b) déscribinﬂyin brief the current CPTED Program,

and (c) outlining the scope of the material presented in this document.
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A.  Background - - j ‘ In sum, CPTED has been defined as an approach in reducing predatory ;

At the national level, the CPTED effort to reduce common predatory : : crime and the fear of such crimes through the proper design, and effective ;
crimes and the fear of such crimes dates to the year 1969. Following the L. E use of the physically built environment. Thus, the program is not directed |
creation by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) of its - ; 5 against those crimes classified as morals offenses,'white-collgr crimes,
research center, the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal T . organized crime and racketeering, or crimes against govermmental function.
Justice (NILECJ), the divisiom of LEAA under which the CPTED Program is C T Rather, it is aimed at preventing stranger-to-stranger crimes -- typified |

: - L oy . i

being administered, numerous efforts of varying scale were initiated. A ::7 o 1' _ by the offenses of robbery, burglary, rape, and assault -- which seriously
discussion of the backgrouﬁd of CPTED is contained in Chapter 2 of the L ew threaten personal property and/or security, and which are perpetrated with '
Teport, "Eleﬁents of CPTED." . - ; - little or no planning in situations that are readily available to the | E
5. . The CPTEb Progran . s ? - offender.** Under ‘the.CPTED Program,.the creation of Physic;l and social ;

The Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) Program is SR conditions that promote citizen surveillance and the effective use of
the most Tecent and comprehensive in a series of programs initiated by th; . i _ environments will result in ths prevention of these types of crime, as well i
National Imstitute of Law Enforcegent and Criminal Jugtice to develop and - J as an increased sense of social control in these environments and support é
implement environmental crime control models. At the outset of the CPTED . ] of those law enforcement activities designed to improve detection and crime j
Program, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administrationm (LEAA) summarized ] reporting. | |
the overall rationale of the Program in stating that: "Through the pioneer- . : While the immediate objective of the CPTED Program is to reduce crims
ing work the National Institute has already dome in defensible space -- that 1 and fear of crime, the longer range goal is to institutionalize the CPTED
is, an environment that discourages crime -- we know it is possible to ! approach. To accomplish these aims, the central two-year CPTED Program is
create physical and social conditions that enhance Safety.”* In the course ~ charged with developing model demonstrations in the residential, commercial,

of its efforts to date, the CPTED Comsortium has further refined and develobed school, and transportation enviromments. At least two of the four demon-

the conceptual framework of the Program with respect to its direction and strations will be implemented on an experimental basis, and they will be

nmethodology. A separate document, ""Elemens of CPTED," defines the scope carefully evaluated to measure their impact on crime and the fear of crime.

and framework of the Program through detailed discussion of CPTED—relatéd * | The copceptual, analytical, and demonstration results will be'docimented

-

concepts and strategies.

**Further definition of the specific crimes against which CPTED strategies

can be directed is contained in Chapter 4, "Overview: Crime and Fear."

*LEAA Newsletter, v. 4, mo. 1. June 1974. P.9.




and disseminated through the Program's technical assistance and curricula
development activities.
C.  Scope

Stated in broad terms, the overall objective of this document is to
provide the Westinghouse CPTED Consortium with a vehicle for making sound
decisions regarding the selection of crimes to be ta;geted for reduction
and the rank-ordering of subenvironments offering high potential for demoﬁ;
stration purposeé. The urgency to make decisions regarding crime/environment

targets at.this time is warranted in light of the time and cost constraints

of the Program and the resultant meed for CPTED to focus on specific cfime/

.environment targets. The material contained in this report provides a basis

for making such Aecisions. The document is intended primarily as an internal
Program document, and not as a definitive review and analysis of crime as
it exists in the Natiom.

In the chapte? that foliows, '"Relevant Criteria," those crime-related,
environment-related, and Program-related criteria deeméd relevant to the
selection of the‘CPTED crime/environment targets ;re presehted.' Chapter 3,
"Data Consideratioms," provides a general description of the‘overéll'range
of source materials available for the preparation of this doctment and
discusse¢s the' scope, contributions, and limitations of tﬁe particulaf types
of data used. 'Chapter 4, "Overview: Crime and Fear," defimes the types of

»

crime against which CPTED strategies can be directed and presents general

information concerning the crime-related criteria of severity, fear, environ-

mental patterns, and offender/victim profiles. In Chapters 5 through 8,‘

these and other environment- and Program-related criteria are discussed within

-

s

.

By o

oS,

the context of the four major CPTED envirorments, that is, residential,
cammercial, school, and transportation, respectively. Additionally, these
chapters present recommendations regarding potential crime/envirorment

targets that merit further CPTED considerationm for demonstration purposes,

o e i ol s L omn g %

T s s vy e - At s

ey W ey et e P

R e e A b

e




RELEVANT CRITERIA

2.

S e N S e Y e A I Y S A s e s )

i < S S
. P ; ; ‘ {
) ' ; . O i | ¥ } i i % : oot g , i ;4 } 1 } 1 § 1 } 3
’ i
1
. V.
A
8 ~
) v
i
|

R T e et N M S ot L AT P IITIVREL W I AREAERA, we | i 2o % Ly

= et g v



IR e N st

N

s e g Al . i AR

Aamed

Blnmin ol nc ot

i

W

e g

e ™ 5

10

1t

P2

s

pazs

Baweiie g § o I

-

B e g

i

i

i
o

. i,i )

i

iy
P

4

S

]

doe

CHAPTER 2. RELEVANT CRITERIA

The purpose of this document is to provide up-to-date information
regarding crime/enviromment targets.. This chapter discusses the criteria
that must be considered in making such a selection. Table 2-1 contains a
list of relevant criteria which have been termed: f{(a) Crime-related
(severity, fear, environmental patterns, offender/victim profiles, and
displacement); (b) environment-related (number of sites, population at
risk, social dependency, and value at risk); and (c) Program-related

(amenability, implementability, evaluability, and~impaciiﬁiligéitwmideally,
selected crime/environment targets should sustain severébf;oblé;;w;;?e;iie.
and fear that are amenable to CPTED strategies, particularly those
strategies that can be implemented and evaiuated within the Program's time
and cost (including leverage) constraints, and that will result in minimal
crime displacement and have significant national impact.

This document presents a discussion of the crime/environment targets'

in light of these criteria; it contains a presentation and interpretation

. of the wide variety of data gathered with respect to the indicated criteria.

It also concentrates a major focus on the trends of the various criteria;
certainly, consideration should be given by the CPTED Program to those
crimes and those subenvironments that are projected to be predominant in
the next decade, For obvious reasons, the discussion is more specific in
treating the more objectivéycriteria, (i.e., severity, offender/victim

profiles, environmental patterns, number of sites, and population at risk),

and less specific with respect to the more subjective criteria (i.e., fear, _

displacement, social dependency, and value at risk). Although discussion
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Crime-Related

Environment-

Related

Program-

Related

TABLE 2-1

RELEVANT CRITERIA

Severity (Numerical Incidence, Incidence Rate
or Calculated Risk, Dollar Loss)

Fear (Attitude Surveys, Indirect Measures)

Environmental Patterns (Temporal, Geographic,

' Specific Locale, Modus Operandi)

Offender/Vlctlm Profiles (Individual Background
History, Offender/Victim Relationship)

Displacement [Temporal Tactical, Target,
Territorial, Functional)

Number of Sites

Population at Risk

Social Dependency

Value at Risk

Amenability (to CPTED Strategies)

Implementability (within time and cost —- including
leveraoe -- constraints)

Evaluability (within time and cost constralnts)

Impactlblllty (with respect to 1nst1tutlonallzaLlon
and to crime and fear’reductlon)

{
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must remain scmewhat conjectural with respect to the as-yet immeasurzble

Program-related criteria, it is impoftant at this time to examine potential
targets, to the extent possible, in light of these criteria, since CPTED
strategies must be developed on the basis of these considerations.

The following subsections delineate the scope and relevance of the

aforementioned criteria.
A.  Crime-Related Criteria

Five crime-related criteria have been identified: Severity, fear,
environmental patterms, offender/victim profiles, and disPla?emént. With
the exception of the criterion of displacement (which is discussed in

detail in a separate document, "Elements of CPTED"), these measures form

the basis for discussiomn in Chapter 4, "Overview: Crime and Fear,' and in

the "Crime/Environment Discussion' sections of Chapters 5 through 83..
Chapter 3 discusses the various data sources defining these criteria.

In this section, the five crime-related criteria are outlined and

explained.

1. Severity. The severity of crime is commonly measured by the
following parameters: Numerical incidence; actual incidence rate (or

calculated Tisk) per population, dwelling units, establishments, etc.;

or, where appropriate, dollar loss incurred. A crime/environment target

selected for further CPTED consideration must have an existent, significant,

and documented crime problem.
2.  Fear. The degree of fear induced by crime is a subjective

criterion and is, consequently, very difficult to measure. Attitudinal

13
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surveys have been conducted in an attempt to measure fear,* but, moré
commonly, measures of crime severity (i.e., crime rates) are adopted

as indicators of the degree of fear produced. Another common assumption
lies in the perception of the violent crimes of murder, forcible rape,

aggravated assault, and robbery as the most fear-producing. Although

the CPTED Program has identified fear as a criterion for target selection,.

the Program holds the major objective of reducing both the fear and the

severity of crime. Thus, while the property crimes of burglary, iaréeny;"_

and auto theft are inherently far less fear-producing than violent crimes,

their predominance in terms of total number of incidents (six reported -

.property crimes for each reported violent crime), also merits CPTED con-

cern.

3. Environmental Patterns. This criterion encompasses those

variations in the severity of total crime or of a specific type of crime

that: may emerge in relation to physical setting. For instance, certain

crimes or crime in general may display patterns of temporal distribution,

concentrating in certain seasons or months, on certain days of the week,

at certain hours of the day, or in darkness rather than daylight. Patterns

of geographic distribution may also emerge as the concentration of crime

varies according to national region, size of the metropolitan area,or

type of neighborhood. In addition, geographic distribution may occur with

*The National OpinionkResearch Center (NORC) survey of 1965 and the

National Crime Panel (NCP) surveys of 1972 are two such attempts.”
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respect to the more specific environmental locale. For example, corner

homes or establishments may be victimized more frequently than‘others,
rail stations more frequently than trains. Furthermore, individual
elements of the locale may exhibit an influence upon the offender's
methods of operation (for instance, in affording a selection of escape
routes), thereby affecting distribution. Data on all the above patterns
provide’important input for the development, impleméntétioﬁ,and%evalua-
tion of“CPTED Strategies.

4;' Offender/Victim Profiles. Under this criterion fall two types

of information.
race, socloeconomic status, or other background history factors -~- of both
individual offenders and individual victims provide valuable inputs for
the development, implementation, and evaluation of specifically directed
CPTED crime control strategies.** Second, information concerning the
relationship between offender and victim is important, as CPTED strategies
focus on prevantion of stranger-to-stranger crimes rather than crimes
amongst nonstrangers.

.S, Displacement. Displacement is the phenomenon that. occurs when

foreclosure of one type of criminal opportunity by anticrime measures
causes offenders to shift to: (a) A different time of day (temporal);

(b) the use of different methods (tactical); (c) an alternate type of

*¥A separate document entitled, ''Elements of CPTED," discusses the impact

of offender characteristics on crime displacement.

15
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target (target); (d) a new area (territorial); or (e) a different type of
crime (functional). These forms of displacement, the general lack of
consideration afforded the phenomenon, and its significance for the
develoﬁment of CPTED crime control strategies are discussed in a separate
document, "Elements of CPTED.!" References to displacement'in,this docu-
ment are limited to instances in which evidence has emerged with regard - -
to a specific environment and offenders therein.

B.  Environment-Related Criteria oL T

The term enviromwment may be used to describe physical or social sys-

tems that| influence and shape the attitudes, behavior, or relative sense

"of well-being of individuals or groups. For CPTED purposes, however, a

broader context of the term denotes one of the four major areas of éoncern,
namely, the residential, commercial, school, and transportation environ-
rnents. Within the discussions of each individual environment (Chapters 5
through 8), pertinent subenvironments are identified and discussed.

Under ideal circumstances, one would subclassify and address each
environment in terms of location, type, and external/internal elements.
For example, in the residential environment, discussion might focus on
such specific environments as central city high-rise parking areas or
corridors. Unfortunately, as will be discussed at length in the chapters
ﬁhatx follow, the crime data available for each environment exhibit nothing
approaching this degree of specificity. Thus, to a large extent, sub--.
classification of environments must be dictated by the constraints of the-

available crime-information.

16

i
et

‘F:

e e s g e W e ke i .

frovacerwwmm)

fyrempeymraey

- i o

{ . & E | ¢ ; T . H ¢
- ) N _ L, - -

The term. emvirommental characteristics can he used in reference to
a broad range of physical and social factors and their interactions.
However, in the present document, four basic characteristics -- number of
sites, population at risk, social dependency, and value at risk -- have
been selected as those factors most relevant to the task of evaluating
the relative importance of an environment with respect to its crime
experience.

1. Number of Sites. Sites are specific environmental locations

that| can range.in scalé from a single room or outdoorlspace to a large
geographical region, This document comnsiders sites in terms of the
suitability of certain subenviromments for CPTED Program intervention.
That is, it is necessary (thoughinot sufficient) that a CPTED target be
typical (in its crime problem and in other characteristics) of a large
number of sites areund‘the country for CPTED strategies to have national
applicability, transferability, znd impact.

2.  Population at Risk. This criterion refers to'the number of site

users who are potential victims in each environment subclassification.
Like the number of sites, this measure must be considered in determining
the degree of applicability and impact' that CPTED crime control strategies

would have on a national basis.

3.  Social Dependency. Selection of CPTED Program targets also con-

siders the relative roles of different subenvironments in providing

services that are essential to support of the social and economic well- -

being of the community. Availability of alternative sources for provision

17
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of these services should also be included in such considerations. Thus,
for example, the dependence of urban dwellers on mass transit systems
designates that subenvironment as a viable target.

4. Value at Risk. As a subjective criterion, value at risk can be

interpreted as the relative vulnerability of a paxticular subenvironment
as measured by the sense of security or the number of lives threatened
by its crime problem. More objectively, the dollar value of property
that} may be lost as a result of crime completes the definition of value -
at risk.

Certainly, the CPTED Program should concentrate on environ-

ments with a large value at risk to have the greatest impact.

.C.  Program-Related Criteria

Selection of four major criteria related to the realization of the
CPTED Program must be considered in the examination of potential targets.
These are: Amenability (to CPTED strategies), implementability, evaluabil-
ity, and impactibility.

1. Amenability. Crime/environment targets selected for further con-
sideration under the CPTED Program must, of course, be amenable to CPTED-
type strategies. (The concepts and framework of CPTED that! form the basis
for those strategies are treated in depth in a separate document:, "Elements
of CPTED.") In brief, a CPTED crime control model or strategy sesks to

prevent crime by manipulating variables that% are uniquely related to the

target environment itself. Thus, the CPTED Program focuses upbﬁkthe physi-
cal environment -- its planning, design, and use. While the program

physically oriented, it recognizes and capitalizes upon the capacity of

other, nonphysical types of environmental components (social, educational ; -
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law enforcement, and managerial)} that can be directed in support of the

proper use of the built environment .

2. Implementability. The component characteristics of selected

crime/environment target sites must permit the implementation of crime
control models within the time and cost (including financial leverage

from other local and Federal sources) constraints of the CPTED Program.
Judicious selection of sites (employing effective site selection criteriab;
combined with realistic design of tactical CPTED models, enhances the

implementability of such models.

3. Evaluability. The site selected and the tactical model designed

for each CPTED target should facilitate the evaluation of the model.

Although this evaluation must definitively discern the total impact of the

model (vis-a-vis other programs operating at the site), it is unrealistic
to expect that the impact of each model component can be determined
objectively. The basis of the CPTED Program -- the theory that effective
manipulation and interaction of several (complementary) crime control
strategies can result in the reduction of crime and fear -- precludes or

renders meaningless measurement of the impact of each individual component.

4. Impactibility. While the immediate objective of the CPTED Pro-

gram is to reduce common, predatory, stranger-to-stranger crimes and the
éear of such crimes, the more-long—range goal lies in the institutionaliza—
tion of CPTED (i.e., establishment of a program thatf will continue to
evolve on a widéspread, long-term basis). Thus, in the selection of crime/

environment targets, consideration must be given to the potential impacts
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of such selections, including: (a) Possible alterations of aspects of the
community, system, or individual lifestyle other than the crime experience;
or (b) the potential for support from or coordination with other types of

government or private programs that might enhance CPTED.
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. CHAPTER 3. DATA CONSIDERATIONS

This chapter serves as an introduction to the various types of data
sources that have been used in the preparation of this document. The
discussion provides a general description of both the oyerall‘range of
available source materials and the scope, contributions, and limitations
of particular types of data. Actual data presented in these sources are .
discussed in subsequent chapters. The five basic types of data sources
used -2 the Federal Bureau of Investiéation's (FBI) "Uniform Crime
Reports' (UCR), the National Crime Panel surveys, additional“wide-scale
crime surveys, specific analytic studies, and demographic surveys -- are
discussed in the ensuing sections, followed ﬁy a section illuminating
problems that have arisen from the attempt to utilize these various sources
comparatively for the development of a camposite crime/enviromment picture.

Before reviewing the various data services, 1t 1s important to note
that perhaps the most limiting aspect of 21l the sources from a solution-~
oriented viewpoint is the fact that crimes are classified in Zegal or UCR-
‘designated terms. These classifications are not appropriate or detailed

enough to provide insight into their solutions. For example, it may be

more appropriate to classify crimes by certain key, modus operandi measures,

A, FBI Uniform Crime Repoxrts

The ammually published UCR} statistics have been utilized considerably
in the preparation of this document, particularly in Chapter 4, as they

provide the most comprehensive documentation of crime in the United States.
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The UCR present data campiled by approximately 10,000 law enforcement
agencles serving 93 percent of the national population. Total incidents
reported to the police are compiled for a set of "Index" offenées'which
include: (a) The violent crimes of murder, forcible rape, aggravated
assault, and robbery, and (b) the property crimes of burglary, larceny,
and auto theft. Subsequently, Index rates per 100,000 population for the
total crime Index and for each offense are camputed on a national basis, ‘.
and by geographical-regions, States, Standard Metropolitan Statistical
Areas, and‘;ggregates of cities’of various sizes.  In additiom, statistics‘
on arrested offenders are shown.

The UCR are valuable in providing a mationwide view of the incidence
of crimes known to the police (i.e., reported crimes) and their'trends from
year to year and from place to place. Ho&ever the UCR suffer a principal
limitation in that they reflect information only for those crimes that have
been reported to the police and entered into police records. (In general
estimation, tﬁese constitute less than one-half the total actual incidents:)
A related secondary limitation of the UCR is that the degree of adherence
to the FBI's crime reporting standards may vary considerably among thé |
numerous contributing law enforcement agencies, thereby jeopardizing compari-
sons between individual cities or areas. Furthermore, as the preface to the
UCR document itself has stated, the Index does not take into account 4 multi-
plicity of other factors that must be considered in a comparative assessment

of crime. levels and trends: Population density, age, race, and sex composi-

tion; economic status; and stability/transiency, among others. The impact of

B

J

£

i
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these proplems on this utilization of UCR data is considered in a later
section of this chapter.
B. National Crime Pamel Surveys

The National Crime Panel (NCP) program is a victimization and attitude
data collection effort, recently undertaken by the National Criminal Justice
Information and Statistics Service of the LEAA, in conjunction with the
U.S. Bureau of the Census. NCP provides, on a quarterly basis, statistical
data on criminal victimization in the United States. In severgl important
respects, the NCP survey results complement the UCR crime data, providing
a different type of national data base and more information with respect to
specific crime factors and victim/offender characteristics.

The NCP survey instruments attempt to measure the level of crime by

interviews (selected by a sampling procedure) that gauge the extent to which

"individuals (age 12 and over), households, and commercial establishments

across the Nation and in selected large cities are victimized. Thus? as they
compile'data on the number of victimizailions (or specific criminal acts per
victim, household, 5r commercial establishment), the NCP surveys are able to
érovide estimates of the amount of crime that goes unreported to the police,
as well as information on citizens' reasons for failing to report crimes to
the police.

Furthermore, the NCP survey instruments solicit data on several factors,

not taken into account by the UCR effort, that are of considerable importance

to the assembly of meaningful crime-related information. The NCP Crime

Incident Report imstrument solicits such detailed information on the specific

-
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place and time of the occurrence, the method of attack, and the extent of

dollar loss or injury. It also contains detailed questions with respect

to the perceived characteristics of the offender(s). Of particular use-

fulness is the NCP's categorization and compilation of victimizations by

stranger-to-stranger and non-stranger-to-stranger instances. The Basic

Screen Questionnaire and Attitude Questionnaire forms cover personal

characteristics and activity patterns of all household members over the

age of 12, and solicit their perceptions of the level and trends of crime .

and their fear of crime.* A separate survey instrument for commercial

crime collects detailed information on commercial burglary and robbery

victimizations and characteristics of establishments victimized.

NCP survey results are currently being compiled and released; three

available sets of results are described below:

1]

2

Five Largest Cities Survey. Interviewing

in the Nation's five largest cities (New

York, Chicago, Los Angeles, Philadelphia,

and Detroit) was conducted during the

period January to March 1973 and covergd
victimizations by six Index crimes (murder
being excluded) that had occurred during 1972.

Soms 22,000 persons and 2,000 businesses

*Unfortunately, the attitudinal information (including information on fe

of crime) is mot currently availeble; it will probably not be compiled and_

released until sometime»in 1976.
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were interviewed in each city. An advance
report, "Crime in the Nation's Five Largest
Cities," was published in April 1974. The
Overview, Residential, and Commercial
chapters of this document make use of the
findings documented in the advance report.

Eight Impact Cities Survey. Interviews in

the eight LEAA-designated High Impact Program
cities {Atlanta, Baltimore, Cleveland, Dallas,
DénVer, Newaxrk, Portland, and St. Louis) were
conducted from July through November 1972 and
covere& victimizations that occurred during
the.previous 12 months. About 9,700 house-
holds (some 21,000 persons age 12 and over)
and approximately 2,000 commercial establish-
ments.made up the sample for each city.
Findings presented in the advance report,
published in July 1974, have contributed to
the Overview, Residential, and Commercial
chapters of this report.

National Survey. Interviewing for the

National Survey began in July 1972 and has
continued on a regular monthly basis. Each

month's interviews utilize a representative

27
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statistical sample of 10,000 households : ,
placed on the national or city studies; whether the same information

LS

and 2,500 businesses nationwide, and cover
~ can be gathered more cheaply by telephone than by personal interviews;

victimizations occurring during the previous
o and whether other types of crimes should be included.
6 months. Given a base of 60,000 households,
C. Other Victimization Surveys

a yearly victimization rate is determined

In recent years, several other less comprehensive yet still wide~

based on two sets of interviews per household 1 , .
| " scale victimization surveys have been conducted, the results of which

per year. Preliminary summaries of results
7 have contributed to the preparation of this report. These surveys have

for each of the first three quarters of 1973 X
endeavored to measure the following: Levels, trends, and kinds of

have been made available to the CPTED Research z .
| jncidence or victimization; degrees of fear and attitudes relating to

Support team. CPTED estimation of the yearly
crime and crime control; and detailed information on the characteristics
victimization rates by combining the first
‘ - : of crimes, offenders, and victims.
three quarters and applying a four-thirds e : o
' ] 'Field Surveys conducted for the President's Commission on Law
weight to the total has yielded estimates that .

ot
i

Enforcement and the Administration of Justice in the mid-1960's are the

sty

©h

are adequate for CPTED purposes at this time. . :
major representatives of this type of broad-based survey concerned with i
These results are presented and discussed in
crime and fear of crime in general. (In fact, the conception of the !
Chapters 4 through 6. ;
h National Crime Panel effort in 1968 actually resulted in part from con- |

%v It should be noted that, inasmuch as the National Crime Panel surveys

cern created by these surveys' discovery of the base amount of crimes

constitute a new method of measuring the degree and extent of crime, there
l that went unreported and of the significant level of public fear.) Per-

are some definitional and methodological problems associated with them.
| haps the foremost of the Field Surveys is the National Opinion Research

Consequently, caution should be exercised in the use of the results. In 3
' i Center's (NORC) "Criminal Victim.zation in the United States" (1967)," a
fact, LEAA recently commissioned the National Academy of Sciences to conduct

survey conducted in a sample of 10,000 households throughout the United

a Z-year study of this mew method. Among the questions to be asked were: ) )
States to establish: The extent and nature of crimes of violence and

Whether the definitions used by NCP correspond with those of the UCR;

» - property crimes against individuals and households, and losses or injury
whether the sample is large enough; whether more or less emphasis should be : : '

suffered; the extent to which these crimes were reported to the policg;

j"li
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perceived characteristics of offenders; and perception of behavior as

that interviewees may overreport victimization by including incidents

influenced by the level of crime. Other Field Surveys -- Biderman's .
1 outside the designated time frame, or may underreport through having

"Report on a Pilot Study in the District of Columbia on Victimization -
suppressed or forgotten incidents.

and Attitudes towaxrd Law Enforcement"4 and Reiss's '"Studies in Crime and . . , . “ . . .
As suggested by the discussion above (and as substantiated in. sub~

Law Enforcement in Major Metropolitan Areas"s -- 'sought similar informa- N \ . s . . :
sequent chapters), the general victimization surveys mentioned -~ as well
tion on a more localized scale (the latter also included commercial . . . . .
- -~ as the UCR -- provide data pertinent to the residential and commercial
victimizations). , .. . e aal s
] establishments as they generally cover incidents incurred by individuals,

More recently, general crime surveys -- again, on a narrower scale. -- A
’ 4 " ’ ' households, or businesses. Rarely, however, do these general sources offer

have been prepared in conjunction with the LEAA's High Impact and Pilot C S .. . . C iy :
.P,~P 2 : © pace S information on offenses and victimizations occurring within the school or

~Cities Programs. For example, a survey conducted in the Impact City of the transportation”enviromments (UCR data.on-auto theft is an. exception).

. b ey . . 6
. 0"
Portland 1n‘1972, the "Robbery and Burglary Victimology Project,' sought In these environments, limited efforts in the form of victimization surveys

to compile a composite'profile of the vi;tims of and physical factors ,] have only recently begun to establish bases for measuring crime and fear.

attendant to these crimes in residentlal and commercial settings. A For example, a survey of 110 urban school districts was undertaken by the

. .. . e - . . . 7

- e 4 Y s - 3
Dayton-San Jose Pilet Cities victimizatlon survey, “Crimes and Victims" Senate Subcommittee on ‘Juvenile Delinquency in 1970 to measure crimes
(1974), sought characteristics of the victims of personal, household, and against persons and property. The Subcommittee repeated and expanded
commercial incidents in these environments. - that effort in 1973. In 1972, the American Transit Association attempted

Victimization surveys are especially valuable as means of obtaining to measure, for the first time, the extent and seriousness of crime and

information not afforded by the UCR (including the characteristics of the vandalism in urban mass transit through a survey of U.S. and Canadian
. (=2

victim and -the nature of the victim/offender relationship) and as vehicles transit company Tecords. In addition, limited attitude surveys conducted

for revealing and correcting the inadequacies of estimating the level of. in recent years have sought to obtain information on transit users' percep-

crime on the basis of the amount of reported crimes. . However, all victim- o tion of crime

ization surveys are to some degree vulnerable to several potential sources D Analytic Studies

of error. Among these are: The general difficulties of drawing a This category encompasses a broad range of studies that, while they

representative sample; subjective factors, such as language of the question- may also afford general data on crime and fear, primarily seek to investigate

T

naire, which may lend bias to the interview itself; and the possibilities . .-
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in depth spgcific aspects of crime problems. Because both the éuip;ses
served and the methodologies used by these studies are widely disparaté, and
the studigs themselves are numerous, this discussion will meiely describe
them by type in terms of their focii and offer examples of each type.
One such type may be termed "crime-specific''; these studies investigate
the nature and incidence of a particular type of crime. For example,
A. Normandeau's "Trends and Patterns in Crimes of Robbery"8 studied all
robberies reported in Philadelphia between 1960 and 1966 to diSCéVer trends
and patterns with regard to victim/offender and environmental characteristics.
Scarr's ""Patterns of Burglary" study conducted similar investigations of
‘that crime during a 3-year period in three types of metropolltann;;;;;. o
Some analytic studies can be designated "env1ronment -~specific,”
inasmuch as they focus upon the array of crimes occurring in a particular
type of setting. For example, Reppetto's "Residential Crime”lo studied --

) o . . _ . .
through examination of police records, interviews, and field observations -

crime, offen icti " R . . . :
, e, der, and victim patterns of residential crime in the metropolitan

Boston area. Misner and McDonald's "Reduction of Robberies and Assaults of
Bus Drivers":! studied the nature and causes of bus crimes, utilizing police
and bus company records, driver and management surveys, and offender inter-
views. | | |
Additionally, less specifically focused studies that identify and
explore certain types of crime patterns were used in the preparatioﬁ’of this

L | : , ;
report. For example, Luedtke's attempt to analyze specific environmental

characteristics of residences and businesses victimized by burglary and

2.

e

=
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robbery in the city of Detroit contributed information with relevant

respect to the crime-related criterion on environmental patterns.
E. Demographic Surveys

For the most part, demographic statistics figuring in this document
(such as population figures and measures of socioeconomic and other
environmental characteristics) emerge indirectly from the crime-related

source materials described earlier. However, in certain cases, demographic-

type data sources have been used directly. For example, in the residential

environment discussion, Hoover and Vernon's postwar study of metropolitan
areas, "Anatomy of a Metropolis,”12 contributed a useful syséem of differ- -
entiating metropolitan areas by land use and social characteristics.

(There work is more relevant to the CPTED Program than Burgess' Concentric
Circles study performed in the 1920's because of the former's recency.)
Also, in performing rough calculations of crime rates with the preliminary
National Crime Panel results provided to the Research Support team, popula-
tion counts by the 1970 U.S. Census proved useful. In the same vein,
tables of ridership datal? compiled by the American Transit Association

facilitated identification of trends within the mass transportation area.

F.  Problems of Compariscn

In addition to the limitations inherent in the various individual
types of data sources (which have already been noted and which receive
further discussion in subssquent chapters), broader problems were encoun-
tered in attempts to compare the various datz for the purpose of develo?iqg

composite pictures of crime experience and meaningful statements with regard
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to the crime/environment criteria. However, because constraints on the
time and resources available for compiling this document precluded any
extensive efforts to collect data by a special search of police depart-
ment records or the commissioning of independent victimization or attitude
surveys,** it was necessary to base this comparative analysis on available
information from a yariety of data sources. General difficulties encoun-
tered in this task aps® summarized in this section.

One basic difficulty arose from the widely varied schemes utilized by
different sources in classifying crimes. Until recently, crimino;ogiéal |
analysis was‘dominated‘by the UCR concept of ''crime' as a unitary phenome-
non that covered vastly disparate behavior ranging from homicide to dis-
orderly conduct. Thus, sources oifering similar numerical incidence or
rate calculations for the "total' crime experience of an area fail to
yield a very meaningful crime picture; additionally these sources can
actually differ in the crimes included in their calculations. Moreover,
even when sources supposedly deal with the same specific type of crime --
robbery, for example -- such disparate events as bank robberies and street
muggings may be lumped within the totals. Further difficulties arise
from the variations used in classifying incidents by Aegree of severity --

what constitutes an aggravated assault, grarnd larceny, and so on.

**The Research Support team did, however, conduct certain data collection
efforts -- mnamely, in compiling raw survey data provided by the National

Crime Panel, the American Transit Association, and the National Associa-

tion of School Security Directors -- to the extent possible and as tha 7 -

need arose.
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Similar problems were encountered with respect to the noncomparability

of the tmits used to measure crime. As pointed out in Section B of this

chapter, victimization surveys tend to measure specific criminal acts per

potential victim, while police Teports (which contribute to the UCR compila-

tions) measure in terms of offenses -- failing to take into account the
number of potential victims. Additionally, while one crime event may
jnvolve more than one category of offense, such as the murder of a rape

victim, the UCR classification would record only a single offense -~ in

this case, a criminal homicide, the highest ranking offense. Similarly,

a

bases used in the calculation of crime rates or risk may vary between the

different data sources. While same sources (such as the UCR) deal only

in terms of crimes per 100,000 (or other unit) of total population, and
thus fail in the cases of crime categories such as burglary to afford very

meaningful rates, other sources do calculate in terms of more specific and

appropriate targets of risk.

Other obstacles resulted from the varying degrees of specificity
exhibited by different sources with respect to the crime-related informa-

tion they provide. In some cases, the absence of detail -- such as infor-

ation on time of occurrence, whether offenses were stranger-to-stranger --

=}

rendered the data virtually useless. In other cases, "lumping" of crimes
occurring in more than one of the CPTED target
the classification as "street" crime of offenses occurring in alleys of

residential areas, parking lots of commercial establishments{ playgrounds

of schools, and bus stops -- frustrated data analysis efforts. As mentioned

35

environments -- for example,
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previously in Chapter 2 with respect to the enviromment-related criteria,
the large majority of crime data sources fail to specify exact  environmen-
tal locale or other characteristics to a degree that would allow the
desired comparison with the detailed categories afforded by demographic

sSurveys.

Y.
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delinquency were very similar to the signs and levels of association
between the same variables and an official measure of delinquency. In
a comparison of UCR and victimization rates (i.e., homicide rates col-

lected by the Center for Health Statistics and victimization rates

- - ]

Additionally, the fact that crime data available from various sources T ~derived from the survey conducted by the National Opinion Research Center

were drawn from different time periods within the past decade or so in 1965), Hindelang observed that:

limited CPTED ability to make definitive statements about either the cur- While only very crude comparisons can be made between

f
{ 1

rent levels of crime or trends in crime incidence. . . the UCR and data from these two sources, the results

& ‘ | ~ y | o
Finally, the recognition that each data set has certain methodological W suggest that for homicide trends and the geographic

problems associated with it does not necessarily mean that all data are ] distribution of 'index offense, UCR and non-UCR sources

depict similar patterns (1975).

d {
H i

equally inadequate or useless. In fact, it is generaily agreed that victi-

mization data is the most preferable. This type of data is, however, not L It was determined that, at a vegiomal level of aggregation (1965), the ;

UCR victimization rates correlated at +0.98, demonstrating the degreekto

TN SV

routinely collected and is expensive to generate. In addition, the NCP =

which the official data is an index of the rezlagiive level of what have

!
: ! ‘ ;
1}

data are not available for small units of analysis (i.e., family, household,

. < . 5 . L vy . r . - ‘l. ) ' " N . .
block, etc.). Thus, the dilemma is that the best data (NCP type) is rela- come to be considered more reliable and valid measures of crime. Finally,

P e bt

: tively unavailable while the weaker data (UCR type) is routimely collected. at a city level, the correlations between UCR and victimization ?ates

(using 26 cities for which National Crime Panel data have been published), ?

]
; F
] it

between potential independent variables and a self-reported measure of

This situation has prompted numerous researchers to consider the relation- S ;

ship between "unofficial" and "official' data sources in order to assess z’ ] run from 0.67 to 0.88, with a cross-city correlation of 0.76. -While these ?

' i

the error in absolute estimation values and to determine the rélationship zwll' SR values vary by offense type, it 1s becoming increasingly clear that total ?
between each data type and important "independent! variablés. [ .y | " and property victimization rates vary closely with recorded crime rates,

For example, Hirschi (1969), in his analysis of the correlates of j:;IIM.: and that most variaﬁles are related to self-report measures in a way that :

delinquent behavior, observed that the sign and lével_of the relationsh&pq Tv”ll‘ 3 parallels their relationship to official rates. ' gg

,II i

7
o
1

i

W

1))
A e A
i i i ;
} } it
1
~

.

e R e T AT ST T ) W O e g




CRIME AND FEAR

OVERVIEW

4.

39

5wy

v - B A
i : ¥ B I E B 4 i ¥ ¥ i

T




R
S

AP IE yn

i

)

o S R TR e

S et

40

e L TR SR A

Y S, LS P LY T
P

i
4 !

; 7 f ! X !
&4 | | E: i £ ¢ 3 ] . ; | R i . ) : . . % h
H i , i g . i E

i3

3

H

e

#

R g

i oA e

CHAPTER 4, OVERVIEW; GRIME AND FEAR

In an overview manner, this chapter addresses the types and trends
of crime. that a?e to be impacted by the CPTED Program, and discussgs
them with respect to the five crime-related criteria, as defined in
Section A of Chaptexr 2. The discussion is based on a systematic and
comparative analysis of various data sources, surveys, and studies. As
mentioned earlier, the attempt has been made in this apalysisbto take
into account the most up-to-date information that is available; to identi-
fy consensus, opinions, and disparities; and to arrive at some relevant
conclusions. This overview chapter provides a general summary of the
target crimes, related source materials, and crims-related information.

In this and subsequent chapters, the amount of suppoiting data is kept to
a minimum; however, spécific references are made to the pertinent material
whenever appropriate.

It is to be noted that, although the material presented in this
chapter is of a general nature and therefore applicable to all four
environments of CPTED concern, it is especially pertinent to the residen-
tial and commercial environments, which are discussed in greater detail
in Chapters 5 and 6, respectively.

For the purposes of this overview, general information on the overall
incidence of CPTED target crimes, their nature, and the fear they generate

has been drawn primarily from the broad-based sources discussed in Chapter

'3 -- the FBI Uniform Crime Reports, the National Crime Panel surveys, and

o S i
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the various field and other general victimization and attitude surve}s.
The scope and limitations of these general sources receive further
consideration within the context of this chapter. To supplement these
sources, the findings of various analytic studies are also cited.
A Target Crimes

In general, the CPTED Prbgram is aimed at raising the level of o
personal secﬁrity through reduction of common, predatory, stranger-to-
stranger crimes and the fear induced by such crimes. Thus, crimes exélﬁdéé
from CPTED consideration are offenses commonly referred to as ‘'morals"
or Yvictimless" offenses which are by nature non-fear-producing (i.e.;
éambling and prostitution, white-collar crimes, organized racketeerihg,
and crimes against governmental function). The announcemént by the LEAA
of the commencement of the CPTED Program stated that the Program "will
concentrate on crimes of opportunity -- particularly robbery, burglary,
rape and assault.'® Furthérmore, in addition to robbery, burglary, rape,
and assault, CPTED strategies are likely to impact other victim and
property crimes, especially those occurring between strangers. Thus, in
Chapters 5 to 8, through examination of the relative severity and the
nature of various crimes withinythe individual target environments, pre-~
liminary assessments are reached as to those crimes against which CP%ED

strategies can be most effective.

*Statement issued by Mr. Charles Work, LEAA Deputy Administrator .

for Administration, in on LEAA News Release, May 13,.1974, P. 2.
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The specific crimes with which*the CPTED Program is concerned are those
measured by the FBI Uniform Crime.Reports‘ Indax of crime (criminal homicide,
forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny, and auto
theft) and certain of the Part II offenses (other assaults, arson, and
vandalism). These crimes may also be categorized as: (a) Crimes against
person,{ also referyed to as violent crimes, and (b) crimes against
property. The following subsection describes each of the specific types
of crime that are discussed in this and subsequent chapters. The sub-
section also indicates trends exhibited by the rates for thése crimes
over the 5~year period from 1967 to 1972, based upon the 1972 UCR analysis.
{It should be noted that, while rates for most c¢rimes seem to have dropped
slightly for 1572, the rates for 1973** again indicate an increase in

most types of crime.)

1. Crimes Against Person (Violent). Figure 4-1 indicates the over-

all trend of the numerical incidence and rate for the total volume of Part
I violent crimes as measured by the UCR. The individual violent crimes
are discussed below in descending order according to their vulnerability
to CPTED strategies. |

a. Robbery. Robbery is defined as a form of theft (or attempted
theft) in which the offender uses force or violence, or the threat of such,
to steal anything of value from the possession of another.’ As indicated

by Figure 4-2, total robbery rose considerably over the 5-year period; in

**The 1973 data were not avallable at the time the present analyses

were undertaken.
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Figure 4-1. Total Violent Crime, 1967-1972
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Figure 4-2. Total Robbery, 1967-1972
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fact, it exhibited the greatest increase of any of the Part I offenses.
The UCR finds that residential robberies and robberies of chain stores --
types of crime which CPTED strategies may be expected to impact -- ex-
hibited the greatest increases (up 108 percent and 138 percent,‘respec-
tively).

b. Aggravated assault. Assaults are unlawful physical

attacks (or attempts to attack) by one person upon another, In generél,
aggravated assaults are assaults with the intent to kill or*inflict
severe bodily injury by use of a weapon, whereas simple assaults (defined
by the UCR to be '!other assaults") involve attacks or attempts without a
weapon resulting in or intending minor injury. Figure 4-3 indicates’the
recent treqd for aggravated assaults; this crime has also shown signifi-
cant increase, although not so dramatic as the increase of robbery.. To
the degree that assaults are between strangers, they may be impacted by
CPTED.

c. Other assaults. Other or simple assaults, as defined above,

are also of concern to the CPTED Program,

d. Forcible rape. Rape constitutes carnal knowledge through

the use of force or the threat of force, including attempted rape. Inci-
dence and rate for this crime also rose considerably, as indicated by
Figure 4-4. Again, to.the degree that rapes are between strangers, they

may be impacted by CPTED.

e. Criminal homicide. Also referred to as murder or non-

negligent manslaughter, this offense includes all willful killings without,
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Figure 4-3. Total Aggravated Assault, 19€7-1972
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due process of law. The increase for this crime, is comparable

to that of aggravated assault (see Figure 4-5). Inasmuch as homicides
are rare events and are predominantly committed by nonstrangers, CPTED
would be expected to haVe.marginal impact on this crime,.

2. Crimes Against Property. Figure 4-6 indicates the trend taken

by the crimes against property included in the UCR Index offenses --
burglary, larceny $50 and over, and auto theft. The increase for these
crimes was also considerable, although not quite so sharp as the overall
increase exhibited by the violent crimes against persons. ‘

a. Burglary. Burglary is the unlawful or forcible entry or
attempted entry.of a strﬁcture, usually, but not necessarily, with the
intent to commit a theft. As reported to the UCR, this crime showed
significant increase over the S5-year period (see Figure 4-7), although
less than the increase exhibited by any of the violent crimes. Large
increases for residential burglary (up 70 percent over 1967) primarily
account for the total rise in this crime. It can be expected that CPTED
crime control strategies will have significant impact on burglary, both
residential and commercial.

b. = Larceny. Acts of larceny involve the theft of any property
or article of value which is not taken by force and violence; or by fraud.
Figure 4-8 indicates the recent trend exhibited by larcenies for which the

loss incurred was. valued at $50 or more. These crimes rose significantly --

more sharply, in fact, than several of the violent crimes.
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In the context of CPTED, certain types of larceny, possibly in-
volving smaller losses, are considered; these include pursesnatch, pick-
pocket, shoplift, and minor thefts from household and commercial establish-
ments. Lesser (under $50) larcenies are categorized separately by the
UCR, and the trends for certain types of these crimes are shown in the
composite Figure 4-9. Shoplift showed the highest increase, followed by~
pursesnatch; the-;ncreése for pickpocket, on the other hand, was-insigni~w
ficant. Another type of larceny, namely cargo theft, is also of conce%nj 

to CPTED. Cargo theft involves the theft of any container or parts of

the contents thereof in transit or at freight terminals. This type of

larceny has shown significant increases during the last few years (see

the discussion in Section.C of Chapter 8).

c. Auto theft. Auto thefts involve the stealing or driving
away and abandoning of a motor vehicle. As measured by the UCR, the
crime increased (but not so greatly as the other Index offenses) during
the S5-year period (see Figure 4-10). Inasmuch as auto theft is mainly a
streat crime, it would be impacted by CPTED.

d. Vandalism. Vandalism consists of the willful or malicious
destruction, injury, or disfigurement of property without the consent of
the owner or person in custody. While it can be argued that vandalism
lies outside the realm of Y'crime," as defined herein, it is included in
this examination because of its severity and consequent impact in terms

of fear and dollar cost, particularly in the school and transportation . -

environments.
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€. Arson, This document considers (as possibly a separate

E
3

form of vandalism) incidents of arson that involve willful or malicioas

’ll 1

TABLE 4-1 -
UCR VS. NCP MEASUREMENTS FOR FIVE LARGEST CITIES, 1972 ) E._ - burning, or attempts thereof, with or without intent to defraud. Trends

. - s for school and transportation vandalism are discussed in Section C of .
g ? : ki
: 5 i R Chapter 7 and Section C of Chapter 8, respectively,.
! City : UCR NCP UCR/NCP N - B. Severity . : £
! Chicago 223,630 621,300 36 - . .
| : x . . e 3 Nod B3 = i
f Detroit 128,996 345,600 37 . . This section discusses the sgverity of the CPTED target crimes as i
i Los Angeles 237,801 693,500 34 . - I o measured by total volume, volume by individual type, and volume of the ?

4 New “ork . ‘ 515,121 1,100,100 47 R - indicator offenses of burglary and robbery.
i Philadelphia 78,457 396,900 20 S I - ‘ i
i 4 : 1. Total Volume: Index Crimes. As described in Chapter 3, the UCR,
i . TOTAL 1,184,005 3,156,900 38 l (the conventional socurce for nationwide crime data) compile annually total 2
; Source: LEAA News Release, April 15, 1974 - - incidents reported to the police for a set of seven Index offenses. On the
( - I - basis of these incidents, rates per 100,000 population are computed for the
, . 4
<. !
' - Nation and various regional and local areas. 1972 UCR incident totals and 5
} B T rates for the Index crimes as a whole and for individual offenses are :
, presented in this section. However, it must be borme in mind, that, as
P PERCENT CHANGE OVER 1967 . - - , a :
: e HUMLER O8 CAEENSIL UP 34 PLRCINE . ) . - . n i
P S YATE P18 350,000 WANIARIS UP 23 PRCINT o SR discussed in Chapter 3, a large percentage of crine is not reflected in
§ o . | -~ . these UCR figures, since they fail to show those crimes not reported to 1,
H * .——““‘"—‘\ . X . 7
i +40 ; oo S . .. . i
~ //{:—'- --------- . ‘ l : or recorded by the police. Consequently, actual gross incidents and crime |
+30 » S RS ‘ — -
: . s : rates are probably substantially larger than the UCR data would suggest.
! - +20 e ~ o . ,
w | £10 i ..‘,,I The NCP victimization surveys (described in Section B of Chapter 3) !
o o i : . S g have been designed in part to provide a truer estimation of the total 7«
1367 1968 -1569 - 197D 9wrr - 1972 : - l f ;
: - et volume of the more common crimes. Table 4-1 compares the total number of 4
Source: FBI TCR 1972 L i
- . crimes reported in the UCR in 1972 with the findings on total number of :
Figure 4-10. Total Auto Theft, 1967-1972 T et |
- | ! SRR ’ |
2 N B 53 | -
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This survey (see Table

t households and, lastly, cr

victimizations found by the NCP's Five Largest Cities survey in that year.
The total number of incidents indicated by survey respondents is greater
4-2) and the NCP survey of Eight Impact Cities found that crimes against

commercial establishments tended to be reported to the police most fre-
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iarcenies, both personal and household, were the

incidents least often reported.

In conclusion, then, the recent crime estimates afforded by victim-~

ization surveys suggest that the 1972 UCR total of 5,891,000 Index offenses

.

probably only reflects about one-half the actual total:for these offenses.

Somewhat more meaningful ‘information

Volume by Type of Offense.

2.

emerges when the volume of these offenses is considered by individual type.

ed by the UCR

The Index offenses are dist

.

two major categories

in

b3
n

inguis

Crimes against person, or violent crimes, and crimes against property.

i

Crimes against property (burglary, larceny $50 and over, and auto theft)

in violent

The UCR reported a 67-percent increase

1

rape, Trobbery, and assault -- make up only about 14 percent of the Index
the property crimes.

make up the large volume of total Index offenses -- 86 percent in 1972.
total, their volume seems to be increasing at a greater rate than that of

khile the violent crimes against person -- criminal homicide, forciblé
crimes from 1967 to 1972, as opposed to a 53-percent increase for that-

period in property crimes.
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f . . . TABLE 4-3
i Tne NCP survey data analyses carried out to date on 13 cities have i - .
{ _ l = INDEX OFFENSES BY CATEGORY, 1972
’ found that, as a general pattern, slightly fewer than one-half of all 3 ‘
% incidents were carried out against persons, about 40 percent against ' ‘ l - A UCR
§ ; C e R ,
i households, and 15 percent against commercial establishments, Of the , ] Crime Type Gross No.* % of Total
i ~ crimes against person, |about 33 percent were of a violent nature. - I - Murder and nonneg. manslaughter 18,000 e ‘
. Forcible rape 46,000 ok S
Table 4-3 presents further breakdown of the UCR 1972 Index inte < - I ~ Robbexy 575006 ‘ 3
. . : e ’ " 212, 6 : £
Z particular offense categories. As is shown, burglary -- representing s R Individual ; C 62
40 percent of total offenses -- is the most prevalent crime, followed ' l Commercial 24
. “ B ™ Miscellaneous : 14
closely by larceny. By comparison, the wost serious crimes, murder and 4. ] . Aggravated assault 589,000 . ;
: S SEEN
rape, are extremely rare. (While the NCP surveys do mot include murder, - l ] Burglary f - 2,345,000 40
the crime of rape has been found by them to be the least common and l Residential 63 ' {
‘ - . Nonresidential , 37 i J
"personal larceny without contact” the most common.) ] ;
_ o Larceny over §$50 1,838,000 31 E
, Table 4-4 presents a further measure of the overall severity of the . Auto theft '; , 880,000 15 -
i s . .
crimes against property, showing the dollar costs of the various types I, ] }g
. ; ' l : *Figures rounded to nearest 1,000
of property loss by crime in 1972. — : ] **Less than 12 o
an 1%
3. The “Indicator' Offenses: Burglary and Robbery. Within the - . T Source: FBI UCR. 1972 ‘
context of this document, both in general and with respect to the four o *:
individual environments, discussion often tends to focus upon the crimes _ l . *
of burglary and robbery as being representative of crimes of property ~ l . ‘
and crimes of violence, respectively. As has been seen, burglary is the i B i
most frequent in occurrence of the Index Offenses and is thus deserving B ‘l - :
of the attention of the CPTED Program. However, as a crime of stealth; i ‘ , . ‘
. - . . . } ‘ - b . N ) | ., ,’E
directly perpetrated against a structure and not an individual,) and rarely - NI - : ‘ .

| - B : : 57
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3
4]
I
l involving confrontation, it is inherently less fear-producing than the 5
- E oy :‘
. R violent crimes.*** Robbery is the ideal indicator, for the purposes of :
2 - l oy this discussion, of these latter crimes. While it has been shown by *)
b :
e 8] o omsNT TN . N . . s e . . ,
é HELZ P AN both official reports and victimization surveys to occur about equally as
= (2O " IO — ' i
frequ as assault b is significant ore of . I
i = P ——— quently ult, robbery is significantly m olften an occurrence j:
: S 5| §ll888888 ' o B A
d n 5] 4] R l between strangers (see Section E.3 below). Thus, robbery is representa-’
i o~ (o >~ ;.4 Qoo QO - N g
: 5o g1 gjs22383
|4 - o 3) (o) | n" e m L i tive as a common, predatory offense against person.
: jar (8] —~l OO0 <+ O
c 5 | F|8 gPRe T8e 1 )
p m - o o= ' - C. Fear
g % I
o ) SlioodoDD On several grounds, it would appear that the greatest overall
8' % g DO DO o‘o QO :
o rt = Qoo o ‘ ™ . . . . . .
v P ) o] olilodoaodd . EM consequence of crime is the fear which it generates. As pointed out in
: (o) v = — Vllo~omuo 0 .
i z o S wllvwm~S~No P i LT
{ - o B Bl 02 B l the discussion of crime severity above, the majority of crimes do not
= — . ) -
% e & Sl s ] |
! i 8 0 e "8 e result in an actual violent attack upon the individual. In terms of the
© . .
& l ,
: = > 9 v e e e e e :c% : - individual victim, the economic consequences of crime, although not incon- b
] o ;
! = E:_j 2 O T S o [ - \ * }
B & n e e e e e o I siderable, are not alarmingly serious; the UCR reported in 1972 that the :
g N ‘ | ~ | :
2 2 e e ee e s S [ J average value of property stolen in a street robbery was $186, and in a .
2 : ; i
o "E'}: ‘E? » . ﬂ . - “ . @ ' . :
m < 5 . o o - E residential burglary approximately $300. Indeed, a field survey on :
. : 2 ~ S =1 i
E 8 % » » 9 s . :5{ . .Ij o~ [ v . ‘:‘
= A o R g - N AR victimization and fear of crime among the residents of Washington, D.C.,
" [a¥] [t} D
2 o u B3 " "8 g I 2
= 0 o . - I = o o conducted in 1966° found victimization by violent crime to bg extremely
Q) - 2 r N
? > 3 = C B A9 a = I rare and the monetary less in all but a few instances reported by
= . 29 - 0@ TS - M .
o = L] (=} ¢
<t . ~ 3 . 0n A o
o~ N @ [ I L e
N 2 g8 523 2 5 1
~— 5 5'5,3 nSa3S 8 5 s #**However, as a recent study  has shown, public alarm and actual fear over
[l
= 258882 | R & '
Omiu 3z - @ g ! - residential burglary have grown as a result of increases in victimlza~
. - Lo - tion and the concomitantly increasing sense that one's home is not
: I secure from invasion by strangers. :
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respondents to be very small. Thus, the sutyey report concluded that
the high degree of fear and the profound effect upon respondents
behavior arose far less from respondents' previous victimization exper-
jence than from their vicarious sense of a weakening of social controls.
Other field surveys conducted during the 1960's also registered
high levels of fear among respondents. :Unfortunately, the data on
fear (to include information about perceived levels of crime nationwide
and in respondents’ own neighborhoods, levels of fear, and effects on

respondents'*willihgness to move about their neighborhoods by day gnd by

.night, etc.) currently being collected by National Crime Panel attitude

survey are.not available at this date. However, a survey conducted nation-
wide in 1972 by a national magazine**** indicated that at least 70 percent
of the 43,000 respondents were afraid to go out on the §treets at night

and were occasioﬁally afraid while at home. Additionally, a 1969 survey
conducted in 10 cities4 found that, on the average, about 4 out of 10
residents felt some&hat or very unsafe on the streets of their neighborhood
at nignt.

The various attitude surveys that?hava been conducted have ascertained

that certain groups of people experience considerably more fear than others.

The NORC Field Survey5 (see Table 4-5), for example, found that women and

nonwhite persons were considerably more fearful of walking neighborhood

streets alone at night than were their male, white counterparts. Nonwhites

——

i

#k%% UAre you personally afraid of crime?" Life, Jan. 14, 1972,

p. 28. 1In Harries.
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TABLE 4+5

SOME NORC SURVEY RESULTS, 1965

HOW SAFE TO YOU FEEL WALFING ALONE IN YOUR

-~

NEIGEBORHOOD AFTER. DARK?

Sa2% Whitae Non-Hnite

5 Response

. Male Female Hala Female
«Very safe . . . . 65% 35% 33% 167
+.Somawhat safe . . 22 24 25 ]
- Scmawhat unsafe . 9 3 22 28
‘Very unsafe . ... B 18 20 37
C- Tworal. . | 1007 100% 100% 100%
C e M.o.o. }(4,628) (7,495) (6486) (1,033)

HOW LIXELY IS IT A PERSON WILL 52 ROB3ED OR ATTACKED
: G THE STREETS ARQUND HERE?

Response Phite Non-White
- Malg Female | Male Female
Very likely . . . . . . 6% 67 | 147 | 212
Somewhat likely . . . . .14 15 25 30
Somewhat unlikely . . -, 27 32 35 32
Very unlikely . . . . 53 47 26 17
Total . . . . & 1007 1007 100% 1007%
N.o.o.ooo . [(4,66L)(7,553) | (632) |(1,018)

HOW CONCERNED ARE YOU ABGUT HAVING YOUR ECOSE BROXEN INTO?

White Hon~White
Rasponse

) Male Female | Male Famale
Very concerned . . . « . 117 157 227 25%
Somewhat concammed . . . 36 38 29 37
Wot worried . , . . . 53 43 49 38
Total . s & e 100%Z 100% 1007 100%

TN iTe w ee . o« | (4,668) (7,515) 1 - (646) |(L,037)

Source: RORC Surxvey
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were found to be considerably more fearful of being robbed or attacked
in their neighborhoods than whites. Similarly, in the 10 cities suxvey,
black and female respondents in every city expressed more fear for their
personal security than did white and male respondents. This survey
also found that, in each city, feelipgs of insecurity were highest

'

among those in low-income brackets. : .
However, in identical surveys recently conducted in Dayton; 'Chio, .
and San Jose, California,6 it was found that groups in these cities

expressing most fear of crime differed in certain instances. While in

- Dayton blacks expressed far more fear over crime than did whites, in ’

San Jose it was whites who expressed a higher degree of fear. .While' -

persons living in low-income areas in both cities felt more unsafe than

persons in other areas, the difference was more dramatic in Dayton.

As in other studies, these surveys found women experienced more fear than

did men and, further, that older people were far more fearful than younger

ones. Furthermore, fear has been found to be quite uniformly high among

residents of cities over 50,000. Thus, considerably more central-city

rosidents than suburbanites express fear of going out alone at night.

The crime of burglary generates substantial fear, fear mot only of

property loss but also concern for the safety of the household members.
People tend to project what might have happened had they been present a%

the time of the break-in; however, burglars rarely enter occupied house-

holds.

S S R TTA T W e et T e &

[T

I,

" 1inks fear and crime.

T

The fac§ that fear of crime 'is usually operationalized in these
studies as the subjects’' estimate iperception) of the probability of
victimization accounts for the high correlation between fear and the
crime rate. Most citizens are aware of the nature of the crime
problem in their immediate enviromment. While this does not mean
that a subject canvaccurately assess the crime level in his mneighbor-
hood (i.e., estimates of the probability of victimization are usuzlly
greater than the real probabilities), it does suggest the pr0cess‘that

There is, however, another dimension to the conception of crime,
what Furstenberg has called ﬁconcern.“ By concern is meant the
Telative position of crime in the citizen's heirarchy of "life problems."
Furstenberg has observed that those who define crime as the most important
problem are least likely to live in high crime areas and; therefore, to
be among those who have low fear of being victimized. While one
might speculate as to why this may be the case, the important point to
observe is that the efforts of CPTED arz directed at fear and crime
evidence, not necessarily concern. Additionally, CPIED can only effect
fear by bringing it in closer approximation to the real probability of
victimization and/or by reducing the real probability of victimization.
D. Environmental Patterns

In‘this section, the geographical districution, specific environ-
mental locale, and temporal patterns of the target crimes are discussea.

1. Geographical Distribution. There is no general trend tha
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would suggest that Index crimes (as reflected by the UCR) are unusually
serious within some particular region of the United States. However, if

these types of crime are compared with respect to city size, conspicuous

differences do appear. As Table 4-6 indicates, the violent crimes in

1972 tended to rise with increase in city size; property crimes, however,
tended to remain at similar levels regardless of city size. As is shown
in Table 4-6, these tendencies also held true with respect tc the rela-
tive incidence of the indicator crimes, robbery and burglary.

A somewhat different perspective emerges when one looks at the
incidence of crime for the different types of areas within Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Areas. Table 4-7 compares crime rates by céntral
city versus suburb and rural areas, as indicatéd by the 1972 UCR. Crimes
such as rape, burglary, and (particularly) robbery are much more common
in central cities than <in suburbs, while crimes of larceny are more.evenly
distributed between city an& suburbs. Rural areas experience comparative-
ly little crime. In general, then, those tyﬁes 6f crime with which CPTED
is concerned are concenﬁ%ated within the city. This pattern isvdiscussed~
in greater detail in subsequent chapters on the individual environments.

2.  Environmental Locale. Table 4-8, which was compiled from pre-

liminary 1973 results made available by the NCP National Survey, indicates
the relative incidence of the various types of crimes against individuals
by specific place of occurrence. As can be ssen, all of these crimes

(with the exception of larceny by pickpocket) occur by far the most fre-

gquently on the streets or in parks, fields, and other open spaces;

i

E ) m

| AR
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’ TABLE 4-6
RATES OF CRIMES BY CITY SIZE, 1972

cator Crimes

.
&)

Lt}

n

Index Crimes

Violent
Crime Rate*

Pronert
Crime Ratex*

Burglary
Rate***

Robbery
Ratex**

Reporting Cities Size

1,708
1,970
1,825

219

3,671
4,034
4,035
3,838

502

721

100,000-250,000
250,000-500,000

376
453
787

856
1,262

500,000-1,000,000
over 1,000,000

1,863

d

s forcible rape, robbery an

*Aggregate rate of violent crimes (murder
aggravated assault) per 100,000 population

65

s (burglary, larceny, and auto theft)

**Aggregate rate of property crime

per 100,000 population

***Crimes per 100,000 population

Source: FBI UCR 1972
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TABLE 4-8

PERSONAL CRIMES BY PLACE OF OCCURRENCE, 1973 :
‘ % \

T % Inside Non- Strect, 5 % %
Total Inside llomo Vacat. ilome, = Near vres, Bidg., Park, Inside - Elso- ‘
- Incidonce . or Other Bidg. Hotcl, Morel -iloms = Pub, Conv, Fleld,etc.’ School where N.A, L
TOTAL {Crime Against Porsen) ‘ 5.‘2&!{.200‘ 11.3 : 0.3 8.8 15.9 46.6 6.8 10,1 0.1 j
Assaultive Vieolenco 4,108,160 12.5 0.4 9.4 ‘14.3 46.1. 6.7 10.7 --t ’ J
With Theft ' v 301,480 16,2 0.4 7.9 4.9 58.2 $.0 7.3 0.0 ';
Rapo : 6,107 49,1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 509 0.0 ;{
Attempted Rape : 4,240 63.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 36,2 0.0 0.0 0.0 |
Scerious Assoult 194,440 4.6 °. 0.7 9.5 2.6 64.1 L.5 7.0 0.0 ‘;
ith Weapon ) 171,240 13.9 0.8 9.0 2.8 64.8 1.5 7.0 - 0.0 |
No Weapon ’ 23,200 19,8 g.0 13,1 8.0 58.9 t.S 7.0 g.¢ “
Minor Assault 156,606 15.8 0.0 6.4 8.1 53.8° 8.7 6.3 0.0 \
Without Theft ) 3,746,700 12,1 . 0.4 9.5 15.2 44.8 6.8 jS I8 Y - :
Rape , 36,480 31.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 45.4 0.0 23,0 0.0 .
Atrompted Rapo . 113,307 27.3 0.9 6.1 5.7 47.8 1.8 11.3 0.0
o Serious Assault 456,853 11.5 a.3 11.2 14.2 48.9 2.0 11.9 g.0 *
-~ with Yeapon 383,293 10.9 - 0.3 . 11.0 14.4 T 50,7 1.6 10.9 0.0
No Keapon 73,560 14.7 0.0 "11.9 12.9 41,5 4.0 15.2 0.0
Att. Asssult, Weopon 870,840 8.2 0.7 - 10.0 1§.1 48.9 4.6 12,5 0.0
Minor Assuult 560,213 18.0° 0.3 6.8 10.4 45.7 5.0 10.5 0.0
Att. Assault,. No Weapon 1,708,027 10.9 Lo 0.2 10.2 18.1 41.0 9.5 10.0° -t
Personul thefr, No Assuult 1,108,040 6.8 0.3 6.6 22.0 49,2 7.3 8.0 0.3
Rebbury : 354,520 14.3 0.9 9.9 6.7 60.2 4,1 3.9 0,0
Wich Weapon 157,733 11.8 1 13.0 8.3 06.1 0.0 0.5 ’ 0.0
No ¥eapon 177,773 10.3 0.0 7.3 1.5 54.4 13,6 7.0 0.0 :
Attempred Robbery , 268,040 5.8 0.0 6.8 1174 56.8 1n.s 7,3 0.0
With Weapon 111,500 4.4 0.0 12.7 9.6 63.8 1,5 6,0 0.0 '
No Weapon 156,520 6.9 ' 0.0 2.6 12,7 51.8 19.1 6.8 0.0
pursesnatch, No Force 100,613 0.0 8.0 7.2 27.9, 55.3 5.7 4.5 0.0
Att, Pursesnatch,. No Farce 74,000 . 0,0 0.0 4.3 11.3 62,5 8.9  11.0 2.0
Pocket Picking : 307,936 2.9 X 0.0 2.8 49.2 23.2 7.9 13.4 0.5
*Too: small. for signlficance o . .

Sourte; Cemputed by USREE from NCP's preliminary Natlemal Survey
results (for first three quurters of 1973),




nonresidential buildings are the next most cammon locale, followed by
residential bulldings. Of the violent crimes,vrapes and assaults
tend to occur more frequently within residences than do robberies.
The school environment appears to be relatively heavily victimized by

nonassaultive, unarmed robberies.

3. - Temporal Distribution. Temporal patterns vary considerably
between specific crimes, as evidancsd by the UCR and various analytic .
studies. The violent crimes of murder, rape, and assault tend to
occur more frequently at night, on weekends, and during the summer
months,7’8’9’lo while Tobbery is more cammon at night, on weekéﬁds, apd
in colder months, /11 Residential burglaries are more likely to occur
in the daytime during the week, when people are away from home. How;
ever, nonresidential‘burglaries occur more frequently at night and
on weékends; when commercial establishments are closed. For burglaries,
no significant monthly or seasonal patterns emerge.12’13’14

Table 4-9 provides data based on surveys in the Piiot Cities of
Dayton and San Joge on the temporal distribution of robberies, burglar-
ies, and assaults; it generally confirms the findingg discussed zbove.
E. Offender/Victim Profiles

Data on personal characteristics of offenders and victims and on

the victim/offender relationship are summarized in this. section.

TABLE 4~9
CRIME BY TIME OF OCCURRENCE FOR SAN JOSE AND DAYTON, 1972

N

Un
determined

S5

Midnight -
6 PM

o

6 PM-

S5

6 AM-

6 PM

PERSONAL CRIMES

Midnight

San Jose

52

39
32

13

53

Dayton

Robbery

12
15

41

47

San Jose

47

Dayton .

Assault

S

_,
-
»

COMMERCIAL CRIMI
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1. Offenders.* Data collected in the UCR and by other stﬁdias
indicate that the majority of offenders in the common pradatary crime
categories -- and particularly with respect to the indicator crimes
of robbery and burglary -- tend to be overwhslmingly male, young, and
often nonwhite residents of #entral-city areas. >Tab1e 4-10 summarizes
characteristics of UCR Index arrestees for 1972.

2. Victims. Victimization studies have shown that same segments
of the population are more heavily victimized by the common predatory
crimes than others. In general, the victims of the crimes against

person -- such as robbery, assault, murder, rape, and personal larceny -~

¥

23

are likely to be nonwhite and of a low-income bracket. Victims of the
crines against property are somewhat more frequently white and, in both
vhite and nonwhite groups, the more affluent persons are more heavily
victimized by these crimes. A victimology survey conducted in Portland
corroborates this tendency; when all other socioeconomic variables are
controlled, areas with the highest median income are burglarized more
frequently.ls {(These findings correspond with the'ggographic distribu-
tions discussed above; the crimes against person are concentrated in

the central cities, where low-income and minority groups are predominate~

ly located, but the crimes against property show more even distribution.)

*Due to the low percentage of crimes that are cleared by an arrest,

oifender data are very weak. They are presented here and in subsequent‘
sections to highlight the need for such data, not as an accuraté estimate

of offender characteristics.
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TABLE 4-10

CHARACTERISTICS OF ARRESTEES, 1972
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The NORC victimization study findings with respect to the above are
presented in Table 4-11. In addition, this study offers some interesting
evidence with respect to the interplay of race, sex and age factors. Among
whites, men are more often the victims of robberies and assaults while,.
amung nonwhites, women are more heavily victimized. Also, victimization
by assaultive crime is found to be highest for men and women in the 20- to.
29-year-old age group. It must be borme in mind that, as the‘young tendti
to be out on the streets more frequently than older persons, their greatest
exposure may explain this finding. However, additional studies have in-

dicated that the elderly are freéquently the victims of robbery.l6’l7

¥
i

¥

]

H
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Initial results of the 1973 NCP Natio‘naiVictimizationASdzi'vey'are~
of particular interest with respect to victim characteristics because
they afford the most recent available evidence and, furthermore, '
because stranger¥t0~sffanger incidents are separatea out. Tables 4-12
through 4-14 show computations, based upon preliminary results, of
distribution of stranger-to-stranger personal victimizations by»race,
sex,ag@iand income. Again, one finds that blacks are relatively fre-
guently the victims of crimes against pefsoni—— éparticularly of rohbery
and rape. By this survey, males -~ both black and white -- are more
heavily victimized overall than are females. The results for age distribu-
tion again point to heavy victimization of the young;\here, %hose under

24 are shown'to be bearing the brunt of these crimes. However, this survey

also shows the elderly are disproportionately often the victims of robbery,
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TABLE 4-11

DISTRIBUTION OF CRIME BY RACE AND INCOME, 1967
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TABLE 4-15

STRANGER-TO-STRANGER CRIMES

13 U.5. Cities**

17 Largest*® 1/2 million
U.S. Cities - 1967 or more - 1972
Crime (%) (%) |
Rape 53 . 72-91
Robbery 83 84-97
Assault ‘ 21 ‘ 63-85

*Survey of 17 Largest U.S. Cities 1967 (Police Data),
National Violence Commission, Vol. 11: Crimes of Violence,
P. 217-18. Data is averaged.

#**Advance Reports, National Crime Panel (Victimization Data)..
Data not averaged (overall range is shown).
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F. Displacement

The temporal, tactical, target, territorial, and functional
avenues of displacement are important considerations in the total
crime picture. Certainly, a crime control strategy that results in
total displacement is of little value (except, for example, if the
displacement is to a less severe and less fear-producing crime).
The result of Reppetto's review of the current research in displace-
ment is contained in a separate document, "Elements of CPTED.'! That
review suggests that the displacement effect of various strategies
would differ significantly; that‘displacemeht of common crimes in
high-incidence areas can be held to a minimum, thus providing a net
gain for society; and that displacement research is a priority item

in a comprehensive CPTED Program
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CHAPTER 5. THE RESIDENTIAL ENVIRONMENT

As stated in the previous chapter, much of the general information
on crime and fe;r is applicable to the residential environment. This
chapter addresses the residential environment with a greater degree of
specificity,Aexamining'crime and fear problems in terms of particular
residential subenviromments and including mnot only crime-related but
also environment- and Program-related criteria. The introduction in
Section A provides an outline of the chapter contents, while S?cfion B
describes available source materials. Following presentation of crime-~
related information in Section C; the chapter concludes by assessing
potential crime/environment targets in light of the three types of
criteria. It is recommended that CPTED focus on the crime of burglary
among dwelling units located in a neighborhood of single- and multi-
family residences in an inner-ring suburb.
A. Introduction

Because the home is the center of the family life and is each
person's principal refuge from outside dangers and pressures, its security
is essential to a personal sense of well-being. Unfortunately for many
residents, this security is constantly threatened. Thus, reducing crimes
in or around the home could contribute substantially to a general reduc-~
tion not only of the amount of crime but alsoc of the belief that crime is
a significant danger in our society.

The purposes of this discussion are to describe the types and patterns

of crime in and around residences and to suggest how these patterns relate
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to the possibility of crime reduction by means of environmental design.*
which constitutes the major residential crime and which takes place

Consideration is limited to those crimes that occur in residential en-
~ inside the residence; (2) robbery, the predominant crime in areas

vironments principally between strangers, for it is these crimes that en-
inside the residential building and in neighboring areas; and (3) house-

vironmental design strategies for the residential setting can best be
. : - hold larceny, as it occurs inside buildings and within residential areas.
expected to influence. Therefore, murder, rape, and aggravated assault - Vs
' B. Source Materials

are not considered here as primary CPTED focus, although they may be in-
( Various deficiencies, for purposes of the present study, of avail-

directly affected by CPTED strategies. The remaining predatory crimes are
B 3 able crime data have been noted in Chapter 3. Unfortunately, with respect

considered; as fully as is possible on the basis of available data, in
to the residential mode, none of the available data sources considers (and

terms of incidence, severity, and fear engendered. Also, certain patterns —
‘ tinent environmental and

- thus permits simultaneous analysis of] all the per

-

that emerge in light of environment-related variables - central—cify
other characteristics stated in Section A above. fne serious drawback

and suburban land use and social characteristics, specific sites within
arises from the fact that current crime data for the residential mode have

residential areas (the dwelling unit itself; halls, lobbies, elevators, _ :
] traditionally been analyzed in terms of the modus operandi of the offense

' and other locales inside the residential building; street, yards, and
and/or the characteristics of the offender and his victim, with the exami-

other outdoor residential areas), and the physical characteristics of -

housing structures -- are describsd. Discussions alsp encompass charac-

nation of the environment in which the crime has occurred receiving rela- .

¥
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1
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tively scant attention. Because crimes reported to have occurred inside a

;' teristics of victims and offenders and the victim/offender relationship.
A residence or within the interior of a residential building (basement,

In sum, the‘following crimes are considered in light of their pre-
laundry room, elevator) are seldom explicitly linked with 2 specific kind

i
i

dominance within the specific residential target sites: (1) Burglary, ' |
; . N ,
' ' of land use -- primarily residential, mixed residential/commercial, etc. --
i ; E —
i . g - - - - - N - - -
i i:)w . it is difficult to develop crime control strategles that are sensitive to
#81 sy 4 . o o — locale.
ince it has already sponsored a number of studies of residential crime :
8 An even more serious deficiency of existing data, perhaps, is that

and security in public housing projects, LEAA feels that understanding

» their categorization by the location of the crime is neither standardized

of the relationship between environmental design and crime control in

nor precise. Frequently, for example, crime data are broadly cataloged

-

R

public housing has been substantially increased. Consequently, this -
as Voff the street” or Yon the street,' categories that could include any

chapter does not concern itsslf with public housing. . T
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a. Severity. The severity of residential burglary can be

exsmined in terms of both numerical incidence and dollar loss. Burglary
i at once the most prevalent and the most clearly defined of thnse crimes
fhat occur in residential areas. In 1972, the UCR1 noted that 2,345,000
burglaries had been recorded by the police and that 63 percent of these
burglaries (or-1,477,000) were residential, a rate of approximately 2.2
burglaries per 100 households.** Moreover, the crime of burglary contri-’
buced 40 percent of the FBI Criﬁe Index offenses. The first National
Vietimization Field Survey,2 conducted for the calendar year 1965, reported
a ras‘uentlal burglary rate of three times that indicated in the UCR for
that year. Subsequent victimiz ation surveys have only underscored the
magnitude of the difference between official and actual burglary incidence.
A study of victimization in three precincts in Washington, D.C., in 1966
found a residential burglary rate féur times that recorded by official
police statistizs.>

The most Tecent victimization data, those obtained from the National
Crime Panel (based on crimes which were reported to have occurred in the
calendar. year 1973Aand which, to date, have been tabulated for 9 months

of that year) reveal an annual residential burglary rate of 9 per 100

#%Tp 1970, the United States Census reported that approximately 210

nillion people were living in 68,627,366 housing units
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households. Stated another.way and assuming no multiple victimizations
of households, 1 of 11 households was subjected to a burglary or an
attempt in 1973. The findings of the NCP survey of burglaries in 1972

in the five largest cities (Chicagn, Detroit, Los Angeles, New York, and
Philadelphia) virtually match the proportions of residential and nonresi-
dential burglary, 62 percent and 38 percent, Tespectively, as reported by
the UCR.

The extent of losses resulting from burglary reiterates the werious-
ness of this offense when its effects are viewed in total. In 1965, the
UCR indicated an estimated total loss of $500 million. As moted above,
the actual loss is considerably higher than even this figure would suggest.

In terms of loss per individual incident, losses can generall} be
termed "moderate." A national survey, also conducted in 1965, reported a
net loss after recovery of $170 as the average residential burglary loss,
somewhat lower than the average cf $255 reported by the UCR.4 (This
difference may perhaps be explained by the likelihood that smaller losses
are often not reported to the police.)} Reppetto's study of residential
burglary found the majorit} of cases involved losses under $300.5 In a
recent sfudy of suburban residential burglary, the researchers found most
striking the amounts and kinds of valuable and highly visible goods that
were hot stolen.6 However, the results of the National Crime Panel Survey
indicate that, in almost every instance of forcible entry (31 percent of
all burglaries, including attempts), something was ieported to have been

taken from the housshold. The NCP has not yet calculated the incidesnce
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of property loss associated with unlawful entries without force, but there

» - . . . 3 3 1 1 -
is no reason to believe it is any lower than the incidence of loss associa

ted with forcible entry.

b. Fear. On the basis of the findings indicating that the

— L.

dollar losses incurred by individual incidents of residential burglary

for the most part rénge from negligible to moderate, several studies have o

x

concluded that the greatest consequance of the crime is actually the fear: _

or concern it causes. Despite the fact that burglars rarely enter occupied -

households, the crime of burglary does generate substantial fear -- fear [j
not only of property 1oss but, also, concern for the safety of household 3
ﬁembers, as people tend to project what might have happened had tﬁey been R
present at the time of +the break-in. More indirectly, residential burglary - I
causes alarm because it shakes residents! beliefs that their homes are ol !
secure from invasion by strangers. In late 1972, a nationwide Gallup poll [~
found that one of six persons reported not feeling safe in his home at ; i
night*** -- a particularly alarming fact if it is recognized that surveys e
consistently have found that most people have no further retreat to‘safety e i
than their own homes. ’ o I
N
|
sv#Discussed in Keith D. Harries, ''The Geogréphy of Crime and Justice,”v B
§
—

McGraw Hill, 1974.
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c. Environmental patterns

Ky

(1) Geogravhical distribution. By focusing upon the
o (=23 P

differential crime trends in city and suburban areas, one can begin to

discern the relationship of land use and social characteristics to burglary

rates as they vary between these areas. In their postwar study of the New

York metropolitan region, Hoover and Vernon’ posited a system for the dif-

-

ferentiation of metropolitan areas and their characteristics which is per-

haps the most useful one for crime pattern analysis. CTh;s study is more
recent than the work of Burgess on Concentric Circles done in the 1920's.)
Dividing the metropolitan area into core, inner-ring, and outer-ring sub-
urbs, they define the core as the area where land use is most highly
developed, with population density seven or eight times higher than that
of the inner ring. The home of many low-income and minority persons, it
contains a high percentége of multiunit housing, much of it in poor condi-
tion, plus a smaller collection of luxury apartment complexes. In terms
of neighborhood development, the core area exhibits processes of down-
grading and conversion as young people leave slum areas, which are often
converted by urban renewal into low-income housing or luxury aparéments.
The core area is largely the central-city area, where social problems such
as crime are found to be most serious.

The inner ring, by Hoover and Vernon's definition, is considerably

less dense and contains as-yet undeveloped land -- much of it, however,

currently in the process of development through the addition of apartment

buildings. It is primarily the home of middle-Income persons living in
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single—family homes, although some areas may contain a considerable number
of aparthents. Inner-ring areas are beginning to experience some of the
crime and otﬁer social probléms of the core areas.

The oﬁter ring consists of the more "countrified" area-still contain-
iﬁg a considerable amount of vacant land. Its population varies in income
range but lives mostly in single-fanmily housing. In the outer ring, com- -
muting to the central core on a regular basis is much more difficult than N
in the inner. As yet, these areas are not experiencing a significant inci-
dence of social préblems. |

It would be most useful to provide fine-grained comparisons of burg-
lary and other residential crime rates and characteristics utilizing Hoover
and Vernon's distinctions of core and inner-ring and outer-ring areas.
Unfortunately, as noted in Section B of this chapter, much of the victimiza-
tion data does not facilitate such comparisons. However, some pertinent
evidence relating to geographic patterns is available.

As noted in Chapter 4, crime rates in general tend to decrease with
distance from the ﬁetropolitan core. Data collected by NCP victimization
surveys in the Nation's major cities indicates a disproportionately high
concentration of the vresidential burglary in these dense urban centers.
The NCP survey of the five largest U.S. cities revealed the rates in Table
5-2. Interestingly, the findings of surveys taken in eﬁghf other selected

large cities show even higher rates of burglary, varying from a low of 116

to 19l per 1,000 households (see Table 5-3).

Al

1

I ‘
E e BN W OB BN e O e

TABLE 5-2

-

BURGLARY RATES BY FIVE LARGEST CITIES, 1972
(Rate per 1,000 households)

Weighted
Average Chicago Detroit Los Angeles  New York  Philadelphia
104 118 174 148 68 ' 109

Source; Crime in the MNation's Five Largest Citles:
Advance Report

TABLE 5-3
BURGLARY' RATES BY EIGHT SELECTED CITIES, 1972
(Rate per 1,000 households)

Weighted .
Average Atlanta Baltimore Cleveland Dallas Denver Newark Portland
137 161 116 124 147 158 123 151

Source: Crime in Eight American Cities: Advance Report

TABLE 5-4
DISTRIBUTION OF BURGLARY RATES BY RACE AND iNCOME, 1965*

Income HWhite Nonwhite
$0~$2,999 : 1,310 1,336
$3,000-85,999 958 1,261
$6,000-89,955 764 2,056
Above '$10,000 765 ' w*

*Rate per 10,000 population of each specific race
and income group.
*#Too few cases of nonwhites above. $10,000 were found

to maintain a separate category; these cases are in-
cluded in $6,000-9,995.

Source: Ennis




Ennis'! national victimization data? also indicated that total
burglary rates decreased with distance from the city center. - The burglary
rate for central parts of metropolitan areas was found to be 1,335 per
100,000 of population, while the rate for metropolitan suburbs was 839
and the rate for nonmetropolitan areas was 727. This general pattern ad-
heres in all regions>of the United States, with minor exceptions. In the .
Northeast and in the West, the nonmetropolitan rate is higher than the
suburban rate; in the South, the suburban rate is only slightly lower
than the central ﬁetropolitan rate.

Additional evidence seems to indicaté that burglary pattérns in the
sﬁburbs differ from those in the central city. A study of residential
burglary in metropolitan Boston noted that no suburban area had rate? so
high as certain city areas, the highest rates being found in core area
housing projects.” Accessibility to the central core seemed to be an im-
portant factor in determining the rate of burglary in the suburbs. Scarr's
analysis of burglary in the Washington, D.C.,’metropolitan area4‘uncovered
another interesting difference. Tne study indicated that, while pétterns
of burglary were stable in the city (certain neighborhoads had high or
low rates every year), they fluctuated in the suburbs. There, the rates
of burglary tended to vary by neighborhood, from year to year. This study
also noted the use'of expressways by organized burglary groups. One inter-
esting finding was that, as an inner-ring suburban areé.increasingly~di§?

tlayed urban characteristics, its crime conficuration hegan to resemble .
Ky h > (=3
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that of the core city. Another study, in fact, has suggested that, due

to rapid increases during the 1960's, residential burglary has become a
serious and alarming problem for many suburban communities.

(2) Temporal distribution. Most studies have shown that

residential burglaries take place primarily during the daytime and on

the weekends. However, an additibonal difference between core and suburban‘-
areas has been suggested by Reppetto's study of residential crime. A
detailed analysis of an inmer~rihg Boston suburb, composed of‘pbéve~average
income persons, indicated that residential burglary o;curred mostly at
night (61 percent) and on weekends. This was the reverse of the city
pattern and stemmed from the fact that suburban residents engaged in
recreation aﬁay from the home at night and on weekends to a much greater
extent than city residents. The advantage of approaching ;he target in
low-density suburban areas under cover of the night may also account for

the frequent nighttime attacks.

(3}  Demographic Distribution. A series of situations have

assessed the relationship between the occurrence of reported crimes (i.e.,
crimes known to police -~ "CKP") and socioeconomic characteristics of

city areasi(i.e., census tracts and/or social areas). While it is not the
intention here to review these issues, it should be noted that the research
has established the exiétenCe of very high relationship between crime and
demographic and socioeconomic characteristics of city areas. in particﬁlar,
age structure, income level, overcrowding, educational level and percentage
of homeownership have proven to be strong correlates of CKP and, by impli-

cation, . victimization level.
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d. Offender/victim vrofiles

(1) Victims. Findings with respect to the victims of
resiéentiai burglary show a high degree of correspondence with findings
on geographical distribution, since geographical '"location' must be taken
to rzpresent a coalescence of social and economic factors.

pecause of the interplay of various factors, it is nof possible to
make broad, clear-cut conclusions with reference to which population
groups are bearing the brumt of burglary victimization. Initial national
vietimization .survey data collected during the 1960's (see Table 5-4)
suggested that blacks, at all levels of income, suffered higher rates of
victimization than whites. However, whites were found to experience de-
creasing rates of burglary as their incomes increased, whereas burglary
rates of black households increased as black income increased.

Reppetto's findings for the Boston metropolitan area, on the other
hand, suggested that victimization rates rose with income among both
whites and blacks, with the highest burglary rates falling on blacks with
the highest incomeé. This study found the average annual burglary rate
of predominantly black (over 63-percent blaék) areas to be approximately
three times that of predbminantly white (less than 20-percent black)
arcas, and approximately twice that of mixed (20-percent black) éreas.
Similarly, a victimizatlon survey conducted recently in San Jose and
Daytons found black families were victimized at twice the rate of white
families. Furtﬁermore, black families were far more often, proportion-

ately, the victims of forcible attacks and of burglaries in which loss
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exceeded $500. These data also pointed to higher income blacks as the
group most heavily victimized; in attacking the inner-city ghettoes,
burglars in Dayton seemed to have chosen the more prospérous homes.

Similar patterns between burglary rates and race were revealed in
the Five Largest Cities Survey and the Eight Selected Cities Survey.

These NCP surveys reported an anmual rate of 8.4 per 100 white households,
as compared to 13.8 burglaries per 100 black households.

Thus, as several victimization studies have emphasized, the relation-
ship between burglary rate and a certain individual varia£1e,*such as
victim's income, may be obfuscated by consideration of another variable
such as, in this analysis, victim's race. Therefore, data which do not
provide controls through cross-tabulation of such variables are difficult
to interpret. These considerations apply with respect to analysis of
data collected by the NCP surveys, as presented in Table 5-5 on household
victimization by amount of family income. In fact, little apparent pat-
tern emerges in the rate of household burglary, except, perhaps, for a
tendency of the rate to be highest amongst the wealthiest income group.

Two additional studies offer further evidence of the necessity to
consider the intérplay of various factors. k

Analysis of the highest rate

and lowest rate residential tracts and two contiguous suburban counties

‘by Scarr's study in Washington, D.C., revealed that the social'indicators

of poverty and segregation showed only weak association with burglary
rates through time in the two suburban counties but correlated fairly well

with high burglary rates in the central cit}’.4 In the latter, medium-high
‘ ” [= 2
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L - positive, rank-order correlations were obtained between burglary and the
- 1 following soclal characteristics: Percent overcrowded housing units, per-
TABLE 5-5 * l‘w - cent lower cost residential units, and percent black overcrowded housing
HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION BY FAMILY INCOME, 1572 [ : units. Similarly, Boggs10 found (via a partial correlation analysis) that
‘ Five Largest Eight American — I residential burglary occurrence rates were directly associated with the
Amount of Family Income Cities Survey Cities Survey-":_ i l i percentage of blacks in the population of the census tract, regardless of .
Less than $3,000 7 52-154 ‘ 115-165 3 T its social rank or degree of urbanization. While these studies utilized CKP
§3,000-87,499 69-185 ' 115-172 B - data, one.would expect these relationships to also hold with victimization data.
$7,500-$9,999 80-182 | 109-177 : - ” Other housel'léld' bui'glary victimization results are shown in Table 5-6
$10,000-$14',99§ , | 64-173 | 99-157 _ I ~(by units in structure), Table 5-7 (by type of tenure), Table 5-8 (by age
$15,000-$24,999 81-192 111-186 L I . of head of household), Table 5-9 (by family income), and Table 5-10 (by
$25,000 or more 58-189 159-304 B T number of persons ‘in household); these tables reflect preliminary NCP
- I il National Survey results. In sum, +he rate of household burglaries is
*Range or rates per 1,000 households. _ j ” higher in rented homes, in households whose heads are relatively young :
Source: NCP Surveys _ I - (i.e., between 20 and 34 years of age), in homes with moderate to high-
a I v family incomes, and in homes occupied by four or more persomns. In general
B 1 however, it is important to mote the low associztion between these vari-
: I - ables and victimization rates.
: ;‘ (2) Offenders. Studies of burglary in residential areas
- l - have uncovered pertinent data on offender behavior. Boggs' study of crime
i I o patterns in St. Louis in 19609 indicated that areas that have high occur-
- 7] rence rates for residential burglary also have high offender rates
'_ I - (relative measure of apprehended offenders residing in an area) for resi- ‘
few l dential burglary (ir}xtercon"elations = .762 and .635 between burglary ;
i
o8 | MI ;
. A 99




TABLE 5-0

1JOUSEHOLD BURGLARY VICTIMIZATION BY UNITS IN STRUCTURE, 1973

A,

Total | Units in Structure
% A 3
. e % % 8 % A3 Mobile Home Other Than %
Incidence  Rate 1 vnit 2 Units 3 Units 4 Units 5-9 Units 10+ Units Trailer HU'y NN
CONTROLT TOTALS 60,0136 . 68,3 g.1 2.3 3.1 4.4 9.5 2.8 0.5 0.9
cornn’ " 28,734 417.4 . 69.0 1.5 2.3 3.7 4.8 9.0 2.3 0.4 1.2
Burglary 6,253 90.8 63.5 9.4 2.6 4.5 4.9 10.1 2.1 0.7 2.1
rorcihla Entry 1,907 27.7 61.0 10.0 2.0 5.2 5.7 11.4 1.3 0.6 1.9
Wothing Token 420 6.1 61,2 9.2 1.9 6,1 9.0 7.1 ~ 1.0 0.9 3.4
I'rapurty Damaged 315 4.6 64.4 9.8 1.9 3.9 6.7 6.6 1.0 1.1 4.6
fio PFroporty Duamaged 105 1.5 51.8 7.6 1.9 12,6 14.2 u.0 3.0 0.0 ‘0..0
i Soothing Taken 1,492 21.7 60,8 10.2 3.0 4.9 4.0 12.6 1.7 0.6 1.5
8 Unlawful-Entry Without Force 2,943 4'2:0 67.5 0.9 2,0 3.6 4.3 e.8 2.6 0.6 1.8
Attempted Torclible Entry 1,392 20,2 59.1 9.8 3.8 5.8 S.3 1.t 2.1 0.3 2.9
* .
— _ 'In 1,000's .
*x .
Per 1,000 houscholds
ak . :
Total number of crimes against property {including larceny and auto theft, which are not shown)
Sourée:  Compiitod by USREZE from NCP'a preliminary National Survey results (for flrst 3/4 of 1973}.
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TABLE 5-7
HOUSEHOLD BURGLARY VICTIMIZATION BY TYPE OF TENURE, 1973
Total . Type_of Tenuxe
) * wh s > £ Y .
Incidence Ratcs Owned or Deing Bought flented for Cash No Cagh Rent
COWTROL TOTALS
oL 68,836 . 64.3 33.4 2.3
TOTAL 20,734 417.4 61.6 36.7 1.7
Durglary 6,253 90.8 ‘ 55.6 : aL.9 2.5
Forciblo Entry 1,907 27,7 53.5 43.0 2.6
Hothing Taken 420 6.1 46.8 46.5 G.8
Propurty Damaged 315 4.6 51.9 44.2 4.1
tio-Propurty Damaged 105 1.% ‘36.1 52.6 * 11.0
, Something ‘raken 1,492 21,7 54.6 41.9 10
S Unlawful Entry Without Force 2,943 42.0 58.6 39.3 1l
g Attempted Forcible Entry 1,392 20,2 53.2 45.3 1.6 ’

*In 1,000%9
*d
Por 1,000 houscholdo
.‘.
Total number of crimes against property (including larceny and auto theft, which ars not shown)

Source: Computad by USREE from NCP'z preliminary Matlonal Survey yvaesulte (for first 374 of 1973},




TABLE 5-8

HOUSEHCLD BURGLARY VICTIMIZATION BY AGE OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD, 1973

TOTAL " pge of Head of Household
. i t % ! 3 %
« Incidence Rates 12-19 20-~34 35-49 50-64 65 +
CONTROL TOTALS 68,836 1.4 27.7 26,1 25,1 19.1
rorrn 28,734 417.4 2.8 32,3 34.7 20.9 7.5
Burglary 6,253 90.§ 3.4 35.8 28.0 19.6 12.7
Forcible Entry ©1,807 27.7 2.8 38.3 24.2 20.2 14.4
Nothing Taken 420 6.1 4.4 41.7 20.3 22.5 12.2
Property Damaged 315 4.6 4.6 43.0 17.2 24.8 10.5
= No Property Damaged 105 1.5 3.8 38.9 22.9 17.2 17.1
X} - .
Sométhing Taken 1,492 21.7 2.4 37.2 25.8 19.0 15.0
s ~Unlawful Entry Without Force 2,943 42.8 4.8 33.0 31.2 20.5 10.6
Att. Foreible Entry. : 1,392 20,2 1.5 39.3 26.5 17.7 15.1
&
In ),000's
¥ k-
Per 1,000 houyseholds
’ ***rotal number of crimes against property (including larceny and auto theft, which are not shown)
Sources: Computed by'U§REE from NCP's preliminary National Survey results (for first 3/4 of 1973).
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TABLE 5-9
HOUSEHOLD BURGLARY VI 1
VICTIMIZATION BY FAMILY INCOME, 1973
. . Total Family Incoma )
‘ ) 3 A3 * [\ ¢
N P Unider $3,000~ $7,500- $10;000- $15,000- [y
Incldenca ~ Rate $3,000  §7,499  $9,999 514,999 §24,999 $25.000%  Mon.
CONTROL TOTALS
m;‘"“ ’ 60,836 13,9 26.2 12,2 23.0 14,0 4.3 6.4
- okl 28,734 417.4 0.
Durglacy ' . 10.4 22.5 il.9 25.6 17.8 6.3 5.6
| 6,253 90.8 17.1 27.3 10,3 18.8 13.6 6.1 6.3
voveible Enery 1,907 21.7 17.4 20.0 9.1 18.4 13.7 5.3 6.6 g
ficthing ‘rekon 2 pi 5 . ' .
Sroparty D 4 120 6.1 20,6 6.2 5.1 10,1 4.9 7.9 1.2 ,
E) " Damage 315 4.6 . ] |
No Propurty Damagad 105 1.5 i;’ 2 :: 3.6 128 13.3 7.1 6.9
g Somathing Tak , ’ ’ 2 9.1 19.¢ 8.4 8.0 |
= Somathing Taken 1,492 21.7 16.5 29.7 10.0 18.6 13.3 4.6 6.4
v Unlawful Entry Without F y ) . ;
Attemptad I‘ox‘yﬂ.;l L“t o 20243 2.8 16.2. 26,2 10.5 20.0 18,7 7.2 5.3 7 ;
d apLo (o] e E $ 4 i
5 % ntry 1,392 20.2 18.9 28,1 11.7 17.0 11.5 4.6 8.2 '
*
In 1,000y
L2 i
Pur 1,000 howseholdy g 4
o b {rerte ’
Totsl nuzher of crimes zgainst property (including larceny and suto theft, which are not shown)
Sourse: Computed by USRAE from NCP's preliminary ¥ational Survey results {for flrnt 3/4 of 1973)
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different set of crimes. Among those that tend to occur betwgen strangers,
robbery is perhaps the most fear-inducing, as it involves a personal con-
frontation between offender and victim and the implied or actuai use of
force. However, it must be noted that, compared to burglary or larceny,
robbery is a relatively rare event. As discussed in Chapter 4, the 1972
UCR reported the numerical incidence of burglary for that year to be overif
six times as high as the incidence of robbery. Victimization surveys also
confirm that burglary is a far more frequent occurrence than robbery.

Furthermore, robbery is even more difficult than burglary to analyze

because available crime data seldom, if ever, clearly separate noncommercial

robberies occurring in residential areas from those occurring elsewhere.
Robbery classified as occurring on residential premises constitutes only
about 10 percent of all robbery by common measures; howeveér, it-is im-
possible to determine what percent of robberies classified as street
robberies actually occur on residential streets or in the vicinity of
the victim's residence.

Despite these difficulties, the attempt is made here to draw some
useful inferences about robbery from data that do exist, with respect
to the crime~related.criteria. (In this portion, further discussion of
the criterion of fear'is omitted. The general findings on fgar by vic-
timization surveys as presented in Chapter 4 are applicable here.)

a. Severity. The measures of severity afforded by the avail-

able data are: (a) Numerical incidence rate, as estimated by victimiza- -.

tion survey and police records; and (b) risk, as calculated on the basis
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of specific opportunities. The obstacles to analysis presented by con-
fusion over classification are here discussed with respect to each of

these measures.

(1) Incidence rate. Anational survey of households conducted

|
2
during 1965 and 1966°" found a robbery rate of 94 per 100,000 population,

or 90 percent: lower than the burglary rate obtained in the same survey. .
Subsequent studies have shown much higher robbery rates but the same relé~
tively low ratio of robbery to burglary. In the recent Dayton and San
Jose survey, for example, personal robbery was reported~at a*rate of 800
and 700 .per 100,000, respectively, while burglary was reported at rates
of 12,000 and 12,500 per 100,000, respectively. In the NCP's Five Largest
Cities Survey, robbery rates were found to be even higher, ranging from
1,600 per 100,000 in Los Angeles, to 3,200 in Detroit. Again, however,
burglary rates were mﬁch higher, ranging froam 6,800 to 17,400 pexr 100,000.
In the NCP surveys in Eight American Cities, the personal robbery rates
ranged from 1,000 in Dallas to 2,900 in Newark, while the burglary rates
ranged from 11,600 to 16,100 per 100,000 respectively.

It must be remembered that these figures apply to personal robberies
occurring in all types’of environments. The data source which is most

specific with respect to place of occurrence -- an analysis of the physical

distribution of commercial and residential robberies recorded by the police

in 17 cities in 1967 -- suggests that very few robberies actually occur
in residential environments. As shown in Tdble 5-11, an estimated 10.8

percent of armed and 22.5 percent of unarmed robberies took place within
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TABLE 5-11 ,
j ) ' _ . or immedi . :
; PLACE OF OCCURRENCE BY TYPE OF CRIME, 17 CITIES, 1967 ~ I ) the residence or immediate areas. Furthermore, compared to the other
§ IN PERCENT
: i ) . .
( ) I N violent crimes (murder, assault and rape), very few armed and unarmed
- » robberies occurred within homes and residential buildings. The proportion
\zjor violent crine ; - B of robberies occurring in the immediate vicinity of residences is about
type Willful | Aggravated Forcible | Armed Unarmed . !
Location i Murder Assault Rape Pobbery | Robbery - . . . N
the same as the proportion for other violent crimes, but all are rare, i
Bedrooa 10.0 2.6 33.2 0.5 2.3 v - ' ~
ieenen a9 2 o1 0.3 o . _ . ranging from only 2.2 percent: to 6.0 percent of total incidents. Per-
| Living room, den, scudy 1.8 15.9 51 20 2.4 . haps some of the robberies indicated as occurring on streets and alleys
i Hall, stair, elevator 7.0 S.4 3.9 3.4 10.1 I
— ry 3 N . o - .
Basement, garage 26 0.2 s 2 o 1.6 » actually occurred in residential areas but, in any event, robbery in the
» '40-' - - . '.4 " - - 3 3 3 P .n ‘
TOTAL, hoae 54.3 26.3 5L.5 6.2 18 residential environment appears to involve only a small portion of total
Service station 0.5 0.9 0 3.0 0.5 . N ?
Chain Store 0 0.4 0 1.7 0 robberies. ' ]
Bank e 0 o 3.0 0 l ' :
{ Other commercial establishment -3 31 1.4 20.4 3.8 — = Similarly, in the Dayton and San Jose study, which differentiated
Bar, t , taproom, lounge .6 2.8 0.6 2.4 0.1 ' e - - . . ‘ !
: avern, faprocm, oune ! , commercial robberies and personal robberies, only 17 percent| and 14 per- ;
H Place of cntertaimnment other . o ‘
Nan bar, ta ;. ete. 0.9 0.9 0.6 0 0 : - - - - :
SR ar, thver, ote cent of the latter were reported as occurring "in or near own home" in :
Any other inside location 14.2 11.2 11.3 3.5 5.1 el - )
. TOTAL I . the two c¢ities. The results of other studies reported the distributions :
other insids location 26.2 19.3 13.9 34.0- 9.2 . I~ ' ,
Irnediate ares around residence 1.2 4.9 2.2 - 5.6 6.0 S shown in Table 5-12. These data suggest that "street' robbery (i.e., ‘
Street 24.9 59.1 4.8 57.6 45.8 I ; . . . .
» - people on the public streets, either pedestrians or occupants of vehicles),
Alley 1.0 1.2 6:1 .| 2.1 1.9 ; ' :
Park 0.4 1.9 2.5 0.5 7.4 I account for more than half of all robberies,. followed by robberies. in
Lot 2.3 0.9 3.2 1.8 3.7 oo S . . , .
- ~ ] establishments. Considerably fewer robberies are reported as having j
Private transport vehicle 2.1 1.1 11.0 3.5 3.6 oy g ; ‘ {
Public transport vehicle 0.7 1.0 0 3.8 1.8 B I N occurred in or near residences. |
Any other outside location 1.3 2.0 4.3 5.4 1.1 . . 11 A .
— S (2) Risk. Normandeau, in his study of robbery in the :
AL : : , — i
outside locatrion . 36.9 52.1 35.9 | s9.3 ©74.3 : _ ;IA . . . o ) A .
a city of Philadelphia between 1960 and 1966, calculated crime risks on
Unknown 2.5 2.2 0.7 0.4 0 . ) :
» ‘ o e o . . . . T "
GRAND TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 I the basis of the Philadelphia police data and data collected by Reiss in
(663) . | (1493) (617) (509) (s502) T - :
Total number of victim-offerder interactions s 3,780 S Chicago with respect to spzzific environmental opportunities for robbery :
Frequenciecs welghted according to total reported violent crimes for 1967, by . o "l ‘ o ¥
type, in the 17 cities surveyed ) " . :
Column figures may not add up exactly to 100.0 purcent because of rounding. E ek 2 affordEd b}’ each ty_pe of target' In Phlladelphla, Normandeau fOU]’ld that o ,
Source: Mulvihill et al.: L L
r:,);—,p v, B
i
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TABLE 5-12

ROBBERY SITES IN SELECTED CITIES
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businesses had a robbery rate of 157 per 10,000 commercial establishments,
whereas street robbery had an opportunity-specific rate of 9 per 10,000
persons. Robberies in or near residences exhibited a rate of approxima-
tely 1 per 10,000 persons in or about residentlal premises. Although
Chicago showed substantially higher rates for each of these three cate-
gories of robbery, the rates were in precisely the same order -- highest -~

for commercial establishments, lowest for residences.

b. ~ Environmental patterns. Inasmuch as specific environmental
locales for residential xrobbery have already been discusged with refer;nce
to the coﬁfusion in classifying robberies by place of occurrence,kinforma—
tion is presented here for overall geographic distribution and for tem-

poral patterns.

(1) Geographical distribution. Robbery has been found to

concentrate in the core cities of metropolitan areas. According to the
UCR, the 57 large core cities with populations over 250,000 accounted for
over twq—thirds of all robberies nationwide in 1972. Robbery rates in
these cities were found to be over 30 times asfhigh as thoée for rural
areas and 8 times as high as suburban rates. Victimization surveys have
unanimously corroborated this pattern. For example, the Ennis national
survey2 found ratés declined rapidly from the central city (207 per
100,000 popuiatioﬂ) to the suburbs (95 per 100,000) to rural areas, where
the crime was found to be almost nona&istent.

T
Feeney's study of robbery patterns in Oakland, California,l“ found .

that robberies in this city exhibited a high degree of spatial concentration
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on the city scale as well. It was found that two-thirds of the half-

bBlock sized areas into which the city was divided for analysis had had no

rohberies (oxr pursesnatches) during a 3-year period. Robberies were con-

centrated in areas near the Bay, but, even in these areas, there were
large areas with few or mo robberies.

(2) Temporal distribution. Data on temporal patterns

specific to robberies occurring in residential environments are not
available, and information on robbery in general must suffice.

Normandeau's study offers the most detailed analysis of these patterms.

In an investigatioﬁ of the distribution by month in 23 cities, the study

found that robberies usually were most highly concentrated in the winter

months, particularly in December, and that this pattern was confirmed by

UCR data. Normandeau attributed this concentration to the greater number

of hours of darkness afforded offenders during these months and the increased

business and shopping activities prior to Christmas.
Normandeau also found definite daily and hourly patterns. Nearly

45 percent of robberies in Philadelphia occurred on Fridays and Saturdays

alone, a pattern clearly confirmed by comparison with distributions in

other cities and attributed to the greater circulation of money on Friday
paydays. The most dangerous hours were found to be from 8 a.m. to 2 a.m.
(35.1 percent of total) end from 2 p.m. to 8 p.m. (33.8 percent). Feeney's

findings in Oakland corroborate this hourly pattern.
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TABLE 5-13

DISTRIBUTION OF ROBBERY RATES BY RACE AND INCOME, 1965

Income White yonwhite*
$0-52,999 116 278
$3,000-55,999 91 240
$6,000-89,999 42 121%*

W
=
t
1
t
3

Above $10,000

*Rate per 100,000 of each specific race and income

group

- **Too few cases of nonwhites above $10,000 to maintain

as separate® category.

Source: Ennis
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c¢. Offender/victim profiles.

(1) Victims. Analysis of the characteristics of robbery

victins specific to residential robberies must await the provision of data

rhat distinguish between robberies in residential and nonresidential

arsas. However, it may be useful to note that, in Ennis' national survey,

the incidence of individual robbery was found to fall mainly on lower

income groups and, within each income group, mainly on blacks; these

findings are shown in the comparison of rates (See Table 5-13). The re-

cent NCP surveysl3 offer further evidence on these characteriStics.ofVrobbex¥~

victims. In most of the cities surveyed, blacks were victimized by robbery

victims. In most of the cities surveyed, blacks were victimized.by robhery

with injury at rates somewhat higher than those for whites, and by robbery

without injury at considerably higher rates. Also, in most cities, per-

sons of. low income were significantly more frequently victimized than

+hose of higher income groups.

with Tespect to victimization by sex, Ennis' study found white males

were victimized by robbery twice as frequently as white females but that

nonshite females -- who exhibited the highest rate of all -- were victi-

nized significantly more often than nonwhite males. However, the recent

\CP survey findings do not tend to confirm this distinction by race,
showing higher rates for males of both sexes. (See Section C of ‘Chapter

4.)
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Normandeal's study, the only one to provide information on victims
with reference to the site of the robbery, indicated that women were more
likely to be victimized by robbery on residential premises than were men.
Unfortunately, no data exist that would permit comparison of victimiza~
tion patterns by type of residential neighborhood (i.e., single-family,
low-income-housing, garden apartment, high-rise, etc.).

(2) Offenders. Collection of information on robbery
offenders, as on burglary offeﬁders, largely depends upon data for arres-

s

ted offenders. The 1972 UCR present data on robbers for the’ 30 percent

of total offenses cleared by arrest. Of these robbers, 54 percent! were
under 21 and 76 percentf under 25 years of age. (However, because of

the tendency for youthful offenders to work in groups, the percentage of
offéndgrs attributable to this age group would not be so high.) In addi-
tion to their youthfuihess, robbery offenders exhibited other characteris-
tics similar to burglary offenders: Over 90 percent were male, and 67 per-
cent were black.

Offender data can also be obtained for robbery from descriptions given
by robbery victims. However, victimization surveys (such as the Déyton-
San Jose Pilot Survey) that have attempted to collect such data caution
that, due to several circumstances, information ;s likely to be highly ip—
accurate. The personél stress of the situation, its high emotional con-
tent, time elapsed between the incident and the survey interview, and
crime occurrence often in the dark and usually involving a stranger all

tend to lend great biases to victims' reportage. For these reasons, the
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Dayton-San Jose survey found analysis of characteristics of offenders
according to victims could not be substantiated. The current NCP national
surveys are attempting to collect such information, but it remains to be

seon whether reliable data can be obtained.

(3) Victim/offender relationship. As no data pertinent to

rubberies occurring in the residential environment are available, the .

general finding for robbery (as presented in Chapter 4) must suffice: By
all available measures, robbery is a crime that occurs predominantly

anong strangers.

3. Household Larcenv: TInside and Near Residences.fLThis crime cate-

gory involves theft or attempted theft of property or cash within or near
the home that does not involve forcible or unlawful entry (as does burglary)

or personal contact (as do robbery and the related lesser crimes of purse-

sinatch and pickpocket). On the basis of several criteria, household lar-
ceny does not receive detailed study in this report. First, the most
partinent and recent data sources on the crime (the NCP Five Largest Cities
and Eight American Cities Surveys) have shown the incidence of this crime
to be considerably lower than that of burglary in most of the cities. 1In
terns of dollar loss, as well, the crime is not severe; most household
larcenies were found by these surveys to consist of minor thefts of.below
S350 in value (64 percent)? while only 4 percentf‘inyolved thefts of $250 
or more; Also because of the low degree of severity and the absence of
contact between victim and offender, little fear is generated by the

crime. Finally, virtually no data distinguishing household from other
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types of larceny are available from additional sources. Thus, on the basis

of the above, household larceny is of very limited significance for the

CPTED Program.

4. Intervention Strategies Against Residsntial Crime.**** Those

strategies that are at present commonly suggested or utilized to counter
residential crime can in general be summarized into two different catego;iés:
Single spec¢ific tactics, and comprehensive prevention models.

The specific tactics category includes techniques usually aimed at pro-
tecting the interior of the dwelling unit and, thus, at deterring the crime
of burglary. The installation of burglar alarms and other such anti-intru-
sion devices is a much popularized example, although research to date has
stressed that the cost-effectiveness of such devices has not been proven.
Other tactics frequently suggested or employed include: The improvement of
hardware used to construct and secure doors and windows; the use of lights
and other devices to simulate occupancy; and idéntification markings for

personal property to counter conversion of stolen goods.

##%*%This section is meant to afford merely a broad outline of the general
types of strategies that have been employed to date in countering
residential crime. A more comprehensive and detailed listing, with
further information on status, function and evidenced effeétiveness;

appears in a separate document, "Elements of CPTED."
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On the other hand, comprehensive models of a far broader scale have
been posited for the prevention and control of the spectrum of residential
erimes. ®#FEFE Thoy iy he summarized as:

o The aniwingl Jusiiez model, by which police
putrels wad low enforcement investigations
attempt ¢o dater, detect, and apprehend
criminzl offenders in residential areas,
while céxrfs 14 correctional agencies punish
or rehabiiiltsys them.

) The social eontrol model, whereby residents
of a particular neighborhood are encouraged
to manifest a strong territorial concern that
acts as a deterrent to potential offenders.

® The limited acczss or fortress model, typified
by luxury apartment complexes, whexreby physical
érrahgements such as guards, gates, and closed-

circuit television prevent unauthorized entry.

w#wsx\]though these models were cdevised for application to the residential
envirorments, they could prove successful when applied to any neighbor-
kood environment, including commercial neighborhoods, school neighbor-

hoods, and neighborhoods with a heavy tramsportation component, .
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ments and addressed the primary crime problems that exist within each.

~
Y

° The distance model, whereby persons choose to locate
their residences at a "safe distance' from the crime
problems concentrated in the urban core area.

D. Potential Crime/Environment Targets. |

-The preceding discussion has identified threes residential subenviron-

On the basis of this information, those crimes have been selected for

each subenvironment that primarily and secondarily deser&e further CPTED

attention as potentiai crime/environment targets, Table S-14 specifies . ;

the selected crimes for subenvironments inside the residence, inside the i

residential buildings, and near residences. In the table, ''1'' designates

the crime for primary consideration, and "'2" for secondary consideration. }
| For the inside-residence subenvironment, only a primary chocice has

been made, since the crime of burglary is by an overwhelming margin the

most prevalent and the most serious stranger-to-stranger crime occurring

within the residence. 1In the othsr two subenvironments, robbery has been

selected as the crime most appropriate for CPTED attention. Although

residential robbery is a relatively rare event, it, unlike household lar-

ceny, endangers personal safety and engenders considerable fear, as well

as threatening property. As the crime of burglary is confined by defi-

nition to the inside-vesidence subenvironment, household larceny has been

designated as the secondary choice in both.the other two subenvironments.

1. Previous Crime/Environment Target. The boundaries of the area.

for CPTED -focus can be further narrowed by selection of one subenvironment-
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TABLE 5-14

POTENTIAL RESIDENTIAL CRIME/ENVIRONMENT TARGETS

Burglary
Robbery

Househaold
Larceny

i}

N
I

Inside ‘
Inside Residential §ear
Residence Building Residence
l - oo - o oo
-—— 1 1
- 2 2

Primary Consideration

. Secondary Consideration

—

and its primary target crime. The crime of burglary inside the residence °
emerges from this process as the strongest choice on several grounds.
First, residential burglary is a crime that, due to its high (and rising)
incidence and its threat td personal property and to the privacy and se-
curity of the home, causes considerable fear and concern.

In relationship to the Program-related criteria, it can be expected;
on the basis of the Prevalence of residential burglary, that ;hé impact
of CPTED strategies directed against it would be great enough to allow
measurement. (Residential robbery, on the other hand, occurring at a
low rate and exhibiting no degree of concentration within residential
areas, could not be expected to allow sufficieﬁt measurement.) Addition-
ally, since burglary iS a crime against a fixed physical structure, it
can be expected that changes in physical design wouid have greater poten-
tial impact upon it than upon the crimes against persons. (This expecta-
tion is substantiated by the fact that several studies have shown that
fesidential burglars do ﬁot exiibit a high level of skill in attacking
structures.)

Finally, CPTED strategies directed against burglary could be expected
to counter other crines as well. For exampie, if the CPTED Program were
to'control access into xesidential buildings as well as dinto individual
dwelling units, it is quife possible that‘cther crimes (e.g., vandalism,

larceny, and robbery in public areas of residential buildings) could be-

reduced along with burglary. Moreover, a rsduction of burglary could allow

police to focus more attention on the patrolling of streets and sidewalks -
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‘geographic lacale that offers most promise. The neighborhood near a central

of residential areas which, in turn, could reduce the incidence of the

other crimes.

2, Specific Target Locale. Given the choice of burglary (inside the

T

residence) as CPTED's crime/environment target, it remains to specify the

city, though representing obvious organizational problems which will be

addressed in the CPTED design, appears to be the logical choice for several

reasons:

e - As discussed earlier in this chapter, areas near- i
est the center of an urban area are more likely
to experience‘serious burglary problems than out-
lying areas.
o Similarly, studies have shown that robbery rates
also increased with increased proximity to the
city center.
) These observations are corroborated by Reppetto's
~findings that burglars expresséd a general
unwillingness to travel a great distance from
their homes (which are often central—city,’;areas)
t0 . commlt burglaries; indeed, half of those
Reppetto interviewed expressed willingness to
work in theilr own neighbo;hoods.
'o Residents of céntral-citylneighborhoods'are T
ofteh very socially dependent bn those neigh=
~bbrhoods, because of job proximity, unavail~
~ability or prohibitive cost of housing else-

where, and dependence on transportation systems.

!
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- CHAPTER 6. THE COMMERCIAL ENVIRONMENT

o

"
q

Subsections for this chapter are organized similarly to those in

d

I 1

N the previous chapter on the residential environment. The introductory

~ section contains a general discussion of the commercial environment in

relation to specific concerns of the CPTED Program. Section B provides .

a brief review of the kinds of information available concerning crimes
in the commercial environment and of the problems encountered in com-

- paring this information. Section C discusses crime-related information

in terms of: The frequency and severity of crimes in the commercial

area; victimization by type and size of business; public levels of fear

in the commercial environment; spatial and temporal patterns of commer-
cial crimes; and offenders operating in this environment. Also, it pro-

vides a brief summary of intervention strategies applied in the commer-

cial environment. Section D summarizes the chief crime problems in the

1

commercial area, with preliminary assessment of targets for potential

CPTED focus. Assault, pursesnatch, robbery, and burglary are identified

1 Y

as the crimes of concern in a geographic area containing a commercial strip.

A. Introduction

.
-
{

This chapter deals with the problems of crime in the commercial

environment -- a subject that has received limited explicit notice in

L H
—
i %

criminological literature to date. Although a sizeable amount of

} K
—
| A

information is available on the criminal victimiration of the various

L
R

- types of individual commercial establishments, only limited information

¥ R
—
!

is available pertaining to the commercial environment as a whole. However,

L !
;“ @

the scope and objectives of the CPTED Program address the environment

i‘“

H
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not only in terms of the individual commercial establishments considered
as separate entities but, more importantly, as the array of areas created
by configurations of commercial establishments and the spaces surround-
ing them: Downtown central business areas, shopping centers and malls,
groupings of neighborhood convenience stores, and strip commercial areas. _

Of these various configurations, the commercial strip area has been

deemed to display particular potential for the CPTED Program. Strip

areas include those business activities that have traditionally develop-

ed along major streets and highways to provide services to users of

these throughfares and residents of nearby areas. At present, many

strip areas are lapsing into a state of general neglect and decline due
to a rise in competition from modern shopping centers and malls -- which

state often gives rise to serious problems of crime and fear in these

areas.
While the decision has been made to deal with commercial crime

preblems on an areawide basis, the nature of the available data pre-

cludes an areawide organization of the crime-related information pres-

ented in this report. Information on losses suffered by individual
D

estublishments through victimization by various crimes of property is

aviailable in abundance. However, comparable data are limited for

crimes against person: (such as robbery and pursesnatch) which tend to
oceur cutstde commercial establishments. Although these are often fear-

producing confrontations and, in fact, may be more likely to occur in

F
args
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substantiate their severity in the éommercial environment. Therefore,
although much of the crime-related information in Section C of this
chapter is presented for individual establishments, such Presentation
must be taken to reflect the constraints of the available data rather
than the chosen CPTED focus,

Also, caution must be exercised in applying CPTED selection criterié
to commercial target priorities. First, no type of commercial estab-
lishment can be eliminated from consideration because itapp;arsto be truly
"rare., ! According to tﬁe categories of busihesses adopted by the
National Crime Panel, presented in Table 6-1, even real estate businesses
(which, with banks, are among the least common enterprises) number nearly
one-quarter of a milliom and are common to Rost geographical areas.

Second, although- crimes against commercial establishmehts generally
appear to constitute a relatively small percentage of all crimes, no
type of commercial establishment -- with the possible exception of
banks -- can be said to exhibit a truly "low" victimization rate, rela-
tive. to the number of establishments at risk. Taken as an example, the
crime of burglary (which is among the most common of all commercial
crimes) accounts fqr only 37 percent of all burglaries, aécording to
the UCR figures for 1972. However, when victimization rates are cal-
culated according to the NCP convention of 'crimes per number of possibhle
targets" (e.g., household victimization per thousand households; personal
per thousand persons; and commercial per thousand businesses), busines;~

establi t ‘ i
bllshmenus appear to carry a disproportionate share of the nationaj
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TABLE 6-1 o TABLE 6-1
\UMBER OF BUSTNESSES BY VICTIMIZATION RATE BY TYPE OF INCIDENTS, » l NUMBER OF BUSINESSES BY VICTIMIZATION RATE BY TYPE OF INCIDENTS,
g BY RECEIPT SIZE, BY KIND OF BUSINESS (Page 1 of 3) ‘ BY RECEIPT SIZE, BY KIND OF BUSINESS (Page 2 of 3)
| | victimization Pate (Per 1,000) . I - : victinization Rate (Per 1,000)
: Total Total
? Business Size and Type Business Total Burglary Robbery ” I - Business Size and Type Business Total Burglary Robbery
. - oy .
FOTAL _ 6,786,370 233 197 . 37‘ - j I, $50,000 ~ 99,999 859,821 311 261 49
,. | I Retail ‘ 418,239 391 319 72 ) ‘
§1,000,000 + 395,152 301 258 43 Wholesale 31,379 172 172 o ’
mstail 101,544 402 328 73 = l - Service 276,142 289 246 . a3’
g molesale 70,597 208 251 48 . L Real Estate - v 27,045 179 179 -
‘ Service 50,558 206 191 15 N L Manufacturing 46,057 176 176
Real Estate 8,748 77 77 ¢ I Banks 3,815 177 177
Manufacturing 62,410 330 318 12 B b Transportation 5,171 130 130 0 j
. i
Banks 25,162 107 0 107 l - oOther 51,973 81 €8 13 ;
Transportation 5,182 81l 579 V 232 K v §
Others 70,322 255 246 10 $25,000 ~ 49,999 727,097 235 187 49 :
I N
i ) I Ratail 304,495 274 201 73
' $500,000 - 999,999 240,054 253 222 3l T T ‘ Wholesale . ; 15,088 195 179 g ‘
petail 97,084 280 209 70 - l Service 311,361 205 174 31 ;
: finolesale 32,197 255 234 21 N T Real Estate 27,697 275 200 75
Service 40,928 199 199 o 5 i Manufacturing 23,932 259 259 0
; 22l Estate ' 6,115 110 110 o Banks 1,346 500 0 500
Manufacturing 24,292 396 396 4] - ‘ Transportation ; 5,154 195 196 0
Banks 4,971 () o o e g Others 38,717 122 104 17
| Transportation 7,040 144 144 a — L.
A others 28,180 195 195 o | $10,000 — 24,999 804,523 233 196 37
w i3 - . ‘
Retail 302,997 312 254 57
$100,000 - 499,999 1,207,113 282 238 7 a4 Sl Wholesale 13,285 o . .
woeii 634,584 330 sgs 67 o e Service 384,955 201 176 25
wholesale 84,418 ~ 193 185 8 " — [ - Real Estate 50,324 80 154 16
corvice : 252,995 307 | 277 .. , , Manufacturing 20,329 33 33 0
- . W Lo o . i
Paal Estate 31,731 261 0 Banks . 1,166 0 0 0
Manufacturing 78,238 160 151 o Transportation k 2,245 1,209 300 300
Banks 12,379 0 o 0 ' AR Othezs ~ 29,709 e1 91 0
Transportation B 11,081 243 243 0 o e
1 Cthers : 101,566 131 116 15" ; k
- X e e A
PR oy
i ' , )
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TABLE 6-1 .

NUMBER OF BUSINESSES BY VICTIMIZATION RATE BY TYPE OF INGIDENTS, - - crime burden. The NCP Eight American Cities Survey, for example,
il

BY RECEIPT SIZE, BY KIND OF BUSINESS (Page 3 of 3)

| » . I . indicates a commercial burglary rate of between 355 and 741, averaging
L yickimization Rate (Pez 1,000) " b nearly 500 per 1000 establishments, whereas the highest holdhold
) Total ad Burglary Robbery § ~
i : 4 >, Bt v 4 = a" —————— Q 1 Sl
% ausiness Size and Type Business . foras e ! burglary rate for any of the eight cities was 161 per 1000 households.
E snder $10,000 1,158,123 172 149 23 [ i Additionally, assessment of the degree of fear engendered by .
i Uncer w-o - . .
; - ] 39 ! . . o s . :
§ patail 419,767 CEEN 216 . - commercial crimes and of the profiles of victims must necessarily re-
- " o :
! Wnolesale 15,095 0 ° . { . o s . . .
: . 649,891 127 113 14 I - main speculative (and hence will not receive detailed treatment in this
i Service ¢
iaz ] - . ‘ ’
f Real Estate 35,162 182 o [ chapter), since:
l Manufacturing 16,687 8l 8L ~ o .
: pariks ' 1,425 0 0 < Victimization surveys (the most commonly
3 . .
: . 5,544 243 0 243 ) 3 ‘ ;
Transportation ’ a2 o 1;; f used source of information about fear |
Other 31,287 22 : !
- b levels and the impact of crime on the public)
Yo sale 473,068 161 157 & ber _.E . . .
Ho =222 2én o ‘ generally focus on neighborhoods in which
: 5 352 ' ,
A vatall 9,606 - b . !
g tnolesale 10,699 258 258 0 : E the respondents reside, or on overall fear
, 0l @ ) : . 2o
carcice 263,918 222 214 8 : : . :
é z 0 L levels in a given area; insofar as is known,
: Real Estate 8,132 0 o o E
Manufacturing 11,182 ° o none request information about fear in
Banks 2,457 o s
;ﬂ i 4,521 0 - ‘“‘E commercial areas per se.
‘ Transportation 4 '
3 71 71 0 . . . . . .
other 182,553 @ The Upopulation at risk' in commercial crimes
Yot Available 904,753 173 140 39 3 is incalculably large and extremely varied.
[o} wvall
=
retail 298,802 239 168 [ It cannot be confined to employees Or Owners
Wnolesale 32,930 248 18 > 3
£08,037 151 127 24 - of businesses, since virtually every member
Sexvice By ; ,
64 164 0 . ' . :
eal Estate 41,797 164 of the public has contact with commercial
Vanufacturing 43,425 141 141 ] o | ; ’ |
: sanks 11,896 0 Q establishments and is, therefore, a potential
: and ‘ 5
Transportation 6,341 425 319 1ee ) ; et ; ; ;
; ransportaclor N 23 ‘ witness to or victim of, or is otherwise
? Other ' 61,445 89 61 T ‘
) o affected by, crime in this environment. . ]
Source: Computed by USReE from NCP'S prelininary hationsl Survey resulis : -g ;
: {for the first thres guartexs of 1973). LA
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single business standing along on & block,

. . : . Cuks
night otherwise have been perceived as relatively "safe."
imnact of these crimes can then be far greater ti

figures would indicate.

Finally, small clusters of commercial establishments, or even a

can act as crime targets for’

entire areas, drawing criminal populations into neighborhoods that

2 The public

;an mere victimization

cial establishment can be readily placed outside the concern of the
present study, although the following sections suggest relative judge-
ments that can be made among the various types.

B. Source Material

In addition to the general data limitations mentioned in the intro-
. . . i
duction to this chapter, data on commercial crime evidence :all the com-
parability problems associated with crime statistics in genseral, as
discussed previously in Chapter 3.

ing sources,

The term "commercial crime” itself is variously defined in the literature.

Usually regarded as crime against commercial establishments within the

establishment proéer, the definition can be extended to cover employees
of commercial establishments away
victimized while on the premises. Fortunatély for the present pur-
poses, some writers who treat the subject of commercial crime attempt

to analyze not only crimes involving commercial establishments directly,

hut also various other crimes committed in areas of predominantly

commercial land use.

For this reason, no particular type of commer-

These include such parameters as differ-

differing dates, differing scope, and differing definitions.

from the premises or to include patrons

s 9

b lmeed

v

| S
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Inconsistency in definitions of commercial subenvironments also
poses a problem. The UCR, for example, break down robbery statistics
for "gas stations,” Ucommercial houses,'' ''chain stores,' and “banks,"
while the NCP's unpublished statistics for burglary and robbery are
categorized according to ”refail, wholesale, services, real estate,
manufacturing, banks, ffansportation, and other," with some further
breakdown for specific business‘typesh The Dayton-San Jose Pilot Study,
which preceded the NCP study, lumps retail and wholesalé togbthef and
does not consider banks or transportation at all. Still other studies
(e.g., the Sylvania burglar alarm evaluation) simply categorize crimes
as residential versus nonresidential,

The severity of these inconsistently defined crimes is also
inconsistently measured, The recent NCP surveys establish a victim-
ization rate of crime per establishment at risk, but most older sources
(e.g., UCR), lacking the up-to-date census information available to the
National Crime Panel, simply calculate the crimes ?er 1000 population.
While this latter method may provide a perfectiy adequate measure of
the severity of violent personal crimes (murder, rape, assault), it
clearly provides no measure at all of the victimization probability for
commeicial establishments, Finally, other reports (most notably, the
Small Business Administration report) concentrate on the severity of
commercial crimes as reflected by dollar loss, rather than by numericai
incidence. While this method permits a useful assessment of the con-

‘sequences of commercial crime by size of business (ratio of dollar loss
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to gross receipts), the margin of error in dollar loss estimations, com-

bined with the effects of inflation and other economic trends, renders

fipancial figures of only limited usefulness for any very detailed

comnparisons.

More commonplace problems (i.e., problens not peculiar to commer-

cizl crime data) arise from the differing time periods and locales for

which the various data were compiled. Statistics presented in the

Small Business Administration report, for example, may reflect overly

high incidence and loss figures for several crime categories as a

result of the riots and civil disorders occurring in the late 1960's —-

the period durlng which the report was compiled, Other studies conducted

in specific locales may Treport crime characteristics peculiar to those

locales but without géneric significance.

However, excessive preoccupation with these and other disparities

and limitations obscures the usefulness of the limited data that are

available. Moré serious than the problem of noncomparability are the

obvious gaps in available data. The topic of displacement, for example,

is treated only in a speculative paragraph here and there, and fear-of-

crime data for the commercial area are (as noted in Section A) virtually

nonexistent. (A few studies suggest that fear levels can be inferred

from the level of installation of protective devices and alarm systems,

but this suggestion seems sO extremely ternuous that the present study
gg , P .

made no effort to explore it.)

This assessment of data sources for the commercial environment
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would be incomplete without an acknowledgement of the one apparent
advantage of commercial crime data over that for other enviromments
“s
namely, that commercial crimes are apparently more accurately reported.
NCP victimization surveys for Eight American Cities indicate reporting -
) o
patterns as shown in Table 6-2,

The primary sources used in writing this chapter are summarized in
Table 6-3, with indications of the subject areas covered by each source
C. - Crime Environment | ’

Discussion in this section focuses primarily on the crime-related
criteria of: Severity, as measured per type of crime and per type and
size of business; environmental patterns, spatial and temporal; and
offender profiles. Because, as noted in Section A, information on
fear levels and Victims is largely speculative, treatment of these
criteria is brief. 1In addition, intervention strategies for‘the envir6n~
ment are briefly summarized,

1. éeverity.

a, Victimization by type of crime. Aside from the low-

visibili . s . -
isibility crimes of larceny (shoplift)} and forgery, the particular
crimes most often associated with the commercial environment are

burglary, robbery, and, to a lesser extent, larceny and pursesnatch

’Bgrglary is‘ggnerallyfacknowledged to, e the most common of all crimes

Twt

classifi i fact . AT i Tobt re |
sified as commercial, (In fact, burglary and robbery are generally

-~

the
only crimes specifically classified as commercial, versus residen-

~tial or personal, in most criminological statistics.)
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TABLE 6-2

PLERCENT OF VICTIMIZATIONS REPORTED TO THE POLICE, 1972

B o e—— e r—— rpnotr s ¥

;
Atlanta Baltimore Cleveland Dallas Denver Newark Portland si. Louis :
Personal 33 41 36 3t 35 41 34 41 i
{Rape, Robbery, Assault, e i
Pexrsonal Larceny) ) i . '
Houschold ' 45 49 49 42 47 51 43 52 |
{Burglary, Larceny, Auto Theft) : .
v .
) , .
o Commercial 75 83 77 76 78 78 73 73 ¢ ;
o {Burglary, Robbery) ;
. ‘ i
. . 1
Source: Crime in Eight American Cities: Advance Report, 1374,
?§5f4~""]“1?!“““lﬂtﬁlﬂlﬂ'la"!AlzuP‘!assxasg
I R SN N : ;
RN T S T T 'i boad ) i ; ‘ ; U B P | i i leesmed  hsmesd b beesd ok Lol 1

TABLE 6-3

THE COMMERCIAL ENVIRONMENT -- SOURCE MATERIALS

Scope Crime Reloted Information Cormarcial Targecs
' . offendor/ Intervontion)! Retail | WholesalejService
National{Iocnl|] SoverityfFear] Victim |Environment{Dipplacemont| Strategles || (swall)l (cmall) |{small)
SDA Study b3 —— X - X X ——— p" X IHUINECTLY
Uniform Crime Wwports X ——— X - X A ——— ——- I WD 1‘ RELC vy
NHatlonal Crimo Ponel
Nntl‘onul Crimo Gurveys X ——— X ——— X X o ¥ X X X
Dayton-Snn Joso - X ¥ % X X —— [ X X X
§ Laryent Clities e X b4 —— X - — e . X X X
= 8 nmorican Citien ——— X b's ——— X -— —— — X ! X %
&}' Burglary in San Joso - X X ——— X b - X b4 ——— % "
* Cedar Tapids —-—— b4 b4 - X X ——— X INDIRECTLY
Sylvania Alarm — ¥ x - X X -~ % INDIRECTLY
Feanay/Milcox -— % X - % * —— - IMbIRECTLY
fcarr N . - ¥ X - x X - X INbIRECTLY
Luedtke 4 - % % — X x - % INDIRECTLY ]
Albugquerque meaee X X - e X ——— b4 X ——— p-3




Although murders, rapes, and (particularly) assaults may occur in
commercial establishments (compared with other environments), these
crimes are not usually tabulated according to place of occurrence and,
consequently, data on their "commercial! frequency are extremely hard
to obtain. Information gathered by the task force for the National
Commission on the Causes and Prevention of Violence (see Table 5-11)
suggests that personal crimes of violence occur relatively rarely in
commercial establishments; however, since they appear to occur rela-
tively frequently in the catchall category labeled ”street§€[which ﬁay
or may not be loéated in commercial areas), no firm conclusions can be
drawn about the relative severity of these crime problems in the
commercial environment,

For present purposes, it must suffice to note that: (a) Murder,
rape, and assault are relatively rare crimes in general, and still more
rare in the commercial environment; (b) their occurrence in a commercial
environment is more likely to be a random event than to be logically
associated with characteristics particular to that environment (as
would be the case with burglary, robbery, and pursesnatch); and (c)
general rarity and absence of data regarding these crimes would make
it extremely difficult to evaluate the effectiveness of CPTED strategies
against them. Therefore, the present discussion focuses on the common
predatory crimes of burglary, robbery, and larceny pursesnatch. It is

anticipated, however, that strategies against these crimes may have an

indirect effect on other crimes in the commerical area.
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(1) Burglary. As noted previously, the incidence of
commercial burglary, when measured relative to the number of establish-
ments at risk, is very high -~ averaging nearly 500 per 1000 establish-
ments annually in the eight cities suxrveyed by the NCP (see Table 6-1).
Table 6-4 indicates the relatively greater victimization rates for
commercial (versus residential) burglaries, as measured;by the data
gathered for the nation's five largest cities and for San Jose -and
Daytonh. (It should also be noted in this table that the disiarity [i.e.;
the ratio of commercial to household victimizations] is less significanf
for the smaller and less centralized cities.) Unpublished data from
the NCP's nationwide surveys indicate that the disparity in victim-
ization rates also appears on a national scale,

Furthermore, among crimes which result in dollar loss to businesses
(as opposed to loss of life or loss of public “ssrenity!), burglary
appears to be the most significant, accounting for approximately one-
third of all losses attributable to crime. Although the average losses
attributable to commercial burglary appear relatively small (on the order

of $300, according to UCR figures), burglary is, as noted previously,

a very common crime; consequently, the gross losses are substantial.

Table 6-5 summarizes the 1967-1968 findings of the Small Business
Administration regarding the frequency and Tfinancial consequences of the
various “economict® crimes for various sizes of businesses.

(2) Robbery, As depicted in Table 6-5, the crime of

robbery in the commercial environment appears relatively inconseduential
, Y
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TABLE 6-5 t
LOSSES BY TYPE OF CRIME AND BY SIZE AND LOCATION OF BUSINESS '
Y- ‘
Bur- Rob- Vanda~ Shop- ployee  Bad ’
Ttom Total  glary  bery 1lism lifting ~ theft checks ) H
(1) (2) (3) 4 (5) (6) ) (8)
A, losses:
1. Amount {(In millions). « . v+ o v . . $3,049 $958 $ 77 §813 $504 $381 $316
20 PCLCONE vy v v i e e e e a e e 100 31 3 27 17 12. 10
B. Indexed ratios of losses to receipts
by size of business:
Lo Total o vy v e s o i e e e e e 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
;‘ 2. Under $100,000 . . . . v & v o 0 . 323 357 333 283 225 350 S0 -
ot 3. $100,000 to $1,000,00 P TR 205 200 167 167 250 300 200
4. $1,000,000 to §5,000,000 . vy 127 129 133 167 50 250 S0
5. Over $5,000,000 , . . e 9 7 1 17 8 20 25 |
C. Percent of businesses burglarized or |
- robbed by location:
To Total o vv b s v v e e e e e e e 14 2 15 15 8 37
2, C6hetto . . v L L vl s e e e e e 28 9 37 24 11 390
3. Monghctto central city T 18 3 18 14 10 33
4, Suburbs . . . . 16 2 17 is 9 31
5, Rural . . . . . . 9 i 9 J15 4 36
Source: Crime Against Small Business. »
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financially, probably because it occurs less frequently than other
property-loss crimes and incurs a smaller average loss per single
offense. UCR figures for 1972 estimate an average loss of 3365 for
rohbery of 'commercial houses," but this category explicitly excludes
sns stations (withlan average robbery loss of $128) and chain stores
(with an average robbery loss of $340), and implicitly excludes restau-
rants, bars, and manufacturing plants. However, it seems unlikely that
the average loss of all nonbank commercial robberies would exceed the
UCR figures for ''commercial houses" quofed above., Indeed, the limited
'data existent on this subject suggest that the average commercial loss
may be even less than the UCR national estimate., Conklin, for example,
found only one in three commercial robberies involvedglosses of more
than $100, and only one in ten of more than $SOO.3 Similarly, the
majority of robberies studied by Feeney in 1969 involved losses between
$50 and $200.°2

However, in spite of the relatively small financial loss attribut-
able to robbery in the commercial environment and because the crimé in~
volves not only the loss of property but also a serious, fear-producing
threat to the person (2nd because it is a common, predatory, stranger-
to-stranger crime), robbexry in the commércial environment constitutes
an appropriate concern for the CPTED Program, ‘As discussed in Section A
of Chapter 2, the inéidence of commercial robbery~on an’ areawide basis
is extremely difficult to assess. The UCR rec:o:r:dri trends of incideﬁce h

for "commercial house' robberies (i.e., victimizations of employees with--
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in commercial premises) and recent NCP surveys have estimated that such

crimes occur relatively infrequently as compared to burglaries (in ratios

ranging from 1to 3, to1lto7), yet stillin significant numbers. (Table 6-1

presents comparative victimization rates for commercilal burglary and
robbery per type and size of business, as coaputed from preliminary

1973 national survey results made avalable by the NCP,) However, it

is impossible to determine what proportion of the large number of inci-
dents classified.as Ustreet! robberies occurred in commérciai vicinities,
For this reason, the general discussion of the crime presented in
Chapter 4 afforas a supplement to the discussion of robbery in the

present chapter.

(3) Larceny pursesnatch, This crime appears on the

list of potential CPTED target crimes because it seems to be a relatively
common occurrence in commercial areas. Furthermore, although it is by
definition a nonviolent crime, perpetrated with little or no physical
contact; it may have a considefable fear-inducing capacity, particularly
because its victims are most often elderly.

Unfortunately, information on the incilence and nature of larceny
pursesnatch in the commercial environment is even less accessible than
information on robbery. Since it is exclusively z “street! crime, data
for individual commercial establishments do not include it, Moreover,
information on the crime in general is scarce; the conventional source

ompile data on this crime, and

[¢]

for national crime data, the UCR, does not

few analytic studies consider it, Larceny pursesnatch is, however, one
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of the crimes against person: specifically addressed by the NCP surveys. — 2
=
5

Rates compiled by the Five Largest Cities and Eight American Cities - R R ik &ze o0 FUeS 5
=
B =

/ Surveys (see Tables 6-6 and 6-7) indicate that victimization by this

crime is lower than victimization by robbery, but still significant.

.

Preliminary 1973 NCP National Survey data indicate that over half of

=] et EN O TR T DO pe N [ENV.1 N o
= TR O C=eA0e- F - =&

New York
I§

all pursesnatches take place on the streets or in other outdoor open

S

, spaces, with a large proportion also occurring inside nonresidential - I .
buildings (see Table 4-8). Thus, one can only surmise that a large part 'g '
E - < " 7|E |
of these crimes take place on commercial use streets or on commercial y SlEIR N grmavn Qawgne §rerE
): * pavor -5 -3 ’§ -
§ premises, ! 3 '
Finally, much of the information presented thus far on the nature r =
' h: R
of robbery, the "indicator" crime for violent crimes, can be generalized : I Bl2ig RONAZD QEOanaN B SweT 5
e v
48 . » E— Lg
i to apply to pursesnatch as well,  Though pursesnatch is a far less g
i : . ( g 8 :
i serious crime, it resembles robbery in being a largely stranger-to- - =
, : 51o
: stranger, opportunistic crime perpetrated against the individual, IR | : ? g o \,,b,m,‘m,'s,‘\.a,::,, e SO~ e
(] £
— B =l s

b. Victimization by type and size of business. According

to the most recent Bureau of Census statistics, retail and service
: establishments account for approximately 38 percent each of the total

nuwiber of business establishments in the country. In contrast, whole- "

wy o e

'sale and manufacturing account for less than 5 percent each, real

TABLE 6-6
VICTIMIZATION RATES FOR PERSONS AGE 12 AND OVER, BY TYPE OF VICTIMIZATION AND CITY

Robbery und attempted yobbery with injury

g
E 5 g 3
2 g2 2 g
= 8w o 3
- = 8 g ¢ §
= = = - = <
: 2 2 . § 2 o
, ~ . d gz F .3 g
estate less than 4 percent, and banks less than 1 percent. Table 6-8 g T . 2 A 5 g 5
= n S As =3 = o4 oa o
g . vy Q ce) — 5 3 = < x =
: . A i . . - . . ] ) I ﬁ 3 S D =3 £ © ®o
: sunnarizes the distribution of various types of business. - alg B 5588 amag,mo 2LRER.E
: 2158 S858 S2.854 o 2GREZ,D
¢ . ’ . . . ) 5 '5' 5 ) gE‘—J BTE3 3E3 S ‘5':’—:-:13 5
L Also, approximately 67 percent of all businesses nationwide and e clg = 2..3 3-A%3+4% S AERE A
: Pla B 58258 28533582 4 2383 3
iy R : o e N . : o129 588328 e’z EF2 0 833 §
approximately the same proportion of all retail businesses have gross e e °l15 83 2z 85 73 g pazZ2 P
| é; o= S8 2 . .—15 & £
L) o ©
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TABLE 6-7

VICTIMIZATION RATES FOR PERSONS AGE 12 AND OVER, BY TYPE OF VICTIMIZATION AND CITY
{tato par 1,020 population are 12 and over. bared on surveys dm ing the monbhs
July th"au"h Yovember 1972 of vicbimizations during the previous 12 months) t
Type of victinmlzalien Ablanta Balbimars Cleveland Lallas Beaver Revazk Portlond St -Lowis
Crincs of violence ‘ 18 56 51, L3 67 52 59 L2
Rare and aliempled rb]:o 2 1 2 2 3 hE 3 1
Redcery _ 16" 25 Ty 10 17 29 1% 16
Rabbory ond stlempted robbery with injury St ] 6 3 6 9 5 5
Scrlons essz2ull 2 L 3 1 3 L 2 2
Wirer pasaull 1 1 2 R 3 L 2 3
* Rebtery willioub lnjury 7 1 12 L 6 17 5 7
Mtenplad robbery without injury g 7 6 I [3 © 7 & I3
- Asauult 30 ] 28 31 LG 12 L0 25
: Kgcraveled nasonlt 15 13 15 u 20 6 . 16 . 13
. : fith injury . L 6 4 5 6 3 5 5
Altempled ogouult wilh weopon 1L 7 i, 9 pYA 3 ESS ¢
Sinple aocoult 15 15 13 17 27 6 2, 12
et WAtR di Jury 4 *3 .3 N K 2 [ . 3.
Jo:.\ Attempted sgseult without. weapon ) 11 11 ‘10 13 20 , I 18’ g *
Crimes of theft 100 9 71 97 134 50- 123 T3
—_— + - Persorel lorceny with contact 1 13 g 4 b 15 5 o
Purse ..r.-tc)..n(' 2 - 5 I 1 2 7 1 3
Attenphed purse .mabehi.ng 1 2 1 X i 3 1 1,
Poerel picking 8 T I 2 3 6 3 A
Personal larceny without contact 89 65 62 92 128 35 118 6l
_ MOTEr Detoil may not add to total shown bocawse of rounding. In generad, small AifTersnces between any two figures in this toble ere nob
statistically vignilicant becauss of rampling. .
v
' F : 1 B B A M '1 ey /. rmorm U I B e 1 ™ ™~ ™

WMMWMMWMMMMMMMMM&MM@

w

o

1

v

Q

¢}

5 5
= g
= o
o] o
’_—l

(@)} He
1 W
— o
. ]

L1
WOIF PozTIewuns ‘ASAIng [BUOTIEN S/6T

‘Iaued SWIID [BUOTIIEN ‘BIEpP P

{6¥°8) I8U30

1SL°SLS

(49£°0) uorzeizodsueiy,

09t ‘1§

289°Y9

(356°0) sxueg

(%18°¢) SutaniseFnuey

g£es9ze

(28v°£) s1masy TBAY

TLL 9T

(%8°85) @o1AXSS

£cz8592

(%05°¥) erTEseToUM

0TZs0¢g

(z1°8%) 1teasy

9/72°/85°¢C

TVLOL

£9¢98L°9

adA] ssaursng

sseuTsng (B0l

.

€L6T ‘IdAL A9 S3ISSINISNE “S°'N 40 NOTLNEIVLISIA

8~9 IT9YL




e s g

 American Cities Surveys)“4’3

receipts of less than $100,000 annually, while more than 80 percent
of all service and real estate businesses have receipts totalling less
than this amount, In contrast, more than 50 percent of all manufacturing

concerns and more than 67 percent of all banks have gross receipts of

more than $100,000 annually. (See Table 6-1.) .

Since, as noted above, retail and service establishments far out-
number other sorts of business establishments, it is not surprising that
these establishments appear to account for the largest percentage of
commercial robberies and burglaries, However, when gross numbers are
broken down into rates (crimes per number of establishments), few clear
patterns emerge. As is apparent from Table 6-9, retail establishments
do appear to be victimized at a higher rate than other types of estab-
lishments, but (as noted in Section A) no type of establishment except.
banks appears to sustain a truly 'low! rate,

Data from the NCP surveys of various cities also indicate that

retail establishments in urban areas are victimized out of proportion

to their number and, in particular are robbed much‘mare frequently than
other establishments (gs identified in the Five Largest Cities and Eight .
& However, rates varied considerably among
wholesale, service, and other husinesses., When businesses are cate-
gorized by size of receipts, no clear patterns emerge; the larger
businesses appear just as likely to be victimized as the smaller ones

and, among some categories (particularly manufacturing companies), even

more likely,
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TABLE 6-9

SS

\
o

VICTIMIZATION RATES AND NUMBER OF INCIDENTS, BY TYPE OF BUSINI

ROBBERY

VICTIMIZATION BURGLARY

TOTAL
RONBERIES

TOTAL TOTAL
DURGLARIES

InCIvenCE

TOTAL
BUSINESS

RATE*

TATE*

RATE*

IUSINESS

36

233 ;9

1,581,200 1,336,500 244,300

6,786,400

Total

63

309 2486

2,587,300 800,700 637,200 163,500

Retall

vholesale

24

189

213

57,000 7,400
2,800

65,200

305,700

12

173

185

236,800 43,000 41,000

fidal Egtate

23

174

2,638,200 519,700 459,000 60,700 197

Scervicey

195

65,200 63,700 1,500 200

326,500

Manufacturing

4,000 7,000 3,400 63

64,600

Banks

149

*Rato per 1,000 ostablishments

NCP National Survay
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Few efforts have been made to provide a more refined breakdown of
business targets by victimization probability and, indeed, most efforts
have been substantially less refined than those of the NCP. (The Small

Business Administration report,  for example, simply classified businesses

as "retailY and "other,") The Underwriters' Laboratory does rank .

R |

-

TABLE 6-10

RANKING OF COMMERCIAL BURLGARY TARGETS

(UNDERWRITERS LABORATORIES, INC.)

) d 3 5 H ; 3 s 5

3
5 #

burglary targets by type of business (most of which seem to be ?'retail"]': B -

L Table III
but, since this ranking is based only on establishments with alarm - / Target Percent of Total
systems certified by the Laboratory, it seems of doubtful utility in ]

‘ . ' -~ : 1. JewelTy « o 4 = v v e v e e v e e e 10.6
determining CPTED site priorities, Nevertheless, for informational 2. Men's Clothing . . . v « v « wre v e v & 10.2
. [ ] 3. LIQUOT « v« & v v v e e e e e e e 7.9
purposes, the most recent (1973) Underwriters' ranking is presented in . 4. Food. . . B T “ e 6.5

‘ 5. Appliances . . . . . . . 5.6
Table 6-10. ~ 6. Women's Clothing . . .. . 5.4

_ ‘ ] 7. Drugs .o . . 5,1

Finally, in evaluating victimization by type and size of business, g éUtO Accessories . . . . . . - gg

‘ _ , . Furs e e e e e R . . .
it should be noted that victimization per se gains in consequence as ] 10.  Guns and Sporting Goods . . 1.9
the size of the business diminishes. That is, "the smallest businesses, ~ l } TOTAL 57.7
those grossing under $100,000 annually, assume the largest share of the — E
dollar losses relative to their gross receipts..,for the crimes of burglary, T ]
Tobbery and vandalism."6 I
2. Fear, As noted in the introduction to this chapter, public ‘__ o ]
"fear levels" for crimes in the commercial environment are extremely - I ]
difficult to assess and, consequently, judgements in this area must be b l
based primarily on commonsense criteria, With this proviso in mind, the [ ]
‘following observations seem merited: I
: - =T w
o Crimes against those establishments most l_ }
‘accessible to the public and serving the [ vl ] .
]
150 ' ml 151




broadest spectrum of the public
(namely, retail and service establish~-
ments) possess the greatest 'fear-

* producing” potential,

o Crimes against establishments which
tend to be located in areas of diverse
1and use possess a greater fear potential
than érimes against more geographically
isdlated establishments (e.g., manufacturing
plants).

e Crimes against establishments where business
transactions tend to be personalized (e.g.,
local grocery stores, drug stores, beauty
parlors) haVe a greater public impact than
crimes against more ”impersonal“ businesses
(e.g., lavge banks, manufacturing plants),
although the greater publicity that may
be given to the latter can offset this

ipersonalization" factor,

3. . Environmental Patterns,
Ve

K
*

e a,

V4

Geographical distribution. The crimes of robbery and

burzlary (like most other serious crimes) are generally conceded to
occur most frequently in large metropolitan areas, and the commercial

versions of these crimes. appear to corroborate this assumption. The
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NCP surveys indicate a nationwide commercial victimization rate (both
robberies and burglaries, attempted and completed) of 234 per 1000
estabiishments,rbut the rate for the larger cities ranges from about
360 per 1000 to about 900 per 1000."‘4’S
Other studies have not only noted concentration of these crimes in
heavily urbanized areas but also their concentration in specific geo-
graphic areas within the larger urban areas, For example, the.1967-1968
Small Business Administration survey found that inner city businesses
located in what the survey classes as !ghetto! areas sustained a
burglary victimization réte of 69 per 100 (compared with 38 per 100 for
"non-ghetto central city businesses," 29 per 100 for suburban, and 16

per 100 for rural business establishments), Robberies evidenced a

L . . 6
similar propensity to cluster in the Ughetto areas.!  Data from the NCP

*Tt+ should be noted that this pattern of heavy victimization in urban

areas may become less marked in future years, as the "flight of ‘he

middle class to suburbs' shows signs of diminishing and suburban areas

themselves show signs of congestion, In any case, in 1972, for the
first time since 1961, the UCR noted an annual decrease in nationwide
robbery and burglary rates, primarily attributable to the decrease in
rates in cities of more than 250,000 population, Suburban and rural
areas, by contrast, registered robbery increases of 9 percent and 11
percent respectively, and burglary increases of 2 percent and 4 per-
However, the 1975 UCR figures agqiniindiéated

cent over 1971-1972.

higher crime rates,

prEp.
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surveys for San Jose/Dayton suggest that commercial burglaries may be
less likely to concentrate geographically than robberies and more likely
than robberies to occur in nonpoor areas outside the center city proper.
tiowever, this apparent tendency may be partially attributable to pecu~
liazrities of the two cities surveyed; San Jose 1s probably less central~f

ized and Dayton more industrialized than typical cities of comparable size.

In regard to robbery in particular, the Feeney/Wilcox study2 found
that all of the nearly 2000 commercial robberies reported to the police
in Oakland were concentrated in approximately 12 percent of the city's
area and that 31 percent of all robhberies were concentrated in areas
classes as "commercial land use," These "high-crime! areas of commercial
land use were not, for the most part, located in the‘city center but,
rather, ih areas of less dense commercial activity outside the central
business district. (In evaluating these and other findings from the
Oakland study, one must keep in mind that Oakland itself is in many
ways a suburban city and that its central business district;[CBD] is not
so clearly defined as thoge in great metropolitan cénfers,)

With reference to spatial patterning of crime localeé, a few anélytic
studies offer scattered tendencies, which have been noted within specific
areas of certain cities but which may not hold true for others. Examples
of such observed tendencies are; The propensity of corner and near-corner
establishments to be most frequently'victimi:ed by both comhercial? )

robberies and commercial burglaries, and the concentration of several
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types of crime (including noncommercial) along or adjacent to commercial
. 1 - . .

strip developments (lLuedtke™); a tendency for commercial crimes to occur

at premises located in a primarily commerical land area with six times

the frequency of occurrence in residential land use areas; and the con-

centration of commercial and other robberies on streets adjacent to major .

. 2
arteries (Feeney ).

While the Feeney findings and the later Luedtke findings do under-
score the desirability of focusing upon a commercial area ra%her than an
individual establishment, it should be noted that, following selection
of the actual CPTED demonstration site, further analysis of these finer
points of spatial patterning would be required for that particular site.

b.  Temporal distribution, Since robberies require the pres-

ence of personal victims, and burglaries for the most part require their
absence, it is not surprising to find that time patterns for commercial
robberies and burglaries seem to diverge according to whether the
commercial premises are likely to be occupied or ﬁnqccupied,, Most

commercial burglaries appear to take place at night (according to San

Jose/Dayton data, primarily between 12 p.,m. and 6 a.m.) and more often

on weekends, when businesses are closed, than during the week, Although
it is often difficult to determine the exact time of occurrence for a
burglary (since the crime is seldom discoveréd until well after its
occurrence), most available information seems to confirm the night time/

weekend pattern for the crime.s’gy
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Most data sources concur on the time patterns for commercial
rovbery, placing the time of most frequent incidence between late
%f:ernoon and midnight and, rore often than not, toward the end of
the week -~ particularly on Friday and Saturday. The study of armed

robbery in Albuquerque, for example, found that most commercial robberies

.

occurred during the police 'swing shift!" -- between 3 p,m, and 11 p.m,;
while Feeney noted their occurrence primarily between 3-5 and 9-10 p.m.
The San Jose/Dayton data indicated that only the time period of 6 p.m,
to midnight contained a significant number of commercial robberies.2’7’lo
Thus, although robbers in general show a preference for nightime hours
(see Section C in Chapter 45, commercial robbers seem more likely than
others to operate during the day or early evening because businesses open
éuring these hours make avaiiable the target victims, The preference of
late afternoon and evening as opposed to morning ox midday hours may be
attributable in part to a preference of offenders for the cover of darkness
and the presence of fewer potential witnesses near closing hours, and also
in part to the attraction of greater sums of more cash on hand toward the
end of the day. As noted in Chapter 4, the presence of more cash has
also been advanced as an explanation for the concentration of robberies
on Fridays and Saturdays when, presumable, a week'!'s receipts have accu-
mulated andkpayrolls are being net.

Larceny pursesnatch has been found to be perpetrated primarily during

daylight hours, presumable because: (2) The consideration of cover of

dirkness and presence of witnesses are not so important with reference
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to this crime, since it is carried out quickly, without violence and,
therefore, with less visible impact; and (b) because its female victims
are most often on the streets during daylight hours.**

4, Offender/Victim Profiles.

a. Offenders, Research efforts for this report reveal no -
evidence of systematic attempts to assess the characteristics of offenders
who choose to attack commercial targets. Indeed, the preponderance of
information on the subject of offender behavior suggests that very few
property offenders (usually classified as 'unprofessional' or "oppor-
tunistic! criminalsll) exhibit any exclusive target preferences. For
example, a study of residential burglary in Boston found that approx-
imately two-thirds of the interview sample (approximately 100) of
residential burglars admitted to having also burglarized stores, one-
third to offices, and another approximately one-third to other kinds of
commercial targets.l

In the absence of evidence to the contrary, it seems probable that
the characteristics of commercial robbers and burglars would be mo.e or
less similar to the characteristics of robbers and burglars in general
(for a description of the latter, see Chapter 4). It also seems probablie

that, since commercial targets tend to be slightly more lucrative and

**Based on USRGE's analysis of larceny pursesnatches in the target areas
of Hartford, Connecticut ('"Residential Neighborhood Crime Control"

project).
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slightly more difficult to attack than oﬁher possible targets, commercial
e¢3tablishments would attract the somewhat older and more sophisticated
among the general robber/burglar population. Data from other studies
b2ar out this observation to 2 limited extent, For example, Conklin found
that 32,2 percent of the adults zrrested for robbery in Boston in 1968
were arrested for commercial robberies, compared with only 2.6 percent
of the~juveniles.3 g He also found that a disproportionate share of white
robbers were attracted to commercial targets: 48,6 percent of all whites
arrested for robbery, compared with 13,8 percent of all blacks, Similar
'findings for commercial robbers can be noted in the Feeney study.2
(Table 6-11 presents the NCP figures for perceived age of offenders in
commercial robberies but, unfortunately, the failure to break down age
categories beyond the age of 20 renders the data of limited interest.)

Larceny pursesnatch offenders tend to bes younger than robbery
offenders; the majority are under 21 years of age and many in their
earlier teens or even‘younger.*** With regard to other characteristics,
they generally resemble robbery offenders,

Regarding the modus operandi for commercial burglary, little infor-

nation exists to distinguish commercial offenders from their residential

counterparts -~ which 1s not surprising in view of the low apprehension

*#=A\s found by USR§E's analysis of police records on arrested and sus-
pected offenders for larceny pursesnatches in target areas of

Hartford, Connecticut,
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TABLE 6-11

COMMERCIAL ROBBERIES -- INCIDENCE BY PERCEIVED AGE OF OFFENDER

%
Robharies

%
Robberies

Robbexvieg

Robberies
Attempted

of
Total

Attenpted

Completed

Completed

TOTA

Offendex's Age

181,196 72.60 68,310 27.40

- 100,00

249,506

TOTAL

Onc Offender

72,562 67.70 34,844 32.40

43.10

107,406

Q.09
g.00
67.60

0.00
100.00

0.00

Undexr 12
12-14
15-17
18-20

674

1,360
11,031
52,553

674
4,180
15,176

2,83L
4,195
24,123

32.50
72.70
68.50

1.68
.08
30.73

27.30
31.50

4.28

76,676
16,089

20 or over

159

Don't know

96,816 77.40 28,224 22.60

50.10

125,040

Two Offenders or Hore

Yndeyr 12

12-24

0.00
68.70

0.00
31.30

0,00
0.90

693

7,075
9,608
51,443
28,003

1,522

27.80
36.90
13.70

2,725
5,615

72,20

3.90
6.10
23.90
15.40

9,800
15,223
59,599
38,545

15-17
18-20

63.10
86.30

8,156
10,542

20 or over

72.70

Doa't now

11,818 70.70 4,904 29.30

6.70

16,722

ary National Survey results (for the first three guarters of 1973).

Souzee: Computed by USREE fxom NCP's prelimin
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rate for burglary in general and the fact that there are rarely any

witnesses for these crimes. Scary does conclude that, "Entry toO resi-

dontial burglary sites is more 1ikely to be by cruder means than is

. . . 9. . s X
entry to soncesidential burglary sites," but, however plausible this

statement may appear, no hard data are offered in its support.
By contrast, the operating methods of commercial rohbers c¢an,

according to the San Jose/Dayton report, be distinguished from those of

the noncommercial type in three significant respects: (a) Commercial

.robbers. are more likely to he armed (usually with a gun); (b) they are

to inflict financial loss on the.
1
|

i

more likely to be successful (i.e.,
victim); and (c) they are less likely to injure the victim,
b, Vvictims. As noted in Section A, due to the extremely

broad spectzum constituting the 'population at risk" in commercial

environments, the reader is rcferred to the general discussion of

victims of robbery and burglary in Chapter 4, It is noted here that,

referring again to Tables 4-12 through 4-14, NCP 1973 survey Tesults
indicate that victims of the crime of larceny pursesnatch are: (a) For,

the most part over 35 Yyears of age, with heaviest concentration in

rhe over-50-years age group; (b) primarily from the lower (particularly

the lowest) income groups; and (c), as expected, predominately female,

c. Offender/Victim Relationship, As noted frequently in

previuus discussion, the crimes of tTobbery,

for the most part, stranger-to-stranger,
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burglary, and pursesnatch are,
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most part, strategies currently employed against commercial burglary
>
robbery, and related crimes tend to focus upon the securing of the
individual establishment, Nearly all of these strategies are ''target
| get-
hardening' techniques -- ranging from technologically elaborate electronic
devices (e.g., closed-circuit television surveillance, electronically -
triggered alarm systems, extensive locking systems in banks) to histor- -
ically primitive means (e,g., dogs patrolling open area; at manufacturing
plants). | )
A limited number of strategies are aimed at securing the larger
commercial area (or, perhaps more often, areas of both commercial énd
residentizl components), Of these, the strategy that gis currently re-
ceiving greatest consideration is the upgrading of street lighting to
g
enhance visibility and thus deter street and other crimes.
D. Potential Crime/Environment Targets |
This section presents a preliminary assessment, on the grounds of

the relevant criteria, of:; (1) Those particular types of commercial

establishments that mewit CPTED attention; (2) the scope of the potential

#*55Thig i i ‘
. section merely provides a broad, general description of strategies
| - |y
COMmOon i i i
1y employed in countering commercial crime. A more comprehensive
and detai isti wi fu; infora
tailed listing (with further information on status, function, and
0 L

evidenced effoctiv i ‘
ced effectiveness) appears in a separate document, "Elements of

CPTED,”
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CPTED crime/environment target; and (3) the type of crime most amenable
to control by CPTED strategies.

1.  Type of Business. Through the use of information from the

preceding sections, the crime/environment matrix in Table 6-12 has been
devised. The matrix primarily summarizes the valid reasons for eliminating
certain types of commercial targets; it does not provide (nor does it
purport to provide) a completely convincing rationale for the selection

of those targets not sabject to elimination,

In genefal, the laéger businesses are eliminated because, having
substantial resources of their own, they do not seem appropriate candi-
dates for public assistance, However, it is difficult to eliminate the

larger retail and service businesses onithese grounds, since these
businesses serve such a large segment of the public and the public, there-
fore, has a substantial interest in safety in these two environments.

Real estate officés and small banks are eliminated because they are
relatively less common than the other businesses and also because they

do not tend'to:clusFer in any Kind of environment, which makes it seem
unlikely that they would share common crime problems, Since real
estate and manuiacturing businesses seem to have dealings with such a
linited public and also to bs geographically removed from the areas of

primary public concern, they are deemed to possess a low fear-producing

potential, Finall some businesses are eliminated as having too 'few
Y, g

site»' or "low crime,'" on the basis of information presented earlier.
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Among the ‘“'uneliminated! targets (large and small retail and service

i

businessesxand small wholesale businssses), the following (more or less
subjective) judgements seem merited:
@ The smaller businesses are more appropriate
targets for a national program than are
larger ones -- primarily because they have
fewer resoufces of their own with which
to combat crime, Also, the smaller busi-
nesses tend to be located in areas of more
diverse land use than the larger ones and,
consequently, a reduction of crime in these
areas might have a greater impact on public
fear 1§vels. (See the discussion of
fear in Section C of this chapter,)

o Retail and service businesses are likely
to serve a broader segment of the public
thén wholeéale businesses; conseQuently
crimes against these establishments may
achieve a greater public impact.

2, Scope, As mentioned in Section A, the decision has been made
to focus upon configurations of commércial establishments and the areas
surrounding them, rather than upon individual commercial establishmenté.
In this way, CPTED can achieve as great an anticrime impact as possible

and avoid committing national crime-prevention resources to solving the
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problems of private businesses. Furthermore, the commercial strip area
in particular has been found to display the greatest potential as a
CPTED demonstration site for a number of reasons. First, as noted in
Section A, many strip areas are currently experiencing serious crime and
fear problems as a result of their neglect and decline due to coﬁpetition

1

from shopping centers and malls, These‘problems are exacerbated by the
fact that usership of these areas, which even initially tends to Be
transitory, is further reduced when local residents‘ceaée td use the
strip because of the fear of crime, Particularly because the growth of
crime problems in the strip area may engender increased crime problems
in adjacent residential areas, the vicious cycle of decline—of—vitality/

upsurge-of-crime-and-fear in commercial strip areas merits serious

counterattack,

Furthermore, commercialAstrip areas are particularly difficult to
defend against crime by conventional means, The fact that stores are
not located in clusters but are strung out along the major street
complicates the task of police surveillance and makes it easy for
potential criminals to exit the scene of the crime, Additionally,
breaking and entering at the backs of establishments is a common problem
since there are often large, poorly lit delivery areas in the back which
are not visible from the street, Furthermore, the proprietor's crime
deterrent capécity is limited by the fact that, since users of the
strip are often strangers; he oftén cannot distinguish the potential

offender from the legitimate customer, On these grounds, also, ths
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coamercial strip provides a particularly challenging CPTED target. Fin- _
ally, the commercial strip is generally composed of those types of -

; businesses identified earlier -- smaller retail and service .businesses --
as nost meriting CPTED attention,

-

3, Type of Crime. Because the CPTED program has selected to

|1
oy ;

)
' !

focus its concern on an area rather than an establishment in the commer-: -
cial environment, robbery would seem a more appropriate crime than '
burglary. Robbery appears more clearly concentrated geographically.

Furthermore, it often provides z more accurate indication of the level

of general street crime in a given area, For this reason, strategies »

against robbery would appear more likely: (2) To additionally deter —
3 7. THE SCHOOL ENVIRONMENT

-

other crimes in the area, namely pursesﬁatch; and (b) to have an area-

wide effect, unlike strategies against burglary which tend, for the

! : nost part, to focus on targst hardening of individual establishments,
Because existent strategies currently employed (see Section C) appear ‘ »

to operate with varying degrees of effectiveness in protecting individual —

establishments -- particularly against the crime of burglary -- the

'

question of whether they may also serve in some measure to protect the

I

larger commercial area against robbery and related street crimes (e.g.,

hd

assaults and pursesnatches) remains to be explored by the Program. . s

o
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CHAPTER 7. THE SCHOOL ENVIRONMENT

This chapter discusses the school environment with respect to the
relevant criteria identified in Chapter 2, to the extent possible based
upon available information. The introduction to Chapter 7 provides a

brief overview of the school enviromment and the scope and nature of its

crime problems in general, followed by preliminary indication of areas

for potential GPTED consideration. In Section B, the various types of
source materials and, particularly, three serious inadeqﬁacies are
described. Section C, containing the crime/environment discussion, con-
centrates largely (due to limitations of data) upon the sevefity of the
various crime problems in school subenvironments. Finally, Section D
presents a preliminary assessment of subénvironments and crimes as puten-
tial targets for the demonstration in the school environment. Assault,
extortion, burglary, and vandalism are identified as the crimes,of concern
in public secondary schools.
Al In;roduction

If a school system, college, or university is viewed as a microcosm
of contemporary society, the etiology of the antisocial or criminal
activity it exhibits might be expected to parallel that of society at
large. This chapter, however, does mot purport to identify or attempt
to analyze the causal factors Whiéh generate criminal activity; rather,
it attempts to provide some measure of the gravity and indicate the

nature of the crimes committed on academic premises and in peripheral areas.
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Crimes against property and psrsons committed on academic premises

and in school faci%ities have become a major concern for school administra-
turis, law enforcement officials, and legislators, The gravity of criminal
serivity related to school systems has produced a sense of national con-
¢.7n which is amply illustrated by the following remark by the Executive
$eorutary of the International Association of College and University
Scenrity Directors:

S¢hools and colleges have one common problem today.

It is no longer student activism, sit-ins, confron-

tations, and mass demonstrations. It can be summed

up in one word: crime.*

Crime taking place in or around academic premises falls into four

cenaral categories:

0 Crimes Against Person -- Assault, robbery

(and extortion), and pursesnatch.

) Crimes Against Property (Public and Private) --

Burglary, vandalism, arson, and larceny {(in-
cluding auto theft).

% Victinmless Crimes -- Drug abuse, gambling,

and drinking.

e

“7ohn Powell, quotation from a Special Report on School Security, Educa-

tional Resources Information Center, University of Oregon, 1973.

K
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o ‘Civil Disorder -- Large—scaleﬁcollective

violence directed against the established
social, political, or academic community (e.g.,
spontaneous assaults, stonings, and acts of

vandalism).

Because the CPTED Program addresses itself, in general, to the common,

predatory crimes and, more specifically, to crimes of opportunity (i.e.,

those crime situations that are readily available to a potential offender,

appear to offer a low risk of apprehension, and require little or no pre-

paration to act), the latter two categories are not given further con-~

sideration in this chapter. Instead, jt attempts to provide information

with respect to the crimes against persons and property that can be

deterred or prevented within the school environment by manipulation of

the physical environment and related social, management, and law enforce-

nment practices. This information would pertain to such crimes that occur

in two major school subenviromnments: (a) Elementary and secondary school

systems operated by public authority and typified by the customary system

operated by a unit of local government, and (b) colleges and universities

operated by public authority and characterized by the d-year institution

under the control of State government.

Table 7-1 designates the major types of crines against persons and

property that are addressed in this chapter; in addition, the table pro-
vides preliminary indication of the known offender groups who perpetrate,

and the agencies and individuals who are the chief vietims of, these
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SCHOOL CRIME/ENVIRONMENT CLASSIFICATION MATRIX

OYZENDZAS ~- o

Stodents

¥iligank Political Activists
Suvenila Gangs

Lrug Pusheszs

Treants and DTop Cuts

Other Cnauthorizad Persons
on School Pranises—Child
rolesters, sex devianks,
rlotars, thieves, incea~
diarists, vandals, ezc.

MAJCR CRIME SPEZCTTZC CATECORZES

=

k14

"

[£S]

YVICTIMS ~ X .

School Degartments, Callages,
and Univarsities, Specializaed
Learning Centexs

Teachaxs and School Adaipisw
rrative Personnel

Hala and Female Pedastxians
in School VYiecinity

Students

Bus Trazassoctation Cparators
¥earby Residential Twellers
Nearby Cermercial, Ogirators——
stores, oilices, garages, eic.
Nearby Pudblic Fzeilities—
parks, librazies, ezc.
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specific crimes. . Diagussion in Section C focuses on these varicus
categories, utilizing available crime-related information. However, it
shot 'd bs noted that: (a) This chert is not meant to be an exhaustive
representation of all possible crimes and thsir victims and offenders, and
(b) the limitations of the available information preclude comprehensive
treatment of each of these categories:.
B. Source Materials

At the beginning of the CPTED Program, the Research.Suppqrt team iden -
tified available information related to the nature and sevérity of crime in
the two major school su@environments. Very little information was found.
Because of time and resource limitations, no surveys or onsite visits to
colleges and universities were made. Presented below are the results of

the analysis of the available data.

1. Data Limitations. One important fact has been pivotal in shap-

ing the»presentation of crime-related information offered in this chapter --
namely, that, in both subenvironments, research efforts have failed to
identify a substantial, nationally representative body of offense and
offender data. The data that have been developed seem inadequate for

several basic reasons:

4 Data are old and do not reflect current crime
levels.
o Data may.be nonuniform from one jurisdiction

to - another, thus preventing valid comparative

analysis.
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° Data are fragmented and there is no national . ” . | .
crime data base was passed by the 93rd Congress and enacted into law on

repository for offense and offender data. (An ‘ )
August 21, 1974. Section 825.a of that law, quoted below, makes it

exception to this statement is the UCR program

incumbent upon the Secretary of the United States Department of Health,

of the FBI, which now publishes crime statistics X | ‘ o o o
Education, and Welfare to initiate an extensive inquiry into the nature
for about 30 colleges and universities.) - o= \

of crime in the Nation's schools:

a. The Safe Schools Act of 1971. It is thus evident from O
;. Sec. 825.(a) The Secretary shall make a full and complete

1 3
i i

e -

recent CPTED research efforts and corroborating evidence gathered from

L g investigation and study, including necessary research
orher professionals working in the field that an insufficient amount of R . . o ' .
P > = b - = activities, during the period beginning upon the date

" i reliable. and nationally representative crime data recludes the - = ' . ) . "
hard, ? y rep P of enactment of this Act and ending June 30, 1975, to

development of a conclusive crime/environment taxonomy for the school ) .
: determine:

wironment. The insufficient amount of '"hard" crime data was a problem ) o
envir n (1) the frequency, seriousness, and incidence

Q consistently cited in public hearings before the Subcommittee on Education

ey e of crime in elementary and secondary
" the i tior b f the U.S. House of Representatives
of the Committee on Education and Labor ox e P‘ — b ‘ gchools in the States;
+ . : Q i .2 . Thi + ; £ T SO — .
' on the Sufe Schools Act of 19271 (E.R. 265Q). s dearth of Information on (2) the number and location of schools affec-

chi i blems 1 in part, attributable to the reluctance of some .
school crime problems is, in part, attribut ted by crime;

i <ol inci stems to collect or publicize such informa- . ; s :
; school .principals or school systeas P A (3) the per-pupil average incidence of crimes

jon ¢ in part of informal handling of offenses, which often i ) )
tion and, in purt, a result o Intom e chre G ' in elementary and secondary schools in

t ) e ice. The consequence of this absence of reli- — e . .
are not reported to the police a urban, suburban, and rurzl schools located

able statistics is the inability to either react to or plan for the problem e e in all regions of the United States;
‘g intelligently. ‘;; v:‘j ‘ (4) the cost of replacement and repair of
:g b. The present safe school study.. .The passage of recent o , facilities, books, supplies, equipment,
; Federal legislation offers the promise of remedy for the informational N and other tangible objects seriously |
deficiencies cited above, A bill to collect a mationally representative — -7 ' damaged or destroyed as the résult of
R o BF ‘

crime in such schools; and
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i (5) the means by which crimes are attempted an amorphous body of information that, due to its fragmented and diverse

to be prevented in such schools and the nature, has been difficult to present in strictly objective terms. This E

collection includes: (a) Informaiion developed from attitudes and

X
- i ., ;

neans by which crimes may more effective- -

ly be prevented in such schools. o assessments expressed in a set of interviews conducted with local (Boston i

!
e
}

At the present time, the mechanisms for implementing this legislation and Cambridge) school department and police officials and with campus

security personnel; (b) like attitudes and assessments on the part of

b1
—
i |

are not known by the Research Support team, although the National Center

. ; for Education Statistics has been given the major responsibility for col- teachers and educators as conveyed in educational journal articles; (c)

{
—
P

lecting data on crime in the schools.** Additionally, this organization _ opinions of criminal justice planners and Westinghouse CPTED Consortium

plans to survey approximately 3000 school districts by survey instruments personnel; (d) a collection of newspaper articles detailing the dimen-

:i Zeveloped for that purpose.*** N = sions of bombings and,incendiary attacks, describing student assaults,
2. Scope of Available Data. At the present time, lacking a assessing losses due to school vandalism, and noting other such measures
nationally representative and systematically collected data base, the » i of the local school crime problem; and (e) legislative surveys and reports.

. . . e c i i£fi ty of maki 1 eneralizati
Research Support team is faced with developing a body of crime-related in- = Faced with the difficulty of making sound generalizations based

o . ] : . . .o - T s, t s i T a '
i formation on the basis of data currently available. Thus, in compiling ' upon such an amorphous mass, the Research SUPPOIL team has attempted to

I
] |

: . nod ) N j i e merits of thi 4 in i i :
this chapter, a wide variety of sources has been drawn upon. Because subjectively assess the nmerits of this body of information and incorporate E

- N . . 3 - B 4 18 . - - 3 P S Ay .A-. ‘
available data on offenses and offenders are extremely limited, an it into the school environment analysis as an intuitive measurement. In

’ 3 v Py 5 ' - a1 ' i ' . . )
5 attempt has been made to substantiate the data through the collection of - view of the data limitations that have been encountered, the authors ?

Tecognize that the disposition of the school crinme/environment targets

(presented in Section D) may appear vulnerable to criticism from many

erspectives. Consequerntly, this assessment should not be viewed as static
q s 23

and unchanging but, rather, as opzsn to modification.
S =] ] F] ks

£
1

“*Letter from Dorothy M. Gilford, Acting Administrator, National Center

¥ _ for Education Statistics, dated October 11, 1974.

“*#Telephone conversation with Ms. Caroline Breedlove, National Center

=

| T
puew g p—

i

d dd A

for Education Statistics, in September 1974,
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Because, as noted above, the source materials used in preparing this L
l-'i w! .
chapter are particularly idiosyncratic in nature and scope, they are R . e . )
deseribed as they are introduced into the context of Section C. . Table - l 'J @ §3 .
j ! oo 1o.a . N
’ - 1 : 1 . - B > 58 T I
7-7 presents the various data sources used and the subject matter covered ERR S i !
by each type. I R
| | | | T T g 2
Two sets of statistical data deserve special attention in this sec- | | -
‘ I - S I A T S P B
« ; ) . . ' [ I ! i
tion. They are the rTesults of: (2) The National Crime Panel surveys, and - . - E 'é '
. . - . . S <]
(b) the National Association of School Security Directors (NASSD) survey. = CA -
21§
- . . - . = = ’15 2 M
g The first set is described in Chapter 3. A description of the second set v 2 E s ox w M M .
} L < § ,E .
§ follows. e acl &
b . . - o fn S
i , ) . , R < w il g -
NASSD recently developed a survey instrument (see Figure 7-1) that DU = e | B
' 3] 7] % '
was distributed to the organization's membership (composed largely of r - = 213 R
i - - - o . - & v
: public school system security directors). Approximately 200 questionnaires ‘ o~ 1 |
i o i g 1 g o
were mailed out and 43 were returned. For the purpose of in-depth g . E B ou )
‘ ' - i 5 2 5 IS » ®ooM
- . . s o = fu
analysis it was deemed that only 27 returns were usable for the following =3 E‘ >
= 5 =4 T o
= Q o] 1
R R R
reasons. - = g = !
£ o
w3
o Some returns were incomplete (crime-specific e S
' o
. . e 5 = e
categories were not reported, Or CTimes were 3 5 S
- (o, &} & =
1 . r‘
not reported for the entire school system) . P 81| .
o Some Teturns indicated less than a calendar S - g ‘ i
year reporting period (the survey requested ‘ . R
! . n -
| . . s . —— o & e
. a 1Z-month rTeporting period). o 2 g
3 8.5 3 4
. . . . s [ - a ﬂq 53
s Some returns did not separate crimes 1nto . u s & T3 o
' a e = g 22 H2 %
e . ~ a dr &
crime-specific categories (for example, a o e LB L2 L
' : » o o H el SBoom
. 2 [ I~ = -~{
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gq = < 250 eI O
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total incident count might be furnished
for the crimes of burglary, larceny, and
robbery; and it is not known from that
total incident count how much crime is
represented in each of the crime specific
catcgories -- burglary, larceny, and
robbery) .
Although the survey does not cover enough school systems to
roprasent a national statistical base, the Tesponses may provide
neaningful insight into school crime problems.

C. Crime Environment Discussion

his section is organized into two major subsections. The first

i i inf ] ertaining to public
an! primary subsectlion centers on informatlon pert g P

t d i v have relevance for
scenonl systems, although such information may also

iversiti icl € sect matter of the second
colluges and unlversitles (which are the subj )

+

sihazetion) In general, it can be said that, for both subenvironments,
Sllaave . & Lo L

i i S Wi 5 he severit
infuomation is largely available only with respect to t y

S 1 ! ief and general
(incidence and dollar cost) of school crimes. The brie g

i i £ £ it iteria of
4r.iivses given the criterion or ie€ar and, particularly, the cr

¢t siroamental patterns and offender/victim profiles, reflect the dearth

o ovailable information in these areas. Following these criteria-related

icri T ie e d in the school
11 ocussions, general anticrime strategies currently use

883

. . s
cooivonment are described in brief.
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4
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1. Public School Systems. This subsection discusses the four

crime-related criteria and general intervention strategies in relation
to public elementary and secondary schools.

a. Severity. Discussion in this portion first focuses on
the severity of acts of vandalism, followed by consideration of the
incidence of the various other crimes against property and crimes
against person which occur with frequency in this subenvironment.

(1) Vandalism. If the bulk of literature 1s any index
to the severity of crime, then "vandalism" would top th& list. Profes-
sional teaching jourhqls abound with articles about vanddlism and its
roots, and with prescriptive packages suggesting solutions. One of the
more authoritative research reports on this subject, by Bernard Greenberg
of the staff at the Stanford Research Institute,2 includes an analysis of
vandalism costs for 126 California school districts surveyed in 1969,
Additionally, the report presents a table on school vandalism coéts for
selected United States cities for the acadenic year 1966-1967; this table
is reproduced in Table 7-3.

One of the problems associated with comparing vandalism cost
statistics from one jurisdiction to another results from uncertainty re-
garding the variously defined vandaiism. For example, the definition may
vary from the rather inclusive one used by the Greenberg study cited above
(""those acts that result in significant damage to schools, including
burglary, theft, malicious mischief, property damage, breaking and enter-
ing, and arson'") to a far narrower one, restricted, for example; to only

property damage.
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TABLE 7-3 P :
Lo From a more recent research report on school vandalism, by Olson and
AN ; 1966-1967 - '
VAND; s S FOR SELECTED U.S. CITIES, 1 5 . . o
SCHOOL VANDALISM COST - 3 Carpenter,” data comparing dollar losses due to vandalism for 11 cities
, Hat Cost . . - ) K .
Nuser of S‘iif Pestizurion par , is presented for two academic years (see Table 7-4), Dollar costs in-
. (¥t b * - (0T S
Cen -Ci:ly', {5;2': Euealloent Eu;-_;:‘f_‘i:ﬂf:i _______P')D:.l Per Funll ?U?U 10T COST — - .
P T curred by vandalism rose for all but one city, and rose enormously in
ERTS 3 76,150 73 53,30 $.10 §3,20 § - 213,020.00 L g
g 151,331 185 2,96 R¥: 2.85 431,453.85 sgveral. However; caution must be observed in interpreting these figures
Claveian o . : 5 . -
e matL 58,541 114 2.56 » — 2.56 225,767.356 2
oo 92,592 195 2.30 .01 2.29 212,722.68 B because reporting procedures can vary from place to place, school enroll-
taston <gada = . - .
\ew tork ClTy 1,000,690 927 1.95 - 1.95 1,930.090.00 E . . ’ . |
N 5149 208 1.70 .02 1.68 243,890.32 - = ments may have increased during the academic years cited, and costs may
#auhingzon, D.C. 143,15 ) < . ‘
ot 128,405 162 1.67 -0 1,66 215,152.30 L s . . .. :
Hilrauhee 93'03 515 y.72 a7 1.65 491,744,558 E have risen due to inflation during these periods.
i 298,027 . .
atroit ’ . 2 .

e 47,000 %0 .57 - 1.57 73,790.00 B . o Ly o
$t. Tau A 10 156 03 1.53 112,239,186 Other more general indicators tend to confirm' the magi’tude of the
Yaneas City, Mo. 2s31e . : »

.28 1.31 . 40,208.0. . . \ o
§jracuse 30,694 46 1.59 > 256.977.40 E national school vandalism problem. For example, the U.S. Office of
Baltizare 199,953 243 1.34 -04 B30 3772 - -
3 ’ 59 .
. .23 .01 1,22 86,606.5% N . i .
Minneapolis 70,989 99 1 :S o5 < 72,571,958 _ Education has estimated that damage caused by wvandals in public schools
113 . -- . :
pittsburgh 76,181 245,400.00

A \ .89 .01 -88 —280,508,09 ; . a

Failadelphia 230,000 297 100.000.00 - - throughout the country may run as high as $100 million annually. The
. .BO ’ “

phi 125,000 140 .82 .02 o8 . ;

MeTphts ! 64,000.00 L - s . R . K )
Taisa §0,000 113 .81 .01 -80 s 26; a0 Mational Education Association estimates an annual loss of $200 million;*#+%*
Laston . 62,000 72 -73 - 7 . b":0 ) .

s .72 50,209.2 - " . . . .
Wichita 69,733 120 79 -07 X ;1 $05.75 i and the most recent information, compiled by the U.S. Senate Subcommittee
Garland 71,533 103 .76 .04 .2 2220200 g :

- P 66 92 .20 72 o 31,427.04 to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency, places the total yearly school
fichaon A H132 33,500.00 ' g
Louisville 50,000 73 -67 - o7 j’g ;10 95 5 . . . - . .

Lus Angeles 817,393 939 .68 .07 .61 493,610, b vandalism cost in the environs of $500 million.
Los Angeid ) 5 24,720.30

‘ N L91 +35 .55 ST
snenas Christi “‘419"6 63 : . . . . .
cores g 105 .54 - .54 . 60,500.00 - b The most recent and comprshensive indication of the severity of the
Sva Antonio 75,000 . T

40,831.28 '

Forsland 78,714 121 52 - 52 39,93 b S . : .
Fossian 55 78 46 .03 .41 22,782.88 problem is afforded by the MASSD survey conducted during the summer of
Larfalk 55,56: ) 3 35,200,00 -
Suw Ovipans 110,000 130 .34 -02 32 > . : ) \ - L , . .
T S z'w 133 71 ' 41 .30 23,542.50 1974, summarized in Table 7-5. This table shows that vandalism is a

- 94,475 3 . b , , :

Tunpd ’ s - -
R . 98,435 120 -30 -01 -2 2120835 [ I . - . . .
aades ’ 2 4.235.56 critical problem, particularly for districts with the smallest and the
Bzaunent 15,127 31 38 0 g 16,2652 7
e o g . N - R 24 ,285.92 ‘
Birtinghan 67,853 1u2 31 1 s 7.440.00 R largest enrollments.
3 .23 . -12 —_—tateen

F1 Paso 62,009 68 :

TOTAL = " § 6,032,993.32 .

*This coluan 1, not included in the original Teport. Figures have been computed and . | L k

included for sllustrative purpes:s. . ‘ ****Fourth Annual School Security Survey conducted by the Industrial

Scurces School Vandalisa: Nacional Diienns. . . .

) Publishing Company, Cleveland, Ohio.
. .
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TABLE 7-4

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF DOLLAR COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH SCHOOL VANDALISM
FOR THE ACADEMIC YEGARS, 1966-67 and 1967-68

Dollar Loss

.

Dollar Loss

Dollar Loss

Change

Chgngc

Nog nll.schoul districts included In the sumpling reported
cevimes for the ontive base year.

Schoal Systen 1966-67 1967-68 1966-67-~1967-68 1966-67 --1967-68
New York City, N.Y. 1,950,000 2,716,757 +766,757 + 39.32
Los Angeles, California 498,611 940,124 +441,513 w o 88,55
15
Baltimore, Maryland 259,973 716,002 +450,624 v 175.64
Twmpa, Florida 28,343 683,490 +655,153 + 2311,52
1
o Boston, Massachusotts . 212,725 535,000 +322,277 + 151.50
O Washington, D.C. 248,890 410,463 +161,573 + 64,92 1
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 213,152 406,699 +193,547 + 90.80 i
Newark, New Jorsoy 243,680 346,391 +102,711 + 42,15 é
Ouklund; California 51,504 309,002 ¥257,498 + 499,96
Kansas City, Missouri 112,259 253,782 +141,523 + 126.006
Cincinnati, Ohio 226,767 203,046 - 23,721 - 10.46
Source: A Survey of Techniques Used to Reduce Vandalism and Delinquency in Schools
d i 4 T | S | S| = | == 1 T | | ] f | 1 { 1 f 1 : | ™ {IEagE |
I TR B I i T e R B B — " aE s e ; . ;’q'
i i i i § g ; . ' ‘ 7 ' ' : 7
| i b i j i j 3 } [ i 1 I i i i L i | 1 - ’ |
N 'H [ if [ i L 1i { i t ; \
TABLE 7-5
NASSD SURVEY RESULTS, 1973
Fiiarl Jnent hreericts | Sohosts
~lassirication in S in Sarnle : . ;
in Sumple §in Sapple Inrollment Burglusy Armed Robbery Assgules Rg“c’ilg}‘f‘“ Vandallsm
ver Per Per 3
No. of | Per No. of 1000 No. of 1000 No. of o
. : . . . 1000
Offenses| Bldg. | Offenses| Stud, § Offenses Stud, l} Offensest Stud. | Total § iggg Blsd/g.
Undee 25,000 s 2 49,47 N ‘
, 14 49,473 194 1,37 ¢ 0 114 2.30 7 0.14 232.2 {4,690 |1.635.3
2550, 000 : 7 ' 3
3 ] 227 128,601 590 2.50 136 1,05 149 1.16 St 0.40 22009 11,718 973.1
50-75,000 L] 424 207,04 ' . ’:
75 29 267,044 u1y 2,02 12 0.04 200 1.085 54 0.20 349.7 | 1,310 B15.2 k
~100,000 5 7 ‘
e 5 03 150,023 1,402 2.15 29 0.06 407 0.90 41 0.09 275.3 62| 391.6
=204, 000 1 1,402 9,95 4
; i wzu y 969,958 4,989 4.40 130 0.13 2,328 2,40 61 g.00 1,001.2 1,088 749.8
~d yver 200,000 2 l
991, ‘817,542 789 “,31 3 0.003 11,964 2.43 24 0.03 {i1,135.3 11,389 [1,145.6
Average ] 27 3,244 2,082,081
w2 s82,0 8,882 2.98 %igﬂl 0.12 | 5,262 1.96 || 238 8.09 [13,264.6 {1,217 {1,006.4
Nota:
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On the other hand, there is an indication that a substantial number B The 31gn1§1cance of burglary within the school environment is

of school districts have begun to erze

provlems. The results of a 1974 survey of approximately 1230 school residential and commercial environments. Truly valid comparisons

etween these environments are not possible, since the rates in the

ffectively counter their vandalism .F Il =5 emphasized when its incidence is compared to victimization rates within
districts indicated that: I

. . s : o 3 eapd Sy - A g 4 :
...vhile the public school districts surveyed commercial and residential modes are derived irom statistically sound

have Eeen spending substantial sums of money . B ) victimization studies, while the school data are based on an uncon-
§ for preventive measures (an averége last year b E: I = trolled sample of 27 school districts, and since there are many more
é of $33,000 per district), the amount of I ” residences or commercial establishments than school buildings. However,
i money they have lost due to vandalism has f ] as indicated in Table 7-6, comparison (on a limited sampling‘ba;is)
been cut substantially (by more than half, _“I; . . suggests that burglary in the school environment is more prevalent on a

.

on the average, for all districts surveyed) . - iE -4 per-unit basis than burglary in either the commercial or the residential g
in other words, in the last several years S environment. :
M 7 N i P . - . - -
these schools have spent money on security E - Inasmuch as the NASSD survey does nq; provide a Separate classifi-
d iy

cation for the lesser.crime of larceny (generally, theft of school

J measures in order to save money on vandalism

property, not involving breaking and entering) and the NCP surveys do not

!
|

i josses -- and it has worked.

o
4
4

. . - . PR PRI 1 . . - . o . .
Furthermore, while the dollar costs incurred through vandalism may‘lndeed collect information for the school environment on crimes against property,

. ot wmneinl 3 negligible since it no statistical data on larceny exist at present.
be heavy, its fear-producing potential 15 generally neglig k |

P
4 13
N

cten against school property. ] « (3) Crimes against person. The NCP mational survey, as

is a crime perpetrated most oit

‘mentioned earlier, included an "inside school category in its collection

M
;
—

, I ' ‘ i i
(2)  Other crimes against property. Outside of vandalism, L

! j ime against property in the school environment is burglary. e of responses on the victimization of persons by place of occurrence. As
the major crime ] T

-

: 1 - . na L e indi d -1 ~7, this survey found that those incidents occurring
On twb average, according to NASSD survey ana1y51s, each school is poten , , indicated in Table 7-7, this survey found ¢ those inc occurring

ear, with the >3 most frequently in the school environments are minor assaults and unarmed
ally to approxXimatel three burglaries per Y
jally SubJECt Lo app Y NS '
sne within school districts hav1n0 100,000 to 200,000 . robberies. In no case did more than 10 percent of any major crime category
hic¢hest rate occurring o 4 i : : , ; .
(from a sampling of more than 5 million incidents) occur in the school
enrollment (sce Table 7-5). : : AN ~ ‘
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TABLE 7-7 ' ' J
PERSONAL INCIDENCE BY PLACE OF OCCURRENCE !
. A ] A \ -8
Total Inside flomo or Vacat. llome, L Inside Hon-Reg. Street, Park % 1 9 Y
Incidence - Other BDldo, Hotal, Motel Near tlomo Didg., Pub. Conv.. Fleld, c¢tc. Inside School Elsewhere N.A.
TOTAL {Crimo agalnst Peroon) 5,213,200 1.3 : 0.3 8.8 15.9 ’ 46,6 G.8 10.1 0.1
Assaultive violenco | : 4,100,160 12.5 0.4 9.4 14.3 46,1 6.7 10.7 -t ‘
With Theft 361,480 16.2 0.4 7.9 4.9 58.2 5.0 7.3 0.0
Rape . . 6,107 49,1 0.0 g.0 0.0 0.0 e,0 50.9 0.0
Attompted Rape 4,240 63.0 0.0 .’ 0.0 0.0 36.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
Serious hupault 194,440 14.6 0.7 9.5 . 2.6 : 64.1 1.5 7.0 .0
With Woupon ‘ 171,240 13.9 0.0 9.0 2.9 64,8 1.5 7.0 0.0
Ho Weapon 23,200 19.5 0.0 13.1 0.0 50.9 1.5 7.0 0.0 s
Minor Assault ) 156,060 15.0 0.0 G.4 d.l 53.0 9.7 G,3 0.0 ]
without Theft 3,746,700 12.1 0.4 9.5 15.2 44.0 6.0 1.1 - |
Rape 36,480 31.6 0.0 0.0 : 0.0 45.4 Q.0 23.0 0.0
i Mctoppted Mape 114,307 27.3 0.0 6.1 5.7 47.8 1.8 11.3 0.0
E Serious Assault 456,053 i1.5 0.3 11.2 14.2 48.9 2.0 11.9 0.0 -
With Woenpon 383,293 10.9 Q0.3 11.0 14.4 50.7 1.6 10.9 0.0
Ho Veapon ' 73,560 14.7 0.0 11.9 12.% 41.5 S4.0 15.2 c.0
MEL, Astaull, Weapon 870,040 0.2 0.7 10.0 15.% 40,9 1.0 12.5 0.0 ’
Hinor houault 560,213 16.0 ‘ 0.3 6.0 Y10.4 45.7 6.5 1.5 R
net, Assault, No Weapon 1,700,027 10.9 0.2 10.2 18.1 41.0 2.5 10.6 . i
Pergonil Theft, Mo Assault 1,105,040 6.8 0.3 6.6 220 49.2 7.3 8.0 0.3 l
robbéry . : 354,520 14,3 0,9 9.0 6.7 0.2 4.1 1.9 0,0 {‘
With Weapon 157,733 . 118 1.1 13.0 8.3 66.1 0.q 0.5 .0 "
16 Weapon ‘ 177,713 102 0.0 7.3 7.5 o 54.4 13,0 7.5 0.5
Attcempted Robbery 268,040 5.8 0.0 6.8 1l.4 56.0 11.8 7.3 0.0
With Weapon 111,500 4.4 0.0 12.7 9.6 . 63,8 1.5 6.0 0.0
Ho VWeapen 156,520 6.9 0.0 2.6 12.7 i 51.8 19,1 6.8 0.0
I‘urseunatcﬁ, Tio Torce ‘ 100,613 0.0 0.0 12 127.9 55,3 . 5.7 4.5 0.0
Att. Purseouateh, Ho Forge 74,000 © 0.0 6,0 4.3 11.3 62.5 8.9 11.0 2.0 :

rockot Picking 307,936 2.9 © 20,0 7.0 49,2 23.2 7.9 13.4 0.5

"roe sinall for significance
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environment. However, although the MNCP survey is based upon an exten-
sive sampling, it has limited value for the purposes here because: (a)
Victinmizations are not separated into the major subenvironmental classi-
fications (public school system and college/university); and (b) crimes
occurring on school premises (grounds, parking lots, etc.) are not in-

luded. Consequently, it is impossible to determine conclusively, on .

.

(@]

the basis of the NCP data, the extent of crimes committed against personé“
in public schools or in colleges and universities.

As discussed in Chapter 4, crimes against property have been found
in general to outnumber crimes agzinst person. The school environment
is no exception to this rule. However, it is important to note that
crimes agaiﬁst person have been generally found to be reported less often
than property crimes. Moreover, since there exists a serious deficiency

in school reporting practices and in the reluctance of victims to report

has2 crimes, the statistical data on these violent crimes suggest

t

evels lower than their actual incidence.

[}

Table 7-5 indicates that there are no obvious trends in armed robbery
botwicen school systems of different sizes for this crime. (However, it
should be noted that statistics in the 25,000 to 50,000 category of

student enrollment are distorted due, to an extremely high number of

ncidents being reported from one school system.) The crime data on

[

s
jo]

NS

I

ult generated by the NASSD survey have limited value. The survey
instruaent asked the respondent school system to report the number of

assuults, defined in the instrument as '"the unlawful inflicting of or

1T
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1
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intent to inflict bodily injury upon another.!” Therefore, it is impos-

sible to determine how many attempts are included in the incident count,
or how many of the assaults ars verbal, aggravated, or simple. The
NASSD survey (see Table 7-5) findings indicate an average of approxi-

il

mately 2 assaults per 1000 students. Finally, NASSD survey data suggest

a low statistical probability of a student's being sexuelly molested.

“
f

It should be stressed that, in interpreting the crime data developed

by the NASSD survey, several limitations must be considered:

° Relatively small sampling of crime data.
o Consistency and standardization problems.
° Variations in the political, economic, and

social structures in respondent school
systems.

® Variations in the level and kinds of security
resources in current use within the respondent
systems.

In terms of statistically measured incidence, the severity of the
various assaultive-type crimes against persona appears to be low. However,
it is necessary to recognize that mere numerical incidence conveys nothing
of the fear or other personal consequences engendered by these incidents,
nor does it indicate the extent of the disruptive and demoralizing impact
these crimes have. For measures of this nature, it becomes necessary
to draw upon the more subjective descriptions and assessments afforded by

other sources.

193




vt

|

public hearings held on the Safe Schools Act of 1971 did much

-
o
¢

. , - &
to bring to light the gravity of crimes against persons occurring in the

public schools, through the testimony of various individuals such as

\r. Albert Shanker of New York City. He indicated the severity of

as3anlts which have been committed on the new York City teachers and

students by his statement that, “There have been teachers }n our schools -

who were doused with lighter fluid and set afire -- others who were

beaten unconscious -- others who were raped -- and many robbed. And

there have been students so badly assaulted that they required plastic

nsxxx*  Additionally, Mr. Shanker identified a list of assaults

.

coumitted against New York City school teachers (see Table 7- 8)

su*wery

A 1970 survey of 110 urban school districts produced by the Senate

Subcommittee on Juvenile Delinquency showed an alarming increase 11 SOme

i i ins °5 y i against property.
categories of crimes against persons, as wellras crimes ag prop Yy

T-hle 7-9 shows these increases in percentage figures for thg period from

1963 to 1968, - ,

In August 1973, the Senate Subco;mlttee expanded its research by

sending out questionnaires to superintendents of 757 public school districts

with enrollments greater than 10,000 pupils. Once again, its purpose was

to gauge levels and directions of school crime. The 68-percent response

provided some data on trends during the years 1970 through 1973 for the

school incidence of homicide, rape, robbery, assault on studernts, assaglt

:+xe-Gtatement of Albert Shanker quoted from public hearings on the Safe

Schools Act of 1971. New York City, 1971.
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REPORTED ASSAULTS ON TEACHHRS N

TABLE 7-8

SCHOOL SYSTEM OVER A 3

THE NEW YORK CITY
PERIOD, 1971

e Lol

Tl

Tl

gy

i

e

g

Districe S¢heol Loevsenty
Central « v . v . , New Utrecht . ... . .. Azmzonia spraying

B J.LS. 138K oL Aecosted by several students aed beatsn
Moo v o v vas P.S. BIX . ... e sssault by pareat

< R P.S. 100% , . . oe . . #it in yasd

153 00 v v Ve P.S, 48X v v ik e e e Sroken Tecth

22 e e e e ey CPUSL 202K 0 e e v e s Glasses brohen

20 i e v e e e P.S, 201 ., . . % . .. . Yaife thrown

B e e e e e 1.5, 70 v . v v v s v e Caair theowit

LS S P.S, I3R 4 v v 0 0y o s Hind bizcen - swelling
L e e e . V. P.S, 8IM ., .« v v v v Foobery

2 e e e e e Manhatecan Voc. HS. v 0 o ?unched on cheek .

P L. I R T B Chair thrown

I3 0 s e v e e JH.S. 284K . o0 v e Canned sede thrown'

27 .. ... A J.H.5. 210 e ma e e e Glasses broien "
10 & o v e e e JH.S. 45 v v o v w v s o Teacher attached with pickaxe
Glaire Barton .« + « 4 « o o Mace

& 2 . P.S. 202K . o v v e v e e 3rocmsiick handle thrown
3 e e e s . 1.8, 683 L L o ¢ i iie v 4 Ticked downstalivs
S s e e e e -3 1 S . Purse snatched
Washingron Izving . . . . . Chair thrown
I4 0 o v i v 0. P.S. 257K & & v % a4 e .o hobbery at knife point
B PuSs 257K & v v oe o w u Aztemprad Tape
P P.S. 634 . ..o e . Attendance teacher vobbed ar Aife peint
14 . v s @ v oo aia JH.S. 126K . . . .o . o Struck by object-glasses broken
Music Arct High School . . . Z2aten upconscious
B P 1.8, 43 L . ... v . Kicked in groin
3. . . e e s J.HS. 84 0o Ll 0 e - Mace spraved
17 o v v e e P.S., 202K . . v . W . S funched in nouth
20 . 0 0. . . J.H.S. 201K . . . PRSP Kicked in groin
- JALS. I3 o v s . e Hiz'in lip with blackjaek
P.S. 10 . « . v .. . es * SSIR50CR
P.S. 10, L o 0o s e w TOR
PS. M0 oL L. [ TOWTY
I SRR e PS.B3M L. L L. Zitessied rape
29 .. L. . e e Grover Clevaland H.S. « , ¥ooehed dova
23 Lo v e . P.S. 144 .o v e e £fss3ulc at gunpoint
23 e ie - JuL5..275 0 L o0 v . Chair thrown
17 e v e e s e . JH.S. 2528 . S0 e e e . . Struck on head by books
= S JHS. 275 . 00 L0 e . . Finger broken
25 e v e e it e J.H.5. 163 .. .. Purse spatched
13 .., .. PREPIIN P.S. 305 "L . ... o oe 3zaten by parert
I S PoS. 63 4 v v v b e e e Zobbesy
13 .. ... . P.S. 20, L 0w Sroken glasses, bruised lips
17 L. e e L I.s. 210 o s aie w e R ZZoken beakov dttack
7 ... e P.5. 268 . . .. 4w . .o tensted yYohhery
Joa o e e e I8, 43 L. ... . . ed in groin
S owe v - P.S. 36 L - ilie ke e v at wnifopoin:
) A P.S. 189 e e e e e, d co ground
.27 .. PR .. J.H.S. 210 KRN .. ed right thumb
- P.S,53 . . ... . e . in front 9f sl
S e e vv et P.S. 200 . . .. ..o 2% knifrpoin:
B e e el e e PiS. 43 o h v o e e e
R T IR 1.5, 271 B T e Srpuck e inh ootrle aad stash
23 e s 1.5, 271 e e e fushed <o Tinar
37 e e e P.S. 202 S ssauls with Proomstick dandle
16 e P.S, 243 : P,  fmpeted teoreund
27 . e e e P.S. 920 L L. . 2030 By L Tenl
23 .. e P.S. 1i0 e e v e RU Gasdelf o proguart tencher
150« vie v v 1.5, 293 . . e v h e e L by nrlonie
15 J N p.5. 145 . e e e e FlLight of sruirs
< - b e - P.S. 103 L ol e, L Zrain
3 e v e i I8, 43 & v v v s vle v s (54 ’r.-" b Llun
22 . Ve PiS. 100 L oL L s L PR RO 2 JRYPRRY
i PPN . . J.H.S, 126 e e e e e e -
Sh s e e e . I.8. 430 i v e e e :
350 @ e e T.S. 293 L i ae e ek . SRR AL

i

T

Source: oW Yark ity Chapier,
Falerarton of Teas .:. sra

Sacrioun Fedaratiom of Voaess
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LEMENTARY AND S}

b

TRENDS OF CRIME IN B

Percent

Increcuase

1968

1964

Catecgory

73
59
281

26
81
1,508

15

.

Homicides

51
396
475

7,604

.

‘

Forcible rapes

Robberies

*

Aggravated Assaults .

680

14,102
1,089

«

Burglarics, larcenies . . .
Weapons offenses

Narcotics

160
1,070

419

.

854
1,035
3,894

50,549

73
370
142

186,184

180
2,642

by nonstudents .

Vandalism incidents
Assaults on tcachers

Drunkenness

-

.

rimes

G

I

?

3
4,224

o)

.

»

-

25
1,601

1,081
4,267

167

» .

Assaults on students

Other

84

8,824

96

57

-5

v

Senate Subcommittee.on Juvenile Delinquency Survey, 1970.

Source

T

-

Cw

-t <

oY

on teachers, burglary, drug and alcohol offenses, and weapons possession

£y

(see Table 7-10). Although the changes in the levels of these crimes

offer only limited utility without the 1970 base data concerning the
actual level of crime, they do corroborate most of the other evicence

rezarding the severity of school crime. All of the categories mentioned

above underwent nationwide increases during that‘three-yearfperiod, ranging

from an 11.8-percent increase in burglaries to an 85.3-percent increase in

assaults on students.

1

The seriousness of violent personal crimes in the school- environment

is further réfleqted by the following quotation taken from Today's Education,

a national education journal:
Violence in the schools is increasing and so
are assaults on teachers by students, parents,
and intruders in the schools. All of the studies
indicate that city schbols have’the lion's share
of the shootings, beatings, and rapes that occur

in elementary and secondary schpols .

And an Education U.S.A. survey of 44 urban,

suburban, and rural school districts in mid-1970
found that of those reporting increases in
violence against students and staff members,

the rates ranged from 5 to over 100 percent,

However, many districts were unable to give
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:7-10

TABLE

PERCENT CHANGE BY CRIME TYPE AND BY REGION, 1970-1973%
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comparisons because they have just started to
kKeep accurate records gf violent incidents.8
b. Feur. Information pertaining to the fear engendered by

crimes against person a#lso serves to focus the picture presented by the
statistical data. Statistical evidence related to the fear of crime in
schools is limited. However, a recently published research report pre-
pared for the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration by Temple
University provides some insight into the problem.9 Based on a probability i
sample, over 500 black and 500 white boys born in 1957 and axteﬂding
schools in a large city were interviewed with ‘their mothers.  Analysis %

. :

of the data provides some indication of the level of fear in the school
environment and its consequences, and the uneven distribution of expressed
fear by race of the respondents,

The authors reported the following as regards the fear of crime and

the quality of education:

We find that there is fear of danger and violence in
regard to school yards, school halls, and school rooms. i
Our respondents, to a high degree, report an atmosphere

of fear . . . [and] ...teachers may also have some of

these feelings. ... Under these conditions, given the
best good will, the best techniques and the ideal
curriculum learning would be minimal in such an

atmosphere. ...
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crming,

The further and perhaps not too surprising fact 1s

that the schools attendsd by blacks and the streets

they have to travel are viewed as extremely dangerous.

when close to half the black boys and one-~fourth of

+he whites view the streets to and from school as

extremely dangerous and one out of five plack youths

even say the school Toom is a dangerous place, then

it must be admitted that the problem is reaching

immense proportions. ... The perceptions of the white

boys are somewhat better but even when thelr answers

are examined, from about one-fifth to one-third are

afraid of school halls and school yards.

Their findings are tabulated in Table 7-11.

c. Environmental patierns. At present, no existing survey

results or research report findings offer information on the severity of

crime by region. (The U.S. Senate Subcommittee data presented in Table

=_10 refer only to trez 3.) Although the NASSD survey has tabulated

results for variously sized school districts, these results are limited --

because of the serious inconsistencies and deficiencies in reporting de-

scribed above, and because nere size of a district (with no indication

of other socioeconomic characteristics of the area) ignores many of the

factors that contribute o jts crime problem. However, it can probably

200 ~°
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TABLE 7-11

DANGEROUS PLACES AT SCHOOL AND STREETS GOING TO SCHOOL,
PERCENTAGE YOUTHS ANSWERING AFFIRMATIVELY ’

School Rooms 21.0 12.0
School Yards 46.5 .29.8
School Halls 27.8 17.1;
S;reets to~School 54.5 24.5

Source: City Life & Delinquency.
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be assumed, as suggested in the quotation drawn from Today's Education

cited above, that "city schools have the lion's share of the shootings,
beatings and rapes (and other lesser physical confrontations) that occur
in elementary and secondary schools.' The school environment would thus
tend to display’the pattern of geographical dist:ibution noted for crime
in the other environments. Furthermore, as this article also indicsted, .
one could.expect crime in the school ehvironmant to display the same |
rising trends for all types of areas -- rural, suburban, and urban -- as
displayed by crime in general. |

Existing statistical date also fail to provide measures of incidence
éf the various crimes by the specific locale in which they occurred --
either inside school buildings or on the grounds and adjacent areas.
Thus, it will be necessary to assess this patterning at the specific site
chosen for the CPTED demonstration in the school environment. It should
be noted at this point that such an assessment must include consideration

the public school system as a crime generator -- & congregating point

Fh

Q

for an offender population -- inasmuch as the resideﬁtial, comnercial,

and transportation environments all experience, in varying amounts,

crime perpetrated by school-age youngsters-in cemnection with their travel
to and from school and their activities during nonschool hours of the

day.

d. ~ Offender/victin profiles. The existing data also fail to

th2 nature of the offendsr and

provide useful information with respect to

victim populations, except to suggest that thess groups include not only

5]
[ex)
%]

o T

s

s

1o

IS S R

e 8 s b e i o o st e

members of the gphool system (students, and teachers [whose national total

is approximately 3,000,000, as indicated in Table 7-121) but outsiders

jab]

s well. Offenders are also likely to be Tecent school dropouts, local

drug pushers, and robbers and burglars not associated with the system

Victims include persons maintaining businesses or residing in areas peri-

pheral to the school premises. (See Table 7-1.)

On the basis of the information presented heretofore, one can make
the subjective assessment that a higher percentage of crimes perpetrated
within the ;chool, as compared to other environments, failsfto quélify as
"stranger-to-stranger" crimes (i.e., a large proportion occurs between
persons acquainted with one another through common ﬁembefship in the
school system).

e. Intervention strategies against school crimes. In the

identification of approaches taken by school systems to counter crime and
the fear of crime, it has been found that effective security coun-
termeasures for application in the school environment must encompass

an almost unlinited range of preventive functions, for they are de-
signed to deter illicit activities ranging from ninor graffiti in-
scription to criminal assault, A large number of these strategies
consist of 'target-hardening" techniques designed to protect school
property. Table 7-13, based upon comparisons of two recent surveys

completed by School Product News, indicates the type of products used
¥

+

+3 . 4 R - ¥
the extent to which they have been implemented and their respective

costs.
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TABLE 7-12

POPULATION AT RISK: NATIONAL SCHOOL FIGURES, 1970

Size of

-

Total Number
of Students

Number of

culty

I

Bstablishments

0

1) Primary (Elementary)

1,278,000

28,887,000

78,392

Schools

-6

1,780

2) K-12

3) Sccondary (7-12)

1,000,000

22,990,363

27,342

& Post Sccondary

9,214,860

574,000

2,556

4} Migher Bducation

204

Digest of Educational Statisties, 1970

Source:

TABLE 7-13

SECURITY PREVENTIVE MEASURES USED -- PERCENT OF DISTRICTS
REPORTING AND AVERAGE COST PER DISTRICT

“lu,J
,l ]
I:J
IM B

T T

i

~f‘

e
PR O

1971-1972 1972-1973
Average Average

Preventive Measures Percent  Cost(S) Percent  Cost($)
Guards 56.0 40,731 56.7 46,097
Vandalism/resistant

Windows 45.%9 20,422 59.1 13,190
Intrusion/detectors 30.6 10,978 33.5 12,870
Intrusion alarms 34.3 10.656 36.0 7,399
Fencing 21,3 2,471 21.3 5,728
Fire/smoke/heat

detectors and alarms 18.7 24,567 20.1 5,233
Special lighting 4e.4 2,310 42.1 4,006
Locks 35.1 2,033 38.4 2,148
Other 1.9 75276 1.8 7,667
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Anticrime strategies less traditional than those mentioaed in this
table and aimed at protecting persons are also finding application in the
school enviromment. For example, the United Federation of Teachers recent-
1y authored and distributed a bookxlet aimed at increasing the perscnal
sucurity of individual students, teachers, secretaries, paraprofessionals;

and other school employees.10 ’ .

2. Colleges and Universities. As in the elementary and secondary

public schools system, no substantial crime data base for offenses occurr-

ing at the college and university levels. A personal conversation with

Mr. John Powell, Executive Secretary, International Association of College

and University Security Directors, on June 27, 1974,‘confirmed the Research
Support team's findings that there is no natiocnal crime data fepository
possessing any significant amount of offense or offender data.

The Uniform Crime Reporting program of the FBI has puBlished crime
statistics for the UCR Index crimes in 1971, 1872 and 1975; however, only

a small number of voluntarily participating colleges and universities are

~
represented. A comparative analysis of 17 colleges and universities
whose Part I (Index) crimes are published for beth the 1971 and 1872

calendar years is presented in Table 7-14.»***=% This indicates that,

*x%%%%]1973 FBI reported crime data for the colleges and universities

a1

have not been included in the comparative analysis table because
of newly instituted FBI reporting procedures that might tend to

distort the analysis. Prior to 1973, cnly larcenies of $50.00

e s
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while 5 institutions showed increased crime, 12 displayed a decline in
the Total Crime Index; the same diversity of trends is found for each
individual type of crime.

The type of statistics cited above undoubtedly has significant value
to acadenic and security administrators at the University of Geoxrgia bux
adds little to CPTED Program understanding of the severity and nature 05
crime in the Nation's colleges and universities. At the present time, the
Research Support team is unaware of any current plans to enlarge the base

of understanding about crime on college campuses.

’Occasionally, professional security journals publish articles,

roports, feature stories, and other items that may include crime statistics for
~ 2

colleges and universities. A rscent example of this type of journalism
o .

appeared in the Campus Law Enforcement Journal.

"New Directions in Campus Law Enforcement,'' by Edward T. Kassigpger,
Director of Public Safety for the University of Georgia, crime and arrest

statistics for the university are published (see Table 7—1?).

and over were listed as Index Crimes; however, beginning in 19735,
all reported larcenies are included as Index crimes.
the larceny count and Total Crime Index for 1973 would be pro-

portionately distorted when compared to previous reports

(1971-1972).

In an article entitled,

Consequently,

R |

e
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TABLE 7-15

UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA CRIME STATISTICS, 1969-1973

Total Incidents

lajor Crimes FY 69-70 FY 70-71 FPY71-72 FY 72-73
Robbery g g 0 1 4
Assaults 34, 39 18 22
Breaking & Entering 52 47 24 28
Larceny 815 767 671 616
Motor Vehicle Thefk 40 27 s 27
Arson 12 11 2 1
Bomb Threats 23 7 6 6
Sex Offenses, 82 81 75 32
Total . 1,068 989 836 73¢
Total Arrests
Classification EY 69-70 FY 70-71 FY 71-72 FY 72-73
= Lemie

Students 23 28 53 40
University Emplovees 1z 53 3 5
Non University

Related Persons 74 o5 56 50
TOTAL S 109 139 117 9%
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The paucity of offense and offender data in the colleges and universi-

? ties is equalled by the limited scope of information on security programs _ -

% currently operating. There doss not appear to be significant source - .

% -aterial available that describes security programming -- type and scope 3 B

i ) |

; of current resources -- im the Nation's colleges and universities. Unlcr “

z present circumstances, it sesas reasonable to assume that such knowledge  » . :
will not be widely disseminated until the subject area is thoroughly studied o -

and Tesults are published.

D, Potential Crime/Environment Targets

1 ;
s e mme mm—G S e w— TA

Based upon evaluation of the available information, the following

+ecommendations seem reasonable, as summarized in Table 7-16: That » [Y

J—
; ,

elementary schools be eliminated on grounds of the low degree of crime -

A~
4
{

and fear present in this subenvironment, and that special schools be

R L e TR,

eliminated due to their relatively few sites and persoms at risk. Thus,

ey
B 13
1

[

A
21

retention of secondary and postsecondary (college and university) institu-

oy _N,.}
i

tions as potential demonstration targets is recommended. Of the two, the

-

secondary public school systen target should be given primary considera-

a
i

tion on the grounds that: (a) Secondary schools far outnumber colleges

|
f

and universities and have a much larger population at risk; (b) the

i

i

presence at school of a large portion of the secondary school population -

is dictated by law; and (c) the need for crime prevention efforts is

areater for secondary schools, since colleges and universities are far

o

more likely to have their own Tesources available in the form of full-

fledged security departments, while most public secondary schools must ' -

!

-

rely on local police to address their crime problems. . -

&

{,
e ,,‘,“J
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Candidate
for CPTED
Program

Low Population
at Risk

Elimination

Few Sites
X

“or

Prime Reasons £

TABLE 7-16

Low Fear

Low Crime

THE SCHOOL ENVIRONMENT -- PRELIMINARY DISPQSITION OF TARGETS

iy

-
"

ccond
Post Sccondary

School Mode
Elcmentary
Special Schools

~
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These recommendations, howevar, must be regarded as somewhat condi-

tipnal, in light of tvo underiying considerations. First, as has been

stressed throughout the zext of this chapter, the absence of a substantial,

.ztionally representative body of crime data at the present time

1SS

¢

hreatens to seriously reduce the potential target selections. Second,

L

tha above recommendations run counter to the conclusions of at least one ”

rajor research report which stated its overall recommendation with regard
to the problems of crime and violence in public schoels in the following
wWay:

There are many problems of criminal and disorderly

behavior among high school aged American young people,

which may if we choose be seen as urgent national

problems of policing or law enforcemeht. They cannot

be attacked; however, as peculiarly hign school

problems, although some of them may be more intense

in schools than elsewhere. High schools no longex

take complete responsibility for the public lives

of their students, and nave given up (or "external-

ized") many problems; adapting to them rather than

controlling them. It is unlikely that an attack on

the 'youth crime" problem which seeks to return

students (in their opublic and personal behavior)

to the jurisdictional control of the high school

. a4 12
will be successful.

3

-

{

! .

e ol
Th

(4]

statement does concede that an attack on school crime might be success-

3

ful if marshaled through school organizations. The Research Support team

orts this concession znd bases its optimism for potential success of

333
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o]

a school anticrime demonstration on the inherent mandate of the CPTED
Program. In the context of this nandate, the Program is concerned with
the reduction of crime xoz (in concurrence with the above position) as a
distinctively school-associated problem but as the general occurrence of
common, predatory acts which capitalize upon the school environmeént as
affording numerous random targets that offer slight risk of appiehension
and require little or no preparation.

Finally, in lighf of the recommendation for retaining secondary and
postsecondary institutions as primary and secondary target environments,
respectively, some suggestions are offered with respect to those crimes
against which the CPTED demonstration should be directed in these sub-
environments. As the sections above have documented, there is a high
degree.of concern over both crimes against property and crimes against
person in this environment. Dollar costs incurred by schools as a result
of the property crimes (particularly vandalism, arsoh, burglary, and

larceny) are, as noted, very high ******* Fyrthermore, crimes of this type

#*=swksFurther example of the severity of this type of offense is provided -
by Mr. Joseph V. McBrine, Chief of Security, Public Facilities
Department, City of Boston, who views arson as a major threat to

school buildings and property, and cites an average incident rate

3
ot
(2]




can alse cause heavy losses of property in the residential, commezcial, in a large urban center were arming themselves with handguns as protection

ince meabers of the secondary

and transportation environments as well, sin from student attacks.

i Flang 3 n A4 a4 B . ~ ‘ . . . -
school population perpetrate these offenses in areas adjacent to the . - ; In the selections of the CFTED target crimes, the basic criteria

school grounds. presented in Chapter 2 suggest that the CPTED demonstration should be

{ ¥hile loss of property in the school emvironment runs high, the ’ directed against those crimes that: Occur most numerously, produce a high
é | severity and consequences of the crimes against DErsons (assaultive—typé ’ ) E . level of fear, inflict emotional imbalance or physical injury, produce N
crimes such as robbery, assault, and rape) are also great. As indicated L g heavy economic losses, and appear to be amenable to impact by environ-
in Chapter 3, evidence of the gravity of these types of incidents and of - E “ mental design strategies. In assessing the relative weights of these
the degree of fear that they induce is best presented through illustra- oo criteria, the‘CPTED Program subscribes to a two-pronged appréach directed
,tion in the form’of individual accounts. For example, it has been éi M;}* towards combating both personal and property crimes, but emphasizing the
suggested by Mr. John Po;ell of the Internétional Association of College ~ L importance of reducing crimes against persons as a first priority.
and University Security Directors that, perhaps more than any other crime, ; = iE In sum, while the assaultive crimes of robbery, rape, and other.
sexual assaults upon women at colleges and universities are Tesponsible - “i] ' assaults may.not Ee the most severe in terms of numerical incidence or
| for the ala?m‘over crime currently found among the populations of these N econonic cost,**##Ersk the protection of individuals from the physical
institutions. Further illustration is fourd in nevispaper accounts such iﬂ i:} hara and fear engendered by these crimes is of highest priority in terms
as the recent article documenting the fact that public school teachers L of CPTED objectives. Furthermore, it is believed that CPTED strategies
r “:]' for the proper design and effective use of school buildings ean foreclose
E opportunities to commit many such crimes.
-

of two or three per week. The damags, 1n many cases, 15 not

serious; however, if the structural integrity of a bulldlng is
=% - =x#rllgwever, hidden dollar tosts for these crimes {(such as

o

impaired, the fact that the weakened facility is lost to tne

operation of the educational system entails grave indirect those due to zbsenteeism, hospitalization, specilal
| security efforts) may not be reflected by common
dollar costs. ; | ..

neasurements. - ' ‘ B
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8. THE TRANSPORTATION ENVIRONMENT
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a

This chapter discusses the transportation environment in light of

- the relevant criteria identified in Chapter 2. Section A provides

"““‘*"l

B I ' . CHAPTER 8. THE TRANSPORTATION ENVIRONMENT

clarification of the subenvironments that are considered. Data sources

i N and problems are discussed in Section B, while Section C consists of a
; .;; - in ) discussion of crime/environment information pertaining to the subenviron#_-
. ? i”j ments under considerdtion -~ urban masé transit systems in general, and
g - [:“ local bus and local rail modes in particular, plus the secondary sub-
B environmenté targets. Finally, Section D identifies potentiéi crime/

environment targets for the CPTED Program. Robbery, assault, larceny,

"’
i
o]

and vandalism are identified as the crimes of concern in and around

1
4

. msz . urban mass transit locai rail stations.
; : . A. ‘Introduction
g | :E Transportation can be narrowly defined as a "means of conveyance
- ‘ :} or travel from one place to another.”l This report takes a much broader

view of transportation, including not only the vehicles of travel but

A H
e

also the terminals and facilities connected with travel (see Table 8-1).

This CPTED interpretation shares some subenvironments with the other

1 3
s

major environments treated by this report. For example, public motor
‘ i] vehicles (including taxicabs); parking facilities, service stations, and

freight terminals. are also defined as commercial establishments, while

N :E private vehicles are considersd part of the household (aﬁd, therefore,
- i] residential mo&e).
" Table 8-1 also highligats, by process of elimination, those sub-~
- \‘El envirdnments qualifying as candidates for further CPTED consideration. :
1
219
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The candidate subenvironments are divided into two groups: (a) Those
labeled as primary (by potential impact considerations) -- local bus*

and local rail (i.e., the urban mass transit environment); and (b)

——y £ kS
w = . 4 those labeled as secondary -- private motor vehicles, public motor
: a8 ¥ onp 3z > o 5 -
i xl S 9 i - . . e . s P .
5 35 "'g:._ S -§ 2 2 e % B vehicles, parking facilities, service stations, and freight terminals,
i Lo o : i
Ee 7 5 & a 43 B. Source Materials
o ou £ s
5 N - ¢ Data. to define crime problems in the secondary subenvironment
(€] <o - re.
, & g : . : .. ; . .
‘ 5 = g3 % % % Momomomx N targets are scarce and limited in scope; such data are introduced in
5 o H
£, 3 - : . . « .
O s S§ R the "Secondary Targets" portion of Section C. This section discusses
5 2
S B .. . . .
= E 3 o . : ST e e e IR : the general limitations of available data and introduces data sources
— B el IR 5 > H] . . : )
P wnl . : LI . P . ) R .
S B 3 - ~ used in this report for the urban mass transit subenvironment.
a 3 1 T e .
~ 31 s . L. - .
- 2 jal ) } 1. Limitations of the Data Base. While collections such as the
1 2: g § w L E- = B "
0 (o a > . -
o = 181 2 . - b FBI UCR and the NCP surveys tabulate data relating to the other najor
g = =] 8 E : . . .
2 = o . . . . . cms s R
= *{_3 5 v e énvironments on a nationwide basis, virtually no specific information
R o
< ° I L . — . . . . . .
o & oon > E pertaining to urban transportation environments is obtainable from such
] =
! Q o . . .
o = . data sources. In fact, limited transportation data are available even
™ t on & local scale; few cit olice departments around the Nation kee
< [}
o o & T
= § B¢ 5
O 2 o8 9 El g — b - Tecords of individual transit companies -- those kept by special sec-
% TR B I g 3 2 f
= ! 5 9. g o £ w8 . . .
< o ho - B E 4 > o i urity forces or, in most cases, those of the management itself ~- are
= Bigd5% L8 LiF R |
S >0 7 o 8 S o ’ 2 R ~ . . ‘ N . . .
g o=z % 3 '; 5 ] £ g &g & g 5 §§ 5 = :i generally the sole sources of information on the incidence of ¢rime.
I IR & S = T R - 2R o ‘ '
a2 a = A BloR & ~ 2. ‘Major Sources.
& & 2
£ TR i :
- WJ a. American Transit Association -- VAPS study. 1In 1972, the
y — m] : American Transit Association (ATA) attempted to measure the extent and .
. l"'"‘: 3
‘ ] *School buses, sightseeing buses, etc. excluded.
B i .
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records at all, while those of others were of

' authors stressed that it i

.

. . . abling
seriousness of crime and vandalisam in urban mass transiz by assembling

and znalyzing, for the first time, the statistical data malnta;ned by

! i ; arity: A
individual transit companies. Wandalism and Passenger Security

Study of Crime and Vandalism on Urban Mass Trapsit Systems ir the United

t < : surveyed
States and Canada,”2 (hereafter referred to as the VAPS study) y

for the years 1970 .-

the records of 37 U.S. and Canadian transit systems

and 1971 {(and, in some cases, 1969).

i j i eport. Virtually
Several difficulties were documented by this Tep

no loﬁg-term data collections were available; some comparnies kept no |

ten sketchy or inadequate.
The most pervasive problem arose because the transit companies exhibited

no uniformity in defining acts of crime and vandalism. Thus, the VAPS

s impossible to draw comparisons between

£ reportage is impossible
transit systems and that, because the extent or TONrep g p

‘to ascertain, measurements cennot bz regarded with certitude.

The VAPS study stressed the serious need for standardization in

i t of orting forms
recordkeeping. It presented a tentative Set O standard rep ng

and Tecommended their use to transit companies around the country. Adop-

tion of standardized procedures on 2 wide scale would represent an important

ti te and accurate data base for
step towards the accumulation of an adequat

assessing crime and vandalism problems.

b. Urban Mass Transportation Administration -- Chicago study.

y ization | i : ~ime source of information for
A second organization provided another prim .

222
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the transportation environment, the Urban Mass Transportation Admin-
istration (UMTA) of the U.S. Department of Transportation. The findings
¢£ a UMTA-sponsored project for the improvement of transit security in
Chicago provide a much-needed supplement to those of the ATA; furthermore,
they serve to qualify and even to counter ATA conclusions. Because the
Chicago Police Department keeps a record of tramsit-related crimes, this -

studyJa was able to undertake a detailed analysis of both local bus and

local rail incidents, and thus to make comparisons between theﬂtwo modes,
The public attitﬁde survey conducted by the study provided more comprehen-
sive information on passenger perceptions of transit security than was
previously available.

3. Additional Sources. Other published materials, ranging from

brief articles to research reports, provide lesser contributions to an
assessment of the transportation crime problems. Table 8-2 summarizes
primary source materials for the three urban mess transit. subsections

{i.e., general, local bus, and local rail) indicating the subject matter

addressed by each document.
C. Crime Environment Discussion

To the extent possible and with use of available data, each target
is discussed in the context of the criteria identified in Chapter 2. For
convenience and clarity, this section includes four subsections dealing
with the general urbén mass transit problem, the local bus. system, fhe,

local rail system, and the secondary targets, respectively.
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s ] ! oo ¢ % 1. Urban Mass Transit -- The General Crime Problem. Nationwide
2 {gz s O T B R B = . —
HelQ5
o 24 . A ) . ) B .
25 o focus on crime as a serious problem in urban mass transit systems 1s a
8"‘]74:7 . : P iwm w 1 '
] » LT R A Lo . . , . . .
8 i - - relatively recent phenomenon. The 1960's witnessed an upsurge in transit-
=

§ a l' related crimes which, spotlighted by the media, alarmed the public as it

- o -

B ad

g oo < e : . P :

- LTS S e “." { h ‘also aroused serious concern on the part of transit management and law

[ ] -

50 . . . .

57 . , enforcement officials.4 As a Tesult, attempts have been made in recent -

g W e ] . N
. ! . years to measure the incidence of transit crimes, to ascertain whether the
| ! i

_,-
-
-
b4
—
——
-

upward trend has continued, and to determine the impact as registered by

v
E

Severity| Fear
. ) i N !
f . : !
il ’ o b e e bl bwwd - e

public fear of using mass transit. The VAPS study attempted to develop

such an information base on a nationwide scale. However, given the inherent

X

-

4

X

X

X

X
ooy

;

Environment.] Dicplocement

difficulties described, the conclusions of the VAPS study are limited.

.
.

g
*
¥

crimo Related Infoxrmation

offender/

While the size of the figure for total crime incidents extrapolated

Victim

by the ATA (33,000 to 39,000 for 1971) indicates a problem of some mag-

nitude, it is difficult to comprehend the severity of the problem on

the basis of this figure alone. An additional measure, the crime risk

experienced by transit users in comparison with risk experienced under

i

b4
X
Y
p.d
p4

general circumstances, provides somewhat more meaningful evidence. As

TABLE 8-2
URBAN MASS TRANSIT -- SOURCE MATERIALS

Scope

}
i

indicated in Table 8-3, the ATA researchers and the Carnegile-Mellon Uni-

. ———.
e
-

spotty
3

Spotty
Spotty

versity team in Chicago, using somewhat different considerations, reached

. National| Tocal

i
¢

opposite conclusions concerning transit crime risk. The former determined

1

that risk was twice as great in transit circumstances, while the latter

i
T
‘o

e ’
4 - . - “ - »
w5 ey e found transit risk to be only ons-third as great in nontransit circumstances.
o i . :
’ Eoe’ s 3 - : i td i | i
s > 2 58 B 2 3 - In addition, the Carnegie-Mellon team calculated average '‘crime
: E z é é‘ ° z 1 '
s = A e 5 4 vy e - e e ; cans . . . .
. g2 8 g & 8 % & 8 z 3 . : ridership indexes'' per million entries into the CTA rapid transit and bus

v v - : .
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RISK

(General Crime Measure)

(Transit Crime Mcasure)

Study

ATA:
"I'ransit Violent

o

UCR Index Rates,

Transit Violent

r
Crimes per Average

Nomber of

14 Citics

xposure

o
:
’

Crime I

Nuwber of 15 Minute

Index!

Trips per Person/ld

Major Cities
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.

~

Number of CTA Robberies

P
"

(MU, Chicago
“CTA Rapid Transit

Non~Transit
Robbery Rate,

(Bellwecather Indicator
of Violent Crime) per

v
.

Community Risk

Chicago's 21

Police Districts

Daily CTA Usexr 16 Years

or Qlder

O O VI

ot

!

oy

Yoty

I

be construed as cause for alarm.”

pie

system. At D.%/ million entries for‘bus and 7/ million for rapid transit,
they concluded that the risk factor -- even in recognition of a risk fac-
tor of 91/ million in the most "dangerous' part of the network -- could not
3b

Although the ATA and the Carnegie-Mellion team arrived at different
interpretations of the magnitude of risk involved, both studies agreed -
that subjective factors play as important a role in determing public pef;
ception of the crime problem as do the purely objective realities. Facad
by a steady decline in ridership over past decades, mass traﬁsit officials
have sought to understand thes nature of public perceptica of transit crime
and the extent to which it advarsely affects people's decisions to use
public means of tramsportation.

The resulté of several studies do not yield a simple conclusion.
While a Milwaukee atéitude survey on the influence of crime, vandalism,
and other socially disruptive behavior found no probable influence on
ridership, a nearly identical survey in Washington, DC, reached the
opposite conclusion. (A later DC study revsrsed earliér findings, an
example of the perplexing problea of éccurately measuring rider atti-
tudes.) In studies examining such influences after a serious criminal
incident, Baltimore found no relzted decrease in ridership, while Gleve-
land found positive evidence of decrease. Thus, the VAPS report conclude§
witﬁ regard to such surveys that crime and vandalism can exert a strong
influence on ridership decisions but only as subject, in varying degress’

to a multiplicity of factors. Among these zre volume of actual incidents
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ettty

v
in the area served, transportation alternatives available, and socio- e ]
economic status of the respondent. On this issue, the Milwaukee attitude T
€
survey found no conclusive evideﬁce that perception of transit crime was L
affected by the individual user's socioeconomic background; howgver, those L
survayad were users of a routs along the length of which the incidence of -y
% crime was quite uﬁiformly low. Perhaps more meaningful as evidence are:f 2 e
:; the results of a citywide transit study wonducted in Chicago, which f?und - f
that lower income (and black) users perceiveﬁ the incidence of crime on - i
the transit system to be much higher than did higher income users. It . WJ
§ has been suggestéd that, due to this group's greater degree of exposure e e
;f (more frequent trips, greater dependency on public transportation), a o
g greater awareness of crime is understandable. ’ ]
i Overall results‘of a public artitude survey conducted in Chicago . o

by the University of Illinois3C to compare fear in bus and rail are pre- .

sented in Table 8-4. The survey found that public perception Qf security

. .
! H

ignifi i t ining t it usage i icago. In
did play a significant role in determining transit usage in Chicag

T
e

addition, the ability to compare bus-related Tesponses with rapid-transit-
’ - .

| related ones provided a means of assessing the extent to which public

!
3 ¥
—

perception of transit crime is realistic. In Chicago, the higher degree

of fear registered with regard to use of the rail system does correspond
£ g

.
. R
’;-J

with the actually higher degree of risk for rall;patrogs.

andalistic acts on public fear has been recognized;

i

The influence of ¥

: - . ) )
in some cases the influence has dsen affirmed by attitude surveys, although

the degree of impact has remeined undetermined. Thus; an upsurge of van- f
e deg ;
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% of Total
Serious
Transit Crimes
25%

75%

ries

-

!

(431}

Measures of Actunl Risk

Crime-
-Ridership
Index
7/Million
cntries
7/Millien

Feel Least
Sccure While
Riding (Total
No. Responses)

N=16
N=60

TABLLE 8-4

Feel Most

Use Becausce of ) Secure While
No. Responses)

Kiding (Total

PUBLIC. FEAR/ACTUAL RISK -~ BUS VS, RAIL
Moasuros of Public Fear

28%

21%

Will Not
Fear of Crime

(Ronriders)

Consider
‘ the Safer
Transit | of the
Two Means
70%
16%

Type
Bus
Rail
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dalism suffered concurrently with the recent escalation of more serious

crime has given transit management cause for grave concern; not on.y 1in

terms of direct dollar loss but also in terms of loss of revenue passengers.

The VAPS researchers found that direct dollar costs -- which amounted

to, on the average, only 0.5 percent of operating costs for 1971 -- do not

begin to portray the scope and severity of the transit vandalism probleml
o

5 .
An article prepared by Lyndall £or Fleet Owner~ concurs with the VAPS

assessment of the relative weights of types of damage as measured by

percent of total vandalism costs. Window breakage constitutes the largest

0 to 65 percent of total costs), followed by damage to seats

(2 to 40 percent) and graffitti (up to 10 percent) for both bus and rail.

Some systems, such as the New York City Transit Authority (NYCTA),

' 3 h y o d 2 - A b d
include in vandalism cost calculations not only standard material an

jabor costs but also estimated revenue losses, allowance for driver time

in preparing accident reports, wages to drivers while out of service,

overhead costs, and payment to injured employees. Additional indirect

- £ ¥ : - demoralizing
costs may accrue through loss of revenue passSengers, due to: the demoral ng

atmosphere created by destructive acts or as 2 result of legal fees and

claims suits arising from the incidence of vandal-related injurles. The

vandalism problem for buses appears greatest in large cities, although the

VAPS report found no functional relationship between vandalism and

vehicle miles, revenue passengers, vehicle hours, or number of vehicles

operated.

]
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2. Urbaﬁ'Mass Transit -- Local* Bus. The authors of the 1970

Alaneda Contra—Costa.Transit study4 (hereafter referred to as the A-C
Transit study) present a general history of bus crime problems. The
city bus, they maintain, did not become a threatening environment in
the opinion of the public until the late 1960's. They attribute this
escalation of fear to one phenomsnon above all: A dramatic upsurge
during these years of the popularity of bus drivers as targets for
violent robberies and assaults. Figures 8-1 and 8-2 portray the rate
of increase for these crimes on a nationwide basis during thé years
1963 through 1968. By early 1968, many drivers feared to operate theix
buses and several special security arrangements had gone into effect,
among them police escorts, 2-way radios, alarms, and, in some cases, the
bearing of arms by drivers themselves.

A turning point was reached in May 1968, when a Washington, DC,
driver was murdered in a robbery attempt. The degree of driver outrage
that followed in the wake of this incident caused a new type of security
measure to be undertaken. Responding to pressure by union drivers, the

Washington, DC, system became the first to adopt an exact fare plan on an

experimental basis, followed shortly by companies in several other cities.

By the end of 1969, the majority of systems around the country had insti-
tuted such plans. Tables 8-5 and 8-6, indicate the existence and date of
initiation of exact fare for bus systems in large and medium-sized U.S.

and Canadian cities. 1In cities of 250,000 to 1 million (in those cases- .

vhere information was obtained), only one city did ot report use of exact

231
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TABLE 8-5

USE OF ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE EQUIPMENT, ON-BUS ALARMS, AND EXACT FARE

Cities of Over 1 Hillion

Eloctronic ’ ! ) Exact If Yes,

Survelllance On-bug If Yes, Type and Extent Fare on Date
System . ; Equipment If Yes, Typo and Extent of hpplication *Alarm* of Application Bused Initiated

M R )
noston (MBTA) Yes CC1V at 2 stations. (Cite 75% docrease Yes Plan for 2-way radios Yes N.K.
) k in crime at 6~camera station.} in future.
Cnleago (CTH): Yog ADT in 4 stations and all terminals, 1] M B Yes 11/6%
' RV monitors 500 buges-~not yet evaluated.
Cloveland {CTS) ' Yos Burglar aldrm and CCTV at troasury, Yos - Redios on huses, 4-way Yoo 11/608
k flavhers to slert police
w-inofisctive.
Dotroit H.M. No N.A.
Les Nngoles (SCRTD) Yes Silant and burglar alarms at ut-utlons. Yos 2-wuy radlios and sllent Yas 11768
© alarmg on buseu.
Montreal (MUCTIC) Yoo Automatic fare equipment. Yo N.A.
Wuw York (NycTA) Yes CCTV. R~44 car and R-10 (lst modern car)., - M.A, . Yes $/69
: Trouble-shooting bus,
flew York. (BATI) HiA, HoA, Hohe
Philadelphia (DATCO) You Contral monltoring tower. CCTV in cvery
stution and on sowu platforms, Automated
ticket system.
Philadelphia {SEPTA) No (Discussed, but atations not set up for N.h. " Yes 9/68
’ electronic surveillance)
H,A.

Toronto ) H,A, : N.A.

Sources American Transit Aosoclation, Questionnoire implemonted 1971-72, for Vandalism and Pagsenger Security study.

.




TABLL -8-6

ARE

NT, ON-BUS ALARMS, AND EXACT F

Clties of 250,000 to 1 Miliion -= A1l Dus Syu:émn

-
3
‘

L

"RONIC SURVEILLANCE BQUIPM

..
3

LL

4
+

YSE 0ot

If Yes,

Exacte

Electronic

Dato
Initiated

Tarc on
Busey

If Yes, Type and Extent

ol Rpplication

On-bus
*Alaym*

1f Yen, Type and Extent of hpplication

Surveillance
Equipment

System

7/€8

4-way flashors Ye

Yes

600 out of 721 buses have radios.

g

Ye

Oakland {A-C Tranpit)

1770

Yes

Yo

No

Albany

12/08

Yaz

Yo

Hio

Atlanty

6/68

Yeu

4-way flashors

Yoo

tio {Plzn to radlo-equip 211 bubes)

Dultimore

H.h.

lo

Huh,

Columbus

4771

You

tlo

tio

Danver

i,

(2-way rodios to bu installed in 1973} Na

Ho

Fort Worth

11/68

You

4-way flashers--~found

Ineffectivo

Yeu

o

Indlanapolis

1968

Yos

4-way flashars

Yag

o

1 Iwaukeo
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4-way flashers

Yes

Yo

Yew Orleans

YA,

No

Ho

Ottawa

12/70

Yoeu

Ro

Yo

Portland

Flaghers WA,

B

2-way radion

Yoo

St. louls

N.A

4-way flashors

Yen

Ho

. San Antonilo

£/69

Yos

Silent alaras installed,
1972

Yes

Radios installed, 1972

© Yoo

San Diego

1969

Yos

No

Yos

Radios on order for entire flect

Seattle. (STS)

N.h,

Yes
{Cormutation

Yo

e

Seattle (MTC)

tickets)

tlo

Ho

CCTV at storage area only

Yes

Winnepeg

Foelse i e

Sourcef - American. Transit Assoclation, Questionnaire, implemonted 1971-72, for Vandalism and Passenger Sccur{ty study .
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fare on buses.

The success of exact fare, immgdiately and throughout trial perioeds,
was dramatically demonstrated by the virtual elimination of bus driver
robberies. The A-C Transit study showed that, for periods following
initiation ranging from 4 to 9 months, 15 cities reported monthly rob-

ery rétes were 98 percent lower than for periods of 1 to 6 months before
the policy took effect. Figure 8-3, representing results in New York ;'
City, presents a.typically convincing picture.

1t was postulated that ekact fare would significan;ly‘reduce public
fear as weli by reinstating an atmosphere of security aboard vehicles. In-
deed, the final report of the Washington demonstration project6 assumed that
such reassurance on the part of the public was the basis for the high
degree of passenger acceptance and cooperation with which the plan was met.

a, fGeneral crime problem. On the basis of available informa-

.

tion, tﬁeyfol}owing generalizations can be made with regard to the sever-
ity and patterns of fozZal bus crime.

The Carnegie~M§llcn University study in Chicago found a low risk
of crimeAaboard buses, only 0.7 serious crimes per 1 million riders.
The VAPS study concluded that ons cannot assume tﬁat the largest
cities or systems will have the largest tofzl crime problems. However,
the data show that in the smaller cities (under 250,000) incidents and
rates for violent crimes, by whatever measure;fare nearly uniformly low
or even negligible. The more serious crimes, in any case, are more pre-
valent in larger cities, although the rates for bus systems, even in .-
these cities, may be low relative to rail or ovérall city rates.

While the Chicago patrons rated the bus as the safer mode over rail

(by 70 percent of the respondents), 63 percent declared there were times

!
23

wm




.

f - n..,.‘-}
}

!

2.5 ; N
lntroductian of exact fare

3 2.0 )

"-5 -

<

2

e

S 1.5

| o

<

2

£

5

=

> 1.0

o

’U -
B I

& .

E .

S . 0.5

o

¢}

1943 ] 1959 | 1970

Source: NYCPD Planning Division.

S~condazry Source: NYC Subway Report.
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Robberies in New York City, 1968-1970

5 o

kS

o

Py

¥
i

when they would not ride the bus (see Table 8-7).

As is confirmed by Figure 8-4, such fears correspond with the real-
ity of the crime situation: Risk of bus-related crime is highest at
these hours. Figure 8-5 shows that the risk was found to be higher on
weekends than during the week.

b. Robbery: operator. It appears that the exact fare stra-. -

tegy has continued to be influential in determining the severity and
pattern of this crime. ‘

Tables 8-~8 and 8-9 are based on analysis of the VAPS
questionnaire to suﬁmgrize the 1971 data for bus systems in cities over
1 million popuiation, and in cities of 250,000 to 1 million. Given sev-
eral limitations, such as inability in some instances to separate bus
data from rail ‘or driver incidents from passenger, only a few tentative
observations are possible.

For cities over 1 million, only five of the nine city

systems operating buses break down victimization of passenger/operator

for some types of crimes. Although the cities vary, a total of robbery
incidents produces an approximately 2-to-1 ratio (passenger-to-operator),
a total of aggravated assault incidents produces an approximate 1-to-1
ratio, and a total of all violent crime shows a 3-to-1 distribution.

Cities of 250,000 to 1 million, 14 of which provided data, experiencé
& smaller number of actual incidents, and their passenger-to-operator
ratios show wide variation from system to systeﬁ. Robbery, aggravated

assault, and total violent crime seem to be fairly evenly distributed
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TABLE 8-7

TIMES OF DAY WHEN RIDERS FEAR TO RIDE

8¢z

0°g

*§-g 2aInsTy
$'z

ST L

0°01
04 N

Times of Day 55 Nt Poir | o Foms | Toterw
Sometimes 37 63 1027

6 a.m. - 9 a.m, ‘95 5 640

9 a.m. - noon 98 2 640
noon -3 pm. 98 2 639
3 p.m. ~ 0 p.m. 94 6 636

6 p.m. ~ 9 p.m. 50 ‘ 50 643
9 p.m. - midnight 11 89 . 643
midnight - 6 a.m. 2 ! 98 643
Source: Perception of Crime in Mass Transportation
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TABLE 8-8

INCIDENTS OF VIOLENT AND OTHER CRIMES IN BUS TRANSIT SYSTEM
OF CITIES OVER 1,000,000

(Bracketed flgures izdicate [~ passangez/» cpe:y.o:] victimization)

Vislant Cxion Larceny
{thefs,
Criminal = Forcibla Robbesy {(Armed AggTavated Total - pidtpockc‘tz, Cthaf
S73ten Hemdcldn Pane o= 3tsong Asoed) Assauls Viclant Crima pursesnatcn)  Assaulis
Eoston (HFTAY - —— ——— — — — —— —
ZAaGO (s0]
Iz 1 o 61 110 181 397 1
= [73/21] {47/53] [55/45] [50/50]
Cleveland (CT5) — b 10 1 11 i8 S
Cer=oit o e —on — — — —
ales p:3 & o
Angel s¢RTD) (o} o] 15 72 B:I
ros A (J - [53/47] [33/87) [37/53] [16/84]
Manzzeal (MCCD — —— 1 4 5 21 10
99 180 388
New ¥York (WICTRA) 1 o oy 122 . J_.
[100/0] {s5/25] [s0/507 [58/44]
New York (PATH) —— ol —— — — e —
{po bus ~ zrail anly) R
Fhiladelphia (PATCD) — — [ —— — — —
{no bus -« rail ealy)
12 17
Philadalpkia (SEPTA) 1 [+} 2 2 5
Tl ( [100/0] [5/100] [o/126] [20/80] [o/100] fo/200}
Taronto (TTC) —_— —_— —— — — — —
(e) = Estizata

Suuryer  American Transit Association, Questionsaize implamented

1971-72, Zox

vaz2aliss and Passenger Secucity study.
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. TABLE 8-8 |
LY
(Continued)
har Crise
Weapons =~ Disordarly Cther Offsnsaes

Dossassion. Corduct (inel, faze avaslon, - TOTAL
{incl. shooting Sax 0ffenses incl. tord th-eats, Total Other ALl Zus

Azszca at buses) {axcept zape) Nassokies. drunkennass) tresvasiing) Bus Crize Crisa

» *

— 21 6 L 294 e 819 1,000

— 3 — —— — —— 26 37
3 4 7 13 895(e) —— 1,108 1,185

Q 5 4 -3 19 — 85 70

5 6 —— —_—— 5,226 i 5,803 6,002

z — — — 38’ — 69 74
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TABLE 8-9

INCIDENTS OF VIOLENT AxD OTHER CRIMES IV BUS TRANSIT SYSTEMS
OF CITIES OF 250,000 TO 1,000,000

L. o
(Brackated figtzas indlcate {4 passergez/d eparatar] victialzation)

yiotant Crisa

{z) = Estizats

: s L
Sowrcer - American Trapsit Assoclatlon,

2472

gueszisnnaizte implemented 13

7173, for vandalism 3

- -

Larceoy .
{thasis, :
' Y 2 ther -
imkna rtery {2 rsgzyratad Total | pickpockat. @ L
o : : ?c;.:'ﬁh o!::‘s*i‘::q(;:v;:g) H;-zs:.l:.: violent Czire puzsesnatch) As3zaulss
Howmiclds : z sT=ong Art :
geatea
2 & 48 .- 48
1 3 2 ‘
Satand (AC TEansis) [100/07 [1c00/0] {a/100} [87/33]
3 . —— —
— o 3
o ° [sace}  [o/ieo] |
3 6
clan 0 0 o 3 :5 :
e {o/100]} {os100}
siza : 87
’ 9 : 23 61 )
Bakeisors ° ° [z;;u] [72/22] [48/52] {ae/70] [7a/28]
1 —
o 3
cone=be ° ° L‘o/icm] [6/200] {u/200}
Hasainghen, D.C. (Mat ) — — —-— ] . ]
Tanvsz o 0 [ [¢] [35/44] (/1061
20
' 5 o o
4 1
Fost or ° ° Ins100] {o/100] Lo/100]
Indian ' 30
21 21 30
Indianapolis ° o ° [22/52] [38/52] [so/203 (337671 .
A : 57
— 73 73 68
Hipvasire - - [3;/5.7 [38/54] [38/52] T73/28]
2 28 90 42
4 24
T OrRenas [103/0] ¢ [75/25] {5278} [ss/11] [100/0} [o5/51]
: [ o
° ° ; i fo ioo]
e - fos20c] for1co] / )
1233 | o 4 o 13 6L 87
Fors ¢ {ico/0) [73/22] [s5/15]
zoul 21
s 6 10 34
e * ° ° [165/0] T33/673 [e0/40] [y7/3] 132/18)
0 Q o
San pakenio ] [ ) )
0 ——
¢ 0 2 2
Saa Diggo 0 v} [;:/100] [0/100]
25
— Co22 22 1s .
seassis (573) o [25/54 [38/84] (47753} {32/52}
° o o
o o )
Seattls (MTC) o Q " 2 ;
- - 1
Finaspes o - [100/03 [100/0])

1

TABLE 8-9 .

-

(Continued)
Other Crina -~
Yaapona ~ Disordarly Cther CiZfensdes
Possaessioa Conduct {incl. Zfaza evasion, TOTAL |
(incl. shooting Sax Offensas {incl. temb threats, Total Transis
Azscn a- busea) {exceok zape) Nazcoticd drunkenness rrespassing) Other Crime , Scize
g 32 [} 129 _— ) 266 +272
i [ . e 13 — 19 22
1 u h 26 —— 41 4T
v .
2 10 e 700 —— B850 B8y
b — 1 14 — .16 19
0 1 . o 37 —— 54 5%
Q 2 [+] 35 —_— 38 [x]
16 5 o] 188 - 249 270 N
4 53 2 a6 — 259 342
2 14 6 $5 — 249 - 277
. N
° 8 o 6 —— 12 26
2 10 — — — 160 173
3. 7 ] 73 — 153 163
1 2(s) o s0te) — — 43¢a) PE
o 4 Q S0 — 54 56
8 13 — 48 —_ 110 132 )
a s} ' -— [ 4 11 11 .
—— — P— 3 — 4 5




between passengers and operators. Total larceny incidents for nine cities,
however, reveal a 4-to-3 ratio and, for simple assaults, a 2-to-1 ratio.
The reader is cautioned to view these data with two considerations
in mind: ‘
o These data are likely to be weighted towards
operator victimization because operator
incidents tend to be reported more consis-
tently than passenger incidents.
e Some of the robberies appearing om the ATA
data sheets as "operator' incidents may in
fact.be cases of '“other employees" incidents
involving the robbery of employees collecting

cash from fare boxes.

There i1s evidence from the A-C Transit study that exact fare systems -

night serve to reduce the gravity of bus robbery incidents. Oakland's
initial experience was that robberies occurresd lzss often during the
nighttime hours, that weapons were used only about half so often, and
that yobbers were more often under age 21.

c. Robbery: passengers. The possibility that exact fare might

displace robberies from bus drivers to passengers must be considerad in -
assessing the severity of passenger robbsTy.

The A-C Transit study predicted that the displacement to passengers

would not result, on the basis of: (a) Evidsnce from several cities for

the initial months following enactment of the plzns; and (b) the fact .

~

that, when passengers were aboard the bus during a driver robbery, they

were almost niever robbed.
However, there does exist more recent evidence to the contrary.

As stated in the operator robbery discussion above, on the basis of

total 1971 reported robbery incidents for bus systems providing infor-

mation to the VAPS survey, passengers appear to have been victims about.

twice as frequently as operators. Chicago and New York report very h;gh

percentages of passenger victimization. )
The Chicago Transit study may provide the most recent and reliable

information. For the 18-month study period, passengers were the victims

of 80 percent of bus robberies. Table 8-10 shows that robberies account

for aboﬁt 40 percent of the total seridus bus crimes and that such rob-
beries provided grave threats; few were merely atfempts; and ﬁeapons
were used in a majority of crimes, algkggghAmost victims escaped without
injury. In addition, iobberies were carried through to completion des-
pite the fact that witnesses were reported in over 50 percent of the

cases.

There is some evidence that passengers may be more often assalled

by groups of offenders than drivers. While the A-C Transit study found

bus driver Tobbers most often worked alone, the Chicago Transit study

found Tobberies of passengers were likely to be carried out by groups

of two or three.
In terms of temporal distribution, the Chicago Transit study found

that incident océurrence exhibited two peaks: One during nighttime hours
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TABLE 38-10

COMPQOSITION OF MASS TRANSIT CRIME

‘R.T Bus Total
1 7% of % of 7. of
Crime Type ! No. Type No. Type No. Tyoa
Robbery:
Armed ‘ 523 44 105 48 622 T L4
Abtempted Armed 1 26 2 2 30 2
Strong-~Armed 620 52 108 49 728 5L
Atremptad Stroang-Armed 27 2 3 1 30 2
{Coding errors)l _{8) - (7Y - (13 =
. 1,204 100 228 100 11,432 99
Battexry:
Physical contact - imsult-~ L .
ing or provoking nature 97 29 58 20 155 25
Inflicted minor injury -
no weapon used 183 55 185 62 363 58
Inflicted seriocus iniury
no weapon used ] 11 3 8 3 18 3
Injured (or attempted) with
dangercus object 18 5 23 g 41 7
Stabbed or cut (or attempted 21 6 16 5 | 37 6
Shot (or attempted) 4 1 5 2 9 1
{Coding error) - - 1 - L -
o 334 99 288 100 630 100
Assault:
Menaced victim with weapon 21 43 11 34 32 &0
Menaced victim without
weapon 28 57 21 66 49 60
49 108 32 100 81 100
Crime Against Person:
Murder 7 6 2 20 9 7
Rape 12 11 8 80 20 17
-Indecency, etc, 85 77 ¢ - 85 71
Otherz 5 0 - 6 5
110 29 10 100 120 100
Totals, zll crimes i, 697 566 2,263
Unfounded cases3 123 2 125
Cases analyzed R, 574 SEL

;2,138

Source: Imgrovement of Mass Transit Security in Chiczgo.

(as also found by the A-C Transit study); and the other from 2 p.m. to
5 p.m., perhaps coinciding with groups of young offenders riding the bus
after school.

d. Assault: operator. A wide range of evidence exists con-

cerning the risk of assault experienced by bus drivers. The A-C Transit
study survey of 594 drivers in four U.S.‘cities has determined that onlyif
15 percent of all drivers have ever been injured by assault, althdugh 39
percent of all drivers were threatened by assault during the l-year perioa
under considerafion. A further A-C Transit sﬁrvey of transit management

officials in 15 systems concluded that, following the institution of exact

fare, incidence of driver injury decreased. The Chicago Transit study

- measured risk of operator assault only in relation to passenger assault,

and determined that drivers accounted for only 20 percent of total bus
assaults. =

The A-C Transit report concluded that the size and complexity of
the assault problem were greater than had been previously theorized.
Survey responses revealed that, despite significant reduction of robbery
and fear of robbery, fear of assault remained high with exact fare pro~
grams in effect. Table 8-11 summarizes evidence of thié residual fear.

The A-C Transit study found‘that driver assault may. present a more
diversified crime pattern than driver robbery in terms of both offender
characteristics and the crime distribution. While threats are typicaliy :
perpetrated by teenagers, often in groups and of a different race fhan ”

the driver, assailants may range from the violent robber to the irate




TABLE 8-11

BUS DRIVERS' PERCEPTIONS OF RISK OF ASSAULT

Perception

Percent Drivers
in. Agreemant

Spend at least half of time 34
in high risk areas
Spend some time in high 70
risk areas
Feel some danger of assault 74
while drivihg
50

Feel current bus crime level
higher than expected from

past experience

Source: A-C Transit Report

L2

% . .

motorist. The A-C Transit study 21so found that the geographical areas in
which assaults occurred were more dispersed than the high robbery areas.

e. Assault: passengers. Passengers are the victims of

nearly 50 percent of the bus assault incidents according to the ATA

data, and of 80 percent of these incidents according to the Chicago stu-
dies. Assaults were the most numerous of the serious bus crimes studied'~
by the Chicago Transit study team. Most incidents involved either the
infliction of minor injury without the use of a weapon or physical contact
of an insulting or provbking nature. Over 50 percent of the victims were

students, and 65 percent of the offenders were in their teens.

£. Other crimes against persons. The Chicago study found the

occurrence of such crimes as murder and rape to be extremely low for
the bus system. The VAPS bus system data corroborate this finding. Public
indecency and similar types of offensive, but relatively non-fear-producing,
incidents constituted the major portion of the "crimes against pexrsons'

data compiled in Chicago.

g. Less serious crimes. The Chicago study did not consider

the less serious crimes of larceny (including pickpocket ahd,pursesnatch).
The A-C Transit report présented no data on the incidence of such crimes.
either, although the authors spéculated that these incidents were occur-
ring frequently aboard buses.

V ‘The ATA data for bus system larceny suggest that discrepancies
may result from varied reporting and recording practices from system to -

v v

system for this crime.  Because so few systems provide victimization
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3. Urban Mass Transit -- Local Rail. Rail systems appear to bear

information, it is difficult to determine whether passengers Or operators

are more frequently victimized. ATA interviews with trensit officials - ‘ B a disproportionate amount of the mass transit crime problem. Figure 8-6
hintea that the actual incidsnce of these crimes is extremely high, L presents the incidence of the various crimes studles in Chicago (robbery,
both in terms of petty operator-directed thefts (thefts of changers, - battery, assault, and total crimes against person) on a comparative basis,
tokens, or scrip) and of passenger pickpocket and pursesnatch. . ] mode to mode.

While not inherently fear-producing as are the crimes of robbery ;f R The rail system's user population is significantly smaller than thé;

aim

~

d assault, numerous and continual incidents of larceny can have a ‘ bus population, and it is easy to dismiss the magnitude of the rail system
an s : £ S - : ]

d lizing effect on drivers and patrons alike ) ’ : crime problem. However, roughly one-third of all annual public transit
emoralizing exf e Xe. - :

h Intervention strategies against bus crime. As noted, . cy e trips are made by rail and the remaining two-thirds by bus.
- Oy =

exact fare plans are virtually universal in cities over 250,000. Meny The rail system provides both a more concentrated and a more complex

'systems report no use of electronic surveillance or alarm devices. Of T array of potential targets for crime. While local buses on their Toutes
the systems in 12 cities undsr 250,000, half used exact fare systems and V _E ‘ traverse the streets of the city, the vehicles of elevated and ground
none reported use of elect;onic surveillance or alarm devices. The A-C —- level rail systems (and particularly those of subway systems) operate

- ' e - ey LIV W4 5 N - : . K
Transit survey officials, in fact, concluded that all such devices vere e strictly within thelr own well defined and confined environments.

b 1 inally useful Somewhat similarly, the roles of members of the rail transit system.
at best only margina rul.

Special forces for bus systems are rare; such rarity is even more may be seen as being both more well-defined and more numerous. The A-C

pronounced in smaller cities. Varying opinions were gathered from the Transit study discussed at some length the "humanizing presence' of the
- . -3 L e ke Es g

- P . s e ~ bus driver and his extreme vulnerability. The bus driver is more exposed
different systems on the need for, and effectiveness of, city police efforts. = , |

_ . to crime than any passenger because he is more singly prominent in terms
On this point, the A-C Transit report suggasted that, because the average

of his physical position ahd his combined roles of operator, payment

bus crime takes place over a period of 3 minutes or less, even 100-percent

= e

. . - “ collector, and keeper of ordsr. In the rail system, however, employees
police efficiency would result in only 2 marginal lmpact. Y

The A-C Transit study emphasized operational "conflict-management" o :é are in general less exposed physically, and roles are usually broken
techniques. As found by ATA surveys, many bus SYStemkofficials do stress = f@ | down considerably -- ticket or toll booth agent, conductor, tralnman,
the importance of school lizison and coﬁmunity rzlations programs in N -
their efforts against crime. | ‘ ww;E‘ o e - ,
. mlw}g
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and maintenance and repairman. Thus, rail transit employees present
a more dispersed patterning for potential victimization.

a. General crime problem. While limited, those sources of

local rail crime data that exist present a relatively uniform picture of
the crime problem. The CPTED Research Support team sought to wring from _
the VAPS raw data those inq;dents incurred by rail systems which appearéd
as part of the ''total transit" tables for cities over 1 miliiqn, Unfor~
tunately, while nine of these cities have rail systems, data for only

six systems could be obtained and those data described only some crimes.
Some systems could not ?rovide separate figures for rail; from others,
data sufficient for tabulation could not be obtained. Such data as

could be compiled by the Research Support team are presented in Table 8-12.
On the basis of three cities' victimization breakdowns, the following
approximate passenger-to-operator ratios emerged: Robbery, 3 to 1,
aggravated assauit, 2 to 1; and total violent crime, 2 to 1.

The most abundant source of rail data was the Chicago Transit
studies. A study‘of subway crime in Ne& York7 constituted the sole sup-
plementary source.

The Chicago Transit study's analysis of police records on total
serious rail crimes provides the only available data from which ‘a general
picture of the crime pattern can be formed. As indicated in Table 8—15,
this study found that rail crime eshibited high degrees of concentration

in terms of temporal, geographical, and environmental distribution.
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TABLE 8-12

INCIDENTS OF VIOLENT AND OTHER CRIMES IN RAIL TRANSIT SYSTEMS
OF CITIES OVER 1,000,000

(dzackatad Zigurma izdicate [+ passengez/s operator) vicuinizatiea

violant CIine

‘ Larceny
(thefz,
Porcidle Pobbery (Arsed  Aggravated Tocal plckpockek,  Othax
System Boniclla Fapa or S—cong Armaed) Assanly violent Crime puxsesnatch) Assaulen
Boston (MBTA) — e — — — — —
thizago (CA) o] 5 338 y 14 532 530 15
. [62/28] [s1/15] [68/32] [82/x3]
Clevelapnd (CTS) — ——— — R e — —
(2o rall =~ bus only)
Darrolit — — e — —— —— —
ics Angelas (SCRID) : — S — — — — .
(rio zail ~ bua caly)
Hontrsal (MECTC) o 0 7 2 9 7 24
¥ew York (UICTAY 5 ] 23 78 108 2,403 1,018
{10070} {76,207 (337573 [43/758] [71/29]
¥ev York (PATH) — T 22 [} 22 12 9
thiladelphia {paTcoy Q — —_— 1 1 ¥} [s]
Fhiladelphia (SEPTA) 0 4 57 s 87 48 _ 83
{1cas0] [193/0) 8814} {95/5] {x00/0] [s0/40]
Tozonte {(T2X) — — — ——— ——— - —

.

Source: American Transit aAssociation, Fuastisanaize isplemented 1971-72, Zor ¥andalicm ard Passangay Sacusiew study
. i y st—“#—l-c-‘—-—. prE= .
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TABLE 8-12-

5

(Continued)

Cthor Crize

Weapans - pisorderly othar Offanses N
Possession Corducs {incl. fare avasion, TOTAL
(incl. shogting Sex Qffansas {incl. bamb threats, Total Othar All Rail
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TABLE 8-13
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LOCAL RAIL CRIME PATTERN CONCENTRATION -~ TOTAL SERIOUS CRIME
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Table 8-14 provides some general description of typical incident locations,
It was mnoteworthy that offenders‘demonstrafed certain’preferred
riethods of escape. éy far the greatest number of station and station—
plazform offenders made an immediats exit to the street by way of the
stairs. Very few boarded tiains or hopped barriers. Most on-train
offenders exited at the next regular stop; very few pulled the emergency

stop signal or moved to another car. Further details on offender escapes:

appear in Table 8-15..

¥

b. Robbery. On-thé basis of availéble data, it appgarg that
robbery dominates the local rail crime configuration, both in téfms of
severity and degree of éoncentration. | |

‘The Chicago Transit study of both rail and bus found that robbery
evidenced more éoncentrated temporal, geographical, envifonmental, and
victimization distributions than any other serious transit crime. The
KYC Subway study iargély confirms this pattern. Specific findings of
both studies are -presented in Table 8§-16.

The NYC Subway study discovered that passenger robbers differ from
toll booth robbers in several characteristics and postulated that few
offenders engaged in both types of crimes. The Chizago Transit study
data do not provide robber characteristics by type of victim. The |
following characteristics provide contrasting offender profiles from
the two studies:

© Age ~-- In New York, passenger robbers tended

to be very young (most under 17 years, and
some under 10), and the average age of robbers
as reported by’victims was 17.3. Tbll booth
robbers, howevér; averaged 22 years.. In
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TABLE 8- - o e ,
§-14 ‘ - RAPID TRANSIT OFFENDER ESCAPE ROUTE
VICTIM LOCATION DURING RAPID TRANSIT CRIME —
Robbary 3azzen Assault C.A.P. Total
T e Platforn: ¥o.  x ¥o. X Mo. % Yo. z Yo. 3
Pobbery Battary Assault C.A.P. Total SRR Scalrs into Scation 15 3.9 4 '10.8 - - 1 5.9 20 4.3
No. % |No. % [No. Z { No. 2 |No. % ‘ ;
STATION » e Scairs onto Street 251 64.9 4 - 37.8 4 56.2 S 294 214 8Y.2
On Platform 478 61.2) 129 77.3 14 53.3 32 58.21 6853 ¢
A - Ea = . 2 83.4 5o nine Fencs - - - - - -
On Stairs 107 13725 149 |2 53 | 3 5.5 |137 13.3 < - - TereTs T Rt | PR
Betw. Stairs Gatting onto Traim 29 7.5 9 244 - 7 412 | 45 10.0
and Entrance 19 2.4 {6 3.7 -} - - 3 5.5 128 2.7 "— 3 '
Ia Bataroom - - - - - - 2 3.6 2 0.2 Remafag down Platform/

In Tickat Booth . : _ —_ - Tracks 25 7.5 5 13.5) 2 2860 2 1.7 8 a5
Agent .2 . - . > . )
Was}fi ggm)l/ 160 20.2§ 1 o'e 7 .29.20 12 21.8|180 17.3 Crossing Tracks 3 o4 1 .7 - _ L 4 o
Jackson Tuonals {4 0.5 {5 3.0 - - - - g 0.9 ] Other - Platforam 31 5.4 4 10.8 1. 14.2¢ 2 117 38 8,5

Other 4 1.8 13 06 |31 4213 55|19 1.8 B ‘

Totals 782 167 24 55 1023 « Totals 387 37 7 17 448 - °
(Values not e tal ]
Regortad) 12) (6) (2) (3) (23) — ] Seatians ’ Robbé:y ) Satcary Assault C.A.P. Toral

= Yo. % No. % No. 7 No. A Wo. %
. IRAIN Statfon EXit to Street | 90  83.3 5 60.9 4 100 16 89.0{ 116 82.3
Eatering Train i1 0.3 1§ - - - - - - 1 0.2
Leaviang Train 9 3.0 9 10.0 _ _ 3 9.4 21 A.g A= Stairs to Platform . - 8.3 1 - 10.0 - - - - 1_0 7.2
On Traio-in Sta] 40 13.2] 28 31.2 |3 27.3} 3 9.4 |72 17 : - 10
On TrainBate. : 9.4 L 17.0 . Other 9 . B.3 3 30.0 - 2 11.0 1% 10.0
Statioms = [254 83.5{ 53 58.8 g 32.7 26 81.2| 341 78 ’
. 2. 1. .0 v e v .
Totals 304 S0 11 32 437 Totals 108 10 4 18 40
(Values not : .
Reported) 20 117 4 12 53 . . ‘} "
— .
- . _ Robbidzy 3attery Assault C.A.P, Tokal
No. 7 No. % No. % No, % No. %
Source: Improvement of Mass Transit Security in Chicago.. ‘ W Iraln: -
- Emargency Stop 6 2.5 - - - - - - 6 1.9
#} ‘ Off Train iato Staticy |199  856.0 30 55.86 7 B7.5} 14 70.0) 250 73.8"°
To Another Car 10 42] 1 1.9 - - 1 5.0 12 3.8
B E Other 22 9.3 22 41.5 1 12,30 5 25.0 50 13.7
. WE Totals 237 53 8 - 49 - 318
. [T ) , (Values Nor k
: Razported) (472) (224 &0} (55) 751) -
- “g Source: Improvement of Mass Transit Security in Chicago.
258 | -7
' - WE 259




TABLE 8-16
ROBBERY IN LOCAL RAIL -- CRIME PATTERNS

i e e e
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i Chicago, over half of the robbery offenders
were under 21 years of age, and most were .
© - o T R
= - g a2 5 : ,
o | & g 5 g { under 30.
¥ = -l 5 L
5 1948 8 ) 5= bel - .
- k) -4 ~ > [0 b ~ B
= |2af & &8 5 e p o Number of Offenders -- New York passenger
g (o = g 9 & o 7 ! £
5 F2% ° U g g%
o . . oo 4] : .
L :3 @ g 2% K] - robberies were often perpetrated by groups
¥ z 1228 = S osE s
= o o g 9 - o .
3 2 {5YE § % a5 o ‘ T of two or three; toll booth robbers more .-
> o] Q B }
2 | s 3 1558 3 S ~ - -
2 o 5 3| & 3 Ty d often worked alone. In Chicago, a substantial
25| ¢ B8R - sl 5§ F ~
alo g, 2 | . i
- 2 %3% > » az 3 A number of robberies were perpetrated by more '
22 & FEa) & 8| Lo & ~ = ; | :
=l = 9 o o 3
o 58 R ~than one offender, . |
Z ~ ] Be o8 | 5
& ) & i . §
g ;E § '§.§ § e @ Use of Weapon -- In New York, very few passenger ;
& Susll B Ry 5 . -
g » Zafy v 3 oA 3 robbers (8 percent) were armed; however, all but |
Bl sz 8ol & 5| Bz ° | . |
&= o pd [T ] st ‘ . ;
= 0 s ' 4 i
“ E 8 S 3 a " ) ] 7 percent of the toll booth robbers carried !
T | g 58| £ ) g7 2 - - . |
n o " ~ !
! B 2 28z 5 § 18 g3 o - handguns. About 50 percent of all robbery .
Sl 27 Bedl 2 gl e e B
@ g g as 8 3t s 26 5 T— , offenses in Chicago were armed. |
IS T © 8 '3 Z] @ & a Yol ¢
o =
g o O M- = o = o] +H Q ' . ‘ .
gl 2 2 S - N ° i v 5 3 “ o c. Assault., Several contrasting elements exist between the
- s G @ |Td 3 @ o 2 Q-4 0 = ’ kit bl
§1 = = 2 288 R e 8 EHE w N » _ )
i ~ B - =TE B assault problem and the robbery problem in the local rail mode. . Approx-
o S5 be o ’
5 B BsC Bk imately 20 percent of the serious rail transit crimes studied in Chicago
] ] 4] & O © = s ‘
8 3 3 & Teh o4 F
5 = ) & {;f %’ é’g & . - were assaults; a very small percentage were attempted assaults. (On
8|85 857 B8 23 -
g = ¥ “ B3 i 5 . ~ . R - o
Bl 3 > E 3 & 2 B vesg 98 23 - the basis of the scant information provided by VAPS survey, one can
SR e Al 223 &2 558 gn B
ne | = = & 3 Sy @ — s . o : 5 ‘
251 & | & = F &l = 938 Wi 93 E only conclude that, in general, assaults appear to occur less frequently
BT 02 s .
= o] [4] v N N -
= = oo a2 WO than robberies.)
[ 4 43.Q S
3 = £ aed 8% 9= -
g S g s S8 =g - : E With respect to temporal, geographical, environmental, and victim-
52| B - s |5 FfrEdAE g - *
25 =2 & 5 5. g 0 . . . R K . . )
%}E & 3 g o g2 s B . - ization distributions, assaults in the local rail environment in Chicago
< 8 3 8 5 g -7 k5 3 §
- displayed a somewhat more dispersed pattern than did robberies, as
- ’“‘g indicated in Table §-17.
Most of the local rail asszults studied in Chicago involved either
: ; : IE ; ninor injury without the use of a weapon or physical contact of an
260 -
00 261




TABLE 8-17

ASSAULTS IN LOCAL RAIL MODE -- CRIME PATTERN AS COMPARED TO ROBBERIES insulting or provoking nature. Several 'victim/offender and other

characteristics appear to agree with this finding. Victims were largely

ASSAULT PATTEZRN - lone white males, frequently (about 25 percent) students. Most offenders

DISTEIBOTION | (IN PELATION TO RC332ZRY) | SPECIFIC STUDY FINDINGS: ASSAULT/ROBBERY
' were young (under age 30) and black; S0 percent were lone individuals,

"

Assault: 50% on one line. - .
but a substantial number of incidents (16 percent} were perpetrated by

Y

Robbery: 55% on the same line but heavier
e . .
concentration on cextain sta~ .
tions.
' — Co R _end since many took place during the boarding/exiting process, it was

GEOGRAPHIC Slightly more disparsed.
gangs of four or more. In addition, since assaults peaked at rush hour

{Chicaga Transit Study) i - ks ]

Slightly more even dis-
ENVIRCUMENTAL | tribution, station/train | Assauli:
(Locale) (but again, highest Ropbery: 723 in station.

surnised that a significant number arose out of the stress.of higi1~

»

62% in station.

]

o

occurrence on platiorm. —— ‘ . . ) . ‘ :
. . e density, restricted-freedom-of-movement situations.
. Assault: Slightly more Wednesday and AR d. Other crimes against persons. The Chicago Transit study
More evenly dist>ibuted Thursday than cother davs. B . »
across the week. Robbery: Zeavily concentrated (50%) ]§‘ : offers the only useful information available on these other crimes against
on weskends. Vo : : )
‘ persons. Although the study found a substantially higher number of these
TEMPORAL, - ; g E :
: ’ crimes in rail systems t i St tal inci
sssault: Pask between 4 p.m. azd 10 oz, e o ystems than in bus systems, the total incidence of these
Peak earlier in tha day particularly at rush hour, crimes is small i . + b X a 1
; N mes is sm in comparison to robberies and assaults.
Pobbexyv: Eighes:t 3 p.m.~5a.m. ‘ I§ . P s Furthemore’
oA o L e . <.
the majority of these incidents involved public indecency or the like

Assault: 32.73% employee; frequently other E rather than murders or rapes; only a few were serious crimes,
Less heavily passenger;* emnloyzes besides toll booth )
VICTDMIZATION | less tlsiea"ily toll beoth agents. Most victims and most offenders were lonme individuals. While
agents. Robbery: 18.4% erployee; almost always : : .
toll booth agents. i Tobbery and assault victims tended to be white and male, victims of
' : . Other crimes against person (which were largely incidents of public
*Data compiled by VAPS survey apsears to coXrosborate this pattern. An approxi- 3 - . .
mate ratio of 3 to 1, passengar to op2rator, was Iound for robbery, victimization; T ; indecency and rape) were in 75 percent of the cases women, more frequently
for assault, the ratio was ahout 2 to 1, passenger to onerator. -
: R B ; black.
. ‘
e.. Less serious crimes. Because the Chicago Transit study- did
. E not tabulate data for the lesser offenses, the only remaining source of ’

data on the incidence of these crimes is the VAPS survey. The extremely
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vide ranges among the numbers of incidents of larceny, other (i.e., lesser

or attempted) assaults, and disorderly conduct provided by the various
systems suggests the influence of highly different reporting practices
rather than huge differences in actual crime problems.

One can only conclude, on the basis of ths magnitude of the numbers
provided by some systems, that these lesser crizmes may occur with
sufficient frequency to pose substantial problems for rail transit
systems. Thus, it is possible that an atmosphers that can be perceived
as threatening and can thus discourage ridership could be engendered in
part by the pervasiveness of these lesser crimes.

£, Intervention strategies against rail crime. Table 8-5
- = Py

sumnarized the ATA survey data on electronic surveillance and alarm
equipment employéd by‘cities with rail systems; closed-circuilt television
cameras were the most fresquently employed equipmant of this type. In
the category of security personnel, routine patrol and stake-out tactics,
together with use of specially trained dogs, wers most frequently
mentioned.

One recent work that addresses crim and harassment problems in
general and their solution is, "A Methodology for Developing Security
Design Criteria for Subways.“8 This document piesents checklists for
analyzing police data, subway stations, and trains in terms of physical

and nonphysical factors conducive to crime and harassment incidents.

-

4. Secondary Targets. The secondary targests for possible CPTED

consideration are private motor vehicles, pudblic motor vehicles (i.e.,

264
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taxicabs), parking facilities, service stations, and freight terminals.
The following discussion considers severity of the crime problem, crime-
related information, and potentiality as a CPTED target with respect to

each of these environments.

a. Private motor vehicles. The overwhelming crime against

private motor vehicles is auto theft. The UCR indicate that auto thefts-~

make up 15 percent of the total Crime Index (i.e., Part I crimes) offensev
volume. The NCP surveys confirm that most (over 90 percent) actual

auto theffg'are reported to the police (probably for insurance purposes).
Consequently, the UCR documentatibn of the auto theft problem i% reliable.

Auto theft rates clearly indicate that this crime is primarily a
large city problem, since the highest rates appear in the most heavily
populated sections of the Nation. In 1972, the average value of stolen
automobiles was $936 At.the time of theft. Persons arrested for auto
theft tend to be young, maie, and white. 1In 1972, 54 percent of all
persans arrested for auto theft were under 18 years of'age; 72 percent
were under 21.

Although only 17 percent of auto thefts are cleared by arrest, the
majority of automobiles are recovered., This high recovery'fate is due
mainly to the effectiveness of the National Crime Information Center
(NCIC), a computerized system operated by ths FBI and serving all law
enforcement agencies throughout the nation. ~. :

Although auto theft is a major crime problem, it would not be, in .

comparison with other possible transportation crime targets, very re-

N
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warding to pursue in the current CPTED Program. Auto theft is a property
crime that engenders little fear -- anger and inconvenience are the more
likely outcomes.

b. Public motor vshicles. . Although few data are availavle,

robberies of taxicabs appear to have been irncreasing in many cities. For
example, in New York City, the number of taxicab robberies increased -
matkedly during the period 1968-1970, as exhibited in Figure 8-7. As a '
result, ''gypsy'" cabs came into existence. In general, gypsy cab drivers
live in the more high crime neighborhoods of the city; often, they have
criminal reéords of their own. Strictly speaking, they are providing cab
service in those (high crime) areas that are not being well served.

Figure 8-7 also indicates the introduction of two programs that

might have impacted taxicab robberies.

The Rand study found that the
introduction of bus exact fare did not seem to influence the occurrence
of taxicab robberies, while the introduction of a special taxi-truck
surveillance police unit did result in a marked decrease in these
offenses. In summary, the Rand study concluded that there was no con-
crete evidence that any displacement occurred between taxicab robberies
and robberies in the New York City mass transit {(subway and bus) systems.
Other preventive measures that have besn used in controlling |

robbery of cab drivers are:

o Off-duty policemen driving taxicabs. | :

e Bulletproof shields bestween cab drivers

and passengers.
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Figure 8-7. Taxi Robberies in New York City, 1968-1970
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@ Frequent stopping and mailing of excess

LY

l Oakland that robberies in parking garages or lots accounted for less

cash to their homes by cab drivers. than 2 percent of total robberies. )

=
i 3¢

® A limited cash program; excess cash is lz The relatively low incidence of crime and limited number of sites

would put parking facilities low on the priority list of potential

—

placed in a keyless deposit box that T

cannot be opened by the driver. (Feeney9 —

reports that the Yellow Cab Company of . B - d. Service stations. The number of service station robberies -

- R - ‘ , _ . o j
j is about ten times those occurring in parking facilities -- at least, : ;

trangportation targets for CPTED.

x

California was able to decrease robbery by

+

67 percent by adopting a $5 limited cash this was the case in Oakland. In addition, Feeney found that: o i

m—

.program in the Los Angeles area.) ] "...in 1968 there were 9,651 service station,

® A signal tie-in with the police. robberies in cities of 25,000 plus popu- §

. . fee e ) . . :
» Introduction of a credit card system i lation, an increase of 28.7 percent over

for payment of taxicab service. B ‘ 1967. Service station robberies in 1968

made up approximately five percent of all

In considering cab driver robbery as a potential crime-environment . L :
target for CPTED, it should be noted that the crime is both severe and i— - robberies in the‘U.S. and averaged about %
fear-producing. On the other hand, cab drivers are few (compared with : o ] ' §126 each. At least 19 attendants were
the number of passengers riding urban mass transit systems), and there - | killed during robberies in 1968-1969.

. . by 1
i

Frequently service stations that stayed

is generally a low social dependency on taxicabs (except for late-night ]
employées going to and from work). Also, it is not clear how effective ‘ L an open 24 hours a day were being singled
CPTED strategies could be against taxicab robberies, since taﬁicabs .= o ', out during nighttime hours as easy marks.
are moving targets and constitute a2 dispersed environment. s Employee turnover was high and many ser-
c. Parking facilities. Although extensive data on parking “ R ? ) vice station dealers were considering
facility crimes are not available or easily accessible, it is believedj i W‘J cutting back on their hours. In one
that two types of crimes przdominate -- robbery and, to a lesser ektent;' - i " city, the late night, early morning shifts )
auto theft. Relative to total commercial robberies, Feeney found in S were being referred to as "Vietnam duty."
ok | _
e
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The ''mo-change'' or 'exact-change' program started by Standard 0il

of California in 1969 has proven to be an effective, or at least popular,

intervention measure against service ‘station robbery. Five major oil

companies (Mobil, Phillips, Shell, Humble, znd Gulf) have indicated that

they would like to expand their use of the program. Although there is

some evidence that the program does cause & slight loss of business (at

least initially), other potentially dangerous side effects (e.g., bodil&s

injury from thwartea robbers, increased robberies when the service

station safe is emptied, etc.) have not been observed. A Humble 01l

survey revealed that several other deterrent approaches have been tried,

including alarm system, cameras, trained dogs, bullet-proof teller's

offices, structural changes, regular police visits, and a reward program.

Some remarks about the above mentioned approaches include:  "Alarm

systems have proven costly and less than satisfactory;' 'Cameras are no

good and too expensive;" "Dogs have bitten customers;' and '"Teller's

offices are good only for self-service stations."
Robbery of service station attendants is both severe and fear-

producing,- thus qualifying it for potential consideration under the CPTED

Program.

e. Freight terminals. The U.S. Department of Transportation

(DOT) has undertaken extensive national analysis of the cargo theft and
pilferage problems in all modes of transportation, with special con-

centration in the trucking and rail modes.

Losses resulting from cargo theft and pilferage in the transportation

industry have been conservatively estimated to exceed $1 billion annually..

Bos

7Ty

“q

-

i

.

Analysis of claims data shows that nine commodities (clothing, electrical
appliances, autamotive parts, food products, hardward, jewelry, tobacco
products, scientific instruments, alcoholic beverages) make up almost

80 percent of total national loss due to theft and pilferage.

An interesting finding of the DOT énalysis is that about 85 percent
of goods and materials stolen go out the "front gates'" on persons and inm
vehicles authorized tobbe in loading and uhloading areas of transportati;n
facilities. Only about 5 percent involves the afterhours bfeak—and1én£er'
burglary. Alt@ough catastrophic and highly publicized, the armed hijack
or grand larceny of a tractor-trailer or a complete container amounts to
only some 10 percent of the total picture. With regard to the 85 percent
lost through authorized vehicles and persbns, the DOT analysis shows that
about 60 percent consists of thefts in quantities of one case or more but
less than a full load. The remaining 25 percent is in the nature of pil-
ferage of less than one case. Consequently, prevention programs should
be primarily directed at authorized personnel, most of whom are, of course,
enployees.

In cooperation with LEAA, DOT has studied the relationship between
cargo theft and organized crime. It was determined that organized crime
is involved in a great deal of cargo theft. This is because much stolen
property is taken to a third party for resale and/or entry into an illicit"
distribution system.  Thus 'the existence of what have come to be known
as 'fences', although perhaps themselves unorganized, consfitute a type-

organized crime that contributes greatly to increased cargo theft.”lo

Q
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To counter cargo theft ét freight terminals, DOT has suggested the
following measures:

o Personnel Identification and Control (identi-
fication systems, employee scresning, visitor
screening, maintenance crew screening, package
contrecl).

o Controlled Areas (controlled areas, limited
areas, exclusive areas, vehicle control).

® Barriers (fencing, entrances, locks).

e Lighting (continuous lighting, glare pro-

ke

o | jection lighting, emergency lighting).

N VN

@

Alarms and Communications (local alarm system,
police connection system, central station
system). :
¢ Guards (guards, sentry dogs).
. - In addition, DOT has developsd guidelines for shippers and receiyers,

o 7=
1~’1°~and the rail industrY-l4

the trucking industry,
Although cargo theft is a severe economic crime, it is not fear-
producing, nor does it occur in a transportation environment that has
a high level of social dependency. However, the nature of the crime
and the area specific nature of the environment make freight terﬁinal
theft an ideal crime—eﬂyironnent target for CPTED. Uss of CPTED con- .
Cepts‘in this environment should provide a unique opportunity to tést -

their effectiveness in preventing nonstrangers (i.e., employees and

authorized personnel) from committing crimes.

S8 ]
~!
N

P e
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D. Potential Crime/Environment Targets

Based on :he discussion of Section C, preliminary recommendations
regarding potential CPTED targets:in the transportation environment have
bzen developed. Table 8-18 provides a summary; the designation in each
matrix cell refers to that group that must be primarily protected by any
crime prevention strategy. A brief discussion follows.. :f

1. Local Bus. A single anticrime strategy (the nearly‘universal.“
institution of exact fare plans during the late 1960's) has been .a crucial
determinant of the current bus crime picture. Considering the umiversality
and the continued use and acceptance of the strategy, it would seem that

exact fare has remained quite effective against bus driver robberies over

*

time.
The Tobbery of passengsrs is conceivably the most serious of the
bus crime problems. While it is impossible to determine whether exact
fare has displaced the robbery to passengers, it is apparent that a
large proportion of total serious bus crimes are robberies and that
passengers are the victims in the majority of all cases. The crime is
highly fear-producing, the threat posed by physical assault outweighing
the effects of any dollar lossverperienced. Since the crime problem is
grave and extensive, CPTED stratsgies could produce considerable impact.
However, obtainable data on the problem are relevant only to
robberies aboard the vehicle, those occurring at the bus stop baipg
classified as street crimes. If the target to be attacked is defined as’

the interior of the vehicle, some possible strategies would be precluded.
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If the target is expanded to include bus stops, its range becomes
extremely dispersed and multidimensional.

Because incidents of passenger assault are not numerous, focus upon
the assault of drivers is indicated. Althougzh incidents involving only
the ¢hrzat of assault of a driver far outnumber those in which an actual
assault takes place, evidence of fear nonetheless exists. These threatsf-
of assault are highly diversified, ranging from pranks to irate out-
bursts to the potentially violent reactions of robbers f?ustfated in
their attempts. In addition, assaults and threats display more dis-
persion geographically’and temporally than robberies.

For these reasons,'strategies for countering assault must be directed
at various levels. Furthermore, because the problem involves hﬁman iﬁter-
actions and because the driver's handling of a situation has been found
to play a critical roie, company pwlicies aimed at reducing the potential
causes for conflict and at improving driver training have been suggested
as the most effe;tive strategies. While strategies involving physical
modification of the bus itself, such as the cristruction of barriers or
turnstiles, might have considerable impact, they have been ill-received
by drivers and manageﬁent in the past.

While it is difficult to determine the extent of larceny incidence
aboard buses, it is probable (given that the bus congregates aArelatively
large number of pesople in‘a relativély captive situation) that the level
is high. It may be that strategies directed at more serious crimes would

have considerable impact on larceny as well.
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When the indirect costs of vandalism (revenus losses,! driver time

lost, overhead, legal fees, and claims suits) are added to the direct

dollar costs for repairs and materials, the
poses a serious problem, especially for bus
cities. In addition, the secondary effects

phere created by destructive acts and fear of possible injury resulting .-

from them are considerable.

total cost of vandalism
companies in the largest

of the demoralizing atmnos-

Sitice these costs are born chiefly by the

transit companies themselves, their management has developed programs

against vandalism in areas that lie somewhat outside the CPTED frame-

work, such as research in developing vandal resistant materials, and

school liaison and community relations programs.

In conclusion, when viewed in terms of severity of incidence and

degree of fear produced, robberies against passengers emerge as the

prime target for the CPTED Program in the bus environment, followed by

assaults against drivers.

Obviously, programs directed at the more

serious crimes could impact on the lesser crimes and possibly on van-

dalism as well.

2. Local Rail. All available data sources confirm that incidents

of robbery dominate the crime picture in the rail transit envirorment:
4

furthermore, robbery incidence appears to have increased significantly

in recent years. The victims of rail system robbery (as well as all

other rail crimes) are predominantly passengers.

Thus, given the number

of persons exposed to the crime and the high degree of fear which it

produces, CPTED strategies directed against rail robbery could have

2

6

i

s

e

-

great impact. In terms of Program-related: considerations as well, the
crime offers opportunities for impact. Passenger robberies occur most

frequently during the low-ridership. evening and nighttime hours. They

exhibit a high degree of geograpnical concentration as well, occurring
=1

often in certain routes and stations and more frequently in the stations

than aboard vehicles. Thus, strategies directed against the crime at

-

a limited number of locations and at certain periods could provide highly
effective.

The incidence of assault in rail systems is considerably 1o&er than
that of reobbery; nevertheless,‘the crime occurs with sufficient frequenc,
and generates sufficient fear to merit serious attentien. The character-
istics of the crime render it slightly less amenable than robbery to
impact by specifiéally directed CPTED strategies. ' Assaults tend to be
somewhat more dispersed over the rail network than robberies and to be

somewhat more evenly distributed between stations and trains. They are

also less concentrated temporally, occurring throughout the afternoon

and evening hours. However, they do tend to peak at the rush hour and

thus afford opportunity for impact. An example, would be through

Physical design modifications to control passenger density and movement.
Although lesser crimes such as pursesnatch and pickpocket are

inherently less‘fear-producing than robbery and assault, it is possible .

that their occurrence with extremely high frequency in certaih portions

of a rail system might exacerbate or even engender a threatening atmo-;

sphere., Thus, CPTED strategies directed at the more serious crimes

might have considerable impact upon these crimes as well.
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As discussed in relation to the bus environment, while the overall
costs sustained by transit systems as a result of vandalism are indeed
high, management concern over this problem has initiated the development
uf various counterstrategies. Thus, for the rail movement, targets
with the highest potential for the CPTED Program appear to be the serious
¢rimes -- predominantly passenger robberies, with assaults on péssengers.~

as a secondary focus.

3. Secondary Targets. The subenvironments of private vehicles, public

vehicles, parking facilities, service stations, and freight terminals have
been desicnated '"secondary" because of their less severe crime problems and
more limited national importance, as compared to the primary targets of
urban mass transit. Thus, only if all of the primary targets are eliminated
from consideration should CPTED select on of the secondary targets.

Saection C has d;scussed each of the secondary targets to the extent
possible, given the limited data that are available. Based on the crime-
environment, and Program-related criteria idsntified in Chapter 2, the
freight terminal and its rela;ed cargo theft program appear to be the sec-
ondary target most pertinent to the CPTED Program. Although cargo theft
is not a fear-producing crime, it is economically significant. More inm-
portantly, it has been defined and analyzed, and preventive measures have
been and are being proposed and implemented by DOT. The potential leverage
that could be provided by DOT in this area is an important consideraﬁiqn.

Following freight terminals, public vehiclass (i.e., taxicabs) and -

service stations are of comparable importance for CPTED consideration.
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Both have a severe robbery problem which engenders considerable fear.

The theft of private vehicles is of lesser priority; although the
incidence of auto theft is significant,’it is unclear what new preventive
measures could be proposed by CPTED. The robbery and auto theft problems
in parking facilities remain as potential targests; however, the relatively
low incidence of crime‘and limited importance of parking facilities
would militate against consideration by a national program like CPTED.

4. Summary. Urban mass transit has been designated the primary
transportation environment for the CPTED Program, on the basis of several
environment-, crime-~, and Program-related criteria. The urban mass
transit systems across the Nation provide numerous potential sites upon
which large groups of users depend. Given current awareness of the
need to conserve energy and to protect the ecolog} of our cities, increased
dependency on mass frénsportation has been recognized as a future necessity.
The recent passage of the $11.8 billion mass transit bill is evidence of
the Nation's awareness that the Nation's mass transit systems must be
expanded and improved to meet future transportation demands.’ Furthermore,
urban ﬁass transit systems have experienced in recent years an upsurge
of crime that has, in turn, become cause for public alarm. Thus, because
bothythé incidence of crime and fear engendered must be severe if CPTED
strategies are to produce measurzble impact, mass transit systems provide
promising targets.

In addition, because strategies directed azgainst one crime may in

fact serve to deter or control other types of crimes as well, the task
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of selecting targets must first proceed by identifying the subevnironment
that offers the highest degree of amenability to CPTED stfategies. This
initial step will narrow the scope for a further analysis of particular
crimes within that subenvironment.

The first CPTED Workshop, which examined the possible submodes of

concern to the CPTED Program, selected the locazl rail station as the -

focal point for attention. However, the deliberations of a more recentt
workshop expanded this focus to include not only a local rail station
but the neighborhood surrounding the station, possibly including other
urban mass transit components, such as bus stoﬁs. This .expansion will
permit a more comprehensive application of the CPTED approach, based on
a composite picture of the physical and social factors in, and the
interactions among, phe rall station, bus stops, users of‘the systems,

the, physically built neighborhood, and neighborhood residents.
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