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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

(Statement of the problem, Statement of research findings, Note or list possible options toward 

resolving the problem) 

Preliminary reports for crime in the United States for January to June 2020 show an increase in arson 

(19%), murder (15%), motor vehicle theft (6%), and aggravated assault (5%). While the majority of people 

worked remotely from home due to COVID-19 related mandates, burglaries and robberies dropped 

slightly by 7%. In 2019, the total estimated losses from property crime were $14,258,700,608 with 28% 

recovered. In Michigan, stolen properties account for $245,821,098 with 22% recovered. Of these, 

residential burglaries during the day account for 41% followed by residential properties during the night 

(31%). For violent crimes, residential properties account for the highest percentage (58%), followed by 

streets/ alleys/ sidewalks (20%), parking garages/ lots (6%), gas stations (2%), and convenient stores 

(1%). These numbers suggest that approximately 1% of residences in Michigan, 11% of all convenience 

stores and 17% of gas stations in Michigan were victims of violent crime (FBI UCR Report 20191).  

The typical, and seeming logical, response by communities and their police departments is to dispatch 

more officers to areas of criminal activity. But crime data tracked over years shows that this ‘overpolicing’ 

isn’t an effective tool at lessening crime rates, can be a strain on limited budgets, and can heighten tense 

relationships between police and community members, particularly in neighborhoods where more black 

residents live. The Black Lives Matter movement highlights, among many other things, that residents 

want to be engaged in solutions that so closely impact their lives and that communities need a new set of 

policies, tools, and strategies to deploy when these circumstances arise. 

 

One promising technique is Community-Based Crime Reduction (CBCR), which is the largest federal 

effort in the U.S. to assist neighborhoods in building partnerships and engaging communities in 

implementing an array of place-based strategies to reduce crime and fear of crime. Hipple and Saunders 

(2020) evaluated the effectiveness of 70 grantees (60 sites) of CBCR planning and implementation 3-year 

grants ($1,000,000) received between 2012 and 2016 using BJA Quarterly Performance Management 

Tool (PMT). These sites were mostly engaged with law enforcement strategies, collective efficacy, Crime 

Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED), social cohesion, blight remediation, economic 

development and fear of crime. Despite efforts to advertise for community engagement, sites reported an 

average of 140 community participants while few reported several thousands. Additional findings showed 

that most sites were not entirely criminal justice based, suggesting the need for addressing crime from a 

non-criminal justice perspective. 

 

                                                
1 United States Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Investigation. (December 2019). Crime in the 
United States, 2019.  
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Overview of the Issue  

While federal supports have been promising in reducing crime and overall crime, a better understanding 

of CPTED, that dates back to the 70s, would be an appropriate community-based crime reduction 

approach. CPTED has been misconceived by many professionals as a strategy that focuses on target 

hardening and improvement of lighting. Originally coined by C.Ray Jeffrey in the 70s (Jeffrey, 1971), 

Newman (1972) heavily used CPTED and Defensible Space strategies by involving community and 

stakeholders in the planning process in several of his projects at both building and neighborhood levels 

and findings showed an overall reduction in crime (HUD, 1996). To date, CPTED has become an 

ordinance adopted in many cities in the U.S. With the exception of the State of Florida, home of several 

training sites for CPTED certifications and where CPTED ordinance is comprehensive in over 60 cities, in 

Michigan, the City of Grand Rapids became the first and only city in Michigan to adopt a CPTED 

ordinance in August 2019.  While this is promising for the City of Grand Rapids, the ordinance’s reach 

focuses only on liquor stores and after-hour establishments. Also in 2019, the City Council in Lansing 

discussed the opportunity to adopt Grand Rapids’ language for its CPTED ordinance but some resistance 

blocked its inclusion. On a federal level, key government agencies such as the Department of Homeland 

Security, the Department of Justice, National Threat Assessment Center by the United States Secret 

Service and TSA have all included CPTED language in their missions. CPTED’s four principles of 

Surveillance, Territoriality, Access and Maintenance are based on using physical environmental features 

to reduce reported crime and fear of crime and enhance quality of life. 

 

In Michigan: The research team contributed to the State of the State Survey (SOSS) - a semi-annual phone 

and online survey which collects data from a random sample of adult, Michigan residents - administered by 

the Institute of Public Policy and Social Science Research at Michigan State University. Participants were 

asked to identify the extent to which they agree that (1) crime is a big problem in their neighborhood, (2) 

properties that are not looked after are a big problem in their neighborhood, and (3) they live in a close-knit 

neighborhood. Participants were also asked whether there are places or activities that attract people to or 

near their neighborhood. If participants responded affirmatively, then they were asked to identify the types 

of places or activities that attract people to or near their neighborhood (open-ended), and whether anyone 

in their family visits these places or engages in these activities. 

Michigan residents who agree that properties that are not looked after are a big problem in their 

neighborhood, as well as presence of activities like public art or walking trails/ parks have a statistically 

significant effect on the prediction of whether crime is a big problem in their neighborhood. Residents who 

agree that properties not looked after in their neighborhood are a big problem, are slightly more likely to 

think crime is a problem than others who disagree that crime is a big problem. Residents who have Public 

Art in or around their neighborhoods, are 0.6 times less likely to think crime is a problem in their 

neighborhoods than others who don’t have public art. Michigan residents who have access to walking 

trails and parks in or around their neighborhoods, are 1.7 times more likely to think crime is less of a 
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problem than others who don’t have access to walking trails or parks.  These findings suggest that 

CPTED principles have an impact on fear of crime in the State of Michigan. 

Purpose 

The policy issue addressed by this project involves a community’s ability to effect change in public health, 

safety and welfare through improved environmental design, reasonable levels of policing, and increased 

community engagement. In a prior work we have conducted in Lansing, we identified areas within the city 

that have been ‘overpoliced’ in order to address crime. However, our data show that this strategy wasn’t 

effective at lessening crime rates. Due to this inverse relationship, it is clear that something else was 

contributing to a continued high level of criminal activity: the design of the neighborhood streets, 

landscaping, yards and pathways in and around the areas. The charrette design team developed eight 

CPTED designs for the Lansing neighborhood to help reduce and prevent crime, with over 100 residents 

and stakeholders attending over the three days to provide input for the design team (Feb 2019). The 

outcome of this engagement led to developing the site we identified during the charrette with physical 

modification and construction to commence in April 2021. 

 

Lansing’s experience isn’t unique. Patterns of disinvestment in neighborhoods experiencing crime 

continue to have an impact on the effectiveness of policing strategies and negatively impacts Michigan’s 

downtowns and urban neighborhoods. Communities typically increase their policing in response to crime 

levels, but often find that the extra police power is neither effective at reducing crime nor cost effective. 

Therefore, communities need a new set of policies, tools, and strategies to deploy when these 

circumstances arise.  

 

Based on this work, the team replicated elements of the charrette with three medium-sized communities 

in Michigan: Adrian, Albion, and Howell (see Appendix A). Working with the three communities, the 

research team developed a crime data snapshot for each community and conducted two design 

workshops focusing on Placemaking+CPTED, designed to move participants through shared learning of 

CPTED and placemaking principles, visioning, validation of crime data, designing placemaking + CPTED 

interventions, and finally developing policy recommendations and strategies to address crime.  

 

To address this need, the research team recently tested a community-engaged participatory research 

approach that combines crime data, design and engagement in developing the needed policies, tools, 

and strategies for crime prevention in Adrian, Albion, and Howell from 2019-2020 to answer two research 

questions: (1) To what extent can environmental design (CPTED) and placemaking principles positively 

impact reported crime and fear of crime, and therefore enable Michigan cities to manage their budget and 

policing policies more effectively? (2) Can bringing residents and stakeholders together with decision-

makers and experts be an effective tool to address environmental design and crime prevention policies? 
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MAPPR RESEARCH PROJECT 

1.0 INTRODUCTION: 

The mixed-method research approach that is based on replicating elements of the piloted Designing Safe 

Neighborhoods process, incorporated an impact analysis—evaluating how the outcomes affect local 

budgeting and policing. The research occurred in three medium-sized communities in Michigan: Adrian, 

Albion, and Howell. The main focus of the research was to develop crime prevention strategies and 

policies that are replicable to communities throughout Michigan, supported by known impacts that these 

strategies and policies have on crime prevention, local budgeting and policing. 

The project was overseen in each city by a steering committee made up of multi-department city staff, 

elected and appointed officials, and community leaders. Working with the three communities, the research 

team first developed a crime data snapshot for each community. The crime snapshot coupled available 

crime data with predictive modeling to show where crime hotspots were located within the communities. 

The team then engaged residents throughout the community in collecting images of areas that are important 

to them using a participatory process called Photovoice. The images and crime snapshot set the stage for 

the design workshops. These workshops included a series of exercises designed to move participants 

through shared learning of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) and placemaking 

principles through use of their images, visioning, validation of crime data, designing placemaking plus 

CPTED interventions, and finally developing a CPTED Assessment Tool and policy recommendations and 

strategies to address crime.  

 

2.0 COMMUNITY-BASED PARTICIPATORY PROCESS 

The research team innovated a community-based participatory approach guided by data collection which 

was facilitated by each city’s steering committee. This approach enabled action-oriented 

recommendations for neighborhood improvement that were grounded in the needs, issues, and concerns 

of each city. In particular, our data collection approach was an iterative process, whereby data collected 

at one phase informed data collected at subsequent phases.  

 

2.1 Recruitment and Marketing: 

From July 2019 to March 2020, recruitment mainly consisted of direct emails from MSU Extension staff 

and steering committee members to local leaders and groups, spreading the word about the project and 

about the Photovoice and other engagement opportunities. After the COVID19 gap, each steering 

committee met monthly from June to August 2020, and the research team developed a new website and 

Facebook page for the respective Safe Neighborhoods projects and planned an online August showcase 

https://photovoice.org/
https://photovoice.org/
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and leadership roundtable. The websites and Facebook pages reached hundreds of people each week, 

and served as the main conduits for information sharing about the projects. The websites served three 

main outreach purposes: sharing of the community survey link; sharing of the Photovoice project link; and 

providing news and updates a few times per month related to media pieces and the August 

Showcase/Leadership Roundtable. The Facebook page served one main outreach purpose: To reach 

hundreds of residents and leaders each week and direct them to our webpage. Although underway since 

December of 2019, recruitment activities were impacted heavily by the onset of Covid-19 and subsequent 

lockdown orders put in place across Michigan in March of 2020. The Safe Neighborhood steering 

committees in each city included city leaders who were managing the basic functioning of city 

departments. This re-prioritization of municipal activities in response to Covid-19 put Safe Neighborhoods 

public engagement and recruitment efforts on hold for three months, from March to June of 2020.  

 

2.2 Photovoice Workshop: Photovoice is a participatory action research process which engages 

marginalized persons through the use of photography and storytelling. In particular, it enables participants 

to document their own perspectives of their communities (Strack, Magill, & McDonagh, 2004). In three 

separate sessions completed in the winter of 2019, a certified photovoice instructor trained members of 

each city’s steering committee on the photovoice process. After completing the photovoice training, the 

steering committee members actively recruited photovoice participants through their respective networks. 

Photovoice participants used digital photography to capture images in response to two prompts: 1) 

Provide a photograph that you took which best tells the story of what characteristic in your community you 

are the most grateful for; and 2) Provide a photograph that you took which best tells the story of what 

characteristic in your community you think possesses the greatest opportunity for improvement. Across 

cities, photovoice submissions were low as a result of the shelter-in-place executive order where 

photovoice participants were restricted from leaving their homes to take photographs of their 

communities. Second, city staff and officials and residents that would normally dedicate time and effort 

toward the project found their time and activities shifting to essential, pandemic-focused tasks, postponing 

all other work.   

 

2.3 Community Workshop: Prior to the onset of COVID-19, the research team held community 

workshops within each city. The research team engaged residents in several activities throughout the 

course of the workshop. To start, residents were asked to provide a one-word description of their 

community as it is now, as well as a one-word description of what they desire their community to 

resemble in the future. Following this exercise, the research team gave a brief lecture on CPTED and 

placemaking. Residents were then instructed to identify locations on a map where they would like 

placemaking activities to be implemented, and provide ideas as to the types of placemaking activities at 

each identified location. Using the same map, residents were also asked to draw (additional) walking and 

bicycling routes, as well as identify safe and unsafe locations. 
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2.4 Community Survey. An electronic survey was constructed using Qualtrics Survey Software (version 

2020) to understand residents' perceptions regarding quality-of-life issues within their neighborhoods (see 

Appendix E). The survey received approval by Michigan State University’s Institutional Review Board 

(IRB). Furthermore, the survey included both likert and open-ended questions which were informed by 

related literature within the fields of urban planning, criminology, and psychology. Participants were 

instructed to consider their neighborhoods and respond to questions regarding their level of social 

cohesion, informal social control, and physical disorder, as well as the level of fear of crime they generally 

experienced during the day and at night, the seriousness of crime, and the adequacy of police presence. 

Participants were also instructed to respond to questions that address levels of surveillance and 

territoriality in their area as well as levels of placemaking activities. In addition, participants were asked to 

provide geographically identifiable information on locations within their neighborhoods where they felt 

either the most safe or unsafe, and to explain what it is about these locations that informed their 

responses.2 Regarding unsafe locations, participants were provided a list of crime types (including 

descriptions) and asked to select any crime they are concerned about at each location. To gain a sense 

of what participants’ considered to be their neighborhoods, they were asked to provide the intersection 

nearest to their homes.   

 

The research team had planned to provide opportunities for individuals to complete the survey at locally-

held community gatherings. Attendees could then choose to complete the survey at stationed laptops or 

request to complete a paper-version of the survey. However, the distribution of the survey overlapped 

with the onset of Covid-19. Due to Covid-19 restrictions, this plan was not able to be executed. Given the 

method of distribution and limited access to computers and internet subscription in some of these 

communities (see Figure 1), survey findings are not representative of the populations of Adrian, Albion, or 

Howell. However, survey findings do capture a portion of their populations that are of great interest: 

residents, business persons, and government officials who have a vested interest in community-life, 

regularly participate in community events, and are particularly concerned about quality of life issues.  

    

2.5 Reported Crimes. Reported incidents of violent (aggravated assault, homicide, rape, and robbery) 

and property (arson, burglary, larceny-theft, and motor vehicle theft) offenses were obtained from the 

Albion and Howell police departments, while calls for service related to these offenses were obtained 

from the Adrian police department.3 These data were collected over a four-year period for Albion and 

Howell (2016 - 2019), and over a 3-year period (2017 - 2019) for Adrian. Furthermore, these data 

contained address information for each reported incident or call, which were geocoded using ArcMap 

(version 10.8) to facilitate spatial analysis. 

                                                
2 Add note on excluded home locations  
3 Add not to Compare / Contrast CFS and Reported Incidents  
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2.6 Final Community Workshop: The second and final workshop virtually engaged community leaders 

and residents in facilitated dialogue to discover policies and strategies to reduce crime and increase 

placemaking in two categories: physical improvements and programmatic activities. The research team 

engaged the steering committee members using Miro, an online collaborative communication platform 

primarily using virtual sticky notes. During each city’s public workshop, steering committee members were 

asked to provide recommendations for city programs and modifications to the physical environment. They 

were also asked to provide feedback on the public meeting itself, which was held virtually using Zoom. In 

particular, community stakeholders were asked to identify the strengths and weaknesses of the research 

teams method of engagement.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1 shows a summary of our research activities from inception to completion 

3.0 ANALYTICAL STRATEGY 

 

The research team adopted a mixed-methods approach to evaluate each community’s ability to effect 

change in public health, safety, and welfare through improved environmental design, policing, and 

community engagement. This approach consisted of five phases which drew from quantitative and 

qualitative methods. 

Phase 1. The research team identified crime patterns and focus areas for each city utilizing crime data 

provided by the Albion, Adrian, and Howell Police Departments. To begin, crime patterns were identified 

using a two-pronged approach. First, a descriptive assessment was provided of violent and property 

crimes for each year of data collection (see Appendix B). Second, kernel density estimation (KDE) was 

applied using these data to spatially evaluate crime patterns over time. The KDE approach has been 

used as a forecasting tool, as well as to facilitate visual assessments of crime patterns. Several 
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parameters are required to facilitate the KDE approach, including the selection of a (a) grid cell size, (b) 

bandwidth, and (c) method of interpolation. These selections were based upon criminological literature 

which suggests that the spatial influence exerted by crime locations typically do not extend beyond the 

distance of a few street blocks (Felson, 1995; Taylor, 1997; Caplan and Kennedy, 2010; Caplan et al., 

2011; Kennedy et al., 2011). Regarding the method of interpolation, a gaussian kernel function was 

selected given its ability to provide density estimates over an entire study region. Third, the research 

team identified focus areas for each crime type and city utilizing the hierarchical nearest neighbor 

clustering (HNNC) approach (see Levine, 2015). Focus areas represent areas within which violent or 

property crime has historically been a problem. The research team concentrated its recommendations 

for CPTED and placemaking interventions to these areas, a topic of later discussion. The HNNC 

approach was conducted in CrimeStat (version 4). This approach identifies statistically significant spatial 

clusters of point locations using an iterative process that attempts to identify first- and higher-order 

clusters (Levine, 2015). Unlike the KDE approach, the research team used the HNNC approach to 

identify statistically significant overlapping clusters for each crime type and year of the evaluation time 

periods observed across cities. This comparative approach enabled the identification of areas within each 

city in which violent or property crimes have historically been a problem (see Appendix C).  

 

Phase 2. The research team identified safe and unsafe areas within each city utilizing geographic and 

descriptive data obtained from the community survey. These areas were geographically and descriptively 

compared to the focus areas identified for each city (see Appendix D). To facilitate this assessment, the 

geographically identifiable information on locations participants perceived to be the most safe or unsafe in 

their neighborhoods were geocoded in ArcMap. The KDE approach was applied to facilitate a visual 

assessment of the areas within each city that are considered to be safe or unsafe. These areas were 

subsequently compared to the identified focus areas for each city, allowing geographic concordance to be 

evaluated between locations derived from participants' perceptions of safety and the locations of crimes 

that had been reported to the police. To gain a deeper understanding of safe and unsafe areas, the 

research team identified themes across participants’ responses regarding why they considered a given 

location to be safe or unsafe.  

 

Phase 3. The research team utilized data obtained from the community survey to identify patterns and 

provide descriptive assessments of participants’ characteristics and perceptions of neighborhood 

conditions (see Appendix F). Factor analytic techniques were applied to condense survey items and 

capture underlying themes, such as social cohesion, informal social control, and physical disorder. 

Furthermore, the intersection nearest to participants’ homes was geocoded in ArcMap, providing a 

geographic context from which to consider responses. In addition, community and state comparisons 

were made between identical community survey and SOSS items.  
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Phase 4. The research team conducted a detailed evaluation of the focus areas within each city utilizing 

data obtained from the community survey, community workshops, and photovoice submissions. These 

data sources allowed for a contextually rich understanding of each focus area (see Appendix F). As part 

of this evaluation, the research team utilized on-site visits and Google Earth to explore the physical 

environment of each focus area.  A further examination was performed on 74 street segments in Adrian to 

be able to perform statistical analysis to understand the relationship of CPTED to crime and fear of crime. 

These street segments represent responses identified as safe or unsafe. In accordance with these 

principles, the research team recommended strategies to improve the physical environment of each focus 

area. These strategies were informed by ideas generated from the community workshops. The research 

also developed and tested a CPTED Assessment Tool with a scoring system that could be used as a 

resource for communities of any size (see assessment tool in Appendix E). 

 

Phase 5. Using an open-coding approach, the research team identified key recommendations for city 

programs and modifications to the physical environment that emerged from the engagement using Miro. 

These recommendations can be used to inform city policies. Furthermore, the research team identified 

key strengths and weaknesses of their engagement with community stakeholders, which can be used to 

guide future virtual engagement efforts with communities.  

 

Appendix C provides a visual summary of our findings for the three different cities. For more details on 

our findings, please contact the Principal Investigator. 

4.0 RESEARCH OUTCOMES 

Key outcomes: 

As explained in the previous sections, survey participants were instructed to respond to six sets of 

questions that address their perceived levels of social cohesion, physical disorder, informal social control, 

social disorder, levels of surveillance, and placemaking activities. All these six scales were tested for their 

internal reliability using Cronbach’s Alpha test of reliability. Cronbach’s Alpha was 0.716 for the physical 

disorder scale, 0.768 for the social disorder scale, 0.812 for the social cohesion scale, 0.842 for the 

informal social control scale, 0.788 for the surveillance scale, and 0.706 for the placemaking scale. 

Because the recommended values for the reliability test are 0.7 or higher (DeVillis, 2003; Kline, 2005), all 

these scales had a high level of internal consistency, as determined by a Cronbach's alpha values. 

Because of the low sample size for Albion (n=6), it was not possible to test the impact of scales on the 

participants’ perception of how serious crime is in their area.  It was possible to run the test for both 

Adrian and Howell.  A Pearson's product-moment correlation was run to assess the relationship between 

the six scales and the participants’ perception of how serious crime is in their area.  For Adrian, only five 
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of the six scales were significantly correlated with perception of crime. These are: the physical disorder 

scale r (45)= -.475, p=.001, the social disorder scale r (46)= -.739, p=.000, the social cohesion scale r 

(46)= -.299, p=.044, the surveillance scale r (46)= -.363, p=.012 and the placemaking scale r (46)=.329, 

p=.025. For Howell, only three of the six scales were significantly correlated. These are: the physical 

disorder scale r (31)= -.574, p=.001, the social disorder scale r (32)= -.828, p=.000, the surveillance 

scale r (32)= -.421, p=.016.  

The assessment conducted on focus groups for all three communities showed how areas with high 

reported property and violent crimes were associated with physical disorder, low levels of surveillance 

and low levels of territoriality.  This assessment is aligned with the findings of the surveys where 

surveillance, physical disorder, social disorder and placemaking all contributed to perception of crime.  

The analysis of the photos submitted through the photovoice process also indicate the signs of 

territoriality are key concerns among residents.  In order to further assess which of the CPTED’s 

principles are associated with perception of safety, perception of property crime, perception of violent 

crime, as well as incidents of property crime and property crime, we used our CPTED Assessment tool on 

74 street segments.  Our findings showed the following:  

• Property Crime was correlated with 3 of CPTED Principles: with Surveillance (-.492,.000), with 

Territoriality (-.297, 010), and Access (-.259,.026). 

• Violent Crime was only correlated with Surveillance (-.287, 0.013) 

• Fear of Property Crime was only correlated with Surveillance (.-558,.000) 

• Fear of Violent Crime was only correlated with Surveillance (-.241,.039) 

These findings highlight the differences between fear of crime and incidents of crime with surveillance as 

a common denominator. From an offender’s perspective, both territoriality and access are key to decision 

processing.   

5.0 POLICY IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR MICHIGAN 

• CPTED ordinance language is not a one-size-fits-all solution. Context is important and one tenet 

of CPTED is engaging the residents in the development of strategies. Communities that wish to 

systematically address crime through environmental design with ordinance language should 

consider their own context when evaluating appropriateness of other model language  

• Blighted properties lead to increased perception of crime, therefore, one way to reduce increased 

perception of crime is to invest in blight removal activities.  

• Public art and access to walking trails and parks decreases the perception of crime, therefore one 

way to reduce the perception of crime is to invest in these placemaking amenities  
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• Residents were eager to learn about CPTED principles and about how to improve their properties 

to reduce the possibility of crime  

• When co-developing strategies in neighborhoods, participation must include a diverse and 

representative sample of the residents.  

• CPTED’s principles of Surveillance, Territoriality and Access were predictors to reported property 

crimes while surveillance was predictor to violent crime, fear of property crime and fear of violent 

crime. 

• Survey respondents who indicated they don’t feel comfortable walking in their own neighborhoods 

suggest poorer quality of life which may lead to higher reported crime in their area.   

When asked what next steps could be taken to improve conditions, the following generalized suggestions 

were offered across all three cities (the numbers represent the number of times it was mentioned).  When 

we performed CPTED assessment across all the focus areas (all cities), and across all the street 

segments that respondents rated as safe or unsafe, our findings were aligned with the recommendations 

proposed by the three communities (shown in Tables 1 and 2). 
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Table 1 

PROGRAMS 

·      Enforce blight code violations [7] 

·      Develop a comprehensive community priority for blight remediation 

·      Begin cross-department staff discussions and address transitions and turnover for sustained movement 
forward 

·      Strengthen the Recreation Dept 

·      Establish new programs designed to build trust (social cohesion) such as block parties, family fun 
nights, community clean up days, fun run, brown bag lunches, opportunity to meet/mingle with city leaders, 
educational DEI meetings [4] 

·      Create and disseminate a point of contact list for areas that have surveillance cameras 

·      Offer a private program to help homeowners, renters, and business owners address overgrown 
vegetation and encourage property maintenance [4] 

·      Obtain grants for programming and improvements [2] 

·      Encourage businesses to update to LED lighting 
·      Develop ideas for park activities/programs to improve neighborhood engagement (e.g., tennis, golf, 
tai chi) [2] 

·      Promote places for people to enjoy locales 

·      Increase placemaking opportunities 

·      Increase public art programs [2] to counter (and pre-empt) graffiti 

·      Identify public buildings with signage 

·      Provide CPTED training to drug testing vendors to encourage compliance [2] 

·      Work with court system to identify beautification projects for community service [2] 

·      Redevelop highway redevelopment zones with tax abatements for redevelopment 

·      Conduct leadership walks/create a task force to understand locations identified as strong and weak in 
CPTED principles [2] 

·      Increase promotion of photo and online surveys to increase participation 

·      Social media campaign that gives residents opportunities to showcase CPTED-compliant measures 

·      Communicate to community simple things to help with perceptions [2] 

·      Creation of website with resources; podcast, update on recent developments, press release [2] 

·      Create neighborhood tool sharing program 

·      Update property maintenance ordinance 

·      Build relationships among/partner with groups already working in CPTED (flower clubs) [4] 

·      Consider a CPTED ordinance [2] 

·      Revise park rules to incorporate CPTED [2] 

·      Develop a park plan for the future geared toward sustainability and safety 

·      Incorporate CPTED into our Master Plan ensuring that it communicates a vision with priority areas 

·      Improve CPTED along our trail system 

·      Create a presence (eyes, foot traffic) all hours of the day [2] 
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Table 2 

 

While there have been small and programmatic investments in high crime areas, there haven’t been 

large, systemic investments in neighborhoods that can address historical disadvantage (e.g. lack of 

business organization and support infrastructure), lack of equity and lack of organization that thwarts 

community organizing and revitalization efforts.  In our research, we found that our innovation is in the 

process and not in the steps. When police funds are being reconsidered, there is an opportunity to go out 

there and recommend something that minimally engages the police but increases safety.   

In conclusion, we further recommend the following to successfully implement changes to neighborhoods 

or developments: 

• The opportunity to develop a university partnership is essential to analyze crime data 

• For master plan updates, we recommend using CPTED and recruiting a CPTED professional or 

collaborate with a university that offers such services 

• For changes in neighborhoods, CPTED can only be successful through an engagement process 

with different stakeholders, residents and decision-makers.  The process we outline in this report, 

has been shown to be an effective way in co-creating crime prevention strategies with the 

communities. 

 

  

PHYSICAL IMPROVEMENTS 

·   Improve lighting (update to LED; focus on known problem areas, report down lights) [4] 

·   Improve sightlines generally and surveillance in areas of consistent problems [3] 

·   Address parking lot issues at night 

·   Consider changes to better align people's perceptions of safety with actual safety concerns 

·   Consider park amenities for a variety of interests/ages: children, teens/young adults, parents/adults, 
seniors (shuffleboard, pickle ball) 

·   Improve/upgrade park aesthetics and amenities (lighting, restrooms, signage, address trail issues) [2] 

·   Consider what similar cities are doing 

·   Employ complete streets to increase walkability [2] 

·   Focus foot patrols on making contact, being visible and accessible, rather than being seen in the 
areas where it is perceived as less safe [2] 

·   Use signage for neighborhood identification 

·   Dog park 

·   Create funds for remodeling and re-investment 

·   Splash Pad 
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Appendix A 
Historical Context 
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Adrian. Geographically, the City of Adrian is located almost exactly in the center of Lenawee County in 

southeast Michigan. US Highway 223 runs southeast/northwest through the City, connecting it with Toledo 

via US 23 to the southeast and Jackson via US 127 to the northwest. Economically, the City’s top employers 

span a range of sectors. One larger employer, Delphi, was formerly the General Motors Chevrolet Adrian 

Plant, which first opened 1977. It was converted to Delphi in 1995. The Lenawee Health Alliance, part of 

ProMedica Health System, operates Emma Bixby Medical Center in Adrian and Herrick Memorial Hospital 

in Tecumseh. The Michigan Department of Corrections employs many local residents at its Gus Harrison 

Correctional Facility in Madison Charter Township, which opened in 1991. Gleaner Life Insurance Society, 

founded in 1894 in Caro, Michigan, is now headquartered in Adrian. Merillat, which opened in 1946, is now 

the largest kitchen cabinet maker in the country. 

In terms of residential development, forty percent of Adrian’s existing homes were built before 1939, in the 

first hundred years of the City’s existence. Another thirty-one percent were built between 1940 and 1959 in 

the World War II and post-war manufacturing and building boom. Since 1959, housing growth has been 

relatively slow, but steady. In the 1950’s and 1960’s, Adrian’s downtown experienced declines in foot traffic, 

store occupancy, and the physical condition of buildings. Adding to this decline, the Adrian Mall and many 

other stand-alone stores were built along US 223 south of town. These stores continue to draw business 

from the entire County, as well as from the City of Adrian. Although most of the beautiful old brick storefronts 

are still intact in Adrian, the downtown economy has not yet completely recovered from the continuing 

effects of edge-of town development.  

Albion. The City of Albion, which is 4.5 square miles, is located along the I-94 corridor in the eastern portion 

of Calhoun County. The city is bordered largely by Sheridan Township to the north and Albion Township to 

the south. The City of Marshall, county seat of Calhoun County, lies approximately 12 miles west of Albion. 

Throughout the course of its history, Albion’s location and access to transportation networks have been 

strategic assets that propelled its growth. Albion was founded at the Forks of the Kalamazoo River, the 

confluence of the river’s north and south branches. During its early period as an agrarian economy, the 

river provided power for various mills that located on or near “the Forks”. Through the 19th and 20th 

centuries, the city’s steel facilities and foundries transported goods and products along the Chicago Road 

and two railroads. In 1844, the arrival of the Michigan Central Road brought with it an influx of industry and 

population. A second railroad, the Lake Shore and Michigan Southern Railroad was completed in 1872. In 

the mid-20th century, transportation was expedited by two major interstate highways -- I-94 and I-69.  

While no single industry has replaced the jobs and taxes generated by the automotive suppliers, several 

sectors have emerged in Albion with the potential of bringing new vitality to the local/regional economy and 

community. These include small to medium-sized manufacturing, craft production facilities, alternative 

energy, and a major expansion by a Tier 1 automotive supplier. Albion College, the city’s major anchor 

institution with over 452 employees, is working with the City to develop a strategic economic partnership to 
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redevelop and revitalize the downtown. It is in the vested interest of the College, the City and its citizenry 

to forge new relationships and partnerships to help Albion recover its economic vitality. The College is 

leveraging the financial support of its alumni, intellectual capital of its faculty, strength of its student 

involvement, and reach of its network to begin the revitalization effort. Albion College has made it a top 

priority to launch a long-term housing development strategy with financial incentives designed to attract 

new employees and others to live in the City and either rent or purchase residential dwellings.  

Howell.  Geographically, Howell is located in Livingston County Michigan along the I-96 corridor, the City 

of Howell is the county seat, and a historic City with traditional core neighborhoods. The “bones” of the City 

are the traditional street grid system around which the historic downtown and neighborhoods are built. The 

City is largely built-out, with only a few areas left for significant new development. The City is comprised of 

areas with different character, not necessarily different land uses.  

By 1980, the Howell’s population had grown to 6,980, an increase of eight six (86%) percent since 1930. 

This substantial growth continued through the 90s, reaching a population of 9,232 by 2000. The City’s rate 

of population growth slowed dramatically during the 2000s, while the population of Livingston County and 

several of its townships continued to grow at a significant rate. The nationwide trend of an aging population 

is also present in the Howell area.   Since 1960, the City of Howell has experienced growth in both the 

number of residents and the number of households, but the average annual rate of growth is slowing.  

Housing-wise, according to the 2008-2012 American Community Survey estimates, twenty four (24.1%) 

percent of all housing units in the City of Howell were built before 1939. Eighty five (85%) percent of the 

housing units were built prior to 2000. The median number of rooms for a housing unit is 5.1 rooms, with 

most housing units with between 2 and 3 bedrooms. Not surprisingly, owner occupied units tend to have a 

slightly higher average household size (2.55) as compared to rental units (2.07).   
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Appendix B 
Descriptive of Crime Across 3 sites 
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Descriptive of Crime Across 3 sites 
Albion 

 

Figure ____. Albion: Distribution of Violent Crime      Figure _____. Albion: Distribution of Property Crime 

Adrian 

 

Figure ___. Adrian: Distribution of Violent Crime       Figure ___ _. Adrian: Distribution of Property Crime 

 

 

Figure ___. Howell: Distribution of Violent Crime       Figure ___ _. Howell: Distribution of Property Crime 
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Appendix C 
Kernel Density and HNNC Maps for Violent and Property Crimes 
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Albion 

 

Figure _____. Albion: Kernel Density Maps of Violent Crime  

 

 

Figure _____. Albion: Kernel Density Maps of Property Crime  

 

Figure____.  Albion: HNNC Violent Crime. 

Figure____.  Albion: HNNC Property Crime. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure____. Albion: Violent Crime Focus Area (left) and Property Crime Focus Area (Right). 
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Adrian 

 

Figure _____. Adrian: Kernel Density Maps of Violent Crime 

Figure____.  Adrian: HNNC Violent Crime 

Figure____.  Adrian: HNNC Property Crime 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure____. Albion: Focus Areas 
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Howell.  

Figure _____. Howell: Kernel Density Maps of Violent Crime 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure _____. Howell: Kernel Density Maps of Property Crime 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure _____. Howell: HNNC Violent Crime  Figure __. Howell Focus Area 

Figure _____. Howell: HNNC Property Crime 
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Appendix D 
Safe and Unsafe Places Maps  
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Figure____. Adrian: Safe Places.   Figure____. Adrian: Unsafe Places. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure____. Albion: Safe Places.   Figure____. Albion: Unsafe Places. 

 

 

 

 

Figure____. Howell: Safe Places.   Figure____. Howell: Unsafe Places. 
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Appendix E 
CPTED Assessment Tool and Findings 
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Photovoice Submission: 
 
The following page show three submissions for both gratitude and opportunity categories.  The 
three images representing gratitude represent upkept properties and parks, as well as improved 
access for pedestrians and cyclists.  The three images representing opportunity represent the 
need to address homelessness, the need for maintenance in our roads, and the need to 
improve awareness in helping homeowners meet building and safety codes and regulations. 
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Figure 2.  Three Photovoice Submissions 
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Street Segment CPTED Assessment 
 

CPTED ASSESSMENT TOOL 
 

 
 
Figure 3. A CPTED Assessment for a street segment in Adrian, MI 
 
 
We developed a CPTED Assessment Tool using literature review (sample show in Figure 2).  
We created 7 elements representing the 4 different CPTED principles. Each element receives a 
score of 0, 1 or 2. Each principle is worth 14 points and the total CPTED score is 56 points.  
Using the scoring system enabled us compare these values to both incidents of crime and 
perception of crime along these street segments.  When a street segment score low on one of 
these principles, then the sheet will be helpful in investing resources on improving these scores. 
 
  

City: Adrian

Rating 

(0/1/2)

Rating 

(0/1/2)

Rating 

(0/1/2)

Rating 

(0/1/2) Area: 

1

Signs of mechanical cameras 

(or ADT signs) 0 1

Signage (with character) for 

neighborhoods or shops 0 1

Zoning: Hierarchy 

from public to private 1 1

Vacant/ abandoned 

buildings 2 CPTED Principle 1: Surveillance (Rating: 14) 4

2

Placemaking (public spaces, 

events, parks, trails) 1 2 Seasonal decoration 0 2

Actual barriers (e.g. 

fencing, gates, arms) 0 2 Vacant/ abandoned lots 2 CPTED Principle 2: Territoriality (Rating: 14) 4

3

Signs of neighborhood watch, 

dogs on premises 0 3 Upkept prpperties 1 3

Symbolic barriers 

(neighborhood sign, 

no trespassing sign) 0 3

Vandalism (tagging, 

graffiti, broken 

windows) 2 CPTED Principle 3: Access Control (Rating: 14) 3

4 Lighting is bright and adequate 0 4 Personalized outdoor fixtures/ signage 0 4

Visible Pedestrian 

Crossings 0 4 Signs of trash 2 CPTED Principle 4: Maintenance (Rating: 14) 10

5

Road Surveillability (windows 

oriented towards streets, 

windows are visible, entrances 

are visible from street) 1 5

Signs of care at neighborhood level (e.g. 

community garden/ playground) 2 5

Presence of liquor 

stores, marijuana 

dispenseries, gas 

stations, jail, and after 0 5 Overgrown vegetation 0 CPTED Overall (Rating: 56) 21

6

Occupants Surveillability (from 

homes, bus shelters, stores) 1 6 Public Art 0 6

Speed bumps/ 

Roundabouts/ Traffic 

lights/ Curvey roads/ 

Dividers 2 6

Roads (potholes), 

Sidewalks, Grass 2 Percent Owners (Rating: 0,1,2)

7

Parking garage is visible/ 

Parking lots are visible 1 7

Territorial markers (private plants, flags, 

personalization of property, change in 

surface material) 1 7 Accessibility 0 7

Light poles/ lights, sign 

posts, are maintained 0 Median Income (Rating: 0,1,2)

Total 4 Total 4 Total 3 Total 10 Perception of Safety (Rating: 0,1,2)

Perception of Crime (Rating: 0,1,2)

Overall Score Crime coldspots (Rating: 0,1,2)

Reported Violent Crime (Count)

Reported Property Crime (Count)

Reported Overall Crime (Count)

CPTED Assessment Tool

Name of Area/ block (Insert photo of limits): S McKenzie Street South & Michigan Ave, Adrian, MI 49221 City, State: Adrian, MI

Principle 1: Surveillance

Principle 2: Territoriality Principle 3: Access Control Principle 4: Maintainance/ Care
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Focus Area Assessment: 

 

Figure 4. A CPTED Assessment for two adjacent focus areas in Adrian, MI.  The area to the right 

received physical modifications that are high on CPTED scale and high on perception of safety. It is 

higher on reported property crime due to the higher concentration of of commercial retail stores on the 

street.  The area to the left is rated very low on CPTED scale and very low on perception of safety, but 

high on violent crime 
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Appendix F 
Exercises 
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Sample Workshop Exercises (Adrian) 
 

1. Lists of stakeholders’ perceptions of their community’s current state. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2. Lists of stakeholders’ hopes for their neighborhood in 20 years. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. Identification of hot/cold spots according to perceptions. 
4. List of stakeholder’s ideas for placemaking projects and activities, and maps of these 

locations. 
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5. Pedestrian and bicycling routes that neighbors will use to reach destinations that also 
deter crime. 
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Appendix F 
Community Survey 
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MAPPR  Survey -  
 

 

Start of Block: IRB - Consent 

 

Q1  

The School of Planning, Design and Construction at Michigan State University and Michigan 

State University Extension are interested in studying residents' perception of the quality of life in 

their neighborhood.  

 

 

Your participation is entirely voluntary. We estimate that this survey should take no longer than 

20 minutes to complete. If you decide to participate, you are free to stop at any time. You may 

also skip questions you prefer not to answer, or you may choose not to complete the survey. 

 

 

By completing this questionnaire, you are acknowledging that any data collected in this study 

can be used in research publications and presentations. You will not directly benefit from your 

participation in this study. However, your participation in this study may contribute to the 

understanding of areas that need improvement in your neighborhood. There are no foreseeable 

risks involved in participating in this study other than those encountered in day-to-day life.  

 

 

Data will be collected and stored with Qualtrics in a password protected electronic format. No 

identifiable information will be collected during the process. Confidentiality and privacy will be 

maintained by the researchers. After the completion of the study, it is not possible to identify any 

individuals and the data will be accessible to researchers and Human Research Protection 

Program (HRPP). The data will be collected and stored in accordance with HRPP and will be 

kept for a minimum of three years after it closes.   

    

If you have concerns or questions about this study, such as scientific issues, how to do any part 

of it, or to report an injury (i.e. physical, psychological, social, financial, or otherwise), please 

contact the researcher Linda Nubani at: MSU.QOL.study@gmail.com, 517-432-2330, Human 

Ecology, Michigan State University, East Lansing, MI 48824.  

 

 

If you have questions or concerns about your role and rights as a research participant, would 

like to obtain information or offer input, or would like to register a complaint about this study. 

You may contact, anonymously if you wish, the Michigan State University’s Human Research 

Protection Program at 517-355-2180, Fax 517-432-4503, or e-mail irb@msu.edu or regular mail 

at 4000 Collins Rd, Suite 136, Lansing, MI 48910.  
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Thank you for considering taking part in this study.  

 

 

 

Q2 By clicking the “I agree to participate” below, I confirm that I have read this form and decided 

that I will participate in the project described above. I understand that I can discontinue 

participation at any time. My consent also indicates that I am at least 18 years of age. [Please 

feel free to print a copy of this consent form.] 

o I agree to participate.  

o I decline to participate.  
 

End of Block: IRB - Consent 
 

Start of Block: Demographic Information 

 

Q3 If desired, please provide the closest street intersection to your home below. This 

information will aid us in identifying neighborhoods that need design improvements or 

placemaking ideas and will be kept confidential. 

o Street 1 ________________________________________________ 

o Street 2 ________________________________________________ 
 

 

Page Break  
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Q4 Are you a resident of Adrian?  

o Yes  

o No  
 

 

 
 

Q5 What is your sex? 

o Male  

o Female  

o Intersex/other  
 

 

 

Q6 What is your age? 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

 

Q7   Are you of Hispanic, Latino, Latina, or Spanish origin? 

o Yes  

o No  
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Q8 Which one of the following racial categories best represents you? 

o White or European American  

o Black or African American  

o Middle Eastern  

o American Indian or Alaska Native  

o Hawaiian or Pacific Islander  

o Multiracial  

o Asian  

o My Race is Not Listed Here  
 

 

Page Break  

  



35 

 

 
 

Q9  What is the highest level of education you have completed? 

o Did Not Go to School  

o Some Primary School  

o Primary School Graduate  

o Some Middle School  

o Middle School Graduate  

o Some High School  

o High School Graduate or GED  Holder  

o Some College  

o College Graduate  

o Some Post Graduate  

o Graduate Degree  

o Technical/ Junior College Graduate  
 

 

 

Q10 Are you a homeowner? 

o Yes  

o No  
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Q11 On average, how many weekdays (Monday through Friday) are you or a member of your 

household at home during the day? 

o 0  

o 1  

o 2  

o 3  

o 4  

o 5  
 

 

 

Q12 How long have you been living in your current neighborhood?  

o Less than 1 year  

o 1-2 years  

o 3-5 years  

o More than 5 years  
 

 

 

Q13 In the last 12 months, have you been the victim of a crime? 

o Yes  

o No  
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Q14 Did you file a police report? 

o Yes  

o No  

o Do Not Remember  
 

 

 

Q15 In the last 12 months, has a friend or family member been the victim of a crime? 

o Yes  

o No  
 

 

 

Q16  

In general have you limited or changed your activities in the past year because of crime? 

o Yes  

o No  
 

 

Page Break  
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Q17 How afraid do you feel being outside and alone in your neighborhood during the day? 

o Not Afraid  

o Somewhat Afraid  

o Afraid  

o Very Afraid  
 

 

 

Q18 How afraid do you feel being outside and alone in your neighborhood during the night? 

o Not Afraid  

o Somewhat Afraid  

o Afraid  

o Very Afraid  
 

 

 

Q19 How serious a problem is crime in your neighborhood? 

o Not  Serious  

o Somewhat Serious  

o Serious  

o Very Serious  
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Q20 How would you rate the police presence in your neighborhood?  

o Not Enough  

o Just Right  

o Too Much  
 

End of Block: Demographic Information 
 

Start of Block: SOSS 

  
 

Q21 What types of crime (if any) are you most concerned about in your neighborhood? 

Check any option that applies.  

▢ I'm not concerned about crime in my neighborhood.  

▢ Homicide - the willful  killing of one human being by another.  

▢ Robbery - the taking or attempting to take anything of value from the care, 
custody, or control of a person or persons by force or threat of force or violence and/or by 
putting the victim in fear.  

▢ Aggravated Assault - unlawful attack by one person upon another for the purpose 
of inflicting severe or aggravated bodily injury usually accompanied by the use of a weapon 
or by means likely to produce death or great bodily harm.  

▢ Sexual Assault -sexual contact that usually involves force upon a person without 
consent or is inflicted upon a person who is incapable of giving consent or who places the 
assailant in a position of trust or authority.  

▢ Burglary - the unlawful entry of a structure to commit a felony or theft.  

▢ Larceny Theft - the taking, carrying, leading, or riding away of property from the 
possession or constructive possession of another.  Examples are thefts of bicycles, motor 



40 

 

vehicle parts and accessories, shoplifting, pocketpicking, or the stealing of any property or 
article that is not taken by force and violence or by fraud.  

▢ Motor Vehicle Theft - the theft or attempted theft of a motor vehicle.  

▢ Drug Abuse - the cultivation, manufacture, distribution, sale, purchase, use, 
possession, transportation, or importation of any controlled drug or narcotic substance.  

▢ Vagrancy / Loitering -   the act of remaining in a particular public place for a 
protracted time, without any apparent purpose.  

▢ Prostitution - the  promotion of or participation in sexual activities for profit, 
including attempts.  

▢ Disorderly Conduct - any behavior that tends to disturb the public peace or 
decorum, scandalize the community, or shock the public sense of morality.  

▢ Some other crime  
 

 

Page Break  
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Q22 The list of items below are problems in some neighborhoods. For each, please select the 

extent to which each item is a problem in your neighborhood: 

 Not a Problem Somewhat of a Problem A Big Problem 

Vandalism, like people 
breaking windows or 

spray-painting buildings  o  o  o  
People who don’t keep 

up their property or 
yards  o  o  o  

Overgrown vegetation  o  o  o  
Litter or trash in the 

streets  o  o  o  
Vacant housing  o  o  o  

Vacant lots with trash or 
junk  o  o  o  

People who say 
insulting things or 

bother other people 
when they walk down 

the street  

o  o  o  

Groups of teenagers 
hanging out on the 

street  o  o  o  
People fighting or 

arguing  o  o  o  
People selling drugs  o  o  o  
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Q23 Please select the extent to which you agree with each statement: 

 Strongly Agree Agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

There is not 
enough street 
lighting in my 
neighborhood.  

o  o  o  o  o  
The street 

lights in my 
neighborhood 
are not bright 

enough.  

o  o  o  o  o  

The street 
lights in my 

neighborhood 
generate lots of 

shadows.  

o  o  o  o  o  

My 
neighborhood 
does not feel 
like it has an 

identity.  

o  o  o  o  o  

I cannot see my 
neighbors from 

my window 
because of 

bushes or other 
obstructions.  

o  o  o  o  o  

I often see 
strangers 

walking in my 
neighborhood.  

o  o  o  o  o  
I spend a lot of 
time in rooms 
in my house 

that have clear 
sight-lines to 

the street.  

o  o  o  o  o  

 

 

 

Page Break  
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Q24 Please select the extent to which you agree with each statement: 

 Strongly Agree Agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

This is a close-
knit 

neighborhood.  o  o  o  o  o  
People around 

here are willing 
to help their 
neighbors.  

o  o  o  o  o  
People in this 
neighborhood 
do not share 

the same 
values.  

o  o  o  o  o  

People in this 
neighborhood 
can be trusted.  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q25 Please select how likely you believe it would be that people in your neighborhood 

would act in the following manner: 
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 Very Unlikely Unlikely 
Neither Likely 

nor Unlikey 
Likely Very Likely 

If a group of 
neighborhood 
children were 

skipping school 
and hanging 

out on a street 
comer, how 

likely is it that 
you neighbors 

would do 
something 
about it?  

o  o  o  o  o  

If some 
children were 
spray-painting 

graffiti on a 
local building, 
how likely is it 

that your 
neighbors 
would do 

something 
about it?  

o  o  o  o  o  

If a child was 
showing 

disrespect to an 
adult, how 

likely is it that 
people in your 
neighborhood 

would scold 
that child?  

o  o  o  o  o  

If there was a 
fight in front of 
your house and 
someone was 

being beaten or 
threatened, 

how likely is it 
that your 
neighbors 

would break it 
up?  

o  o  o  o  o  
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Suppose that 
because of 

budget cuts the 
fire station 

closest to your 
home was 
going to be 

closed down by 
the city. How 

likely is it that 
neighborhood 

residents 
would organize 

to try to do 
something to 
keep the fire 
station open?  

o  o  o  o  o  

 

 

 

Page Break  
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Q26 Do public events occur in or near your neighborhood? 

o Yes  

o No  

o Unsure  
 

 

 

Q27 What types of public events happen in or near your neighborhood and when do they 

occur? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

 

Q28 Do you have places or activities that attract people to or near your neighborhood? 

o Yes  

o No  

o Unsure  
 

 

 

Q29 What types of places or activities attract people to or near your neighborhood? 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
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________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

 

Q30 Do you or anyone else in your family visit these places or engage in these activities?  

o Yes  

o No  

o Unsure  
 

End of Block: SOSS 
 

Start of Block: Unsafe -Instruction 

 

Q31  

Please read the following instructions before proceeding to the next section.   

  In the following section you will be asked to identify locations in your neighborhood 

where you feel the most unsafe and to answer several questions about them. You can 

identify up to 2 locations (excluding your home). To identify these locations, please 

follow the steps below:    

    

  

Step 1) Go to https://www.bing.com/maps?osid=560ae10c-fe75-4526-9ef7-

c77223e9ca96&cp=41.899322~-84.051582&lvl=14&v=2&sV=2&form=S00027. This link will 

open a separate window or tab on your computer, tablet, or phone.    

    

Step 2) If you are taking this survey on a computer, you can use the scroll feature on your 

mouse to zoom in and out on the map. Tablet users can touch the screen to zoom in and 

out. The "plus"  and "minus" icons located in the top right corner of your screen can also be 

used to zoom in and out. If desired, you can change the view of the map from road view to 

aerial view by right clicking on the "Road" icon located in the top right corner of your screen and 

selecting "Aerial" (see images below).    

  

   

  

 Step 3) Navigate the map and identify locations you avoid. Right click on each location. A pop-

up menu will generate a list of options. At the bottom of this list, you will find the coordinates of 

that location (see image below).    

    

   

    

https://www.bing.com/maps?osid=560ae10c-fe75-4526-9ef7-c77223e9ca96&amp;cp=41.899322~-84.051582&amp;lvl=14&amp;v=2&amp;sV=2&amp;form=S00027
https://www.bing.com/maps?osid=560ae10c-fe75-4526-9ef7-c77223e9ca96&amp;cp=41.899322~-84.051582&amp;lvl=14&amp;v=2&amp;sV=2&amp;form=S00027
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 Step 4) Copy the coordinates of your first location, then return to the survey where you will be 

ask to provide the coordinate information of that location, as well as other information.     

    

Step 5) If you want to submit another location, reply "Yes" when asked if you have another 

location to report.    

    

    

   

 

End of Block: Unsafe -Instruction 
 

Start of Block: Unsafe - Location 1 

 

Q32 Unsafe Location -  1  

 

 

 

Q33 Please copy and paste into the space below the coordinates of location 1.   

________________________________________________________________ 
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Q34 What types of crime (if any) are you most concerned about at this location? Check any 

option that applies.  

▢ I'm not concerned about crime at this location.  

▢ Homicide - the willful  killing of one human being by another.  

▢ Robbery - the taking or attempting to take anything of value from the care, 
custody, or control of a person or persons by force or threat of force or violence and/or by 
putting the victim in fear.  

▢ Aggravated Assault - unlawful attack by one person upon another for the purpose 
of inflicting severe or aggravated bodily injury usually accompanied by the use of a weapon 
or by means likely to produce death or great bodily harm.  

▢ Sexual Assault -sexual contact that usually involves force upon a person without 
consent or is inflicted upon a person who is incapable of giving consent or who places the 
assailant in a position of trust or authority.  

▢ Burglary - the unlawful entry of a structure to commit a felony or theft.  

▢ Larceny Theft - the taking, carrying, leading, or riding away of property from the 
possession or constructive possession of another.  Examples are thefts of bicycles, motor 
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vehicle parts and accessories, shoplifting, pocketpicking, or the stealing of any property or 
article that is not taken by force and violence or by fraud.  

▢ Motor Vehicle Theft - the theft or attempted theft of a motor vehicle.  

▢ Drug Abuse - the cultivation, manufacture, distribution, sale, purchase, use, 
possession, transportation, or importation of any controlled drug or narcotic substance.  

▢ Vagrancy / Loitering -   the act of remaining in a particular public place for a 
protracted time, without any apparent purpose.  

▢ Prostitution - the  promotion of or participation in sexual activities for profit, 
including attempts.  

▢ Disorderly Conduct - any behavior that tends to disturb the public peace or 
decorum, scandalize the community, or shock the public sense of morality.  

▢ Some other crime  
 

 

 

Q35 What exactly is it about this location that makes you feel unsafe? Provide as much detail as 

you like.  

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

 

Q36 Do you avoid this location out of fear of becoming a victim of crime?  

o Yes  

o No  
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Q37 How hard is it for you to avoid this location? 

o Not Hard  

o Somewhat Hard  

o Hard  

o Very Hard  
 

 

 

Q38 What time do you avoid this location? Select all that apply.  

▢ Between 9 a.m.  and 5:30 p.m.  

▢ Between 5:30 p.m. and 7 p.m.  

▢ After 7 p.m.  
 

 

 

Q39 Do you take any safety precautions at this location?  

o Yes  

o No  
 

 

 

Q40 What safety precautions do you take? Provide as much detail as you like.  

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Q41 Do you have another location that you would like to report? 

o Yes  

o No  
 

End of Block: Unsafe - Location 1 
 

Start of Block: Safe - Instruction 

 

Q42  

Please read the following instructions before proceeding to the next section.   

  In the following section you will be asked to identify locations in your neighborhood 

where you feel the most safe and to answer several questions about them. You can 

identify up to 2 locations (excluding your home). To identify these locations, please 

follow the steps below:    

    

  

Step 1) Go to https://www.bing.com/maps?osid=560ae10c-fe75-4526-9ef7-

c77223e9ca96&cp=41.899322~-84.051582&lvl=14&v=2&sV=2&form=S00027. This link will 

open a separate window or tab on your computer, tablet, or phone.    

    

Step 2) If you are taking this survey on a computer, you can use the scroll feature on your 

mouse to zoom in and out on the map. Tablet users can touch the screen to zoom in and 

out. The "plus"  and "minus" icons located in the top right corner of your screen can also be 

used to zoom in and out. If desired, you can change the view of the map from road view to 

aerial view by right clicking on the "Road" icon located in the top right corner of your screen and 

selecting "Aerial" (see images below).    

  

   

  

 Step 3) Navigate the map and identify locations you avoid. Right click on each location. A pop-

up menu will generate a list of options. At the bottom of this list, you will find the coordinates of 

that location (see image below).    

    

   

    

 Step 4) Copy the coordinates of your first location, then return to the survey where you will be 

ask to provide the coordinate information of that location, as well as other information.     

    

Step 5) If you want to submit another location, reply "Yes" when asked if you have another 

location to report.    

https://www.bing.com/maps?osid=560ae10c-fe75-4526-9ef7-c77223e9ca96&amp;cp=41.899322~-84.051582&amp;lvl=14&amp;v=2&amp;sV=2&amp;form=S00027
https://www.bing.com/maps?osid=560ae10c-fe75-4526-9ef7-c77223e9ca96&amp;cp=41.899322~-84.051582&amp;lvl=14&amp;v=2&amp;sV=2&amp;form=S00027
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End of Block: Safe - Instruction 
 

Start of Block: Safe- Location 1 

 

Q43 Safe Location - 1 

 

 

 

Q44 Please copy and paste into the space below the coordinates of location 1.   

________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

 

Q45 What exactly is it about this location that makes you feel safe? Provide as much detail as 

you like.  

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

 

Q46 Do you have another location that you would like to report? 

o Yes  

o No  
 

End of Block: Safe- Location 1 
 

Start of Block: Safe- Location 2 
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Q47 Safe Location - 2 

 

 

 

Q48 Please copy and paste into the space below the coordinates of location 2.   

________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

 

Q49 What exactly is it about this location that makes you feel safe? Provide as much detail as 

you like.  

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

End of Block: Safe- Location 2 
 

Start of Block: Unsafe- Location 2 

 

Q50 Unsafe Location -  2 

 

 

 

Q51 Please copy and paste into the space below the coordinates of location 2.   

________________________________________________________________ 
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Q52 What types of crime (if any) are you most concerned about at this location? Check any 

option that applies.  

▢ I'm not concerned about crime at this location.  

▢ Homicide - the willful  killing of one human being by another.  

▢ Robbery - the taking or attempting to take anything of value from the care, 
custody, or control of a person or persons by force or threat of force or violence and/or by 
putting the victim in fear.  

▢ Aggravated Assault - unlawful attack by one person upon another for the purpose 
of inflicting severe or aggravated bodily injury usually accompanied by the use of a weapon 
or by means likely to produce death or great bodily harm.  

▢ Sexual Assault -sexual contact that usually involves force upon a person without 
consent or is inflicted upon a person who is incapable of giving consent or who places the 
assailant in a position of trust or authority.  

▢ Burglary - the unlawful entry of a structure to commit a felony or theft.  

▢ Larceny Theft - the taking, carrying, leading, or riding away of property from the 
possession or constructive possession of another.  Examples are thefts of bicycles, motor 
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vehicle parts and accessories, shoplifting, pocketpicking, or the stealing of any property or 
article that is not taken by force and violence or by fraud.  

▢ Motor Vehicle Theft - the theft or attempted theft of a motor vehicle.  

▢ Drug Abuse - the cultivation, manufacture, distribution, sale, purchase, use, 
possession, transportation, or importation of any controlled drug or narcotic substance.  

▢ Vagrancy / Loitering -   the act of remaining in a particular public place for a 
protracted time, without any apparent purpose.  

▢ Prostitution - the  promotion of or participation in sexual activities for profit, 
including attempts.  

▢ Disorderly Conduct - any behavior that tends to disturb the public peace or 
decorum, scandalize the community, or shock the public sense of morality.  

▢ Some other crime  
 

 

 

Q53 What exactly is it about this location that makes you feel unsafe? Provide as much detail as 

you like.  

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

 

Q54 Do you avoid this location out of fear of becoming a victim of crime?  

o Yes  

o No  
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Q55 How hard is it for you to avoid this location? 

o Not Hard  

o Somewhat Hard  

o Hard  

o Very Hard  
 

 

 

Q56 What time do you avoid this location? Select all that apply.  

▢ Between 9 a.m.  and 5:30 p.m.  

▢ Between 5:30 p.m. and 7 p.m.  

▢ After 7 p.m.  
 

 

 

Q57 Do you take any safety precautions at this location?  

o Yes  

o No  
 

 

 

Q58 What safety precautions do you take? Provide as much detail as you like.  

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________ 
 


