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ABSTRACT

CRIME PREVENTION THROUGH ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN:

CRIME FREE MULTI-HOUSING IN ARLINGTON, TEXAS

David Joseph Jusiewicz, M.A.
The University of Texas at Arlington, 2005

Supervising Professor: Dr. Alejandro del Carmen

The purpose of this study is to measure and compare the callerfiice at the
apartment communities participating in the Crime Hv&dti-Housing Program in
the belief that a reduction in calls for servsigould translate to a reduction in
crime. The review of the existing data is a cross-sedtigme/post study of secondary
data using calls for service. This method is preferred agllitrepresent the actual
number of calls handled at each surveyed apartment community. dreerehe
conclusions provided with this data are not based on a complex cdhtnstinipulation
rather it provides a snap shot and serves as an early indicdtertiody of knowledge of
Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED) so that otlaréaftow and
continue the research. It is evident from the data that the imptatioe of the CPTED
principles and the apartment community participation in the Crirae Fulti-Housing
Program is correlated with the decline in calls for service.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

According to Fyfe, the answer to the U.S. crime problem is nbettound in
hiring more police officers and better training them, or in buildingre and better
prisons. Instead, it lies in attempting to change conditions in th& ©rime-ridden
environments so that they more closely resemble those in placesich crime,
violence, and fear do not shape and diminish every-day life (Fyfe).188ite this is
such a massive undertaking the process may take generations tonemipldt is,
however, an undertaking in which — by virtue of their front-row viewrohe, violence,
and the conditions that cause them — police can serve as actwistsoting and
stimulating the kinds of changes necessary to have meaningéatsefin crime (Fyfe,
1997). In addition, until the ideal state of a crime-free socgetichieved, the police must
continue to do everything possible to prevent and investigate crim&éhdymust do so
in the knowledge that they hold no magic bullet that will solve theecproblem (Fyfe,
1997).

The purpose of this study is to measure and compare thearaflert’ice in the
apartment communities participating in the Crime HRv&dti-Housing Program in

Arlington in the belief that a reduction in calls for service shoaldslate to a



reduction in crime.

This particular study aims at measuring calls for service as itblase to the
implementation of CPTED strategies. The author acknowledges that somealister
service may include incidents not directly affected by CPTED (i.e. rapegstic
violence).

Chapter two examines Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED)
in detail as a branch of situational crime prevention which hats dmsic premise that
the physical environment can be changed or managed to produce behafeotsaltbat
will reduce the incidence and fear of crime, thereby improtegquality of life, and
enhancing profitability for business. Chapter three discusses etf@dology. Chapter

four reveals the findings. Chapter five draws conclusions.



CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter begins with a discussion of crime prevention, explores the
proposition that prevention of crime is more cost effective thagaetive approach to
criminal behavior, and discusses techniques and strategies desigmedude access to
a crime target. The chapter defines Crime Prevention thronginodBmental Design and
discusses its theoretical development through researchers ldabdith Wood, Jane
Jacob, Schlomo Angel, Oscar Newman, and C. Ray Jeffrey. This clelgges with a
discussion of the major implications and the problems and criti@§@ame Prevention
through Environmental Design.
Crime Prevention

The core of Sir Robert Peel’s mission for the police is thegoteéwn of crime and
disorder. In Peel's view, the best measure of whether thksddseing accomplished is
an absence of police business. Operationalizing this view has bedenmtb (Fyfe,
1997). The presence or absence of police business — whether relaietetaisorder,
or any other matter — may have little or nothing to do with thecgieness of the police.
Second, it is easier to measure how often and well police téike atresponse to crime

and disorder than it is to assess the effects of their prevention efforts(97, One



would argue counting crimes solved is no problem, but there is nes@reay to
determine how many crimes have been prevented. Newspaper headlwvess, mnd
television shows praise and glamorize the detectives who sataescrbut they rarely
pay heed to the crime prevention specialists whose quiet eff@yshave far greater
effects on the quality of life in a community or throughout theetgciConsequently, in
the consciousness of the public — and of many police officials — gmeention has
always taken second place to criminal investigation (Fyfe, 1997).

Serious rethinking of the police role and the limits on poliability to
prevent and detect crime, however, has led to many new realizationg crime
prevention. The team policing experiments of the 1970’s, along witthhdeeAngeles
Police Department’s basic car plan and the more recent adagtioommunity and
problem-oriented policing models are attempts to move closeolilm®i’s notion of a
police service that is at the vanguard of mobilizing communiiegltiress the conditions
that cause crime and that allow it to go unpunished (Fyfe, 1997).

Criminal justice practitioners and academics agree hiegbrievention of crimes is
more cost effective than a reactive approach to criminal behdefirey (1977) argued
that a crime prevention program needs to have the following characteristics:

1) It should be established before the crime is committed and not after.
2) It should aim at the direct controls over behavior and not the indirect controls.
3) It should focus on the environment where crimes may be commitiédm the

interactions made by the organism with its environment instead of focusing on the



individual offender.

4) It should be an interdisciplinary approach involving all the disciplines whadhadign
human behavior.

5) It should cost less and be more effective than the punishment giedieriders (del
Carmen, 1997).

Criminologists continue to focus on the individual offender and theactarstics
which surround him/her while ignoring the physical environment where onioses are
committed. In addition, sociology has influenced criminologists in emphasizirsg tied
environment rather than its physical aspects. This has occurspited¢he fact that
according to Clarke (1992), the British Home Office, which isredited for having
promoted the initial interest in crime prevention, was strongflyenced by studies on
inmates as they interacted with their environment. This abandonmehe gfhysical
environment can be traced to the early writings of ecologiBtspite this lack of
attention on the physical environment, criminological studies on varioeszd the city
of Chicago gave rise to an interest in the study of the phlysatationship of the
environment and crime. This allowed for an increase of interest ciime prevention
approach that emphasized the design of the environment to take precedendke

physical traits of the offender (del Carmen, 1997).

Target Hardening
Target hardening involves a variety of techniques and sieatafpsigned to
reduce the vulnerability of potential targets of crime, whether they bestiplages, or
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people. This approach aims at denying access to a crime targegh the use of
artificial barrier techniques. According to del Carmen (1997xetuan be in the form of
locks, gates, fences, and other tools that impede accessibiléyprélention efforts of
fire departments have long been supported by elaborate building thadigsescribe in
great detail the steps that builders and building operators nkestot@void fires and the
victimizations that might otherwise be associated with thewn.génerations, however,
developers have put up shopping malls and gallerias, hotels, motelsmeagart
complexes, bus terminals, indoor parking lots, and even roadways witla nhoyght
nor a restriction related to crime prevention (Fyfe, 1997).

This has changed. In recent years, many jurisdictions havetcosee that there
is such a thing as criminogenic architecture that, always bigigh, makes it easy for
offenders to complete and escape from their crimes. In soms, casee of the crime
risks related to engineering and architecture are unavoidablandgtance, New York
City’s labyrinthine subway system has no doubt fostered crinmadiyng it possible for
offenders to run down into crowded subway stations and quickly disappeny iof a
several directions (Fyfe, 1997). In other cases, experience g that some types of
architecture produce crime that can be reduced by alternalingt more expensive,
designs. The high-rise public housing projects built in so manyQiti®s a few decades
ago may have made efficient use of small parcels of land. ry weses, unfortunately,
they also provided the anonymity, impersonality, and escape routesn#ue them
centers of much crime and violence (see, e.g., Newman, 1972). SniaNetise
developments preserve a sense of community, are easier to police, anfdeojgr
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crime rates (Fyfe, 1997). The modern concepts of Crime Preventioough
Environmental Design have been instinctively practiced for thousainglears. In the
next section, the discussion traces the protection of person and prdpmary
victimization.
History of the Concept

As civilization broadened, victimization from wild animals became lessmmm
But because of marauding tribes and highwaymen, protection was notmmmnky
necessary, but also more difficult. A primary means of protechien,tas now, was a
physical barrier or facility. Many early peoples took advantaigeatural barriers for
protection. Some built houses on stilts or legs accessible only diy ditbers lived in
caves or on cliffs accessible only be ladder. Some were @dtbgt moats filled with
water and occasionally wild animals, accessible only by dradgds. High walls and
other physical barriers protected cities, as well adesa@nstitute for CJ Studies, 2000).

This is but a small portion of the efforts to protect one agamsanted intruders.
Although much progress has been made in building his contemporary envitpnmae
had no reference to tradition, simply because the need seemedlgmemaand unlike
any experience of the past (Newman 1972). In an effort to providgiaiteand available
housing for an expanding population and to develop industrial, commercial, tarfld re
sites which address the needs of a growing society, man builtrhore without really
asking what. (Thus) it (became) clear that (man has) buihowi much thought and
without much concern and now (he is) stuck with the results” (Newfff?).
Moreover, the ever-increasing crime rates caused, in part, by cities actdrets, stand
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witness to man’s increasing vulnerability to victimization (Institute foS@dies, 2000).

The criminal justice system, which has also made signifiadvances, seems to
suffer the same fate when faced with the challenges of theet@ury. That is, although
several schools of criminology developed, and varying approachesgimdcgle crime
rate within manageable ranges have been attempted, the sysdefallén short of its
goal to counter increased criminal activity. Moreover, there arenaoty alternative or
innovative responses to the crime problem (Institute for CJ Studies, 2000).

The criminal justice system, as it operates in 2005, has natedralternative
responses to the crime problem and it has no effective solutidre(Jaf972). There are
two alternatives for those who have been convicted: 1) deterrengriaisthment and/or
2) treatment and rehabilitation of individuals via therapy, jolmitig, and re-education
programs. Neither approach has worked according to Jeffrdye ffresent system is not
workable, then the logic of the situation calls for an alternative model (Jet8&2).

The belief that intelligent physical planning decisions havefanteon crime and
other anti-social behavior in a community is offered as amnaliee. In early England,
trees and shrubs were removed from roadsides to allow the passing traveleanming
when attacked by highwaymen. In short, while the concept of urban plaamihgrime
prevention is not new, it has not, until recently, played an impoménirr this country’s
criminal justice system (Institute for CJ Studies, 2000).

Crime prevention has never been considered as an integral part of urban planning.



We have finally gotten around to considering education, transportatiorgatieq,
pollution, and shipping as variables with which any city planner noas,dout security
of person and property is not yet an item taken into consideration waealesign and

build cities (Jeffrey, 1970).

What is Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED)?

Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED) is aimed at
identifying conditions of the physical and social environment that prevageortunities
for or precipitates criminal acts . . . and the alteration of tlwoselitions so that no
crimes occur. Since it is aimed at preventing occurrencesiminatity, CPTED is
conceptually distinct and significantly different from the reectand largely failing)
strategies employed by the police, courts, and correctionaltiézciin the American
criminal justice system (Robinson, 1996).

In addition, CPTED focuses on reducing opportunities for crime, pghmar
public environments. It does not focus on family violence in work placsshools. The
fabric and design of public spaces can deter criminal activiifenders who feel they
are likely to be noticed are much less likely to commit csimepublic spaces. From the
potential victim’s viewpoint, perception of safety can be enhanced thigamd planning
and design of public spaces (Glen, 2002).

For example, the layout and design of urban areas can either dpeoor
encourage feelings of safety for users. Discouraging desighsdéengoor lighting,
recessed doorways on the street or dark, narrow alleyways. Encouraggrg diesliude
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well-lit footpaths, and bus/train stops, buildings with an open street &ihd parks that
are observable from surrounding streets and houses (Glen, 2002).

A number of variations and refinements of the basic CPTED pomese been
offered. Generally, CPTED focuses on the settings in which criocesr and on
techniques for reducing vulnerability of the setting, because nisatgremise is that
crime can be facilitated or inhibited by features of the playsavironment. CPTED is
the specific management, design, or manipulation of the immediate environmdéthn w
crimes occur in a systematic and permanent way (Robinson, 1996 WRI'ED
generally involves changing the environment to reduce the opporfonigrime, it is
aimed at other outcomes including reducing fear of crime, isicrgdéhe aesthetic quality
of an environment, and increasing the quality of life for law-abiditigens, especially
by reducing the propensity of the physical environment to supponinadi behavior
(Robinson, 1996).

The underlying logic of designing a specific external environnerdrder to
prevent crime makes sense for several reasons. For example, pmevention efforts
aimed at people through methods such as ‘general deterrencespmwial deterrence’
are less sure to work, for the placement of people in the physmeatonment is
temporary owing to their mobile nature — i.e., they are not permdimames of most
environments for an extended period of time. Things such as buildidgsttzar physical

features of the environment are “relatively permanent.” As a result, CRa&produce
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effects on crime and perceptions of personal crime risks. Yetgd¢hethat CPTED only
applies to the external physical environment is limited. To be reffeetive, CPTED

should be applied both, to external and internal environments, or to the enviterohe
the place and the offender, respectively (Robinson, 1996).

The term *“environment” in standard CPTED definitions includes ohky t
externalenvironment of the place and not tihéernal environment of the offender. del
Carmen (1977) recently proposed a re-definition of the term “environnenticlude
both the macro (external) and the micro (internal) levelsalyais. Jeffrey’s concept of
CPTED already has evolved into a crime prevention approach that gasses both the
external environment of the placand the internal environment of the offender
(Robinson, 1996).

Many critical thinkers are credited with the theoretical developmenPdED. In

the next section, the author will discuss each of their contribution.

Theoretical Development of CPTED
It is argued that CPTED has it origins with the crititahking of researchers like

Elizabeth Wood; Jane Jacob’s, The Death and Life of AmericansCit®1; Schlomo

Angel, Discouraging Crime through City Plannin@968; and Oscar Newman’s,

Defensible Spacgel972. This was further developed by C. Ray Jeffrey, CRTRD7. It

was a departure from the traditional “target hardening” approachpreventing break-
ins by more locks on doors, bars on windows etc., to concentratingdnste human
behavior and planning principles (Glen, 2002).
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Elizabeth Wood

According to Newman, "one of the prime advocates of the importar®ysical
design considerations in achieving social objectives was Ellz&debd.” Wood's belief
was that managers of residential areas could never do enough tthestdamaging
actions of even a small group of hostile or indifferent tenawbile Wood worked for
the Chicago Housing Authority, she strove to make surrounding residemiiabnments
of lower class citizens more rich and fulfilling. As shesiaipted to bring about design
changes aimed at enhancing quality of life for residentsiacr@asing the aesthetic
qualities of the residential environment, she also developed & sériguidelines for
improving security conditions of these environments (Paulsen & Robinson, 2004).

One of her design goals was to impravgbility of apartment units by residents;
another was to create spaces where residents could gathehythecreasing the
potential for residensurveillability. Surveillability is understood in the literature to
mean “the extent to which a residence is overseen and obsefvabheighbors or
passersby.” As discussed by Newman, (1972), "Miss Wood's coaotepe social
control of residential areas is predicated on the presence ofadumchl surveillance by
residents. Areas that are out of view and unused are simply witbotrol." As Jane
Jacobs after her, Wood recognized that certain types of desiguistanglate into loss
of opportunity for informal social control by residents. Newmanot&ithat "Elizabeth
Wood was perhaps the foremost practitioner of social design inelldeof housing.”

Yet, given the fact that Wood's ideas were never widely put into practioelitigy of

12



her ideas were never actually subjected to rigid empiricah¢eéPaulsen & Robinson,

2004).

Jane Jacobs

Jacobs' work The Death and Life of Great American Cifi@61) began the

search for how both physical and social urban factors affecteglepeand their
interactions. Her work was among the earliest discussions bainudecay and its
relationship to crime. C. Ray Jeffery, who founded the term &pnevention through
environmental” design or CPTED, has often stated that itdaae Jacobs who sparked
the widespread interest in how environmental conditions could be relatednte
prevention. According to Paulsen & Robinson, (2004), Jeffery reported tmdihge
Jacobs’s work caused him to “think about writing a book on crime preventinch, of
course, he later did. Jacobs hypothesized that urban resident@locital be prevented
by reducing conditions of anonymity and isolation in those areads@ta& Robinson,
2004).

Jacobs's work was "an indictment of post-war urban planning poliaegave
precedence to the needs of the automobile at the expense of corfdisi@nsg local
community life.” Jacobs felt that cities were custom-madeifione: the way they were
designed and built meant that citizens would not be able to build otammainformal
social control networks necessary for effective self-policitigvas Jacobs’s contention
that crime flourished when people did not know and meaningfully intevdkbt their
neighbors, for they would thus be less likely to notice an outsider who may be a criminal

13



surveying the environment for potential targets or victims (Paws&obinson, 2004).

Jacobs discussed the effects of street surveillance by nesglaimol claimed that
high levels of natural surveillance created a safe environmeobd stated that city
streets often do not have the three primary qualities needwden to make them safer:
1) a clear demarcation between public and private space; 23itdvafr street use; and 3)
fairly constant sidewalk use, which translated into “eyes onstheet” (Paulsen &
Robinson, 2004). Residential streets which promote multiple land um®ster natural
and informal surveillance by pedestrians, and therefore, potgnmaliease residents’
safety. To Jacobs, active streets serveddetarentto crime. A deterrent is something
that acts to create fear in a would-be offender so that heeodecides not to commit a
criminal act (Paulsen & Robinson, 2004).

Jacobs’s ideas about how the physical environment is relathd tsk for crime
are related to social control theory. This is not surprising gaverther common sense
understanding about crime: one of our best protections against i&itoelive in a
community where neighbors watch out for each other and stand ceealy the police or

to intervene directly where they spot a malefactor (Paulsen & Robinson, 2004).

Schlomo Angel

Schlomo Angel, in Discouraging Crime through City Plann{d§68), noted how

citizens could take an active role in preventing crime, startitiy avdiagnosis of which
environments afford the most opportunities for crime to occur. Angel thought ttaahce
areas suffer from higher rates of crime than other areas because ghielévels of
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opportunity on which rational offenders could capitalize. Angel reasthatdffenders
chose their specific targets through a decision-making procedsch they weighed the
effort and risk against potential payoffs. With more opportunity atagher potential
payoff, it was thought that at least one successful target offetilegik would be found
(Paulsen & Robinson, 2004). Angel posited that deterrents to crime idchige-

intensity use of an area because this provides large numberfeaivef withesses and
low intensity land use because this reduces the number of poteatiaisvi In between
high and low intensity use, in periods of moderate use, criminal oppatunere

thought to abound because there were enough victims to choose from buiénen’t

enough witnesses to deter crime. Angel's ideas regardingicbdhg physical design of
environments revolved around channeling pedestrian traffic and zoning basiness

areas where mass transit and parking facilities are near (P&uRepinson, 2004).

Oscar Newman
The concept oflefensible spacwas introduced by Oscar Newman, in his book,

Defensible Space: People and Design in the Violent @iggvman, 1972). This term is

used to describe a residential environment designed in order toaaltb@ven encourage
residents themselves to supervise and be seen by outsiderspassiiele for their
neighborhoods (Mayhew 1981).

Newman's notion of environmental design is based on: “the development of
coordinated design standards — for architecture, land use, stiagt dengl street lighting
— which improve security. Its goal is to create environments whkithice the
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opportunities for crime while encouraging people to use public spaceays that
contribute to their safety and enhance their sense of commuhiBAA Newsletter,
1974, 4, 3, pp.12-13). Newman’s notion of environmental design is more comphex tha
simply redesigning space. It also includes redesigning resitlentzironments so that
residents use the areas and become willing to defend thewrgffPaulsen & Robinson,
2004).

According to the National Crime Prevention Institute defensipkre design
changes strengthen two basic kinds of social behaveoritoriality and natural
surveillance The goal of the defensible space approach is "to releasstéhe sense of
territoriality and community among inhabitants so as to allowetliaits to be translated
into inhabitants' assumption of responsibility for preserving a aadewell maintained
living environment” (Newman, 1976, p. 4), and to increase the potentiatdmlents to
see and report likely offenders, thereby enabling residents toocdhe physical
environments in which they reside. Newman's work was an attemgdiace both crime
and fear of crime in a specific type of environment (public housibg)means of
reducing opportunity for crime and fostering positive social intena@mong legitimate
users (Paulsen & Robinson, 2004).

Areas low in defensible space (such as large cities) h@sgiht to be more
vulnerable to crime because in these areas feelings of ownarsthipommunity spirit
were not generated by residents. In these areas, residents wele thdagless likely to
be able to recognize outsiders as potential criminals. In enskas, the presence of
defensible space was thought to increase the effectiveness of informateatial and
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make crime less likely (Murray, 1994).
“Defensible Space” — Major Findings

Newman’'s research began in 1969 when the National Institute of Law
Enforcement and Criminal Justice (NILECJ, now the National tuistiof Justice)
undertook a series of projects to appraise the relationship bettieemphysical
environment and risk for criminal victimization. A result bkse efforts was Oscar
Newman's book. Within two years of the original publication, demorwsir@irojects
were initiated and, within one more year, the Law Enforcementistasse
Administration (LEAA) funded a multi-million dollar project to sy crime in a
commercial strip, a residential area and a school. Eventuallyicguilsing projects
were designed based upon Newman's ideas. Newman's ideastithde greatly
influencing the design of public housing all over the world (Paulsen & Robinson, 2004).

According to Jeffery and Zahm (1993) under a grant from LEAA, the
Westinghouse Electric Corporation designed a school crime prevent@mectpin
Broward County, Florida, a commercial crime prevention projecbitidhd, Oregon and
a residential/mixed use crime prevention project in Hartford, Coicnéct These are
among the most well-known defensible space efforts incorporatingigath, social, law
enforcement, and management techniques to achieve its goal of rediitiagand the
fear of crime” (National Crime Prevention Institute 1986, p.12&rime prevention
strategies aimed at these goals includedtrolling accesgor reducingaccessibility,
increasingsurveillance activity support andreinforcementor in other wordsgefensible
spaceandtarget hardening Target hardening can be understood as any mechanism

17



aimed at making it more difficult for an offender to gain access to a @rgdame victim
(Robinson, 1998).

The Broward County school project "used Newman's concept of natural
surveillance and an increased sense of responsibility on thefpstddents for crime
prevention” (Jeffrey, 1990, p. 413). The Portland commercial areacpropde changes
“in outdoor lighting, emergency phones, landscaping, special bus rshedeeurity
surveys, neighborhood watch programs, traffic patterns and one wajsstand the
amount of cash carried or kept in stores." In Hartford, roads “alesed or narrowed,
some streets were made one-way streets, community ané-groaps were formed, and
police-community relations were improved” (Paulsen & Robinson, 2004).

Throughout the 1970s, until 1979 when LEAA was eliminated, Newman's book
of crime prevention guidelines for public housing continued to be welivexteand
projects based on it continued to be funded by governmental entitiég\(NEwsletter,
1976, 6, 2, p. 8). For example, one of the defensible space designs Newatad was
applied at two new housing developments — one in Indianapolis and anotreawankN-
with funding of more than $100,000 from NILECJ and $50,000 from the Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD). This strategy was aimassagning different
types of residents to the kinds of buildings they would best be able to control, subdividing
buildings and corridors to promote a feeling of ownership by residerdsincreasing
surveillability through design (Paulsen & Robinson, 2004).

Other defensible space projects included the South Loop New Town t§ecuri
Project, a residential development of mixed-income populations in ChicageyJeff
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Zahm, 1993, p. 333) that "employed a broader orientation of Newman'sopiies
developed by Richard Gardiner" under the concept of environmentaltgec@ther
programs spurred on by Newman included the Kansas City Lighting ,sthdy
Washington, D.C. burglary study conducted by Scarr, and the Boston redidente
study conducted by Reppetto. Newman's defensible space approadctuady first
tested at two public housing projects in New York City — Clason RwmidtMarkham
Gardens. The design changes at these areas established pRyimapaved the
appearance of the projects and also included installing bettentigiitroducing fencing
to divide areas into semi-private spaces and erecting bagiehgannel pedestrian traffic
(Murray, 1994, p. 352).

According to the National Crime Prevention Institute, the fmedel developed
by NILECJ which was aimed at modifying architectural deday entire neighborhoods
was the Residential Neighborhood Crime Control project in Hartf@ahnecticut.
Under an Institute grant of almost $500,000, the Hartford Institute ofiai and Social
Justice developed and implemented a defensible space projectoinHastford
neighborhoods, one a highly transient, apartment-dominated area and the faiimdy
area containing mostly row houses — Asylum Hill and Clay HifleGaespectively. In
this project, streets were closed or narrowed in order to chaaffec patterns,
community groups were established or strengthened to increasseaa "community”
and police-community relations were strengthened. Such changsse&is can be
illustrated using crime mapping software, and the effects eétstiosures and narrowing
can be determined on crime rate treigdence of studies suggests that each of these
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projects had minimal impacts on actual occurrences of stieet (Paulsen & Robinson,

2004).

Crime Prevention through Environmental Design

Crime prevention through environmental desig€PTED) is aimed at
“identifying conditions of the physical and social environment that geoepportunities
for or precipitate criminal acts . . . and the alteration of ticoséitions so that no crimes
occur . . .” (Brantingham & Faust, 1976, pp. 289, 290, 292). Since it is ained
preventing occurrences of criminality, CPTED is conceptuabyirdit and significantly
different from the reactive (and largely failing) strategiagployed by police, courts, and
correctional facilities in the American criminal justice system (Rsdm, 2002).

The notion of CPTED came to the forefront of criminological thoughh w

Jeffery's _Crime Prevention through Environmental Des{@871), a work written

simultaneously and therefore without influence from Oscar Newnizefensible Space

(1972). According to the National Crime Prevention Instituteedgf book encouraged
crime prevention strategies aimed at changes to the phgsicebnment and increased
citizen involvement and proactive policing. Jeffery contended thawv#yeto prevent
crime is to design the “total environment" in order to reduce appidies for crime. The
total environment includes the internal environment of the offender (Paulsen & Robinson,
2004).

Jeffery’s work was based on the precepts of experimental psgshapresented
in modern learning theory (Jeffrey & Zahm, 1993, p. 329). His CPTED concep aros
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out of his experiences with a rehabilitative project in Washingto@, that attempted to
control the school environment of juveniles in the area. Rooted deeplyei
psychological learning theory of B.F. Skinner, Jeffery's CP&8gproach emphasized the
role of the physical environment in the development of pleasurable pandul
experiences for the offender that would have the capacitytdp lshavioral outcomes.
His original CPTED model was a stimulus-response (S-R) modatingoghat the
organism learned from punishments and reinforcements in the environnieffery
"emphasized material rewards . . . and the use of the phgsigabnment to control
behavior” (Jeffrey & Zahm, 1993, p. 330). The major idea here wabyhamoving the
reinforcements for crime, it would not occur. Jeffery's 1971 book waar@nargument
for crime prevention which rejected the more popular crime cogtrals of revenge, just
deserts, or retribution and deterrence, as well as punitive aton&ol strategies
employed by the criminal justice system. Jeffery’s book mach more of an academic
exercise rebelling against the current state of crimingtige practice than was
Newman’s practical guide to crime prevention (Paulsen & Robinson, 2004).
Because Jeffery's (1971) approach was largely founded on Skinrtealadoal
learning theory, it is not surprising that no attention was mattié individual organism
(in this case, the offender). Skinner was known for his criticisshsearlier
“Introspective” or “mentalistic” theories of behavior that ast empirically testable, not
falsifiable and involve the logical error of circular reasoning. A theotestablef it can
be measured in the real world in order to see if it is supportedtor All theories are
falsifiable, meaning if they are wrong, they can be proven wrong. Firgbylar
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reasoningoccurs when a scholar labels a behavior (e.g., criminal behawvidithen uses

that label to explain the same behavior. An example would beingbal violent,
repetitive criminal a psychopath because he has committed mwligbést crimes and

then using the condition of psychopathy to explain the person’s violent crimes (Robinson,
2004).

In order to make his theories testable, falsifiable, and talaaular reasoning,
Skinner ignored the physical organism completely. He reasoneithénatwas no way to
know what was going on in the organism's brain or mind; Skinner wasctntent with
merely observing and describing what he saw, rather than rgstoticonjecture about
what he could not see in the organism's brain or mind (Paulsen & Robinson, 2004).

Jeffery’s original work did not take into account either thadror the brain of
the organism. In the 1971 edition of his book, "Jeffrey mentioned thagiial basis of
behavior and the role of the brain in behavior, but then dropped the commegtifther
discussion” (Jeffrey & Zahm, 1993, p. 330). Consequently, his firgtnséait of the
CPTED model in 1971 contained the flaw of the “empty organism.” iBh#be logical
implication of Jeffery's original CPTED model was that the rmvhent directly affected
the behavior of the organism, without first entering the organisherefthysically or
mentally. Jeffery originally proposed that environmental conditbfested behavior in
a one-way relationship without first affecting the offender (Paulsen & Rami2004).

Jeffery's second edition of Crime Prevention through Environmentsigie

(1977) involved a complete revision of the underlying theoretical apprfoac®PTED.
While his 1971 edition was very limited in terms of its inclusion of materiaiecti®
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biology or the physical organism, the 1977 edition "included statements laiman
genetics and brain functioning from modern biology and psychobiology’réye&
Zahm, 1993, p. 330). His empty organism approach was replacednbw anodel
commonly referred to as the “integrated systems model” of hurehavior (e.g., see
Jeffery 1990). This model utilizes systems logic rather Segjuential logic. It denies or
at least questions the logic of time-ordered causal reasoming instead posits
continuous interactive effects of organisms and environments which heipeocal
influences on one another, among all levels of analysis, frontacslciety (including
genetics, the brain, the individual, the group, the community, organizatioretysaad
so forth) (Paulsen & Robinson, 2004).

According to Fishbein, Jeffery was the first scholar in thkl fof criminology to
fill the empty organism with knowledge he had learned from studyiolggy. Jeffery
was preparing to develop a CPTED model aimed at modifying Wuthekternal
environment and the internal environment of the offender (Paulsen & Robinson, 2004).

Jeffery's 1977 work was based on a biological rather than a scaiagyg model,
meaning that Jeffery's model of human behavior contained both a eoptrgtical
environmentand a concrete physical organism. This CPTED model does not focus on
abstract sociological concepts suclsasial disorganizatiomndsocial learningthat tend
to minimize the concrete physical environment in favor of the abstract sagieonment
(Jeffrey & Zahm, 1993, pp. 326-329). Jeffery's shift from a stiradsgonse to an
integrated systems approach was motivated by research intol¢hefrthe brain in
human learning conducted by researchers outside the field ohatogy in the
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early 1970s. Jeffery's CPTED model evolved into a general crinvergien model.
Thus, his later model includes both the external environment of thegsid¢he internal
environment of the offender (Paulsen & Robinson, 2004).

This CPTED model was much more fully developed in Jefferyimi@ology: An

Interdisciplinary Approach{1990). The basic assumption of the CPTED approach of

Jeffery, as it stood in the 1990 book, and as it stands today, is tiatre4ponse [i.e.,
behavioral adaptation] of the individual organism to the physical amwvient is a
product of the brain; the brain in turn is a product of genetics and themmeént. The
environment never influences behavior directly, dnity through the brain Any model
of crime prevention must includmsththe brain and the physical environment” (Jeffrey &
Zahm, 1993, p. 330; also see Jeffrey, 1996, p. 4).

There are then two critical elements to CPTED in theedefhodel: 1) the place
where the crime occurs; and 2) the person who commits the crinceording to
Jeffery’'s CPTED model, we can successfully prevent crimnaltering the organism
and/or the external environment (1990, p. 418). Because the approacimezbita
Jeffery’'s CPTED model is today based on many academic,feefideus on only external
environmental crime prevention is inadequate as it ignores anotlier @nmension of

CPTED - the internal environment (Paulsen & Robinson, 2004).
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Three Ds of CPTED

While using “Crime Prevention through Environmental Design.” [On-line]. Avalabl

http://www.stpete.org/police/cpted.hi@s a guide, any given space may be evaluated by

asking the following types of questions:
Designation:
What is the designated purpose of this space?
For what purpose was it originally intended?
How well does the space support its current use or its intended use?
Is there conflict?
Definition:
How is space defined?
Is it clear who owns it?
Where are its borders?
Are there social or cultural definitions that affect how space is used?
Are the legal or administrative rules clearly set out and reinforced in policy
Are there signs?
Is there conflict or confusion between purpose and definition?
Design:
How well does the physical design support the intended function?

How well does the physical design support the desired or accepted behaviors?
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Does the physical design conflict with or impede the productivefute space
or the proper functioning of the intended human activity?

Is there confusion or conflict in the manner in which physicaigeis intended
to control behavior?

Source: “Crime Prevention through Environmental Design.” [On-linédvailable:
http://www.stpete.org/police/cpted.htm

These are the approaches promoted by organizations such asethnational
CPTED Association, International Security Management & Crimedhtion Institute,
and international conferences on CPTED (Paulsen & Robinson, 2004).

The CPTED concept is the "specific management, design, or mampuwéthe
immediate environment in which crimes occur in a systematic pgmchanent way”
(Bennett & Wright, 1984). CPTED is aimed at other outcomes, includingirepigar of
crime, increasing the aesthetic quality of an environment, andasiogethe quality of
life for law-abiding citizens, especially by reducing the propgnef the physical
environment to support criminal behavior (Clarke, 1995a, p. 8; Crowe, 1991, 1, pp. 28-
29, 40).

The designing of a specific external environment makes s€nsee prevention
efforts aimed at people through methods such as “general detstrand “special
deterrence” are less sure to work, for the placement of people in the phygsicahment
is temporary owing to their mobile nature — i.e., they are not pemtdixtures of most
environments for an extended period of time. Things such as builagsther physical
features of the environment are "relatively permanent” (N&s@isher, 1992, p. 48-9).
As aresult, CPTED can produce effects on crime and perceptions of persoraisksn
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Yet, the idea that CPTED only applies to the external physiwaronment is limited.
To be more effective, CPTED should be applied both to extemndl internal
environments, or to the environments of the place and the offender, resigg®aulsen

& Robinson, 2004).

CPTED — Major Implications

Widespread CPTED projects began in the 1970s when the Nationaltnsti
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice (NILECJ), the reseanchdevelopment arm of
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA), sponsomd @nducted
research on crime prevention. Their basic program would inclugettaardening
measures — "such things as security locks, street lighting, resicaatigity systems, and
housing design” (LEAA Newsletter, 1971, 1, 6, p. 7). Almost immebiahereafter,
issues of the LEAA Newsletter, a document distributed by NILEGdtained detailed
reports of crime prevention programs being implemented across theingl8ding one
in Washington, D.C. which included only the installation of high-interitget lighting
(Paulsen & Robinson, 2004). According to Murray, (1994, p. 353), forty-ecwded
street-lighting projects were undertaken up to 1977, with resit&ing that "occasional
short-term improvements were ephemeral.” Results of strgktinlj projects in
Baltimore, Milwaukee, Tucson, Denver and Minneapolis found that theyedidce
perceptions of safety among residents (Murray, 1994, p. 353),ea gfaal of CPTED
researchers. Although some of these street light projects precksdfery's original
work, his 1971 book would announce that this type of strategy clearly would not be
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sufficient for crime prevention (Paulsen & Robinson, 2004).

Nevertheless, when NILECJ allocated the majority of its $3llemibudget for
Fiscal 1973 on large-scale research projects aimed at goals such asgregpoirtunities
for crime, the main thrust of their efforts was on target hmandeapproaches such as
increased building security, burglar alarms, and more strdainiigand architectural
design changes. Other LEAA Newsletters were devoted tosgeawdirded for target
hardening approaches, including one in Tyler, Texas which focusédaking burglary
harder” (LEAA Newsletter, 1973, 3, 3, p.6).

Later editions of the LEAA Newsletter (1973 3, 3, p.12) noted thadA_E
earmarked $2 million for a defensible space project and would inviter dederal
agencies (Department of Housing and Urban Development, National &€&ieandation,
Education and Welfare, and the Department of Transportation) toijpateicn founding
a "Program for Crime Prevention through Environmental Dediggt’' would eventually
initiate studies to be conducted by the Westinghouse Electrigo€ion of Baltimore,
Maryland.  This program would focus on residential, school and commercia
environments. Although obviously borrowing Jeffery's title, it was daseNewman's
ideas of defensible space rather than Jeffery's CPTED models@gh & Robinson,
2004).

In the most heralded crime prevention study ever done, John Eck (1997)
summarized the findings related to crime and place and makesathesconclusion. For
example, he asked this perplexing question: “How much can we cerghalit specific
types of intervention, at specific places, against specific crimes? Theransvee
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usually cannot be confident about what works where.” The reason 8usissbecause
most evaluative studies of the effects of place-specific preweetforts are conducted at
only one site, many of the studies investigate the effects bfone but numerous
interventions that were put into place at the same time, anduitiesswere not rigorous
enough to allow for firm conclusions (Paulsen & Robinson, 2004).
The study summarized findings from research in the following areas:
1) Residential places;
2) Money spending places (retail stores, banks and money handling besjresd
bars and drinking establishments);
3) Transportation places (e.g., public transportation facilities, markots, and
airports);
4) Other public places (e.g., open urban spaces and public coin machines).
The study found that, “as of yet, there are no place-focused prievention
programs proved to be ineffective. However, relative to other afeasne prevention,
few place-focused crime prevention methods have been studied byatogists in the

United States” (Sherman et al., 1998, p. 9).

CPTED - Problems and Criticisms

Not once during the entire 1970s did C. Ray Jeffery’s name appaay edition
of the LEAA Newsletter when CPTED was discussed. As noyeMurray (1994, p.
583), Jeffery (1971) antedated Newman and "originated the acrony&CCP. . which
has remained a common label in the technical literature but (for obvious reasams) ne
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grabbed the public imagination in the way that 'defensible spacé’' Mdrray did not
explain what those "obvious reasons" were, but Jeffery statedhehiag-read his 1971

edition of Crime Prevention through Environmental Desagd he reasoned that it was

because of his call for more research and the foundation of a @iated research
institute at a time when people were looking for practical eafptins for preventing
crime. Jeffery's original work in 1971 contained no detailed recgragime prevention
at a time when government leaders were looking for them and givitgy puiblicity to

those they found (Jeffrey & Zahm, 1993, p. 330).

By contrast, other works related to CPTED, such as Newnbawk in 1972,
included specific suggestions for how to reduce crime — at leapublic housing
facilities — through such techniques as lowering building height,riogi¢he number of
apartments sharing a common hallway, increasing lobby visjbalitg altering entrance
design and site layout to enhance surveillability. Such suggestemespromulgated by
widely recognized publishing firms and in government documents. rasudt, Jeffery
has said that he could "only scream and holler for funding" whithe money went to
defensible space research, to projects like those discussed &poge.Newman argued
that physical environments could be designed in order to "encouigents to assume
the behavior necessary for deterring crime” (Wallis, 1980, p. ) woairk fit with a
popular sentiment about people helping themselves. As noted by Ned@&¥d) . 1),
"the physical mechanisms we have isolated as contributing torélagion of defensible
space have the purposeafabling inhabitantdo themselves assume primary authority
for insuring safe, well maintained residential areas" (emphasisas tééated to crime
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prevention are more likely to be well received when they includeevolve around
provisions that allow citizens to play a meaningful role. Thiy imathe same reason
that community-oriented policing is so widely practiced in lawoss@ment today: it
focuses on developing a partnership between the police and the commuretg w
citizens take an active role in problem solving (Fleissner & Heinzelmann, 1996).

As CPTED now exists in government, architecture, academia,cargbrate
business, little if any consideration is given to the internalsighy environment of the
offender. Rather, attention is given only to the external physiealronment of the
place. In academia particularly, CPTED has been developed dathlyregard to the
external environment, which usually is not even treated as physitahstead as some
set of abstract social factors. Most criminologists study thd offender; place-oriented
or environmental criminologists tend to study only the place of criReulsen &
Robinson, 2004).

When the internal environment of the offender or victim is takenantount, it
is typically treated as non-physical or "mental.” Thisai serious limitation of the
current body of CPTED literature. Rather than arguing foriragsy crime prevention
model aimed at identifying conditions both in the external environmethteoplaceand
in the internal environment of the offender, CPTED research basedi@malachoice,
opportunity, routine activity theory, or crime pattern theory leadsritnecprevention
projects aimed at reducingpportunities for rational offenders through increasing
surveillance, deterrence, target hardening and removal, sacoedrol and so forth.
Instead of leading to complete CPTED projects, they have led to projectd telate
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CPTED which assume a rational offender who seeks to maximilzy, utenefit or
pleasure and to minimize cost or loss of pain (Paulsen & Robinson, 2004).

According to Clarke (1995a, p. 3), interest in CPTED researcldetitine in the
1980s becausdewman'sdeas had been dismissed as "environmental determinism” and
many thought he oversimplified the problem of crime by neglgatmportant social
causes (e.g., poverty, unemployment and racism). Moreover, CBilii2s were not
proving to be very effective, and some scholars at the time begaeston whether the
causes of crime were beyond the control of CPTED (Clarke, 19983, phus, relative
to other crime prevention measures, suchsisational crime preventignCPTED
support by governmental agencies declined.

“In Britain as well as in some other European countries, Shetprevention has
become an integral part of government policy. In the United Stategparatively less
success has been enjoyed by CPTED because of the failure efasoiitious projects
funded by the federal government and also . . . because CPTED, sitli&gonal
prevention, has generally been confined to projects involving buildings aaildids”
(Clarke, 1992, p. 6).

Examples of the failed CPTED projects discussed by Clankéude the
Westinghouse projects discussed above, aimed at reducing crirothen types of
physical environments. These were troublesome to implement and pr@agpemin
terms of crime prevention (Murray, 1994, p. 354) because theym#édno extend the
defensible space concept to inappropriate areas such as schoolnameércial sites
where “territorial' behavior is much less natural than in the resideotiaéxt.”(Clarke,
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1995b, p. 97). According to Murray (1994, p. 354): "In retrospect, it seems to have been a
mistake to apply defensible space and territorial concepts imoenwents where a
broader conception of CPTED would have been more appropriate.” I segynironic
now that it was Jeffery who has been arguing all along for eeptina of CPTED that is
broaderthan Newman's notion of defensible space. Changes to the extgvimtahment
should be only a part of a larger crime control package in order ¢ffdxtive (Murray,
1994, p. 354).

Therefore, it is apparent from the Literature Review BRITED focuses on
reducing opportunities for crime, primarily in public environmenitsdoes not focus on
family violence in work places or schools. The fabric and desigoubfic spaces can
deter criminal activities. Offenders who feel they are Vikel be noticed are much less
likely to commit crimes in public spaces. From the potential misti viewpoint,
perception of safety can be enhanced through good planning and design ofpabdis
(Glen, 2002).

The purpose of this study is to measure and compare the aaléervice at
apartment communities participating in CPTED’s CrimeeeFr Multi-Housing
Program in the belief that a reduction in calls $ervice should translate to a

reduction in crime.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY

In order to develop an efficient and effective indicator for ewaigahe Crime
Free Multi-Housing Program (CFMH) in Arlington, a cross-sectiopiee/post study of
secondary data was conducted using calls for service obtainedheofrlington Police
Department. The program was developed by Timothy L. Zeh¥llega, Arizona Police
Department Crime Free Programs Supervisor, and implementdgk Brlington Police
Department in September, 2000,
City of Arlington, Texas

The City of Arlington is centrally located midway betwdggst and West Coasts
15 miles west of Dallas and 15 miles east of Fort Worth. tihesthird largest city in
North Texas and "7 largest in Texas. Arlington is one of the nation’s fastestvigy
cities, more than doubling in population between 1980 and 2000.

As of the 2000 U. S. Census, the city had a total population of 332,969, and a
more recent population estimate by the city is approximately 359T4&re are 130,628
housing units in Arlington and the racial makeup of the city is 67.6H#4eW13.73%
African American, 0.55% Native American, 6.01% Asian, 0.14% Pasiémder, 8.94%
from other racers, and 2.94% from two or more races. 18.27% of the populatons

Hispanic or Latino of any race (U. S. Census Bureau, n.d.).
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In addition, Arlington is home to one of the General Motors assembhtspl
employing 3,000, producing automobiles and parts. Arlington is best knowrisf
recreational and sports attractions. In 1961, the Six Flags Oveas Berusement park
opened its doors. In 1972, the Washington Senators baseball team moved newhei
home at Turnpike Stadium (now Ameriquest Field), becoming the Raagers. A new
$650 million football stadium for the Dallas Cowboys was approvethbyArlington
voters in 2004 and is slated for completion in 2009.

Rental Communities

The 650 plus apartment communities in Arlington present a uniquergalfor
law enforcement. The typical Crime Watch approach to retsda single family homes
is not easily adapted to rental communities. According to thengddn Police
Department, in single family homes, owners generally have a largenvasitnnent in the
purchase of their home. This motivates owners to a greater caamauh crime in their
neighborhoods. With rising crime rates come lowering property véiréagton Police
Department, January 2001).

According to the Arlington Police Department, an owner of a sifagiely home
might also be looking at a long term of residency. Typically, loomners have a thirty-
year mortgage for their property. Home is where they come eaclrah perhaps, to
raise a family. There tends to be a lot of pride and ownershipeaf property. When
crime problems begin to appear, owners are very likely to orgddrree Watch
activities to protect the long-term investments of their fawsil(Arlington Police
Department, January 2001).
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In rental properties, the communities tend to be much more tran¥iesit often,
residents sign a six-month, nine-month, or a twelve-month leaseréota property. In
many cases, owners don’'t even require leases, and residencyedsdms month-to-
month agreement. This allows for an occupant to move very eatiigyiffeel crime has
reached a level they will not tolerate. It is easier to maway from crime than to
confront it. The police have historically fought a losing batiik Block Watch in multi-
family rental properties (Arlington Police Department, January 20@lpeptember of
2000, the Arlington Police Department made a decision to introduce @oreept for
crime prevention in the rental communities.

Crime Free Multi-Housing

The result was the Crime Free Multi-Housing Program (CENH)nique, three-
phase certification program (Phase One: Training; Phase TWAT.E.D. Inspection;
and Phase Three: Safety Social), for rental properties azefi,sncluding single family
rental homes. The program’s concept was to implement a multeth@oproach to
crime prevention. According to the Arlington Police Department, using a unogligan
of police, property managers and residents of rental properties,aipaim was to be an
on-going program to address all of the opportunities of crime in rental property.

The program was designed to include a certification process, efeze offered
by a police department. The incentives of police issued signdice¢els, and advertising
privileges provided immediate interest in the program (ArlingtoficB Department,
January 2001).

The development of the Crime Free Lease Addendum proved to be the backbone
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of the Crime Free Multi-Housing Program. This addendum to the lagseement lists
specific criminal acts that, if committed anywhere, willsuk in the immediate
termination of the resident’s lease (Arlington Police Department, JanOaty.2

The Crime Free Multi-Housing Program in Mesa, Arizona is idensd by the
proponents of this program to be successful. In Mesa rental propsitiethe highest
crime rates, the immediate results showed up to a 90% deductionige palls for
service. Even in the best properties reductions of 15% to 20% were rohmoo
(Arlington Police Department, January 2001).

According to the Arlington Police Department, CFMH began to sipnaesionally
after the first year, and internationally after the second, yewl has been a success all
across the United States and Canada.

The Crime Free Multi-Housing Program approaches crime on $dxamts: 1.)
Surveillance, the ability to look into and out of an area; 2.) AcCesdrol, criminals
look for an easy escape, limiting access into and out of an adedetocriminal activity;
3.) Territoriality, the psychological impression that people geerwthey look at a
property; and 4.) Activity Support, appropriate use of recreatiooditiizs and common
areas. The police cannot solve crime problems alone. Neithetheamanagement or
residents of rental properties. But by working together, the endodas the most
successful approach to crimes in rental communities (Arlingtorcddepartment,
January 2001).

According to the Arlington Police Department, there are tfBgevays criminal
activity comes into a rental community. The criminal lives there, thelyfriends there,
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or they come into the property to commit crimes. CFMH addresiéaghree of these
possibilities. By not renting to people with criminal intent, they aoly reduce the
likelihood of crime in the community, they also reduce the numbeisiibrs who come
to the property with criminal intent, i.e., to purchase drugs (Aimdtolice Department,
January 2001).

Implementation of C.P.T.E.D. (Crime Prevention through Environmentagdes
principles has been used to combat crimes that might occur in tkimgpdots or
common areas. This includes assaults, robberies, drive-by shootingsutaritiets
(Arlington Police Department, January 2001). According to the AdmgPolice
Department, if the police, property managers and residents anakeelicated effort to
crime prevention and the Crime Free Multi-Housing Program, theadufbr success is
extremely high.

The Crime Free Multi-Housing Program began at the Arlingkast Police
Service Center in September, 2000. In June, 2001, the program expandeddeity
CFMH is a tailor made program assisting communities with impgptheir standard of
living by eliminating the criminal element out of the commurniltige anticipated benefits
for the Arlington program are reduced police calls for servicenoee stable resident
base, and reduced exposure to civil liability (Arlington Police Departmeme, 2003).
Data Collection

Data available for comparison began September, 1999. Calls wessdiethby
calls for service entries and a count of calls for serviae eonducted for each complex.
A call for service indicates a call to the Arlington Police Departmemihdynanagement
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or residents of the surveyed communities for help or assistdheeperiod of time for
review is unique to each community and is based on the certificatian Eigual time
periods are reviewed pre and post certification date.

Being granted an exempt status by the IRB, a written requeestsent to Roy
Haskins, Supervisor of the Crime Analysis Unit, Arlington Poliegp&tment. He was
asked to provide calls for service data for apartment comimsingertified by the
Arlington Police Department’'s Crime Free Multi-Housing Progrand discussed in a
2003 Crime Analysis Report, dated June 19, 2003.

Haskin’s return included aggregate data representing #ears 2000
through and including 2004, which listed the apartment name and addregdainbm
date, call type, and disposition. The data is limited in nature blitbeiluseful in
determining the effect of CPTED in the community. Communitiekidea in the data

and their certification dates are included:

Table 1 -Crime Free Multi-Housing Certified Communities

Apartment Address Date certified
Arlington Park | 3121 East Park Row, 76010 Nov. 2001
Arlington Park Il 3121 East Park Row, 76010 Nov. 2001
Autumnwood Apartments 2409 East Mayfield Road, 76014 June 2002
Carriage House Apartments 1500 East Lamar Blvd., 76011 Oct. 2001
Cimarron Crossing Apartments 2014 Remington Dr., 76010 Nov. 2001
Collins Creek Apartments 930 Peach Street, 76011 May 2002
Forest Oaks Apartments 2408 Forest Oak Lane, 76006 May 2002
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Table 1 -continued

Jefferson on the Cliffs Apartments1635 Jefferson Cliffs Way, 76006  May 2002

Latrium on the Creek 1676 Carter Drive, 76010 Dec. 2001
Norwood Village Apartments 507 Sandpiper Drive, 76013 June 2001
Park Row East Town Homes 3201 East Park Row, 76010 Nov. 2001
Oxford Apartments 604 Causley Ave.76010 May 2001
Shadow Brook Apartments 2020 South Cooper Street, 76013  Dec. 2001
Sterling Crest Apartments 7001 Silber Road, 76017 Feb. 2002
Tealwood Apartments 6406 Tealcove Drive, 76017 June 2002
Pointe of North Arlington 505 East Lamar Blvd., 76011 May 2002
Waterdance Apartments 400 East Pioneer Parkway, 76010 Nov. 2001

According to Paulsen and Robinson, CPTED is the "specific managetasign,
or manipulation of the immediate environment in which crimes occarsiystematic and
permanent way.” While CPTED generally involves changingetheronment to reduce
the opportunity for crime, it is aimed at other outcomes, including megléear of crime,
increasing the aesthetic quality of an environment, and incredsnguility of life for
law-abiding citizens, especially by reducing the propensity of the gdiyenvironment to
support criminal behavior.

The review of the existing data gathered from the ArlingtoncBdepartment is
a cross-sectional, pre/post study of secondary data using caksrore. This method is
preferred as it will represent the actual number of dadladled at each surveyed
apartment community. Therefore, the conclusions provided with this data are not based
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on a complex statistical manipulation rather it provides a snamsdaterves as an early
indicator to the body of knowledge of Crime Prevention through Environingasgn

so that others may follow and continue the research.
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CHAPTER 4
FINDINGS

In this chapter, the author’s discussion will include the findingbefanalysis of
the pre/post study, calls for service aggregate data, providdte rime Analysis Unit
of the Arlington Police Department, utilizing the seventeen apattrmemmunities
certified by APD’s Crime Free Multi-Housing Program. cAll for service indicates a
call for help or assistance to the Arlington Police Departnbynthe management or
residents of the surveyed communities. The study data were secondarytdatiorm of
frequencies with each complex equally reviewed based on pre/ptifitatgon dates
representing the years 2000 through 2004, and including the apartmentduaessa
complaint date, call type and disposition.

This method is preferred as it represents the actual numizatl®freported and
handled by the police department at each surveyed apartment comprenignd post-
CPTED, as opposed to using UCR data which basically is commrfigetines known to,
and recorded by, local police departments. In an ideahggethe data format would have
been different. Therefore, the conclusions provided by this data arbasetl on a
complex statistical manipulation rather it provides a snap gshbtsarves as an early
indicator to the body of knowledge of Crime Prevention through Environineasgn
so that others may follow and continue the research.
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It is clear after reviewing the data (Table 1), the terrtaynt communities
certified in 2001, showed an overall decline in calls for serviteven of the
communities show a decrease in calls for service; two reportacaease in calls for
service and one has an increase the first year post-céidificand then reflects a
decrease in calls for service thereafter.

The data relevant to Carriage House reflects an increasallsffar service
reporting 174 calls pre-certification and 186 post-certification in 208@,in 2003, and
222 in 2004. The data also reflects an increase in calls focsat/iCimarron Crossing
with 224 calls for service pre-certification and 267 post-certiboain 2002, 233 in
2003, and 268 in 2004.

The Arlington Park | data demonstrates pre-certification ¢aflservice at 299.
There was an increase of calls for service to 336 in 2002, and tharkednlecrease in
calls to 237 in 2003, and 263 in 2004. Although, the increase is lower than the pre-
certification numbers.

As can be observed in the data, Arlington Park Il has 180 preaarth calls
for service, and reports post-certification, 156 calls for serin 2002, 150 in 2003, and
an increase in 2004 to 185. Latrium on the Creek shows 643 calls focesgna-
certification; 525 in 2002; 531 in 2003; and 674 in 2004. The data demonshates
Norwood Village has 106 calls for service in 2001, pre-certiicatiand 78 post-
certification in 2002 and 86 in 2003 with an increase to 147 calleforce in 2004. A
review of the data indicates 10 calls for service at Oxford Crossing, pifezagon, with
3in 2002, post-certification, 4 in 2003, and 11 in 2004. The data reports that Park Row
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East Town Homes had 204 pre-certification calls for service in 20@4, M6 post-
certification in 2002, 151 in 2003; and 133 in 2004. The Shadow Brook data r&8&cts
calls for service pre-certification with post-certificatiaalls at 362 in 2002, 261 in 2003,
and 296 in 2004. Finally, the data reports that Waterdance recorded 3&tgieation
calls for service in 2001, and 258 post-certification calls farisein 2002, 246 in 2003;

and 188 in 2004.

Table 2— Calls for Service

Pre-CPTED Post-CPTED
Apartment 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Arlington Park | 225 299 336 237 263
Arlington Park 1l 211 180 156 150 185
Carriage House 144 174 186 180 222
Cimarron Crossing 233 224 267 233 268
Latrium on the Creek 566 643 525 531 674
Norwood Village 155 106 78 86 147
Oxford Crossing 10 10 3 4 11
Park Row East 67 204 166 151 133
Shadow Brook 590 399 362 261 296
Waterdance 301 350 258 246 188

All seven of the apartment communities, certified in 2002, show rédyyeecline
in calls for service (see Table 2). As demonstrated in the Aatamn Wood had 256
calls for service pre-certification, with 218 post-certifioatin 2003, and 249 in 2004.
The data reports that Collin Creek had 272 calls for service, pre-cemificetith 138 in

2003 post-certification, and 189 in 2004. Forest Oaks reports 150 calls for service pre-
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certification and the data show that post-certification thexeevt30 calls for service in

2003, with 139 reported in 2004. Jefferson on the Cliffs reports 157 callsrfocesin

2002, and 128 post-certification in 2003, and 113 in 2004. The data reflects thatd®oint

North Arlington reports 145 calls for service in 2002, 113 in 2003, and 100 in 2004.

Sterling Crest indicates 157 calls pre-certification, and 116 qawsfication. Finally,

Tealwood reports 117 calls in 2002 and 101 in 2003, post-certification.

Table 3- Calls for Service

Apartment
Autumn Wood

Collins Creek

Forest Oaks

Jefferson on the Cliffs
Pointe of North Arlington
Sterling Crest

Tealwood

Pre-CPTED Post-CPTED
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
266 265 256 218 249
183 291 272 138 189
89 131 150 130 139
134 177 157 128 113
203 130 145 113 100
125 116
117 101

In comparing the data, there is an overall decline in t@lservice. However, in

2004, five (5) of the communities reflect an increase of calls for serviee alhat of pre-

certification in 2001. Table 2 continues to report a decline irs dall service. The

terrorist attacks in New York (9/11), and changes in managemeacbfcommunity pre

and post certification, are two variations beyond the control of twareher and the

participants in the program that affect the calls for service numbersaeépor

In Chapter 5, the author will explain the meaning of the dat#& eelates to

CPTED principles.
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSIONS

Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED) is aimed at
identifying conditions of the physical and social environment that prevageortunities
for or precipitates criminal acts . . . and the alteration of tlwoselitions so that no
crimes occur. Since it is aimed at preventing occurrencesiminatity, CPTED is
conceptually distinct and significantly different from the reectand largely failing)
strategies employed by the police, courts, and correctionaltiézciin the American
criminal justice system (Robinson, 1996).

CPTED focuses on reducing opportunities for crime, primarily in publi
environments. It does not focus on family violence in work placeshools. The fabric
and design of public spaces can deter criminal activitieenO#rs who feel they are
likely to be noticed are much less likely to commit crimes in ipufppaces. From the
potential victim’s viewpoint, perception of safety can be enhanced thigamd planning
and design of public spaces (Glen, 2002). For example, the layout and olesiipan
areas can either discourage or encourage feelings of safetysérs. Discouraging
designs include poor lighting, recessed doorways on the stréatkomarrow alleyways.
Encouraging designs include well-lit footpaths, and bus/train stops, rigsldvith an
open street front and parks that are observable from surrounding streets and houoses (Gle
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2002).

Therefore, it is apparent that given the review of literat@search is lagging in
the contribution to the body of knowledge of apartment communities. Sthdy is
different because it assists apartment communities with imgdtie standard of living
by eliminating the criminal element out of the community. Byneoting to people with
criminal intent, the apartment communities not only reduce thehded of crime in the
community, they also reduce the number of visitors who come to the propint
criminal intent, i.e., to purchase drugs (Arlington Police Department, JaR0aty.

The Crime Free Multi-Housing Program in Mesa, Arizona is idensd by the
proponents of this program to be successful. In rental properties withigthest crime
rates, the immediate results showed up to a 90% reduction in palisefor service.
Even in the best properties reductions of 15% to 20% were not uncommuoryt@kr
Police Department, January 2001).

It is evident from the data that the implementation of the Cimevention
through Environmental Design (CPTED) principles and the apartmemmanity
participation in the Crime Free Multi-Housing Program in ArlorgtTexas seems to be
correlated with the decline in calls for service, and the findmngde in this study agree
with the trend in the literature.

Calls for Service vs. UCR

The study data was classified by the daily calls forviserrecorded by the
Arlington Police Department. A call for service indicatesalh  the Arlington Police
Department by the management or residents of the surveyed communitiep far hel
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assistance. Until recently, criminology and criminal justicethe United States have
heavily relied on the Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) for researgiposes. Most popular
presentations on crime rates in the United States are usaladly from the UCR without
a full appreciation of the limitations of these data. The U€published annually by the
FBI and represents not crimes committed, but crimes reported toeemdied by, the
police. The FBI indicates that it cannot vouch for the validity dbdaceived from
individual police agencies, and recorded statistics represent onlytianpof the true
crime rate of a community (Hagan 2003).

The calls for service data are more accurate than UCRbdatuse the former
uses the frequency and percentage relevant to the calls focesefherefore, the
conclusions provided using this data are not based on a complexcstlatrstnipulation
rather it provides a snap shot of the actual number of calls habdlédge Arlington
Police Department at each surveyed apartment community.

Crime Free Multi-Housing

The Arlington Crime Free Multi-Housing Program creates a irffadeted
approach to crime prevention employing a unique coalition of pglrogerty managers
and residents of rental properties which follows Jeffrey’'s (197%ifhec prevention
characteristics. The on-going program addresses all of the oppedwfitrime in rental
properties and by design, includes a certification process. Matogenent of the Crime
Free Lease Addendum is the backbone of the Crime Free MultitgpBsogram. This
addendum to the lease agreement lists specific criminalretisftcommitted anywhere,
will result in the immediate termination of the resident’s lease (Adimgtolice
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Department, January 2001). The data indicates that there istegistrhenefit to the
community, police department, and the private sector all working egéd reduce
crime.

Recommendations

Petty crime leads to larger crime, and by using the Crinree Multi-Housing
Program, petty crime will be solved and therefore larger cdoesn’t have a chance to
move in. Economically low end apartment communities are a lasgeem of city
officials because of the large number of calls for service tardexisting criminal
activity. Apartment communities are a great cross-sectieconomically, racially, and
each citizen deserves to be as safe as any other and rdoeigeeatest amount of
protection and public safety that a city can afford to provide. Ifetrere several
apartment communities that require more attention, more policenmesscities need to
be shifting their attention, resources, and finances to those areas.

By tracking calls for service to measure the reduction gherin apartment
communities, there is a correlation to saving money, and it redoeaseed for police
presence, in terms of a savings of opportunity cost — every tpobéca officer has to go
on a call at one of the city apartment communities, it takes sggment of the officer’s
day. With a reduction in calls for service at apartment commanitiee officer can
devote more time to communication and contact with the residents abk® i be more
proactive as opposed to always being in a reactive mode.

It is in the community best interest, not just from a governrhemtgolice
standpoint, but also from tourism and economic development, to make sure that the
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public safety of the community is the best it can be and thera aumber of ways to
achieve this: Traditional policing functions of just patrolling and ¢peant there is not
enough, there must be contact and communication with citizens sthélyaknow who

the police officers are and feel comfortable to contact theithay are victimized.
Citizens must be educated, crossing all language barriers, ta@rami environment
where they feel safe and people are looking out for one another asutilay contract,

apartment community residents agree that they are going to be good citizens

By forming a partnership with the apartment communities, thegdipartment
should strive to improve personal safety for residents, landlordsnandgers of rental
communities by educating them on crime prevention techniques and sdrtieetime,
encouraging them to take ownership of their property. The Crirae Multi-Housing
Program facilitates communications by encouraging a team apbptogroblem solving
involving property management, residents, the police, other city agdikaethe Fire
Department, City Code Compliance, Animal Control, and private agencies.

The immediate goal of the Crime Free Multi-Housing Prograiwrlington is the
reduction of calls for service which ultimately means a redudtiocrime. The author
recognizes that the effect of the program doesn’t stop thd@itee survey data seems to
indicate that the reduction in calls for service in the seeentertified communities may
suggest the CPTED techniques have been effective. It issaegds point out that the
events in New York on 9/11 may have affected the crime data beidged but there is
no way of telling whether or not the data was mostly affected/bl or CPTED
strategies.
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The Crime Free Multi-Housing survey results suggest seognalr points: The
survey numbers will help coordinate patrol activity. Calls fovise can affect how man-
power is assigned. It will also save duplication of efforts bgigming officers to a
permanent district where they get to know the business people anchtesdiéicers can
take ownership of their district and get to care about what’'s going on themanihcases
there is a constant flow of officers being dispatched to apartm@mimunities. A
community out reach center, located in one of the apartment corapfex@xample, in
an area of minority concentration, and staffed daily by oSiadrthe crime prevention
division, will over time have a long term effect on calls fov®er in that area. An out
reach center could provide a twenty-four (24) hour visual location apdisg point for
officers to go to the restroom, get drinks, write reports, provide eepla meet
complainants so they don’t have to leave the neighborhood, to conductewtenii talk
with residents, and to be visible to all the area residents. There willsalveaactivity and
police presence which will, in itself, eliminate some of the unta people. An out
reach center would also be a coordination point for a bike patrol. Ageiotfould park
his car at the out reach center and ride a bike through the adjoonmgumities. As
officers spend time at the out reach center, they will beilationships, and they will get
to know people. And then police will begin to get information as tmioal activity in
the area. Ultimately, the police will gain the trust of thertapant community residents
and in return they will get needed intelligence to solve crimes.

Crime displacement is a threat that apartment managemertheupeblice must
take into account. When offenders are expelled from one apartment community,
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apartment management and police must make an effort to trask thdividuals to
ensure that they do not create another problem somewhere dgedity. The police
would benefit from a better understanding and tracking of displadewi@ch should
reduce the criminal element from the city’s apartment commesraind improve personal
safety for residents. To avoid the spreading effect of crirsplatiement, the police
department must continue to recruit other apartment communitiestarjd be certified
in the Crime Free Multi-Housing Program. At the same timetifieek apartment
communities should be visited on a regular basis to maintain persamtakct with the
apartment management staff. Property owners, managers, lesaffigmaintenance
personnel and any other new employees in the management team showdelbeto
attend and be certified in Crime Free Multi-Housing. Also, aasgntative of the police
department should regularly inspect the apartment community to ethsiréhey are
maintaining a routine property inspection procedure including: buildingtemance,
stairs/balconies, courtyards, common areas, parking lots, perifieet@ng and litter
control. Residents should be educated and reminded to recognize andillegalr
activity as they are the eyes and ears of the community. ¥iitak also recommended
that police officers attend the training to better understand thie nature of rental
communities, and to establish a rapport with apartment community managers.
Further research can focus on several questions raised adtaoftdhis study:
Where do city officials and law enforcement need to focus tfteinteon? Are there any
other issues and problems? What can be done to further reach outet@paesnent
communities? What is the effect of an outreach center and bike patrol concept in
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apartment communities?
This study has attempted to provide a snap shot of CrimeviritieHousing and
serves as an early indicator to the body of knowledge of Crime riRi@vethrough

Environmental Design so that others may follow and continue the research.
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