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Chapter 1: Introduction

Background

Assessing the characteristics and contributing factors of crime necessitates a
consideration of the characteristics of an area, specifically its physical and environmental
aspects. Levels of crime may also be affected by the cohesiveness of a community, relationships
between its citizens, and the stability of a population (“Crime Factors,” 1998). In a college
community, off-campus student residential areas are of particular concern, as students must adapt
their behaviors and security measures to the realities of the specific neighborhood or town in
which they reside. There is also a large amount of turnover of residents from semester to
semester and year to year, which affects the stability and consistency of the population,
relationships among neighbors, and other factors that contribute to community cohesiveness.

The University of Maryland, College Park, has a recurring discrepancy between crime rates on
the university campus and those in off-campus student residential areas; while the crime rate on
campus is relatively low, crime in off-campus areas continues to be a problem (Local Explorer,
2006). High levels of crime, in turn, may ultimately affect the perceptions and fear of residents
and passersby of an area; the City of College Park has experienced a recent decrease in crime
rates, but despite this decrease, fear of crime remains high (Goon, 2008).

At the University of Maryland, there exists a disparity between the crime rates on and off
campus. Statistics from 7he Washington Post have revealed that the total crime risk for the
20742 zip code region—in which University of Maryland’s College Park campus is located—has
a total crime risk that is 0.03 times the national average. Comparatively, the total crime risk in

the surrounding off-campus areas with zip code 20740 is much higher, at 0.63 times the national



average. Statistics specific to property crime risk further indicate a much higher risk in off-
campus versus on-campus areas. For instance, the risks of burglaries and larcenies in the 20742
zip code (on-campus) range from only 0.04 to 0.05 times the national average, whereas these
property crime numbers are significantly higher in the 20740 zip code. In the 20740 zip code,
burglary risk runs 0.25 times the national average and the risk of larceny is even higher at 0.81
times the national average. The statistics for robbery rates are also significantly higher for off-
campus areas, at 0.70 times the national average, as compared to 0.02 times the national average
in on-campus areas (Local Explorer, 2006). These statistics suggest that burglaries, larcenies,
and robberies are of much greater concern to students residing off campus in the 20740 region
(hereafter referred to as “residents” for the purpose of the study) than to those students who live,
study, or work in the 20742 on-campus region (hereafter referred to as “non-residents” for the
purpose of the study).

According to former Prince George’s County Police Chief Melvin C. High and former
County Executive Jack B. Johnson, general crime rates in Prince George’s County have been
decreasing in recent years (Rondeaux, 2007). Nevertheless, both Johnson and High maintained
that property crime, which includes burglaries and larcenies, continues to be an on-going
problem in the county. Thus, crime remains a key concern of residents and officials in College
Park, Maryland.

This research and its findings address crime and crime reduction methods in student

residential areas in the off-campus areas of College Park by evaluating the implementation of a



crime prevention strategy, Closed Circuit Television (CCTV)'. This strategy is based on two
related principles in criminology and criminal justice: Crime Prevention through Environmental
Design (CPTED) and routine activity theory. In addition to evaluating the impact of CCTV, this
research assesses both of these theories simultaneously because of the shared component—the
role of environmental design in crime occurrences.

Crime Prevention through Environmental Design

An important aspect of the study concerns the level of CPTED in a community. The
researchers utilized crime mapping and spatial analysis techniques to identify student-occupied
residential areas off campus with the highest rates of larceny, burglary, and robbery. Through
this mapping, Old Town College Park was identified as a hot spot for the types of crime
specified above. Concurrent with the literature review and previous research on crime hot spots,
CPTED is an integral part of determining the vulnerability of an area to crime, and how this
activity can be either curtailed or prevented with the proper environmental design.

CPTED draws a relationship among the environmental factors in an area, the crime rate,
and perceived feelings of safety—or, lack thereof. According to researchers Robert Stephens of
the City of Toronto, Macarena Rau Vargas of the Chilean Urban Ministry, and Tinus Kruger of
the South African Council for Scientific and Industrial Research, “at its most fundamental,
CPTED deals with common-sense solutions to practical environmental problems” (Stephens,
Rau Vargas, & Kruger, 2004, p. 1). CPTED principles are dynamic and applicable to a variety
of environments—either within an existing infrastructure, or in the development of new areas—

as well as a range of budgets. For example, simple measures such as trimming a bush that
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inhibits visibility or installing a fence in front of one’s property are proven CPTED principles
that may reduce crime (Ministry of Justice, 2005). CPTED is, therefore, an accessible means of
crime prevention that allows both an individual and a community to implement its various
principles in a specific environment.

The researchers worked in conjunction with the Prince George’s County Police
Department, in addition to relying on previously published CPTED site assessments to create its
own assessment and CPTED evaluation scale for Old Town College Park. The researchers
performed a series of assessments and evaluations on the area from the fall 2009 through fall
2010 semesters. These included visits at different times of night and day, and focused on
assessing both the neighborhood as a whole (i.e. public property such as sidewalks and street
lamps), as well as individual properties in the area using a CPTED scale developed by the

researchers (see Appendix A).

Perception

In November 2008, the University of Maryland Police Department Spokesperson, Paul
Dillon, said that in that year, both violent and property crime rates fell below the average of the
last six years, but the public perception of safety had not necessarily increased (Goon, 2008).
Supporting this disparity between actual crime rates and perceptions of crime, studies have also
suggested that greater numbers of people fear crime at higher levels “than would seem to be
warranted by actual crime rates, even if we assume a liberal amount of unreported crime”
(Taylor & Hale, 1986, p. 152). This inconsistency between perceived and actual crime poses
multiple problems for the students in College Park because it tarnishes the university’s reputation
while also creating a less inviting living environment. A poll conducted by the College Board

(2008), which surveyed both college students and their parents, determined that campus safety



was the second most influential factor in determining a college choice. As a result, crime in the
college area should be of great concern to the University of Maryland, since high crime rates
may give the university a negative reputation for safety and thus deter prospective students from
applying.

On a more individual level, perceptions of a high crime rate can also interfere with
people’s daily lives. While fear of crime encourages people to better protect themselves against
potential danger, excessively high levels of fear can have negative social and psychological
effects on people’s lives. For instance, research conducted by criminologists Liska, Lawrence,
and Sanchirico (1982) has shown that fear of crime can result in heightened anxiety, feelings of
alienation, and unwarranted suspicion toward other people. Another team of researchers,
DuBow, McCabe, & Kaplan (1979), have also found that perceived high crime can lead to
avoidance behaviors that restrict the actions of individuals, such as avoiding certain streets or
strangers, which also inhibits their engagement in social activities, such as those that may take
place at night or in places perceived to be unsafe (DuBow, et al., 1979; Garofalo, 1981).

In addition, fear of crime can be detrimental to social cohesion within neighborhoods, as
interpersonal distrust increases and residents choose to interact less with the people around them.
Neighborhoods without a sense of community tend to experience greater amounts of crime
because they lack the informal social controls created by public interactions among neighbors
(Liska et al., 1982). Thus, high levels of fear of crime can even lead to greater amounts of actual
crime; for this reason, perception is a pillar of this study and will complement the raw data of
actual crime occurrences. Information on perception will allow a more concrete and qualitative
analysis about repeat crime hot spots when drawing conclusions and making recommendations

for crime reduction. This study takes a novel, multi-pronged approach through its simultaneous



analysis and combination of the following: survey results that will reflect fear of crime and other
aspects of perception, data of actual crime occurrences in the study area throughout the duration
of the study, and evaluations of individual properties derived from a CPTED evaluation scale.
Combining these items will offer a more holistic picture of the nature of crime in College Park.
Routine Activity Theory

The theoretical model used as the guide for this research is routine activity theory.
Routine activity theory states that there are three conditions that account for the occurrence of a
crime: a motivated offender, a vulnerable target, and the lack of a capable guardian (Cohen &
Felson, 1979; Brantingham, 1981). Instead of focusing primarily on how a criminal’s history
affects crime, routine activity theory focuses on how these three variables converge to create a
crime. This theory can be applied to help analyze "hot spots" of crime (Sherman, Gartin, &
Buerger, 1989). According to the theory, if even one of the three aspects of crime is missing or
is lessened, the crime cannot, or is at least less likely to occur. Further information about this
theory, its application, as well as its benefits and drawbacks to research design is expanded upon
in the literature review.

Thanks to a partnership established with the City of College Park, the Prince George’s
County Police Department, and the University of Maryland Police Department, the researchers
identified the impact of the installation of CCTV security cameras in various pre-determined hot
spots off campus as the environmental intervention that would be evaluated. Specifically, the
researchers sought to assess the effects CCTV had both on resident and non-resident perceptions
of an area, as well as crimes committed in the target area. CCTV cameras enhance natural
surveillance in an area, add the presence of a capable guardian and serve as a reminder that crime

is ever-present. Residents and passersby may, in turn, become more cautious.



Research Questions and Hypotheses

Following an extensive review and analysis of the literature on routine activity theory,
perceptions of crime, and the effects of CCTV the following research questions were identified
to guide the team’s research:

1. What is the relationship between a routine activity-based intervention and the rate of
property crime and robberies in off-campus student residential areas?

2. What is the relationship between a routine activity-based intervention and students’
perceptions of crime?

3. What is the relationship between crime and the environmental design of properties in the
selected area?

Sub-questions of the study are as follows:

e  Where are the off-campus student residential areas with high incidences of reported
crime?

e What is the specific nature of crime in these hot spots?

e What are students’ perceptions of crime—including awareness and fear of crime as
influenced by their history of victimization and personal experiences—in the target area,
pre-intervention?

The study hypothesizes that following the implementation of a routine activity-based

intervention through the CCTV cameras, crime rates will be reduced and students’ perceptions



will reflect a greater sense of safety. In addition, it is hypothesized that properties with lower
levels of CPTED vulnerability will have fewer incidences of crime. The intervention has both
the potential to reduce crime and enhance students’ sense of safety for the University of
Maryland community and other comparable universities. Even if the findings fail to show a
relationship between the intervention and positive changes in crime and perception, the study and
methodology are still valuable contributions to research in this field due to the novel combination
of crime rates, perceptions, and environmental design in relation to CCTV cameras in off-
campus student residential areas. The methodology could be replicated and modified to find a

successful way to prevent and reduce crime as well as alter perceptions.



Chapter 2: Literature Review

Overview

Generally, people prefer to live in areas that are not affected by a high level of crime
because of decreased personal risk. For community members living in and around the higher
education institutions, this is no exception. A poll conducted by College Board (2008), which
surveyed both college students and their parents, determined that campus safety was the second
most influential factor in selecting a college. As a result, crime in and around the campus should
be of great concern to the University of Maryland, since high crime rates may give the university
a negative reputation for safety and, thus, deter prospective students from applying. This
problem is compounded by the highly competitive nature of the American university system
(Campbell & Bryceland, 1998).

At the University of Maryland, crime has decreased from 2006 to 2007. For example,
there were 202 burglaries on the campus in 2006, while there were only 91 burglaries in 2007
(US Department of Education, 2009). In 2008, however, the number of burglaries increased to
140, though it decreased to 87 burglaries in 2009 (US Department of Education). Beyond
burglaries, general crime rates have remained inconsistent year-to-year, and crime has continued
to be a problem for the University of Maryland and other universities throughout the United
States. Combined, all universities in the United States have recorded a staggering 25,978
burglaries in 2007 (US Department of Education). In addition, 37 percent of college student
respondents reported having suffered from crime victimization (Fisher, Sloan, Cullen, & Lu,
1998). In turn, high rates of crime can decrease student’s attendance and participation in social

activities, negatively affecting students’ college experiences (Barton, Jensen & Kaufman, 2010).



The rate of victimization in areas surrounding a college campus has traditionally been
considered higher than the rate of victimization on campus (Fisher et al., 1998). At first glance,
crime data from the US Department of Education (2009) for the University of Maryland seems to
represent a trend to the contrary. However, this data is misleading because it actually includes
both on campus and local off-campus crimes (US Department of Education, 2009). These local
crimes are what this study refers to as “off-campus crimes” because there are students that live in
these areas in privately rented student housing. Moreover, despite the decreasing on-campus
crime rate at the University of Maryland, these students continued to experience a high rate of
victimization (Rondeaux, 2007).

As addressed in Chapter 1, local statistics suggest that burglaries, larcenies, and robberies
are of much greater concern to students living off campus in the 20740 region than to those
living, working, and studying on campus in the 20742 region (Local Explorer, 2006). This
research has therefore concerned itself with college students living off campus. As a result, a
number of different theories related to crime prevention have been reviewed in order to design
the methodology, assess efficacy of interventions, construct measurement tools, and become
familiar with prevention and perception of crime. This review of theory and literature included

routine activity theory, situational crime prevention, perception of crime, and CPTED.

Routine Activity Theory

Routine activity theory states that there are three aspects to a direct contact crime: a
motivated offender, a vulnerable target, and the lack of a capable guardian (Cohen & Felson,
1979; Brantingham, 1981). Instead of focusing on how a criminal’s history affects a direct

contact crime, routine activity theory focuses on how these three variables converge to create a
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crime. This tenet can be applied to help analyze "hot spots" of crime (Sherman et al., 1989). If

even one of the three aspects of crime is missing or is lessened, the crime cannot occur.

Lack of
Guardian

Likely Vulnerable
Offender Target

Figure 1: Routine activity theory

It has been noted that offenders’ motivations are dynamic and unpredictable (Sasse,
2005). These motivations may take years to build and can change depending on the offender.
For example, a sex offender’s motivations, according to Fisher (1998), Burgess (1985), and
Chesterman and Sahota (1998), can stem from low self-esteem, past sexual abuse, and physical
abuse, respectively (as cited in Sasse, 2005, p. 549). Other motivations for the offender can also
include drugs and alcohol. Therefore, there are certain motivations, such as the former listed,
that exist before a criminal has chosen a victim, and those, such as the latter listed, that are arise
right before a criminal act is completed (Sasse, 2005).

The suitable target and guardianship aspects of routine activity theory are tied together.
A target becomes more suitable when there is less guardianship. Guardianship includes, but is
not limited to, surveillance-enhancing techniques, property marking, improved street lighting,
neighborhood watch, burglar alarms, and improved locks. Indeed, guardianship can be provided

by both citizen-based initiatives as well as by law enforcement.
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Nevertheless, the area of guardianship has largely been understudied (Reynald, 2010).
One study, completed by Madensen, Tillyer, and Wilcox (2007), studied guardianship at an
individual and neighborhood level. Individual guardianship looks at the qualities that relate to
social ties and interpersonal control. According to past research, a significant relationship
between guardianship and burglar victimization was only found at the individual target
hardening and defensible space levels. As expected, there was a positive correlation between the
number of household goods, perceived disorder and family income, and the number of burglary
victimizations (Madensen et al., 2007). Consistently, guardianship has been shown to be an
important facet of determining crime victimization in both the individual and neighborhood (or
aggregated) levels (Reynald, 2010).

A “higher intensity of directly observable guardianship during the daytime” has been
found to directly correlate to a reduction in crime (Reynald, 2010). This intensity can be
measured through observation and determined through actual monitoring and intervention when
necessary. The actual decision making process of guardians, which allows them to be capable,
has at least three critical dimensions which include willingness to supervise, ability to detect, and
willingness to intervene (Reynald, 2010).

When looking into guardianship it is also important to consider other aspects that may
interfere with lowering crime rates. Such aspects include attractive household goods such as
color televisions, cameras, and motorcycles, all of which make a house more attractive to
criminals. It is also important to keep in mind the location of the neighborhood. Crime rates
may be different between neighborhoods near schools as opposed to neighborhoods near bars or
gas stations. Similarly, one must evaluate any disorder in the neighborhood, such as litter,

abandoned homes, and the presence of loitering teenagers. Age, race, sex, and income should

12



also be taken into account when seeing how guardianship affects crime rates (Madensen et al.,
2007).

A routine activity-based intervention may force criminals to move elsewhere, change
their crime focus, or alter their tactics. This phenomenon is known as displacement. Any
change to make an area a less favorable crime target makes another target elsewhere more
favorable in comparison. However, crime displacement is reported at a rate less than 100
percent of the original crime rate, meaning that crime has moved to other areas but occurs at a
reduced rate than previously (Gabor, 1990; Clarke, 1995).

The potential downfall of solely displacing crime, instead of preventing it, has become
increasingly scrutinized both theoretically and empirically, but is nonetheless overlooked
because of the overwhelming presence of quantifiable benefits despite displacement (Town,
2001). Diffusion of benefits is the spread of beneficial elements beyond the directly targeted
area (Clarke & Weisburd, 1994). For example, if some houses in an area, especially recent
targets, are target-hardened then burglars are deterred not only from these households, but also
from all of the households in the area (Pease, 1991). Increasingly, diffusion of benefits has come
to be seen as part of an intervention (Clarke, 1995). Although further theoretical study that
includes criminal behavior analyses, offender perceptions, and relationships between different
private and public space is necessary to better fight crime, so is "practically oriented research" in
"particular contexts" (Clarke, 1995, p. 139).

Routine activity theory has also been applied to the college environment in order to better
understand campus crime. Studies have found that college students poorly protect their personal
property and often fail to shun peers who commit violent crimes. Moreover, students who

frequently purchase expensive items increase their risk of victimization (Barton et al., 2010).
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For college campuses, routine activity theory has been useful in order to analyze strategies to
prevent crime, especially through self-protection. However, because routine activity theory
narrowly focuses on opportunities or risks concerning crime, these studies have trouble

characterizing how social structure relates to crimes (Barton et al., 2010).

Situational Crime Prevention

Situational crime prevention refers to a measure taken to reduce opportunities for crime
by increasing risks and reducing rewards; this scheme includes a framework, a methodology, and
a set of opportunity-reducing techniques (Clarke, 1995). The advantage of situational crime
prevention over CPTED is a broader focus. Whereas CPTED focuses on place design,
situational crime prevention hopes to reduce crime through many aspect-oriented interventions;
as such, situational crime prevention can actually include CPTED-based interventions (Clarke &
Elliot, 1989).

Situational crime prevention also gains strength from its practical approach. For
example, a sociology-based approach would try to address why an offender is committing a
crime, which is impractical. This is simply “outside of the sphere of influence of any criminal
justice systemic body” (Hummer, 2004, p. 394). Instead, situational crime prevention contains
rational choice, environmental criminology, and routine activity theory in order to create
defensible space. This defensible space, in turn, refers to forming a physical area such that its
elements help promote security, much like CPTED. Situational crime prevention, then, functions

as a “reactionary theoretical perspective” (Hummer, 2004, p. 411).
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Of particular interest is the standard action research methodology associated with
situational crime prevention (Lewin, 1947). This methodology consists of five steps (Gladstone,
1980; Clarke & Elliot, 1989):

1. Collection of information about a particular crime;

2. Analysis of the situational conditions that permit this crime;

3. Systematic study of preventative measures with cost analysis;

4. Implementation of the best measures (in terms of economics, feasibility, and

promise); and

5. Determination of results.

Although one may approach crime from the behavior side by addressing punishments, this
methodology could be adapted to increase difficulties associated with committing crimes.

Studies guided by situational crime prevention have encountered both crime displacement
and diffusion of benefits. Although early research claimed displacement of crime to nearby
areas, later research has asserted that crime displacement rarely happens (Guerrette & Bowers,
2009). In fact, according to a recent review, diffusion of benefits is largely possible while
displacement is rarely reported in various situational crime prevention based studies (Guerrette &
Bowers, 2009). In the context of a college, the possible diffusion of benefits, alongside the
preventative power of its methodology, makes situational crime prevention the best option for
crime prevention on campuses. Moreover, the tenets of situational crime prevention can help to

ameliorate perception of crime (Hummer, 2004).
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Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED)

Many research studies conducted in the latter half of the 20th century have substantiated
CPTED’s effectiveness as an intervention to reduce crime, and its potential to increase property
value (Cozens, Saville, & Hiller, 2005). Moreover, CPTED’s particular approach to crime
prevention as an umbrella intervention allows for adaptation of theoretical principles to specific
locations. However, the common sense environmental design strategies that comprise CPTED
have come under a great deal of scrutiny (Crowe, 2000). This scrutiny has led to a new
generation of CPTED, referred to as “community CPTED,” that takes a more holistic approach

to crime prevention, including both external and internal environmental elements.

The wider
environment

Maintenance

Figure 2: An illustration of CPTED’s first generation’s six principles; note that they
overlap with one another to form CPTED as a whole (Cozens et al., 2005).

Instead of focusing solely on the external environmental factors, meaning the physical
environment, “community CPTED” uses evaluation of social factors, or internal environmental
factors, in the form of risk assessment and socioeconomic and demographic profiling to improve
community cohesion and activity (Carter, 2002; Sakissian, Perglut, Ballard, & Walsh, 1994;
Saville, 1995). Originally, traditional CPTED was based on six overlapping principles:

territoriality, surveillability, target hardening, access control, activity support, and image or
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maintenance (see Figure 2). However, without social context, these interventions are not nearly
as effective. The current generation of CPTED addresses these concerns (Cozens et al., 2005).

Territoriality refers to the effort to instill a sense of ownership in the users of semi-private
and private space. Encouraging ownership discourages the presence of people who do not
belong there. Territoriality methods include actual barriers, such as fences, and symbolic
barriers, such as signs. Both actual and symbolic barriers define areas and separate public from
private space (Riegel, 2002).

Indeed, the research conducted has led to the common consensus that enhanced levels of
territoriality are linked to reduction of crime and fear of crime (Cozens et al., 2005). Moreover,
territoriality is especially effective when conducted at the local level, although definition and
control of areas are difficult and dependent on the heterogeneity of people populating an area
(Taylor, 1988; Ratcliffe, 2003).

CPTED also consists of surveillability, which is the effort to increase the visibility of an
area, thereby allowing informal or natural surveillance to occur. Surveillability works off of the
basic premise that people are less likely to commit crimes when someone is watching. In fact,
high levels of surveillance and occupancy are the most important factors in determining a
burglar’s target (Bennett & Wright, 1984). Informal or natural surveillance is typically
residents’ self-surveillance, which can be increased by sufficient lighting, low walls, and well-
maintained shrubbery (Weisel, 2002).

Research in the past few decades has successfully explored the efficacy of lighting as an
intervention. A review of CPTED data concerning improved lighting found a crime reduction of
7 percent in the United States and 30 percent in Great Britain in methodologically sound studies;

this data additionally revealed that the loss of property due to burglary made it worth investing in
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lighting (Farrington & Welsh, 2002). However, some efforts to increase visibility have not
increased informal surveillance (Barr & Pease, 1992). Other measures that could be
implemented include formal surveillance, which is hired surveillance, and mechanical
surveillance, which is artificial surveillance, such as by camera (Clarke, 1995). Although novel,
using social aspects with surveillance efforts, such as the construction of a common area for
residents to increase informal visibility, still requires further testing. However, a community’s
social aspects, such as cohesion and activity, present a necessary consideration when researchers
consider surveillance-based interventions (Laufer, Adler, & Mueller, 1999).

Target hardening is another aspect of CPTED. A target hardening intervention would
involve the use of physical barriers, such as deadbolt locks, screens, and barred windows, in
order to obstruct an intruder's entry (Clarke, 1995). However, some studies have found that
since only a limited number of burglaries are forced entry, ease of entry is not as important of a
factor as level of occupancy because of higher risk of detection (Bennett, 1989; Budd, 1999).
Nevertheless, target hardening security measures have reduced burglary in a variety of settings
internationally (Sorenson, 2003; Tseloni, Wittebrood, Farell, & Pease, 2004). Even though
burglars state that locks may not always deter them, they admit that difficult locks may force
them to choose another more vulnerable target (Bennet, 1989).

Access control refers to measures taken in order to restrict the entry of potential offenders
from particular locations (Clarke, 1995). These measures can consist of placing security at entry
points in organized access control, defining spaces in natural access control, or using mechanical
access control with locks (similar to target hardening). Typically, measures promoting more
pedestrians and more regulated access will reduce burglaries and crime in general, respectively

(Poyner, 1992; Eck, 1997). Although access control is a typical intervention in urban or high
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crime areas with homicide or prostitution, access control can work in residential areas depending
on the site itself. For example, grouped housing units may present the ability to construct a
lobby or to improve pedestrian traffic nearby (Cozens et al., 2005).

Activity support refers to the use of design elements in order to enhance community
interaction and promote the intended use of an area, protecting vulnerable people. Often,
increasing sheer traffic increases safety, however, this effect depends on the site and type of
traffic (Cozens et al., 2005).

Image, or maintenance, refers to promoting a positive image through maintenance and
care of an area. In residential areas, maintenance reflects and promotes social cohesion (Lewis
& Salem, 1986; Kelling & Coles, 1996). Moreover, lack of social cohesion increases fear, and
signs of disorder in the area correlate with crime targeting that area (Perkins, Florin, Rich,
Wandersman, & Chavis, 1990; Covington & Taylor, 1991).

Each of these six aspects of CPTED has successfully reduced crime, or at least a
particular type of crime, as well ameliorated perception of crime (Cozens et al., 2005). All of
these physical aspects of CPTED come together to influence the social nature of a neighborhood.
Indeed, the effectiveness of some aspects of CPTED, such as territoriality, depends on residents.
For example, CPTED can create a fortress when it is implemented without consideration for
others, causing people to withdraw and weakening social interaction (Cozens et al., 2005). In
order to prevent this from occurring, researchers have begun to incorporate social aspects into
CPTED.

The social aspects of CPTED include tipping point (decline leading to out-migration),
social cohesion, connectivity, and community culture (Saville & Cleveland, 2003). Each of

these addresses the community as a whole, relating back to the cohesiveness of the community.
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One way people have successfully increased social cohesion is through maintenance of the
environment and when people are less cohesive as a community, fear is more prevalent (Cozens
et al., 2005).

One particular study used local friendship networks, control of local teen gangs, and
participation in organizations in order to quantify social cohesion, and found that low levels of
each of these variables were correlated with communities with “disproportionately high rates of
crime and delinquency” (Sampson & Groves, 1989, p. 27). Efforts to increase social cohesion
address the problem of social disorganization, which is the inability of the community to
holistically accept values and keep social controls or norms (Kornhauser, 1978; Sampson &
Groves, 1989). These efforts are based on the measurement of prevalence and interdependence
of informal and formal social networks and supervision of local problems (Sampson & Groves,
1989).

For researching crime in communities the “block” structure is of particular interest as
boundaries are easily defined, fairly culturally heterogeneous, and crime prevention techniques
work best in smaller social units. The use of blocks brings up the ecological validity of a study,
which refers to how accurately the researchers define the boundaries of their unit of study
(Perkins et al., 1990). For the physical environment of individual houses, this may not be
important, but from a social based standpoint, ecological validity ensures you are measuring one
social unit.

The concepts of CPTED are by no means independent. There is a great deal of overlap in
interventions, where many can fall into multiple categories. Moreover, these cannot be
considered only within the context of crime prevention. The aesthetics of the intervention are

also important, which has led to the creation of “design against crime” in recent years, which
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strives to work with residents to eliminate crime through effective design (Gamman & Pascoe,
2004). It is important to keep in mind the social context in which each of these changes are
made, as without community involvement, physical changes may not work effectively (Barr &

Pease, 1992).

Perception of Crime

One important aspect of crime perception is fear of crime. Fear of crime is a multi-
faceted concept that can be organized into three states: the conscious experience of feeling
fearful, the cognitive recognition that a situation is dangerous or threatening, and avoidance and
protective behaviors, which may be intentional, unintentional, or physiological (Gabriel &
Greve, 2003).

The concept of fear of crime has not been universally defined due to varying
interpretations of what defines fear, emotions, and feelings. Garofalo (1981) defined fear as an
emotional response to an increased sense of danger brought forth by the threat of physical harm.
Garofalo (1981) and Maxfield (1984) both supported the view that violent crimes instigate fear
and property crimes cause worry (Taylor & Hale, 1986). Garofalo, however, did recognize that
property crimes may also elicit fear in cases such as the theft of valuable items or the possible
confrontation with a thief. In another study, Gabriel and Greve (2003) defined fear of crime as
an individual’s fear of becoming victimized by crime. Fear of crime may be defined depending
on what precise variables are measured such as perceptions of risk, fear of victimization, general
perceptions of crime, and levels of anxiety.

Fear of crime can lead to a wide variety of responses. DuBow and colleagues (1979)

categorized these responses into six different types of behaviors: avoidance, protective,
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insurance, communicative, participation, and information seeking (as cited in Garofalo, 1981).
The two behaviors that have been measured in research studies more prevalently are avoidance
behaviors and protective behaviors. Avoidance behaviors are those that reduce one’s exposure to
crime by avoiding one’s risk of victimization, such as avoiding strangers or avoiding certain
areas at night (Liska, et al., 1982). Avoidance behavior has a significant impact on a person’s
participation in social activities. Garofalo (1977) found in a national crime survey that 27 to 56
percent of respondents in 13 cities limited their activities due to crime. Furthermore, Garofalo
(1977) found a gamma of 0.55 between fear of crime and one’s social life. Research has also
suggested that fear of crime may result in negative psychological effects, such as increased
anxiety, mistrust, alienation, and dissatisfaction of life. Protective behavior, on the other hand,
involves the implementation of protective programs to reduce one’s risk of victimization, such as
installing home security locks, carrying personal firearms, learning self-defense skills, and
buying watchdogs (Liska et al., 1982).

In terms of neighborhood cohesion, Conklin (1975) found that fear of crime produces
negative social outcomes such as heightened distrust among neighbors, apathetic support towards
central authorities devised to reduce crime, and decreased social interaction (Garofalo, 1981).
These outcomes, in general, may lead to weakened informal social controls within an area and
ultimately may lead to higher crime levels (Garofalo, 1981).

Research has shown that certain demographic variables have a positive correlation to
increased fear of crime. Grabosky’s study (1995) found that women, the elderly, lower income
residents, crime victims, those who have been exposed to negative crime media, and those with
low confidence in police experienced heightened fear of crime. Residents in neighborhoods

characterized by minorities, youth populations, and transients also experienced higher levels of
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fear. Research has also illustrated that there is a correlation between one’s sense of community
and one’s fear of crime. Greenburg, Rowe, and Williams (1982), for instance, found that an
emotional attachment to one’s neighborhood was an important element of social control in that
neighborhood (as cited in Schweitzer, Kim, & Mackin, 1999). Hunter (1978) also suggested that
social disorganization, which stems from community decline, results in social and physical
incivilities and crime (as cited in Taylor & Hale, 1986). In a study measuring physical and social
variables in 44 urban residential neighborhoods, Schweitzer et al. (1999) found a strong negative
correlation (r = -0.597) between fear of crime and a sense of community.

Previous studies have used a wide variety of fear reduction programs, some of which
were more successful in reducing fear of crime than others. Moore and Trojanowicz (1988)
found that increased police foot patrol and police community newsletters that described accurate
crime information in the residential neighborhoods all successfully reduced citizens’ fears. This
may have been the case because these programs created a closer contact between the residents
and the police community. Newsletters organized by the Houston Police Department from 1983
to 1984, on the other hand, did not appear to have reduced levels of fear of crime. However,
other interventions that were implemented by the Houston Police such as community organizing,
police community stations, and a citizen contact patrol were more successful in reducing levels
of fear of crime (Grabosky, 1995). A program implemented by Fisher (1993) involving block
watch meetings and crime prevention seminars found that residents who participated in the block
watch meetings experienced increased social cohesion and decreased fear of crime while those

who participated in crime prevention workshops did not.
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CCTV as a CPTED Approach

As previously mentioned, CPTED incorporates the aspects of surveillance into crime
prevention, considering deterrence of crime by formal surveillance provided by personnel on-site
and lighting that inherently enhances visibility. Another aspect of formal surveillance is Closed
Circuit Television (CCTV). Recently, this technology has gained public interest not only due to
its widespread use, but also for its use for prevention of terrorist activities, such as in New York
City (Welsh, 2009). CCTYV can detect not only potential terrorism, but also other crimes that
happen within the range of view of cameras. CCTV is therefore able to work as a crime
prevention strategy.

CCTV works with cameras through a combination of deterrence, detection, and the
presence of a capable guardian. Through deterrence, CCTV can work by increasing the
perceived level of risk for the offender (Cozens et al., 2005). For instance, by committing a
crime in an area with cameras, one is risking a greater level of detection than in an area without
cameras. Moreover, the perceived risk may now outweigh the potential benefit, thereby
deterring a potential offender. Detection is similar in nature to deterrence. Because CCTV
cameras may record images that lead to a criminal’s arrest, crime could be reduced because some
offenders will inevitably be caught. Moreover, CCTV can lead to an increase in foot traffic and
help police interfere to prevent crimes (Welsh & Farrington, 2009). Finally, the presence of a
guardian prevents a capable offender from initiating a crime upon a vulnerable target, according
to routine activity theory. Although there have been successes that reflect these strengths, a
thorough discussion of CCTV must be qualified by the recent inception of cameras. Indeed,
CCTYV has only come into widespread use within the past two to three decades (Armitage, 2002).

CCTYV theory is further tempered by the interaction of residents affected by CCTV (Gill &
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Loveday , 2003). It is generally assumed that CCTV will not only lead to residents being more
careful in their routines, but will also encourage guardianship by these residents. However,
when not in public or when not well known by the population, these benefits of CCTV can be
eliminated, or worse, changed into detriments. For example, cameras can lead to a false sense of
security in some residents, which may lead to some people no longer taking precautions to avoid
crime (Welsh, 2009). Moreover, if the cameras are ineffective due to technological problems or
poor lighting, their ability to reduce crime may also be eliminated (Gill & Loveday, 2003;
Farrington, Gill, Waples, & Argomaniz 2007). Even when effective, cameras may cause an
increase in reported crime simply by encouraging increased reporting and by increased detection
of crime (Welsh, 2009). Finally, there is also the problem of displacement of crime. Recent
studies have suggested that there exists a sporadic tendency for crime to be displaced from areas
when CCTV is installed. However, this displacement usually occurs locally, suggesting a
uniform CPTED approach may solve this problem (Waples, Gill, & Fisher, 2009).

There is a large body of research supporting CCTV’s efficacy. However, the correlation
between crime and CCTV can be considerably inconsistent. Some crimes—property crimes and
vehicle property crimes—are much more likely to be reduced by the placement of cameras
(Welsh & Farrington, 2004; Cozens et al., 2005). On the other hand, many other crimes are not
significantly affected by camera placement, and CCTV’s effects can further be obscured when
alcohol is involved (Cozens et al., 2005). Researchers have found that through inebriation of
people who frequent an area, the theoretical perceived discouragement of crime is effectively
erased; this relationship between alcohol and crime cannot be ignored within a college
community (Cozens et al., 2005). The problem in discerning the efficacy of CCTV is further

compounded by placement. In some arenas, CCTV has only found limited success. For
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instance, implementation of CCTV has limited reduction of crime in public housing areas
(Pawson & Tilley, 1997). Although fear of crime is generally reduced, which improves the
perception of crime within an area, the effect may change over time. In fact, the perception of
residents can actually worsen over time because unless there is an ongoing public awareness
campaign regarding the CCTV cameras, the benefits provided by cameras over the long run may
disappear (Armitage, 2002; Brown, 1995). This could be a pitfall in an area with rapid turnover,
since the rapid change of residents makes it inherently harder to maintain awareness. Because of
the variability of CCTV’s efficacy, cameras must be evaluated on a case-by-case basis. In any
research, CCTV needs to be tested at certain locations and different conditions to determine if it
is truly effective (Wilson & Sutton, 2003).

When combined with lighting changes, CCTV has been found to reduce crimes.
However, such a decrease could potentially be limited to certain high visibility crimes, such as
vehicle theft (Welsh & Farrington, 2004). Research has been far from conclusive in this arena.
Speculation for the lack of conclusive power in this arena include multiple confounding variables
in associated study, including other changes affecting crime rate, as well as counter-intuitive
changes in activities because of cameras (Armitage, 2002; Williams, 2007). Cameras may also
skew actual crime prevention because camera operators may focus their attention towards
stereotypically suspicious profiles (Williams, 2007). Indeed, many of the studies have been
executed over sort time scales, which limits their conclusive power and confounds the results
(Armitage, 2002). In fact, when reviewed, CCTV research overall lacked conclusive power in its
ability to reduce crime: in the UK, CCTV only had a small reduction in crime that was most

pronounced on vehicle theft (Welsh & Farrington, 2009).

26



Chapter 3: Methodologies and Methods

Methodology

This study is a longitudinal case study of Old Town College Park, an off-campus student
residential area, following an interrupted time series design. The installation of a security
camera system in Old Town College Park serves as the interruption of the study. The installation
of a security camera system also serves as the main CPTED intervention of the study. This
interruption is preceded by a pre-intervention survey and followed by a post-intervention survey.

Continuous data collection is incorporated into the design since before the pre-intervention

survey until after the post-intervention survey (see Figure 3).

Data Data
Collection Collection

Data Data
Collection Collection

Figure 3: Research design

Sample
The sample area was chosen using crime data provided by the Prince George’s County
Police Department and by the use of spatial statistics tools. Seventy percent of crimes reported

between January 2007 and September 2008 were geo-coded onto a map using ArcGIS, a
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geographic information system technology. The other 30 percent of the data contained spelling
errors or data omissions and thus these records could not be matched to the map layer.

District One of Prince George’s County was the main district of interest for this crime
assessment because it includes the city of College Park and the University of Maryland. Results
from the geo-coding showed that burglaries, larcenies, and robberies occurred in higher
frequency in District One than all other reported crimes. As a result of this finding, the
researchers chose to focus solely on these crimes. Clusters of these specific crimes were
determined through use of the CrimeStat Spatial Statistics Program, which takes into account the
proximity between crimes as well as the frequency of incidents within a location. This program
identified Old Town College Park as an area that experienced a relatively high level of crime in
District One (see Figure 4). The concentration of burglaries, larcenies, and robberies within Old

Town led to the selection of this neighborhood as the target sampling area.

I 0.000000 - 0.000091
[ 0000022 - 0.000297
[]0.000238 - 0000600
[ 0.000601 - 0.000953
[ 0000954 - 0001348

Figure 4: Crime hot spot in College Park

The sample area was more narrowly defined to the neighborhood demarcated by the red

lines in Figure 4 in order to exclude commercial activity along Baltimore Avenue and to place
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more attention on crime rates in the residential neighborhood. Differences between commercial

and residential areas in environment and in the nature of crimes committed resulted in the

omission of streets near Baltimore Avenue from the sample area.

The population includes residents of the selected area and University of Maryland

students who did not reside in the area (non-residents); the target group is University of

Maryland students because they comprise a large proportion of tenants in this area. Furthermore,

this location’s proximity to the College Park metro station, student-occupied housing, and

businesses located along Baltimore Avenue make this region a frequented area for university

students.

Convenience sampling was utilized to recruit participants for the survey. Residents and

non-residents were asked to complete the survey through advertisements in listservs, flyers,

Facebook, and the research team website. This sampling method was the most cost-effective.

Furthermore, this technique allowed for a larger sample size.

Residents Non-Residents All
Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post-
Demographics | Survey Survey Survey Survey Survey Survey
N 85 110 354 163 439 275
Median Age 21 21 20 21 20 21
White 76.5% 76% 65% 69% 67% 72%
Non-White 23.5% 24% 35% 31% 33% 28%
Males 48% 44% 37% 29% 39% 35%
Females 52% 56% 63% 71% 61% 65%

Table 1: Characteristics of samples

The total sample for the pre-intervention survey, conducted in the fall of 2009, which

included 439 participants, was 67% White and 33% non-White. The median age for both

genders was 20, and the mean age was 21. The gender breakdown of the respondents was 39%

male and 61% female. For the resident sample, the racial composition of the residents was
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76.5% White and 23.5% non-White. The median and mean ages were 20 and 21, respectively.
The gender breakdown was 48% male and 52% female. As for the non-resident sample, the
racial breakdown was 65% White and 35% non-White. The median age was 20, and the mean
age was 21. The gender composition was 37% male and 63% female.

For the post-intervention survey, conducted in the fall of 2010, there were a total of 275
respondents, 72% of whom were White and 28% of whom were non-White. The median and
mean ages for both genders were 21 and 23. The proportion of male and female respondents was
35% and 65%, respectively. The racial and gender make-up of the resident sample was similar
to that of the resident sample from the pre-intervention survey. 76% of the residents were White
and 24% were non-White. The gender composition was 44% male and 56% female. The
median and mean ages were 21 and 22. Lastly, the racial and gender breakdown of the non-
resident sample was 69% White, 31% non-White, 29% male, and 71% female. The median age
was 21, and the mean age was 20.

The demographic information available for the blocks in this neighborhood date back to
2000 and were collected by the US Census Bureau for the decennial census. The data shows that
the population of the target area was 85% White and 15% non-White. The median age for both
genders was 23, and the mean age was 28. The gender breakdown was 53% male and 47%
female.

Information about University of Maryland student demographics for the fall of 2009 and
the fall of 2010 was released in enrollment reports by the Institutional Research Planning and
Assessment. In the fall of 2009, the racial composition of both undergraduate and graduate
students was 56% White and 44% non-White. The median age and mean age were 21 and 28,

respectively, and the gender breakdown was 52% male and 48% female. In the fall of 2010, the
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racial composition of all students was 56% White and 44% non-White. Males and females made
up 53% and 47% of the population, respectively. The median age was 21, and the mean age was
28.

The chi-square test shows that there are no significant statistical differences between the
Old Town resident population and the sample of Old Town residents in terms of racial and
gender composition in the pre-intervention survey. The post-intervention survey resident sample
does not significantly differ in gender from the Old Town resident population but does differ
significantly in racial composition. For both the pre-intervention survey and post-intervention
survey, the median age of the samples (21) is similar to the median age for the resident
population (23). The survey’s lower median age by two years is reasonable since a large number
of undergraduate students have recently become tenants in the neighborhood, and the median age
for undergraduate students at the University of Maryland is 21 (Office of Institutional Research,
Planning & Assessment, 2010).

It 1s possible that the population statistics for Old Town may have changed since the
decennial census was conducted in 2000. Nevertheless, given that Census data is the only
information available, it is still useful for making comparisons between the sample and the target
population.

Comparisons made between the University of Maryland student population and the non-
resident sample for both pre- and post-intervention surveys using the chi-square test show that
there are significant statistical differences between the population and the sample that are not due
to chance. In particular, the chi-square test confirms significant disparities in racial and gender
compositions. Compared to the population, the sample had more White participants than non-

White participants. Furthermore, females were more represented in the survey sample than in
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the population. This disproportion may be because females were more willing to participate in a
survey about crime. Research has shown that females tend to be more fearful of crime than
males, and this fear may have influenced more women to participate in the survey (Grabosky,
1995). Lastly, for the pre-intervention survey non-resident sample, there is only a one-year age
difference between the median age of the pre-intervention survey non-resident sample (20) and
the median age of the University of Maryland student population (21). When comparing the
median age of the post-intervention survey non-resident sample with the University of Maryland
fall 2010 student population, there is no age difference; the median age for both the sample and

the population is 21.

Comparison of Samples with Respective Populations
Pre-Survey Post-Survey
Non-
Non-Resident Resident Resident Resident
Sample vs. Sample vs. Sample vs. Sample vs.
UMD Resident UMD Resident
Demographics | Population Population Population Population
Race Reject H, Accept H, Reject H, Reject H,
Gender Reject H, Accept H, Reject H, Accept H,
Median Age 20 vs. 21 21 vs. 23 21 vs. 21 21 vs. 23

Table 2: Comparison of samples with respective populations
Based on these analyses, it was concluded that while the non-resident sample is not
representative of the population, the resident sample—which of the two samples is the more
important one for this research because residents better understand the target area than non-
residents—is fairly representative of the resident population based on race, gender, and age. It is
important to note that while the two samples are not perfectly representative of their respective

populations, the pre and post samples for both residents and non-residents are very similar,
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which confirms that any differences in the results cannot be attributed to any differences in the

samples.

Independent Variables

The chief independent variable in this study is the placement of security cameras within
the area of interest. On February 23, 2010, the College Park City Council approved a contract
with the technological solutions provider, Avrio Group Surveillance Solutions, LLC, to
coordinate the installation of cameras along Baltimore Avenue, Knox Road, and other streets
within the Old Town neighborhood. The system became operational on October 29, 2010.

The cameras connect wirelessly with the Security Operations Center (SOC) of the
University of Maryland Department of Public Safety, adding to the current network of over 500
cameras on the university campus and in some areas of College Park (see Figure 5). The SOC
staff provides live, 24-hour monitoring of the feeds throughout the year, including during
holidays and university vacations. Additionally, digital video recording equipment retains

footage for later review if necessary.

Figure 5: The Security Operations Center surveillance monitoring room.
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The SOC can communicate with officers on patrol through the police radio units,
allowing for immediate response to events that occur within a camera’s field of view. Cameras

can tilt, pan 360°, and use optical/digital zoom (see Figure 6).
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Figure 6: One of the surveillance cameras placed on the University of Maryland
campus, capable of full tilt, 360°pan, and optical/digital zoom.

The approved proposal called for the installation of 13 surveillance cameras (see Figure
7). Of these, nine are located within the area of interest in Old Town College Park, while one
more is within view of the area and may be used to monitor events at the perimeter (see Table 3).

Additionally, one previously existing camera is located at the intersection of Hopkins Avenue

and Norwich Road.
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Old Leonardtown

Route 1, downtown
College Park

Figure 7: The locations of security cameras in Old Town, College Park

Location
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Calvert Rd x Hopkins Ave x Hartwick Rd
Calvert Rd x Rhode Island Ave

Calvert Rd (east of Dartmouth Ave)
Hopkins Ave x Norwich Rd
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Table 3: Camera sites inside the Old Town area of study.
Camera locations were proposed to the City Council based on spatial analysis crime
density, including the analysis described above. The cameras were also placed to follow the

Safety Corridor, a route designed to incorporate lighting, Public Emergency Response
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Telephones (PERT), landscaping, and police patrols to provide a safer area for students to walk
from the University of Maryland campus to the College Park Metro Station. As described above,
the crime density map produced in ArcGIS was used to confirm the relatively high level of
incidents in the Old Town College Park, particularly along Knox Road.

CPTED Scale

A property evaluation scale was developed based on the principles of CPTED. CPTED
can be used to reduce crime and fear of crime through its six basic strategies of surveillance:
access control, target hardening, image or maintenance, activity support, and territoriality
(Cozens, 2005). The scale is divided into seven sections—Ilighting, yard maintenance, home
exterior maintenance, accessibility of valuables, territoriality, guardianship, and visibility/sight
lines—that assess the physical characteristics of a property according to the six basic CPTED
strategies (see Appendix A). These categories were drawn directly from the CPTED literature in
order to ensure the measure’s construct validity.

Each property received a score in each of the seven sections of the scale that reflects its
CPTED weaknesses and physical vulnerabilities in the spring and fall of 2010. These seven
individual scores were then averaged together to determine the overall CPTED score for each
property. The higher a property’s score is, the more CPTED weaknesses and physical
vulnerabilities it displays. The scores of all the properties were grouped into three categories—
“high,” “middle,” or “low”—according to the severity of CPTED vulnerability displayed.

To complete the CPTED evaluations of each property, four researchers visited the target
area during the day and scored properties on all sections of the scale except lighting, which was
completed at night. In order to ensure consistency in scoring, the four researchers compared

their scores on 15 properties and found 93% agreement.
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Before the development of the CPTED scale and the completion of CPTED evaluations, a
CPTED site assessment was completed to gain familiarity with the target area. The site
assessment consisted of a list of items that reflected CPTED guidelines also based on the six
basic CPTED strategies, and it allowed for the evaluation of the physical vulnerabilities of Old
Town College Park as a whole. To accompany the site assessment, each property within the
target area was photographed and cataloged. The site assessment served as a preliminary version
of the CPTED scale, allowing the identification of patterns in physical vulnerabilities,
familiarization with the environmental design of the area, and gathering of the information

necessary to design the final CPTED scale.

Dependent Variables

Records of crimes committed in Old Town College Park starting from January 2008 were
obtained on a regular basis from the Prince George’s County Police Department. Property crime
and robberies were examined.

Property crime, as defined in the FBI’s Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) Program,
“includes the offenses of burglary, larceny-theft, motor vehicle theft, and arson” (Department of
Justice, 2006). Specifically, burglary, larceny, and robbery were examined. The category of
arson was excluded because according to the UCR Program, there is limited participation and
several varying collection procedures employed by local law enforcement agencies for the
determination of arson, thus jeopardizing the standardization of the measurements. Robbery is
technically not considered a property crime by the FBI, but it was included in the data analysis
because it is still the “taking or attempting to take anything of value from the care, custody, or

control of a person or persons” (Department of Justice, 2006). The only difference between
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robbery and regular property crime is that robbery is the taking of something by force or threat of
force directly from the victim and property crime includes no direct force.

For each of the selected crimes that occurred in the target area, police reports were
collected and analyzed. The crime reports were coded for relevant details, such as location, date,
and time, according to a coding protocol developed by the researchers (see Appendix D).

The second dependent variable of the study was perception of crime, as gauged by
responses to a survey distributed before and after the camera implementation. This survey was
developed based on previously established questionnaires used in studies measuring respondents’
perceptions of crime (e.g. Del Carmen, 2000; McConnell, 1997; Wilcox, Jordan, & Pritchard,
2007; Reed & Ainsworth, 2007; Jennings, Gover, & Pudrynska, 2007).

Based on these studies, survey questions were chosen from a variety of categories related
to crime experiences and preventative factors (see Appendices B and C). For instance, questions
about the respondents’ prior victimization experiences were included in order to see if these
incidents affected a person’s perception or fear of crime. Respondents were also asked whether
they reported such incidents and their reasons for reporting or not reporting. Related to these
questions were others evaluating the effectiveness of policing in the area, which were
incorporated in order to gauge perceptions of security based on police presence and efficiency.

A category related to CPTED principles included questions about the presence and use of
protective measures such as door locks and peepholes, as well as questions on the perceived
effectiveness of security cameras. This was considered to be valuable information, considering
the fact that the CPTED intervention implemented in this study was the installation of security
cameras in the Old Town area. In addition, questions about trust and friendliness among

neighbors measured the level of social cohesion in the area, and a category of avoidance
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behavior determined what actions individuals take to protect themselves. To compare with the
particular crimes being studied through the researchers’ crime incident data collection (robberies,
larcenies, and burglaries), questions involving specific types of crime and causes of crime were
also included in the surveys. Finally, several questions were asked to determine the participants’
general levels of fear and perceptions of the likelihood of crime (see Appendices B and C).
Altogether, the combination of these categories and specific questions was determined in
accordance with the main goal of the survey, which was to establish the relationship between
perceptions of crime and four main factors: demographic background, prior victimization,
CPTED use, and social cohesion.

The format of the survey questions varied by item and included a combination of open-
ended questions, single-option questions, checklist items, and Likert-scale items. Since the
wording, response options, and even the scaling range of a question can greatly influence a
respondent’s way of answering, a mixture of different question formats was elected in order to
minimize any potential bias caused by the particular style of question. The majority of the
Likert-scale items contained 5 levels, with “1” signifying the most negative response (such as
“Not at all” or “Strongly disagree™), “5” signifying the most positive response (such as “Very
much so” or “Strongly agree”), and the central value of “3” representing a neutral response.
Certain Likert-style questions had an increased number of response options (e.g., 1 to 10) in
order to allow for a more accurate measure of general phenomena such as overall fear of crime
or perceptions of crime likelihood. Other Likert-style questions merely had four response
options in order to eliminate the possibility of a neutral response, so respondents would have to

decide whether they are worried about crime.
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In order to study the perceptions of non-residents and residents of the Old Town College
Park area, two versions of the survey were created in order to accommodate both groups. The
non-resident survey contained nearly the same set of questions as the 39-item resident survey,
with the exception of 11 questions that were removed because they were relevant only to the
residents’ particular Old Town properties. Additionally, two questions were asked only of non-
residents in order to gauge their familiarity with Old Town based on how frequently they have
visited the area.

Once the survey design was developed and the specific questions for each survey in this
study were selected, the proposed surveys were sent to the Institutional Review Board (IRB) for
approval. The surveys were approved in May 2009, and an addendum to this proposal was later
approved in September 2009. The addendum included further details of the survey distribution
methods and eliminated the initially proposed monetary incentives for participation.

After obtaining IRB approval, an online version of the surveys was created using the
Internet-based program, SurveyMonkey. This program offers users the ability to design, edit,
and distribute surveys. In addition, the program allows users to collect survey responses and
conduct preliminary analysis on the response data, such as by presenting frequency distributions
for each survey question. The program also allows the exportation of spreadsheets containing all
response data, which can be used to conduct more detailed, descriptive, and inferential statistical
analyses. Due to these available functions, SurveyMonkey simplified the survey-conducting
process and enabled a wider range of participants to be reached, since participants could access
the survey easily by clicking on a specific link on the main page of the research team’s website.
The site contained one link for non-residents and another link for residents, who were also

offered a hard copy of the survey during door-to-door recruitment. As a result of this online
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option, more survey responses were acquired than if paper surveys alone had been used,
primarily because it enabled the researchers to reach out to the wider community of non-
residents, and also served as another way for residents to take the survey if they were unable to
take the paper survey during door-to-door rounds. For the post-intervention survey, another
Internet-based program called Google Survey was used because it had a more user-friendly
interface while still offering similar functions to SurveyMonkey.
Pre-Intervention Survey Respondents
Prior to the implementation of the CCTV camera intervention, paper surveys were
administered to residents over a span of several weeks in the months of October and November
0f 2009. In addition, the online surveys were opened for both resident and non-resident
respondents on October 2, 2009, and both were closed on December 11, 2009. During this two-
month collection period, a total of 89 Old Town residents and 360 non-residents responded to
their respective surveys, either online or in person. However, only 68 of the 89 resident
responses were complete, with the others missing answers to at least half of the questions.
Similarly, 303 out of the 360 non-resident responses were complete. Possible reasons for
incomplete responses are explored in the “Limitations” section of Chapter 5.
Post-Intervention Survey Respondents
After the implementation of the CCTV camera intervention, paper surveys were
administered to residents over a span of several weeks in the months of October and November
of 2010. In addition, the online surveys were opened for both resident and non-resident
respondents on October 29, 2010, and both were closed on December 5, 2010. During this two-
month collection period, a total of 111 Old Town residents and 164 non-residents responded to

their respective surveys, either online or in person.
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Chapter 4: Results

In this chapter, the results are presented. The crime statistics, survey responses, and
CPTED vulnerability scores for Old Town properties are first described in detail. These data are

then used to test the three hypotheses presented in Chapter 1.

Crime Statistics

From January 2008 to February 2011, 169 burglaries, larcenies, and robberies were
reported to police as having occurred in Old Town College Park. The most frequent type of
crime was larceny (94 incidents), followed by burglary (60 incidents), and lastly by robbery (15
incidents). The percentage breakdown for larcenies, burglaries, and robberies was 56%, 35%,

and 9%, respectively.
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Figure 8: Crimes by type (frequency)

42



Crimes By Type
& larceny
& Larceny from Auto
“ Non-Residential Robbery
& Attempted Non-Residential
Robbery
“ Residential Robbery

“ Burglary

“ Attempted Burglary

“ Burglary and Other

Figure 9: Crimes by type (percentage)

Crime incidents were recurrent on several streets within the neighborhood between
January 2008 to December 2010°. Knox Road had the highest concentration of larcenies,
burglaries, and robberies, with a total of 30 reported crimes. College Avenue, Princeton Avenue,
Rhode Island Avenue, Calvert Avenue, and Hopkins Avenue also had relatively high crime

frequencies, as indicated in Figure 10.

? The following analyses only include crimes occurring between January 2008 and December 2010; at the time these
analyses were conducted, crime reports were not available for crimes that occurred in January and February 2011.
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Figure 10: Crimes by location
Information for individual crimes regarding criminal and victim demographics, time
committed, reporting lag time, the mode of entry, home and car security (if applicable), as well
as other pertinent variables were aggregated and are presented in Table 4.

Table 4: Crime statistics

Number
of
Criminals 1 2 3 4 9] Unknown | Total
Frequency 74 17 5 1 0 1 64 162
Percent
(%) 46 10 3 0.5 0 0.5 40 100
Race of
Criminals | White Black Hispanic Asian Mixed | Unknown Total
Frequency 8 25 2 0 2 125 162
Percent
(%) 5 15.5 1.25 0 1.25 77 100
Gender of | Male Female Mixed Unknown Total
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Criminals

Frequency 37 1 1 123 162
Percent
(%) 23 0.5 0.5 76 100
Number
of
Victims 1 2 3 4 4] Unknown Total
Frequency | 125 27 4 3 2 1 162
Percent
(%) 77 17 2 2 1 1 100
Race of
Victims White Black Hispanic Asian Mixed | Unknown Total
Frequency 141 9 2 1 1 8 162
Percent
(%) 87 6 1 0.5 0.5 5 100
Gender of
Victims Male Female Mixed Unknown Total
Frequency 106 47 7 2 162
Percent
(%) 65.5 29 4.5 1 100
Non-
Status Student | student | Unknown Total
Frequency 115 29 18 162
Percent
(%) 71 18 11 100
Time of
Day Day Night Unknown Total
Frequency 23 58 81 162
Percent
(%) 14 36 50 100
Thanksgi
Break Winter | Summer | Spring ving None Total
Frequency 28 36 4 1 93 162
Percent
(%) 17 22 2.5 1 57.5 100
Reporting <1 <24
Lag Time hour hours <1week | >1week Total
Frequency 124 21 11 6 162
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Percent
(%) 76 13 7 4 100
Not
Unlocke | Applicabl
Security | Locked d e Unknown Total
Frequency 63 41 24 34 162
Percent
(%) 39 25 15 21 100
ltem Inside | Outside Inside On
Stolen Home Home Car Person Other None Unknown | Total
Frequency 75 20 23 10 11 22 1 162
Percent
(%) 46 12 14 6 7 14 1 100
Not
Anyone Applicabl
Present Yes No e Unknown Total
Frequency 53 89 10 10 162
Percent
(%) 33 55 6 6 100
Door and
Damage Door Window | Window Other None | Unknown Total
Frequency 13 30 4 5 107 3 162
Percent
(%) 8 19 2 3 66 2 100
Weapons
Used Gun None Other Unknown Total
Frequency 7 150 1 4 162
Percent
(%) 4 93 1 2 100
Victim
Injuries Yes No Total
Frequency 10 152 162
Percent
(%) 6 94 100

Results concerning criminals reflect a high number of unknowns, indicating that a large

proportion of victims did not come into contact with the perpetrator(s) and thus could not report
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specific demographic information, which led to the low clearance rate for property crimes. The
“Mixed” category refers to crimes in which there were groups of perpetrators or victims
comprised of different races and genders.

Out of all the crimes in Old Town College Park, 46% had one suspect in question, and
14% of crimes involved two or more suspects. For cases in which race was known, the racial
composition of the suspects was 71% Black, 23% White, and 6% Hispanic. Male suspects
accounted for 97% of crimes for which gender was identified.

Among the victims, 77% were single victims, and 23% were victimized with other
people. The racial breakdown of the victims was 87% White, 6% Black, and 1% Hispanic. The
share of victims who were male was 65.5%. University of Maryland students made up 71% of
the victims, which is expected since many students reside in and visit this neighborhood.

Over half of the burglaries, robberies, and larcenies were committed while the University
of Maryland was in session; crimes committed during summer and winter breaks when most
students were neither living in nor frequenting the area accounted for 22% and 17% of crimes,
respectively. Most of the crimes were not strong-arm crimes; gun use occurred in only 4% of
crimes, and crimes that led to victim injury represented only 6% of all incidents. The majority of
crimes (76%) were reported within an hour of the victim realizing the crime had occurred, while
13% of crimes were reported in less than 24 hours, and only 4% of crimes were reported one
week later.

In cases involving homes or vehicles, 46% of the crimes occurred when the house or car
was believed to be unlocked, while 30% occurred when the house or car was locked. Sixty-
seven percent of any damage was made to a window, followed by the door (24%), and both a

door and window (9%). Items were stolen from the inside of a home or car for half of the

47



crimes, and in 55% of the cases, there were neither bystanders nor the presence of a person
nearby.

In summary, these findings reveal that theft from auto and residential breaking and
entering occurred more frequently in Old Town College Park, each with a total of 50 incidents
from 2008 to 2010. Knox Road and College Avenue both faced relatively high frequencies of
crime. As expected, over half of the crimes occurred while school was in session, and students
comprised a large proportion of victims. The data shows that among residential crimes and
thefts from autos, 46% occurred when houses and vehicles were unlocked, giving criminals easy
entry to steal items, yet another 30% of crimes occurred when homes or vehicles were locked.
These results lend greater insight on crime in Old Town College Park and have policy

implications that will be discussed in Chapter 5.

Survey
Survey Analysis Method

Chapter 3 discusses the similarities between the samples and their respective populations.
Subsequent survey analysis compared resident and non-resident responses in order to determine
what degrees of similarity, if any, exist between the samples. The survey data was analyzed
using Excel. Because two different surveys were given to residents and non-residents, only data
from questions appearing in both versions was combined. Aggregate averages for the resident
and non-resident samples were calculated by combining the averages for pre- and post-
intervention survey results.

After aggregate averages were collected for each sample, a t-score was calculated in

order to assess whether the means of the two samples are statistically different from one another.
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0.10 was the alpha used for the two-tailed t-test’, thus if a score was 1.64 or greater, there was a

significant difference in the means. It is important to note that for non-Likert scale questions, a

test of the various proportions of responses was conducted by calculating aggregate averages for

each individual answer choice instead of the question as a whole as was done for the Likert scale

questions.

The following tables summarize the results from the questions appearing in both the

resident and non-resident versions of the survey. T-scores in red indicate a statistically

significant difference between the two samples’ means (p = 0.10 or less). Please note that some

t-scores in the “Non-Likert Scale Questions” table may be missing because there were too few

cases to make a reasonable assessment.

Table 5: Likert scale questions

Resident Non-Resident

Agg | # Std | Agg | # Std | t-
Question Avg | Responses | Dev | Avg | Responses | Dev | score
How safe do you feel in the
following situations?
Walking alone during the day in 0.8
this area 4.31 186 | 0.84| 3.93 494 5 5.21
How safe do you feel in the
following situations? Walking 0.9
alone at night in this area 2.33 185 1.12| 2.10 494 9 2.6
How likely do you think you will 1.8
be a victim of crime? 4.45 191 | 2.02| 4.38 490 8 0.43
To what extent are you worried 0.6
about crime in this area? 2.77 182 | 0.78 | 2.70 491 7 1.15
In general, how do you feel about 2.2
security cameras? 6.58 181 | 2.45] 6.85 484 5 1.36
To what extent do you agree or
disagree with the following
statements? 0.8
Security cameras would help to 3.38 182 | 1.06] 3.47 488 9 1.1

? Due to the exploratory nature of the research, an alpha of 0.10 was deemed appropriate.
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deter criminal activity.

To what extent do you agree or
disagree with the following
statements?

I would feel safer if more security
cameras were implemented in this
area.

3.32

181

1.07

3.59

488

3.17

To what extent do you agree or
disagree with the following
statements?

Policing in this area is successful
in tackling crime overall

2.53

178

1.07

2.78

485

3.1

To what extent do you agree or
disagree with the following
statements?

The Prince George's County Police
successfully reduces crime and
anti-social behavior

2.40

178

0.99

2.73

482

4.13

To what extent do you agree or
disagree with the following
statements? The University
Police/Police Auxiliary
successfully reduces crime and
anti-social behavior

242

178

0.95

2.69

480

3.37

To what extent do you agree or
disagree with the following
statements? This area is a safe
place to be.

2.80

178

1.02

242

485

4.84

How worried are you about being a
victim of the following? Auto theft

2.35

177

1.13

243

477

0.77

How worried are you about being a
victim of the following?
Disturbances caused by people in
the area

2.66

176

1.09

3.11

476

4.94

How worried are you about being
a victim of the following?
Harassment because of race and/or
ethnic background

2.02

175

1.05

2.22

478

2.2

How worried are you about being
a victim of the following? llegal
drug use and/or dealing drugs

2.38

176

1.12

2.48

478

0.99

How worried are you about being
a victim of the following? Physical
assaults (including sexual assaults)

3.30

176

1.16

3.56

479

2.59

How worried are you about being

3.68

176

1.09

3.86

475

1.94
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a victim of the following? Street
robbery or muggings

How worried are you about being
a victim of the following?
Vandalism to or theft from auto

2.81

175

1.26

2.96

478

1.33

How afraid are you of being a
victim of crime?

5.34

191

2.15

5.29

472

0.27

If reported. Please rate your
satisfaction with the response you
received after reporting the crime.
Courtesy of the police

3.01

70

1.37

3.17

71

0.78

If reported. Please rate your
satisfaction with the response you
received after reporting the crime.
Speed of response

3.11

71

1.19

3.18

77

0.38

If reported. Please rate your
satisfaction with the response you
received after reporting the crime.
Knowledge of the local area and
local issues

3.19

70

1.02

3.47

75

1.74

If reported. Please rate your
satisfaction with the response you
received after reporting the crime.
Effectiveness of response

2.79

70

1.15

3.14

79

1.9

If reported. Please rate your
satisfaction with the response you
received after reporting the crime.
The follow-up information and
support you received

2.61

69

1.13

2.76

75

0.8

Table 6: Non-Likert scale questions

Resident

Non-Resident

Question

AggAvg

#

Responses

AggAvg

#
Responses

score

At which of the following

times of day do you think

the most crime in the area
takes place?

Early hours (2am-6am)

55.35%

107

52.85%

247

0.23

Early morning (6am-9am)

1.30%

0.60%

Morning (9am-12pm)

0.00%

0.00%

Afternoon (12pm-5pm)

0.00%

S ||

1.35%

N | O (W
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Early evening (5pm-8pm)

1.10%

0.90%

Late evening/night(8pm-
11pm)

2.55%

5.80%

32

The midnight hours (11pm-
2am)

39.70%

73

38.45%

200

0.16

If you are worried about
being a victim of crime,
what are some of your
reasons for feeling this
way? (Check all that

apply.)

I have experienced it before

14.86%

26

4.80%

26

0.76

I know someone who has
experienced it before

61.56%

111

33.22%

161

4.60

I have heard stories of it
happening to other people

82.14%

150

71.86%

350

2.25

I have read articles in the
Diamondback newspaper
that describe crimes that
have occurred in my
neighborhood block (in
College Park)

75.07%

137

71.11%

345

0.77

I have read crime alerts
sent by the University of
Maryland Police
Department that describe
crimes that have occurred
in my neighborhood block

82.63%

150

84.69%

412

0.45

Specific individuals in this
area worry me

17.18%

32

8.05%

38

0.80

This area has a bad
reputation for crime

64.55%

117

62.28%

301

0.46

None, I am not worried
about being a victim of
crime

5.04%

9.10%

45

What do you think are the
causes of crime in this
area? (Check all that

apply.)

Alcohol related reasons

67.03%

120

66.37%

319

0.08

Drug related reasons

55.35%

98

49.54%

246

0.70

Not enough police presence

38.20%

69

40.75%

198

0.30

Easy access to property

62.45%

112

54.13%

268

1.32

Unemployment

27.24%

49

33.49%

166

0.62

Low incomes

52.17%

94

54.29%

272

0.38
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Professional criminals

23.34%

43

17.61%

85

0.44

Lack of community
cooperation

24.92%

43

24.68%

124

0.20

The other tenants do not
take crime prevention
seriously

16.91%

29

17.56%

89

0.16

Are there any security
cameras in this area?(Yes
or No)

35.80%

65

20.85%

93

1.93

Which of the following are
present in this area?
(Check all that apply.)

Emergency telephones

57.58%

100

44.94%

205

2.01

External lighting

85.05%

148

79.33%

357

1.43

Maintenance of building
(ie. buildings are properly
maintained)

61.21%

107

39.01%

176

342

Maintenance of landscape
(trimming bushes, planting
flowers, etc)

63.84%

111

36.24%

163

4.43

Police patrol in the
community

59.79%

101

45.20%

211

2.36

Sidewalks

88.22%

152

88.90%

406

0.19

Security cameras

42.15%

73

22.93%

99

2.49

Please answer "Yes" or
"No" to the following
questions. Do you
generally avoid going out
arter dark?

24.98%

176

30.65%

480

1.40

Please answer "Yes" or
"No" to the following
questions. Do you avoid
groups of people on the
street?

48.41%

175

59.08%

479

242

Please answer "Yes" or
"No " to the following
questions. Do you avoid
using public transport
alone after dark?

36.71%

176

39.41%

478

0.38

Please answer "Yes" or
"No " to the following
questions. Do you avoid
going out alone?

62.21%

176

70.73%

478

2.10

Which of the following
crimes have you personally
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experienced in the last 12
months?

Auto theft 0.00% 0 1.01% 5
Disturbances caused by

neighbors 27.50% 451 12.81% 59| 1.64
Harassment because of race

and/or ethnic background 4.90% 8] 5.00% 2
Illegal drug use and/or

dealing drugs 16.60% 25 7.43% 341 0.82
Physical assaults (including

sexual assaults) 8.25% 13| 3.67% 16|
Residential burglary 9.60% 18] 2.63% 13 -
Street robbery or muggings 3.40% 5 1.47% 7 -
Theft from grounds or

shed/garage 5.65% 9 3.21% 14 i
Vandalism to or theft from

auto 13.75% 21 5.87% 29| 0.63
Vandalism, graffiti, or

damage to property (other -
than auto) 3.60% 6 3.60% 17

None of the above 51.05% 81| 68.80% 316 | 2.72
Did you report the crimes

that you experienced (if

any) to the police or any

other agency?

Yes 22.10% 40 8.75% 451 1.36
No 23.20% 431 20.25% 96| 0.18
N/A 52.40% 90 | 69.45% 333 ] 2.89
If reported. Who did you

report this crime to?

(Check all that apply.)

Landlord 3.30% 151 2.40% 9 -
University of Maryland

Police 3.20% 14| 8.10% 29|
Prince George’s County

Police 14.30% 30] 7.10% 26| 041
Neighborhood Watch 0.00% 0] 0.30% 2 -
N/A 71.85% 120 | 86.80% 389 3.71
If NOT reported: Which of

the following factors, if

any, caused you to not

report the crime? (Check

all that apply.)

I did not think it was

serious enough 19.17% 31| 18.69% 81| 0.08
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I could not be bothered to

report it 8.68% 13 3.05% 15
Someone else reported it 4.20% 7 2.40% 11 -
The police would not be

able to do anything 14.96% 241 11.19% 46 | 0.01

The police would not take
the crime seriously/would -

not be interested 15.76% 25 8.94% 36

The police were too busy 1.84% 3 1.40% 5 -

I was able to sort the

problem out myself 3.96% 6| 4.50% 18]

It was unlikely that the

criminal(s) would get

caught 9.96% 16 | 11.29% 491 0.36
I was scared of revenge

attacks/reprisals 1.84% 3] 2.80% 9|
N/A 67.71% 107 | 74.26% 332 0.71

Survey Descriptive Statistics

As can be seen from the tables above, the results show some statistically significant
differences, generally with the resident sample responding with a significantly greater frequency
for an attribute than the non-resident sample. First, according to the data, there is a statistically
significant difference between the two samples’ perceptions of safety. When asked how safe
they feel walking alone in the dark or during the day, residents appeared to feel safer than non-
residents in both situations. The non-residents tended to feel less safe walking in the target area
and even tended to avoid groups of people on the street while walking more than residents did.
Overall, a higher frequency of residents agreed that the target area is a safe place to be. These
outcomes may be due in part to the residents’ familiarization with the area.

Although residents tend to feel safer than non-residents while walking around in the area,
a statistically significantly larger proportion of non-residents than residents stated that they
would actually feel safer if cameras were implemented in the target area. Interestingly 72% of

non-residents surveyed were not sure if there were already cameras in the target area, compared
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to just 39.4% of residents. It may be that non-residents believe that the implementation of
cameras will reduce the level of crime because they do not think that cameras are currently in
place, whereas residents are not as enthusiastic about the effectiveness of cameras in reducing
crime because they may already know or believe they exist in the target area. It appears that
residents are more aware of the presence of crime prevention techniques such as emergency
telephones, cameras, policing, and the maintenance of the landscape.

However, although residents appear to be more aware of crime prevention methods
present in the target area than non-residents, non-residents tend to have more confidence in the
effectiveness of crime prevention strategies and tactics than do residents. For instance, when
asked if policing, specifically that of the Prince George’s County Police or the University of
Maryland Police Auxiliaries, is successful in reducing crime and anti-social behavior, non-
residents tended to agree more than residents. In addition, non-residents seemed to be more
satisfied with the responses that they received from authorities. The results show that there is a
statistical difference between the non-residents and residents’ perception of the effectiveness and
knowledge of the authorities’ response to their reported crimes.

In conjunction with feeling less safe in the target area, the non-residents also exhibited a
higher frequency of the fear of victimization. There is a statistically significantly higher
frequency of non-residents who worry about being a victim of disturbances caused by other
people in the area, harassment because of race or ethnic background, physical/sexual assaults,
and street robbery or mugging. This is notable because although a higher proportion of non-
residents reported fearing these crimes, a higher proportion of them also reported not being a

victim of crime in this area at all, or ever.
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In general, non-residents appear to feel less safe in the target area and exhibit a higher
fear of victimization than do residents. Residents, however, tend to be more aware of the crime
prevention techniques implemented in the area, but are less confident in their effectiveness.
Overall, the data shows that the two sample populations are generally similar in their perceptions
about personal safety and crime in the target area. However, there still exist some statistically
significant differences between these perceptions and these have been discussed in the analysis

above.

CPTED

For each property, scores on each item of the CPTED scale were averaged to produce an
overall CPTED score. Since two rounds of evaluations were conducted, each property was given
two different scores, one from March/April 2010 and the other from September 2010. These two
scores were then averaged to produce a final overall score. The maximum value of this score
was 1, indicating a property contained every CPTED vulnerability measured, and the minimum
value was 0, indicating a property did not contain any observed vulnerabilities. The most
vulnerable property in the sample received a final score of 0.50, and the least vulnerable received
a score of 0.075. Given this range, the properties were sorted into three groups by score based
on natural breaks in the data. These groups indicated a “high,” “middle,” or “low” CPTED score
(see Table 7). However, the highest score achieved by a property in the “high” category was
only a 0.50. The limited range of CPTED scores, which will be expanded upon later in the text,

limited the ability to test the effect of CPTED on crime.
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Table 7: The three groups of CPTED vulnerability.

Group Score Number of
Properties
Low 0-0.199 60
Middle 0.2-0.299 65
High 03-0.5 30

To assess the distribution of CPTED scores around the neighborhood, a map of Old
Town College Park showing property boundaries was created in Adobe Photoshop. Each
property was colored according to its CPTED vulnerability group, with the lightest shade of pink
denoting a low CPTED score and red denoting a high score (see Figure 11). The distribution of

CPTED vulnerability in the neighborhood appears random, with no obvious clustering.
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Old Town, College Park =

Figure 11: Distribution of CPTED vulnerability in Old Town, College Park. The figure
also shows the location of CCTV cameras placed during the intervention.

Hypothesis 1

Monthly crime frequencies and rates were calculated using the collected crime data
(burglaries, larcenies, and robberies) to test the hypothesis that the crime rate in Old Town
College Park will reduce after the implementation of cameras (see Table 8). As highlighted in
Figure 12, the average monthly crime count for Old Town College Park from January 2008 to

February 2011 ranged between two to eight crimes, with January 2010 as an exception. The
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figure shows that the variations in monthly crimes were minor and that the crime rate over the
three years observed was fairly stable.

Table 8: Monthly crime counts and rates

Month Num_berof Rate (_Per 1000
Crimes Residents)

2008
January 5 8.18
February 3 491
March 4 6.55
April 2 3.27
May 4 6.55
June 2 3.27
July 3 491
August 5 8.18
September 4 6.55
October 6 9.82
November 7 11.46
December 4 6.55

2009
January 6 9.82
February 4 6.55
March 8 13.09
April 4 6.55
May 3 491
June 2 3.27
July 7 11.46
August 3 491
September 6 9.82
October 3 491
November 1 1.64
December 2 3.27

2010
January 17 27.82
February 2 3.27
March 7 11.46
April 3 491
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Figure 12: Monthly crime counts from January 2008 to February 2011

Average Rate (Per 1000
Time Period Count Residents)
Jan08 - Oct10 4.56 7.46
Nov09 - Feb10* 1.67 2.73
Nov10 - Feb11® 3.67 6.00

Table 9: Average crime count and rate pre-intervention and post-intervention

* Excludes January 2010.
> Excludes January 2011.

61

May 6 9.82
June 3 491
July 3 491
August 4 6.55
September 8 13.09
October 4 6.55
November 4 6.55
December 3 491
2011
January 3 4.91
February 4 6.55
Crimes Per Month
s
.
i 8 s Y3EBEi83rii:Y8EsEa8E553¢8
Month

2011 Jan

Feb



T-test T-score df Critical Value
(Jan08 - Oct10) vs

(Nov10 — Feb11)° 0.53 35 1.69
(Nov09 - Dec09) vs
(Nov10 — Feb11)’ 422 4 2.13

Table 10: Tests of significance for crimes (a = 0.05)

To further test the hypothesis, average crime counts and rates were calculated for the pre-
intervention period and the post-intervention period. Data for the month of January was
removed from the analysis because January 2010 was a major outlier. When comparing the
entire pre-intervention period (January 2008 to October 2010) with the shorter post-intervention
period (November 2010 to February 2011), there was a decrease in crime. However, when
studying the two periods on a more comparable time scale such that the post-intervention period
is analyzed against November through February from the year before, the crime rate was actually
higher in the post-intervention period. Formal testing of these comparisons at a 5% significance
level shows that the differences in crime levels are not statistically significant®, thus indicating
that the crime rate did not decrease after camera implementation (see Table 10). The post-
intervention period, however, did experience a significantly higher crime count than the same
period of months a year before.

These findings signal the need to extend the analysis of post-intervention crimes to

ensure more comparable time intervals. This limitation is attributed to the major delay in the

% Excludes January 2010 and 2011.
7 Excludes January 2011.
¥ A small sample size (N) may have contributed to this effect.
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installation of the cameras, which presented the researchers with limited time to collect post-

camera crime data. A more detailed discussion of this limitation can be found in Chapter 5.

Hypothesis 2

In order to test the second hypothesis that students’ perceptions of crime would reflect a
greater sense of safety following the implementation of security cameras in Old Town, a series of
t-tests (o = 0.10; significant when [t| > 1.29) were run on the data from the pre-intervention and
post-intervention survey responses of both residents and non-residents. As shown in Table 11,
three particular survey items were selected in relation to this hypothesis, as well as one additional
item for residents only. In general, the trend between surveys indicates that both residents and
non-residents felt a greater fear of crime in the post-intervention survey than in the pre-

intervention survey, although this change occurred at different rates between the two groups.

RESIDENTS NON-RESIDENTS

Question Mean | t-score Mean t-score
How afraid are you of being a re 590 517 i "
victim of crime? [7 = Not afraid at P -0.73 : 1.75
all, 10 = Very afraid] post | 5.43 5.53
How likely do you think you will be ) *
a victim of crime? [ = flot likelyat| P'® | +62 | 061 | 417 1 -348
all, 10 = Very likely] post 4.32 4.8
To what extent are you worried
about crime in this neighborhood? pre 2.73 -0.58 2.63 -3.11*

[T = Not at all worried, 4 = Very

worried] post 2.79 2.83

Would you say you feel less safe or

safer in your neighborhood than pre 2.88 1.49* — B
you did 12 months ago? [7=Much .

less safe, 5=Much safer] post | 2.65

Table 11: Tests of significance for survey responses
Note. *a = 0.10, significant when [t| = 1.29
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The first item of interest, “How afraid are you of being a victim of crime?”” was rated on a
scale of 1 to 10, with 1 signifying “Not afraid at all” and 10 signifying “Very afraid.” Statistical
analysis on this survey item indicated a significant difference between pre-intervention and post-
intervention responses among non-residents (t =-1.75). The second item, “How likely do you
think you will be a victim of crime?”” which was rated from 1 to 10 (1 = “Not likely at all”’; 10 =
“Very likely”), also yielded a significant difference between pre-intervention and post-
intervention response means for non-residents (t = -3.48). The third item of interest, “To what
extent are you worried about crime in this neighborhood?” was rated using the following scale: 1
= “Not at all worried,” 2 = “Not very worried,” 3 = “Fairly worried,” 4 = “Very worried.”
Again, a significant difference was found between the pre-intervention and post-intervention
responses of non-residents (t = -3.11). The t-tests conducted on resident responses to these same
three survey items did not yield any significant results.

These findings indicate a change in the perceptions of crime in Old Town College Park
among non-residents but not among residents. For all three survey items, these changes in non-
resident perceptions were found to run contrary to the direction of the hypothesis, instead
indicating that non-residents perceived a /ower sense of safety following the implementation of
security cameras. Specifically, post-intervention survey responses indicated that non-residents
worried more about crime, were more fearful of being a victim, and thought they were more
likely to be victimized.

The only significant change found between resident perceptions in the pre-intervention
and post-intervention surveys was also in the negative direction. Resident responses to the
question “Would you say you feel less safe or safer in your neighborhood than you did 12

months ago?” (rated from 1 to 5; 1 = “Much less safe,” 5 = “Much safer””) were found to be
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significantly lower in the post-intervention survey than the pre-intervention survey (t = -1.49).
Contrary to the hypothesis, residents were more likely to report feeling less safe than they did a
year before when responding to the post-intervention survey than when responding to the pre-
intervention survey.

To determine whether residents’ awareness of cameras had changed between the pre- and
post-intervention surveys, responses to the question “Are there any security cameras within a
100-meter radius of your building?”” were tested for significance. The z-scores for each of the
three possible responses to this question were -0.07 for “Yes,” 0.07 for “No,” and 0.74 for “I
don’t know.” None of these z-scores indicated a significant difference between the pre- and
post-intervention survey. These results suggest that residents’ awareness of the cameras did not
increase after their implementation, as can also been seen through the comparable percentages of
respondents who answered “Yes” to this question (35.5% in the pre-intervention survey and
36.1% in the post-intervention). This finding may explain the lack of improvement in perceived
safety among residents, as further discussed in Chapter 5.

Besides the lack of support for Hypothesis 2, the results of these statistical analyses
interestingly suggest a greater amount of significant perception changes from non-residents than
residents. The high frequency of serious crimes committed in the College Park area during the
fall of 2010 (see Appendix F) may account for this greater change in non-resident crime
perceptions. Since the post-intervention survey distribution coincided with this period of higher
crime, the prominence of these crimes could have generated in students a more negative
perception of crime in general, which may have then translated into more negative views of

safety in Old Town College Park as reflected by the non-resident responses.
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Regardless of these differences between residents and non-residents, it appears that
students in general felt slightly more fear of crime following the implementation of CCTV

cameras in the Old Town area. Potential reasons for this increase are discussed in Chapter 5.

Hypothesis 3

It was hypothesized that high CPTED vulnerability of a property would be correlated
with an increased likelihood of crime occurring at that property. To test this theory, data
collected for burglaries, larcenies, and robberies committed in Old Town from January 2008 to
December 2010 was compared with the CPTED scores of the neighborhood properties. Since
the odds of any single property experiencing a crime were very low (only 62 properties reported
relevant crime incidents during the data collection period), crime rates were compared to the
high, medium, and low CPTED groups rather than to individual properties (see Table 7). The
point estimate (PE) indicates the proportion of each CPTED score group at which at least one
crime was reported. A 95% confidence interval (CI) was calculated for each group, to account

for the sample size of each group.
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Chapter 5: Discussion

Summary

This research sought to examine the relationship between crime rates in an off-campus
college community, the perceptions of crime of the residents and non-residents of that area, and
the CPTED vulnerabilities of the area before and after a CCTV camera intervention. Although
crime rates in College Park are decreasing, fear of crime remains high. Moreover, the crime rate
off campus continues to be a problem. Through crime mapping and spatial analysis techniques,
the researchers were able to identify an off-campus, student-occupied residential area with
relatively high rates of larcenies, burglaries, and robberies. Once the area was identified, the
researchers were able to collect both quantitative and qualitative data about crime, perception of
crime, and existing environmental design of the neighborhood's properties. These data were
used to identify trends in how crime and perception of crime changed in response to the
installation of CCTV cameras.

The research was broken down into three parts: assessing CPTED vulnerabilities,
determining residents’ and non-residents’ perceptions of crime, and evaluating crime data in the
given area. In order to assess the CPTED vulnerabilities of the area, the researchers produced a
scale, which examined aspects such as lighting, yard maintenance, and territoriality. The
researchers then performed a series of site assessments and evaluations, both during the night
and day, to assess the neighborhood as a whole, as well as each individual property. After
analyzing the data, no geographical pattern was observed in the distribution of CPTED
vulnerability, and no relationship between CPTED vulnerabilities and crime rates was detected;

these results may be attributed to the homogenous nature of the residential properties.
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Next, the researchers used two different surveys, one for residents and one for non-
residents of the area, to determine the perceptions of crime. The researchers used convenience
sampling in order to recruit survey participants through methods such as Facebook, listservs,
flyers, and door-to-door canvassing. The survey was distributed both before and after the
implementation of CCTV cameras to evaluate the change in perceptions of crime and the effect
the cameras had on these changes. Statistical analyses of the survey data determined that there
was a change in crime perceptions. However, these changes show that residents and non-
residents actually perceived a lower sense of safety following the implementation of the cameras.

Finally, in conjunction with the Prince George’s County Police Department, the
researchers were able to access records of off-campus crimes (burglaries, larcenies, and
robberies) committed in Old Town College Park starting from January 2008 to February 2011.
The crime reports were coded for important details such as location, criminal and victim
characteristics, and time of incident. Because the researchers were not able to collect a sufficient
amount of crime data post-intervention, the results from the analyses were mixed and therefore
no clear conclusions could be drawn on the efficacy of the cameras as a crime deterrent in the

area.

Implications

This research study focused on higher rates of crime victimization off campus at the
University of Maryland. Indeed, as determined by local reports and general trends at higher
educational institutions, on-campus areas usually feature lower crime rates. The crime data
collected throughout the course of this study demonstrated that the rate of crime victimization

was indeed higher off campus than on campus at the University of Maryland. Moreover, the
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analyses made on the crime data collected over the course of the study, including the camera
installation intervention, suggested that there were no significant changes in crime after the
camera intervention. However, because of a lack of time to study crime following the
intervention, these results are only suggestive and an extension of this study post-intervention is
required.

This research did, however, uncover discrepancies between non-residents and residents of
the studied area concerning crime perception and perception of the cameras. Residents were
found less likely to expect to be safer if more cameras were implemented in the area compared to
their non-resident counterparts. This corroborates the apparent worsening of perception that
occurred following the implementation of the camera intervention, especially in the non-resident
population. Moreover, residents were found to be significantly more aware of CPTED measures
in place, such as cameras or blue-light phones, as well as police frequenting the area, than non-
residents. There appears to be a link between familiarity with an area and the perception of
crime in that area. Non-residents may not be aware of camera installation and instead base their
perceptions off of media coverage, which may be negative. This suggests that in large college
communities, off campus camera installation may be viewed negatively by the on-campus
community in terms of safety despite camera’s abilities to deter crime. Therefore, cameras may
not be a good policy decision for this population, based solely on perception. Because short-
term perception is a narrow qualification, further research would be required to elucidate effect
on perceptions, as well as crime rates.

This study was novel because cameras had never before been evaluated against crime
rates and crime perceptions in a college’s off-campus, privately rented student-occupied

neighborhood. According to the literature, it was expected that the installation of CCTV cameras
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would initially ameliorate perception of crime, while positive perceptions could deteriorate over
time as people became less aware of the cameras. However, in some residential areas, initial
camera installation can actually cause fear of crime to increase (Gill, Bryan, & Allen, 2007).
Indeed, in this research, the residents of the target area were found to be more fearful of crime
following the implementation of the CCTV camera intervention. Although cameras help to
promote safety in an area, they may also increase people’s awareness of crime in that area,
initially resulting in heightened fear of crime. Meanwhile, following the intervention non-
residents felt more afraid of being a victim, thought that they were more likely to become a
victim, and became more worried about crime in the target area.

These perceptions of crime may have also been affected by the publicity of the cameras in
local media, in addition to high-profile crimes that occurred throughout the course of this study
(see Appendix F). Although overall crime rates may have dropped, reports of multiple stabbings
or muggings could have easily led to an increase in perceived risk. Over time, if crime rates are
reduced in such a way that these high profile crimes are less likely to occur, these perceptions
may improve. During the fall of 2010, the Prince George's County Police Department made
numerous efforts to enhance its public perception and relationship with students. This is
especially important as there were several high-profile crimes during this time period, as
previously discussed. The Department hosted a number of student-targeted campaigns,
including a carnival-themed fair with various activities, informative safety demonstrations, and
prizes. Police officers staffed the event in the parking lot of the City Hall on Baltimore Avenue,
and it was held at the beginning of the semester to reinforce safety issues with students.

According to Major Robert Liberati, the Prince George's County Police Department also

increased its police force monitoring the streets of College Park, particularly during the night and
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early morning. These guardianship efforts may have complemented the effect of the cameras,
and affected student perceptions of crime during the post-intervention survey phase. Liberati
also added that the Prince George's County Police Department increased the amount of crime
alerts sent to the university community to establish a more permanent relationship with students.
Crime alerts are integral to student perceptions of crime, especially in the face of sensationalized
reporting in the Diamondback and other media outlets. Police also sent out reports of crimes that
were eventually solved; while these reports may have reminded students of a crime they
otherwise had already forgotten, police believe that students' feelings of safety would increase
knowing that a crime had been solved.

This study did not attempt to address the benefits of a camera intervention beyond crime
prevention. However, cameras play a significant role in crime investigation and resolution. As
cameras are used to catch criminals, the perception of the efficacy of and safety provided by
cameras may also improve, especially if effectively publicized. Because of the limited time
following camera implementation in this study, longer-term conclusions could not be drawn.
However, as previously mentioned, this research provides an initial glance at use of cameras at a
large public university in the US, where negative perception of cameras suggested it may be a
dubious policy decision for these off-campus areas.

This research also contributed to the field of criminology in a more basic sense, as the
survey instruments used targeted an original subject. The surveys used were synthesized from
disparate surveys that measured many different aspects of fear of crime and perception of crime.
Moreover, this research also analyzed a CCTV camera intervention at a university in the United
States to assess its effect on both perception of crime and levels of crime in that area. Such a

study may help elucidate the relationship between crime levels affected by cameras in relation to
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perception of crime in an area, although this study was unable to effectively link and co-analyze
these disparate aspects.

This research also explored novel approaches in the field of CPTED. Although there is a
great deal of research and municipal police department work on assessing housing according to
CPTED vulnerabilities, this study took a different approach by creating a holistic scale based off
of CPTED principles. Instead of pointing out vulnerabilities and presenting these results as a
basis for an intervention, this study’s scale strove to be basic and easily reproducible, giving each
property a general crime vulnerability score based on a variety of CPTED criteria. Although no
weighting of the criteria was used because of the inability to quantitatively cross-analyze the
efficacy of one CPTED approach to another, the scale's purpose was to broadly evaluate
properties, then see if these criteria were in any way linked to crime occurring at these properties.
This direct link between comprehensive CPTED vulnerabilities and crime rates was in itself
novel, even though the results proved inconclusive. Any differences in crime rates across
properties were difficult to distinguish in the area because of the homogeneity of the properties;
properties in the area did not feature many great differences between CPTED scores. This means
that even if there were differences in crime rates between properties, no spatial patterns arose
from analysis. Further suggestions to address these limitations will be expressed in later
discussion.

Finally, from a community standpoint, this project's approach was novel, not only in
terms of analyzing privately-rented, student-occupied, off-campus housing in the United States,
but also in terms of incorporating community involvement. The researchers established a

mutually beneficial relationship with the Prince George's County Police Department and also
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worked extensively alongside the City of College Park and the University of Maryland Police

Department in order to complete the intervention and fully analyze the results.

Limitations
Crime Data

Given that the process of coding crime data required multiple steps and participation
from different actors, it is possible that along the way it was not effectively executed. All
possible measures, including double-checking the data and delegating the coding role to only two
researchers, were taken to ensure validity, consistency, and accuracy, but there remained room
for error. It is possible that, of the crimes that were selected for consideration, not all of the
reports were available or accessible at the police station, which the researchers did not have the
jurisdiction to control.

The fact that the study focused solely on burglaries, robberies, and larcenies is an
inherent limitation in the perception data. Participants may have less experience with robbery or
burglary as they do with assault or another type of crime; or they may have a general fear of
crime with little differentiation in their minds as to what type or types of crimes causes them the
greatest fear. The target area is also an inherent limitation to the measurability of perception and
fear of crime; students may harbor a general fear of crime that is not relative to a specific area.
As a result, the perception data may be skewed since the survey asks students to answer the
questions based solely from their experience in the particular target area.

Survey
It is possible that there was volunteer bias in those who ultimately chose to participate. If

a student was particularly concerned about crime and partook in the study solely because of this
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reason, his or her participation and answers might differ from an individual that was not
particularly concerned with crime.

The nature of convenience sampling may have biased the sample towards participants in
similar academic and social networks as those of the researchers. Some traits of the researchers
and the sample population include, but are not limited to: membership in the Class of 2011,
membership in the Gemstone program and Honors College, and other academic and
extracurricular groups. These characteristics are not solely representative of the student body of
the University of Maryland, thus a variety of solicitations through campus listservs, flyers in all
academic buildings and dormitories, and Facebook invitations were utilized to attempt to reach a
range of students at the University.

Since the study is subject to turnover inherent to a college campus, including student
housing, perception data may have been affected by this natural ebb and flow. Students may feel
a lack of attachment or investment in an area if they do not live in the same space for an
extended period of time; this may ultimately affect their behaviors and the precautions they take
against crime. Given that surveys were distributed during the fall semesters, the residents may
not be familiar with the area in terms of crime, simply because they have not been living in the
area for an extended period of time. Thus, of those surveyed who were new residents,
(respondents were asked to specify how long they had been living at their place of residence)
there may have been an inherent “ignorance” to the crime levels and vulnerabilities in their
neighborhood, which would in turn affect perceptions and survey responses.

Installation of CCTV Cameras
The installation of the CCTV cameras was both a key aspect of the study and one over

which the researchers had little control. The City of College Park received a grant in July 2009
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for the installation of 19 CCTV cameras in Old Town College Park. The cameras were
originally set to be installed and activated no later than June 30, 2010, as stipulated by the grant
period. However, there were numerous bureaucratic and logistical hurdles, including but not
limited to: zoning regulations, installation permits, PEPCO and Avrio regulations, and other
similar complications. The cameras were ultimately installed and made operational, with some
inconsistencies in performance, at the end of October 2010. This allotted the researchers only
four months to conduct and analyze both crime data and perception data in measuring the effect
of the camera intervention, assuming that residents and non-residents were even aware that
cameras had been installed.

In terms of crime data, four months was not sufficient time to discern a change in crime
levels, in comparison to the pre-intervention period of twenty-two months. For the perception
survey, this short time span may not have given Old Town residents ample time to notice and
adjust to the presence of CCTV cameras in their neighborhood, as reflected by the generally
unchanged pre- and post-intervention survey responses regarding their awareness of cameras in
the area. It is possible that residents’ perceptions of safety would have improved if they had
been more conscious of the camera implementation. However, the researchers had absolutely no
control over the progress and ultimate installation of the CCTV cameras.

CPTED Scale

When designing and applying the CPTED portion of the research, various limitations
occurred concerning the CPTED evaluations and the CPTED scale itself. The majority of the
conceptual limitations occurred during the site evaluations because of procedures and conditions
that were beyond the research team’s control. Because it was not feasible to gain access to

individual properties, it was impossible to test certain key factors, such as doors being locked.
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Furthermore, the researchers were not able to access the backyards of any of the homes in the
target area, and, therefore, the backyard had to be eliminated as a factor in determining the
CPTED score. Another conceptual limitation faced by the researchers was the obstruction of
sightlines by trees and bushes, making it difficult to see certain parts of certain properties. As a
result of inconsistency in blocked sightlines, certain criteria such as “trash is present” and “‘yard
is unkempt” were simply not visible to the researchers and could not be marked. Because of
these limitations, some houses scored better on the CPTED scale simply because certain CPTED
vulnerabilities could not be tested or seen.

Next, the researchers were unable to measure camera surveillance accurately, as camera
range was qualitatively evaluated, which may have introduced inconsistencies into the
assessment. For example, the researchers estimated if the camera could accurately view a certain
property and if it was within sight distance. There was no strict principle to evaluate camera
range, since the researchers did not know the cameras’ specifications at the beginning of the
study. Therefore, the criteria “no visible cameras” was also marked for properties the
researchers felt were out of range of a nearby camera.

The final issue concerning the CPTED evaluations was due to the time constraints of the
research and that of the individual researchers. The sheer number of properties in the area of
interest made it impossible to evaluate each property on the same day, and due to scheduling
difficulties, evaluations were spread out over weeks at a time. As a result, properties were not
evaluated at the exact same time and were often evaluated on different dates, introducing
potential inconsistencies due to short-term maintenance changes in the neighborhood. Similarly,
the CPTED evaluations, especially those conducted at night, had to be done prior to midnight for

the safety of the researchers. Therefore, no analysis of the area was made during what the
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researchers recognized as higher crime prevalence times in the late night and early morning
hours.

In addition to problems with the CPTED evaluations, problems also arose from the basic
premise of CPTED itself. First, none of the CPTED elements directly led to crime, but rather led
to a greater risk of crime, as suggested by routine activity theory. For example, just because a
homeowner left his or her front door open does not immediately, or definitely, result in crime;
rather, this makes the house more vu/nérable to crime. Lastly, the neighborhood size was not
large enough, and the time period of the study was not long enough, to provide enough crime
data to discern any significant statistical correlation with CPTED principles. For example,
though cameras were installed in the target area over the course of the study, no CPTED
evaluation was conducted after their activation to incorporate the cameras into CPTED scores
and evaluate the correlation of CPTED vulnerability to crime rates. Crime rates are external
factors that cannot be controlled, and the number of crimes occurring at 62 of the properties
within the area of interest was insufficient to show a significant statistical correlation with
CPTED vulnerability scores.

Some limitations also arose from the design of the CPTED scale. The literature
regarding CPTED did not provide sufficient support for an attempt at accurate scoring of the
relative importance of certain CPTED features. Instead of subjectively attempting to assign
weighting to values, the scale was designed to give equal weight to each factor. In addition,
some categories cancelled out other categories, making it impossible for a property to receive the
maximum score on the scale. For instance, a house fronted by a narrow sidewalk could not also
be lacking a sidewalk. A similar but more significant problem was related to landscaping: if

visibility of a building was significantly obscured by trees or other obstacles, the building could
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not lose any points in the maintenance and accessibility categories because these features could
not be seen. Such artifacts of the scale may have led to few properties with extreme scores,
while most were clustered together near the middle of the scale.

The CPTED scores for each property were also inconsistent over time, which can at least
be partially attributed to the nature of CPTED, since properties are only evaluated at certain
discrete instances and data was not continuously collected. The period of CPTED scale
evaluation also did not correspond perfectly with the period of crime data collection. Some of
the variables on the scale, such as litter present in a yard, an open window, valuable items
visible, or lighting were highly prone to change on a daily basis. For example, the resident could
simply fail to turn on exterior lighting while the researchers evaluated the property, and then be
penalized in the CPTED evaluation, even if most of the time exterior lighting was actually
present. Moreover, no evaluations were conducted over extended school breaks when many
students are absent from their homes and certain factors such as lighting or ownership may have
changed. As such, these evaluations inherently provide an incomplete view of this housing over
the course of a year, as a complete evaluation of present conditions was not recorded.

Concerning the CPTED scale, the researchers re-evaluated its efficacy after the first
evaluation. The scale was revised after the first evaluation in an attempt to correct for redundant
and contradictory categories, and to separate static and fluctuating variables. Although the scale
had high inter-rater reliability, many of the categories were subjective, and may have resulted in
different evaluations by observers with no background in criminology. Nevertheless, the
researchers did all undergo similar CPTED training, which may have mitigated this limitation.

Concerning the data set, there were originally two temporally distinct evaluations,

however these evaluations were grouped by property. Though it may have been due to variation
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over time, there appeared to be consistency issues between the CPTED evaluations. This meant
there were large score differences, even within certain categories of the evaluation. It was this
variation and inconsistency that led the researchers to combine the two data sets to create one
composite set of data, with one CPTED score for each property. This could be a limitation
because this CPTED evaluation process did not take into account the variable of time. This may
be problematic, especially concerning the nature of CPTED theory, since yards change over
time, not only with seasonal growth, but also with maintenance. Such changes can greatly alter
the way a yard is scored on a CPTED evaluation. Moreover, habits can change over time that
could affect the evaluation, but the nature of combining the data sets means no changes were

tracked over time.

Future Research

Further support for the results gleaned from the present study could be obtained from
similar research that incorporates a control neighborhood in addition to the neighborhood
subjected to the intervention. The control neighborhood, free from the influence of the
intervention, would allow the separation of perception and crime changes due to the intervention
from those due to other factors, like the incidence of high-profile crimes in the area.
Additionally, research based upon a larger geographical area may introduce more spatial
variation in CPTED vulnerability and incorporate more crimes into the analysis. Future studies
should aim to extend the post-intervention time by as long as is feasible. A longer data-
collection period would allow for the assessment of long-term changes in crime rates and
resident perceptions of crime due to the intervention, especially when combined with a control

area.
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To improve the quality of the CPTED scale evaluations, variables such as locked doors
and security systems should be included in future analyses. However, homeowner cooperation
would likely be needed in order to test these variables, which may lead to observation bias.
Homeowner cooperation would also be required for the direct manipulation of CPTED variables,
such as installing more secure locks or adding exterior lighting, but such changes would allow
for a more comprehensive evaluation of CPTED principles.

After implementing the CCTV cameras and analyzing their effect on crime rates and
student perceptions of crime the team would recommend other CPTED implementations in the
area. While conducting site assessments in the Old Town it became clear that two major CPTED
vulnerabilities present throughout the area were poor lighting and excessive foliage.
Unfortunately, the team was unable to asses these issues since we were unable to gain access to
individual properties and make changes ourselves. However, the team recommends that future
research be done in evaluating the relationship between lighting and sight lines and crime rates.

Overall, this study represents a significant step forward into previously untested
criminology theory within a university setting. Future research may build on these results by
addressing limitations and providing concrete conclusions that can lead to policy changes and an

improvement of public safety.
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Appendices

Appendix A: CPTED Scale

ADDRESS:
DATE: TIME:

Lighting (+1 if true)

_ Street lighting not present within ~25 feet / poor street lighting.
__ Present lighting is inconsistent.

__ Home exterior lighting missing or off

_ Lighting is inadequate (brightness —could you see people far way? Is yard illuminated?).

Yard maintenance

__ Trash is present.

_ Yard is unkempt.

__ Bushes obscuring visibility (sight lines / light obstructed)

__ Unseemly objects beyond trash present.

Home Exterior Maintenance

__ Paint chipping

_ Windows broken

__ Home seems unkempt / unwelcoming

__ Need for major repair

Accessibility of Valuables

__ Valuables visible in yard

__ Valuables within sight inside
__ Door open / cracked

_ Windows / open cracked within sight.
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Territoriality
_ No barrier between yard or sidewalk (or road, if no sidewalk)

_ No items that establish ownership (flowerboxes, flags)

_ No evidence of human presence (newspapers), place feels abandoned

__ No boundary with yard next door

Guardianship (the presence of people)

__ There is no sidewalk present or sidewalk is narrow
__ No blue light in vicinity

__ Foot traffic not quantifiable

__ Vehicle traffic not present

__ No visible cameras

Visibility / Sight lines
__ Hiding places present

__ No clear escape route

TOTAL SCORE:

Other notes:
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Appendix B: Perception Survey for Residents of Old Town

Crime Prevention and Perception in College Park Survey (FOR RESIDENTSE)

Thankyou for choosing to paricipate in our survey.

We are Crime Prevention & Perception, an undergraduate research team in the Gemstone Program of the University of Maryland.
Far rmore information, please visit ourwehsite: hitpifteams. gemstone.umd.eduwiclassof2011fcp2r.

The following survey was designed to assess perceptions of crime in of-campus housing near the University of Maryland's
College Park campus.

FLEASE MOTE - All questions in this survey relate to the neighhorhood where you CURREMTLY live in College Park. Accardingly,
please respond to all questions interms of your College Park residence anly (MOT your hometown or other residences). Also, he
sure to read each gquestion carefully, as several ofthe questions and answer choices will look vary similar.

There entire survey will take approximately 10 minutes to complete.
Belows you will find an overview of our research study. Atthe hottorm ofthe page will be a place for you to write yvour name and date,

which serves as an electronic signature for our consent farm. Please be sure to fill in the required fields, or else you will he unahle
to proceed with the survey,

Research Description and Participant Consent Form
PROJECT TITLE: Crime Prevention and Perception
WHY IS THIS RESEARCH BEING DOME?

This is a research project being conducted by the Crime Prevention and Perception team ofthe Gemstone Program at the
University of Maryland, College Park. WWe are inviting you to padicipate in this research project because vou currently reside in a
neighborhood thatis of interestto our study. The purpose ofthis research project is to gauge your history ofwictimization,
Awareness, and perception of crime inyour current residential environment.

WHAT WILL | BE ASKED TO DO?

The procedures invalve completing an anline survey that will askvarious questions concerning demodraphic status, history of
victimization, neighborhood cohesion, concern far community, feeling of safety orworry, avoidance of crime, and cammunity
palicing. There is no specific location for the completion of the survey. You will be asked to complete them atyour convenience.
The surey will take no longer than fiteen minutes.

WHAT ABOUT COMFIDEMTIALITY?

We will keep yvour personal information confidential. Ta help protect yvour confidentiality, all survey administrators will keep
restricted ywour name and all information gathered about you. The surey will remain anonymous and will not ask faryaur
address or contact information. Survey administrators will exercise caution to prevent others from accessing the survey data.
WHAT ARE THE RISKS OF THIS RESEARCH?

Thete may be same risks from padicipating in this research study. The surey will include questions related to your past
victimization and perception of current exposure to crime. The risks that may arise from this survey could be due to the nature of

the survey questions and could include revival of repressed memaoties, emotional disturhance, embarrassment, increased
fear, sadness, distress, stress, and heightened paranoia.
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WWHAT ARE THE BEMEFITS OF THIS RESEARCH?

This research is not designed to help you personally, but the results may help the investigatar learn mare about the perception
of crime in your area. By surveying you, the investinatar will be able to determine possihle areas of vulnerahility in your
ervironment, Results ofthe project may help to encourage initiatives to enhance safety in the College Park general community.

DO I HAYE TO BE IN THIS RESEARCHY MAY | STOF PARTICIPATIMG AT ANY TIME?

Your patticipation in this research is completely wvoluntary. You may choose nat to take patt at all. Ifyou decide to paticipate in
this research, vou may stop participating at any time. Ifyou decide not to padicipate in this study or if vou stop pardicipating at
any time, you will not be penalized ar lose any benefits to which you otherwize qualify.

WHAT IF | HAYE QLIESTIONS?

This rezearch is heing conducted by Dr. Chatles Wellford of the Criminology Department at the University of Mandand, College
Park. Ifyou hawe any questions about the research study itself, please contact Dr. Charles Wellford at: 2220 Lefrak Hall,
cwellford@crirm.umd.edu.

Ifyou have gquestions about vour rights as a research suhject arwish to report a research-related injury, please contact:
Institutional Review Board Office, University of Maryland, Collede Park, Maryland, 20742; (e-mail) irb@deans.umd.edu;
(telephaone) 301-405-0678.

This research has been reviewed according to the University of Marvland, College Park IRB procedures far research invalving
human subjects.

Counseling services are availahle on campus. Feel free to contactthe Counseling Center at: The University of Maryland,
Susgquehanna Hall at 301-314-7651.

STATEMEMT OF AGE OF SUBJECT AMND CONSENT

Checking the hox below indicates that:

-you are atleast 18 years of age;

- the research has heen explained 1o you;

- your questions have been fully answered; and

- you freely and voluntarily choose to padicipate in this research project.

1. Consent Form Confirmation *

"By checking this box, | acknowledge to have read the consent form abowve, and woluntarily agree to become a paricipant inthis
research study "

O Yes, lagree.
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2. What is your age?

3. Fyou are a student, what level of education are you pursuing?
() Undergraduate

() Graduate

) larn not a student

4. What is your expected graduation date?
(Example: Spring 2011)

5. Please indicate your gender.
) Male
) Female

6. Which of the following best describes your racial or ethnic background?
Flease check all that applhy.

[] Asian

[ Black ar Aftican American
[] White ar Caucasian

[ ] Hispanic

] Mative Armetican

7. What is vour current living arrangement (in College Park)?
Living with parents

Living in a one-person household

Living with roommates)
Living with a partner but withaut children

Living with a partner and childiren)
3 Living with childiren butwithout a parner

000000

8. How long have you stayed at your current residence (in College Park)?
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9, On a scale of 1to 10, please rate the following:
Howy afraid are ywou of being awictim of crime?

12 3 4 5 & 7T 8 49 10
Motafraidatall & O O O O O O O O O verafraid

10. On a scale of 1to 10, please rate the following:
Hiomy likely do you think you will e a wvictimn of crirme?

1 23 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Motlikelyatall O O O O O O O O O O weryLikely

11. At which of the following times of day do you think the most crime in your area takes place?
(7 Early hours {2arm-Gam)

(" Barly marning (Gam-9arm)

" Marning (Bam-12prm)

(O Afternoon (1 2pm-5pm)

(" Early evening (5prm-8Sprm)

(" Late eveninginight{Bpm-11pr)

(7 The midnight hours (11pm-2am)

12. How safe do you feel in the following situation?

Mot safe atall  Fairly unsafe Meutral Fairly safe
At home alone during the day | ] ] | ] ]
At hame alane at night ) & ) L&)
Walking alone during the day
inyour neighhorhood hlock O O O o
Walking alone at niaht in your O O O O

neighhaorhood hlock
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13. How much do you think the following are problems in your neighborhood?

Mot a problem Aslight Afairly serious Awvery serious

Meutral

at all prablem prablem problem
Auta theft [ &) [ @] [ @] ] [ @]
Disturbances caused by
neighbors O O o O O
Harassment hecause of race
andfar ethnic backaround O O ) O O
legal drug use andfar dealing
drugs O O O O O
Fhysical assaults {ncluding
sexual assaults) O O ) O O
Residential burglary ) O & ) O
Street rabbery or muggings [ ] & [ & &) &
Thett frorm grounds ar
shedfgarage o O o o O
Wandalism to or theft from auto & [ @) [ & & [ @)
Wandalism, graffiti, or damage O 0 o O 0

to property {other than auta)

14. To what extent are you worried about crime in this area?
(7 Mot at all warried

7 Motveryworried

(7 Fairly warried

O Wery warried

15. If you are worried about being a victim of crime, what are some of your reasons for feeling this way?
(Check all that apply.)

[ I have experienced it befare

[ 1 know sameane whao has experienced it befare

[ I have heard stories of it happening to other people

[1 | have read articles in the Diamondback newspaper that describe crimes that have occurred in this area of College Park

[] I have read crime alerts sent by the University of Maryland Police Department that describe crimes that have occurred in
this area

| Specific individuals in this area warry me
[] This area has a bad reputation far crime

[] Mane, I am notwarried about being a victim of crime

[ other:
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16. YWhat do you think are the causes of crime in your neighborhood? (Check all that apphy.)
(Check all that applh.)

[1 Alcahal related reasans

[1 Drug related reasons

[1 Mot enough palice presence
i Easy access to property

[ Unemployrment

[] Low incomes

[] Professional criminals

[1 Lack of cammunity coaperatian

[ The other tenants do not take crime prevention seriously

17. Would yvou say you feel less safe or safer in your neighborhood than you did 12 months ago?
() Much less safe

() Abitless safe

() Aboutthe same

) Abit safer

() Much safer

0 WA

18. How friendly are your relationships with most neighhors?
O Wery hostile

() Somewhat hostile

0 Indifferent

() Somewhat friendly

O Very friendly

19. How much do you trust your neighhors?
) Ido nottrust thern at all

(O Hdistrustthem guite a hit

) Neutral

(O rustthem somewhat

0 rusttherm very much

20. Does your community have a neighborhood watch?
) Yes

() Mo

) Don't Know

21. fyes, do you participate in the neighborhood watch meetings and/or events?
) Yes

() Mo

0 NI,
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22. In general, how do you feel ahout security cameras?
1 3 4 5 B T 8 4 10

Verynegatively O O O O O O O O O O Verpositively

23. Are there any security cameras within a 100-meter radius of your huilding?

) Yes
) Mo
) Don't Know

24. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

Strangly )
dizagres Disagrae Meutral
Security carmeras would help o o 5

to deter criminal activity.

lwould feel saferif mare

security cameras were ] O O
implemented in this area.

25, To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

Strongly )
disagree Disagree Meutral
Falicing in this area is
successiulin tackling crime | & @] [ @]

owerall.

The Prince George's County
Folice successiully reduces ] O O
crime and anti-social behavior.

The University Police/Paolice
Auxiliary successiully reduces | & @] [ @]
crime and anti-social behavior.

The Prince George's County
Folice interacts with people in ] O O
wourlocal area

The University Police/Paolice
Auiliary interacts with people ] ] [ @]
inyour local area

Your neighbarhood is a safe
place to live. O o O
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26. Please respond to the following gquestions.

Mo, notatall Mo, not much Meutral

Doyou feel the police in this

area understand the concerns
ofthe people living in this O O

neighborhood?

Do you think the palice in this

area take the concerns ofthe
people living in this O O

neighborhood serioushy?

27. How worried are you about being a victim of the following?

Mot at all Mot veny
warried worried

Auto theft ] [ &)

Disturhances caused by
peopleinthe area

Haraszment because of race
andfor ethnic hackground

legal drug use andir dealing
drugs

Fhysical agsaults {(ncluding
sexual assaults)

Residential burglary
Street robbery or muggings

Theft from grounds or
shedigarage

Yandalism to or theft from auto

Yandalism, graffiti, or damage
to property (other than auto)

O 0 O oo O O O O
O 0 O oo 0o O O O

28. Please answer "Yes™ or "No" to the following gquestions.

fes
Do you generally avaid going out after dark?

Doyou generally avoid answering the door after
dark?

Ciowou avoid groups of people on the street?

Doyou avoid using public transport alone after
dark?

Do you avoid going out alone?

o0 O O O O

Doyou avoid leaving your house unoccupied?
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O ¢ O oo 0o O O O©

extent

@)

Fairly warried

@]

O 0 O oo 0o O O O

Yes, to some

o0 O O O O

res, fully

@)

ey worried
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29, In your neighborhood, which of the following are present?
(Check all that apply)

F Emergency telephaones

[ External lighting

[ Maintenance of building (ie. buildings are properly maintained)

[] Maintenance of landscape itrimming bushes, planting fowers, etc)
[] Palice patral in the community

[ sidewalks

[ security carmeras

30. Which of the following crimes have you personally experienced in the last 12 months?
[] Auta theft

[] Disturhances caused by neighbors

[] Harassment because of race andiar ethnic backaraund
] egal drug use andfar dealing drugs

L FPhysical assaults {including sexual assaults)

[] Residential burglary

[] street rabbery or muggings

] Theft fram grounds or shed/garage

[ wandalism ta ar theft fram auta

. Yandalisrm, graffiti, or damage to property (other than auto)
] Mane ofthe above

[ other;

31. Did you report the crimes that you experienced {if any) to the police or amy other agency?
) Yes
) Mo
) A

32. if reported: Who did yvou report this crime to?
(Check all that apply.)

] Landlord

[ University of Maryland Palice
] Prince Gearge's County Palice
O Meighborhoad Watch

] mia

[ Gther;
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33. F reported: Please rate your satisfaction with the response you received after reporting the crime.

Yery Fairly . . )
dissatisfied dissatishied Meutral Fairly satisfied Very satisfied

Courtesy of the police & [ ] [ & 3] [ ]

Speed of response & ) & &) )
kKnowledge of the local area

and local issues o o o o o

Effectiveness of response & ) & ] )
The follow-up information and

support you received o O o O O

34. F HOT reported: Which of the following factors, if any, caused you to not report the crime?
(Check all that apply.)

[] I did nat think it was serious enough

[] I could not be hothered to report it

[] someane else reported it

[ The police would not he able to do amything

[ The palice would not take the crime serioushhwould not he interested
[] The palice were too husy

[] I'was able to sort the problem out myself

[] ttwas unlikely that the criminalés) wauld get caught
[ I was scared of revenge attacksfreprisals

L naray

[Jother:

35. Which of the following do you have at your College Park residence?
(Check all that apply.)

[ Door locks

[] window locks

[1 Hame security system
[] Door viewer or peephole
O other;

36. Which of the following do you USE to protect your College Park residence? {Check all that apphy.)
(Check all that apply.)

[] Door locks

[T windaw locks

[] Home security system
[1 Daar viewer ar peephaole

[ other:
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37. If you have a car, which of the following precautions do you take?
(Check all that apply.)

[ Parkin avisible area

[] Lock the doors and trunk

[ Keep anyvaluahles out of sight

(] Use an alarm system

] use s steering wheel lock

[ Keepitina garage

[] Have it registered with an auto theft retrieval serice
[] M- 1 dan't have a car

[ other:

38. Which of the following precautions do you usually take to ensure your personal safety?
(Check all that apply.)

[] ©heck the identity of visitors to your home
[ Avoid certain streets or areas

[] Let someone know where wou have gone when out
[J carry a mohile phone for safety reasons when out

[J carry a whistle ar ather noisemaker when out

[ @arry a protective device (pepper spray, pocket knife, etc ) when out
[ wvalk in & group

[J other:

39. Please let us know if you have any other suggestions or comments ahout our survey.

You are done!

[fyou have any questions, please feel free to contact us at cp2.umdi@amail.com or visit our wehsite:
hitpeiteams.gemstone. umd.edufclassof201 1 fcp 2.

Thanks again for completing the survey!
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Appendix C: Perception Survey for Non-Residents

Crime Prevention and Perception in College Park Survey (FOR NON-RESIDENTS)

Welcome and thank you far choosing to participate in our survey.

Wie are Crime Prevention & Perception, an underaraduate research team in the Gemstane Program of the University of Maryland.
Far more infarmation, please visit ourwebsite: hitpiteams gemstane.umd.edufclassaf2011/cp2i

The following survey was designed to assess perceptions of crime in offcampus housing areas near the University of Maryland's
College Park campus.

PLEASE MOTE - All questions in this survey refer to the Old Historic Town neighborhoods of College Park. Accordingly, please
respond to all guestions in terms of the Old Town area (NOT with your hametawn ar other neighhorhoods). Also, he sure to read
each question carefully, as several ofthe questions and answer choices will look very similar.

There entire survey will take approximately 10 minutes to complete.

Cn the next page you will find an overview of our research study. Atthe hottom of the page will be a place for you to write your name
and date, which serves as an electronic signature for our consent form. Please be sure to fill in the required fields, or else you will
be unahle to proceed with the suney.

Research Description and Participant Consent Form
PROJECT TITLE: Crime Prevention and Perception
WiHY 15 THIS RESEARCH BEING DONE?

This is a research project heing conducted by the Crime Prevention and Perception team of the Gemstone Pragrarm at the
University of Maryland, College Park. YWe are inviting you to padicipate in this research project because your perceptions of crime
in College park are waluable ta aur study. The purpose ofthis research project is to gauge your history of victimization,
awareness, and perception of crime in the Old Historic Town of College Park.

WHAT WILL | BE ASKED TO DO?

The procedures invalve campleting an online survey that will ask various gquestions concerning demographic status, history of
wictimization, neighbarhood cohesion, concern far community, feeling of safety orwarry, avaidance of crime, and community
policing. There is no specific location for the completion of the survey. You will be asked to complete themn at your convenience,
The survey will take no langer than fiteen minutes.

WHAT ABOUT CONFIDEMNTIALITY?

We will keep yaur persanal information confidential. Ta help protect yaur confidentiality, all survey administrators will keep
restricted your name and all information gathered aboutyou. The suniey will remain anonymous and will not ask faryou address
or contact information. Survey administrators will exercise caution to prevent others from accessing the survey data.

WHAT ARE THE RISKS OF THIS RESEARCH?

There may be some risks fram patticipating in this research study. The survey will include guestions related to your past
victimization and perception of current expasure ta crime. The risks that may arise from this survey could be due ta the nature of
the survey questions and could include revival of repressed memaories, emotional disturbance, embarrassment, increased fear,
sadness, distress, stress, and heightened paranoia.

WHAT ARE THE BEMEFITS OF THIS RESEARCH?

This research is not designed to help you persanally, butthe results may help the investigatar learn more about the perception of
crime in College Park. By surveying you, the investigator will he able to determine passible areas of vulnerability in this
environment. Results of the project may help to encourage initiatives to enhance safety in the College Park general community.
DO | HAVE TO BE IM THIS RESEARCH? MAY | STOP PARTICIPATIMNG AT ANY TIME?

Your paticipation in this research is completely voluntary. You may choose notto take part at all. Ifyou decide to participate in this

research, you may stop participating at any time. Ifyou decide notto padicipate in this study or ifyou stop paricipating at any time,
yau will nat he penalized or lose any benefits to which you atherwise qualify.
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WHAT IF | HAVE QUESTIONS?

This research is heing conducted by Dr. Charles Wellford of the Criminology Department at the University of Maryland, College
Fark. Ifyou have any questions ahout the research study itzelf, please contact Dr. Charles VWellford at: 2220 Lefrak Hall,
cweliford@crim.umd.edu.

[fyou have guestions ahoutyour rights as a research subject or wish to report a research-related injury, please contact:
Institutional Review Board Office, University of Maryland, College Park, Maryland, 20742, (e-mail} irh@deans.umd.edu;
(telephone) 301-405-0678.

This research has heen reviewed according to the University of Mandand, College Park IRB procedures for research invaling
human subjects.

Counseling services are available on campus. Feel free to contact the Counseling Center at: The University of Maryland,
Susguehanna Hall at 301-314-T6451,

STATEMENT OF AGE OF SUBJECT AND COMSENT

Checking the box helow indicates that:

-you are at least 18 years of age,

- the research has heen explained to you,

- your guestions have heen fully answered; and

- wou freely and voluntarily choose to padicipate in this research project,

1. Consent Form Confirmation *
"By checking this box, | acknowledge to have read the consent farm above, and voluntarily agree to become a padicipant in this
research study”

[ es, | agree.
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2. What is your age?

3. If you are a student, what level of education are you pursuing?
() Undergraduate

() Graduate

() lam not a student

4. What is your expected graduation date?
(Example: Spring 2011)

5. Please indicate your gender.
) Male
() Female

6. Which of the following best describes your racial or ethnic hackground?
Flease check all that apply.

[ Asian

] Black or Aftican American
[] Wvhite ar Caucasian

] Hizpanic

[ Mative American

7. How often do you spend time in the Old Historic Town College Park area?
(3 Almost everyday

() About once a week
() Onee ortwice a month
(3 Wery rarely {or never)

8. At what time of day do you usualhy visit this area?
(Check all that apply.)

[ In the morning
[ In the afternoan
O Inthe eveningmight

[] Dwring the late night or early morning hours

[ mia
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9. At which of the following times of day do you think the most crime in the area takes place?
() Early hours (2arm-Barm)

Early morming (Bam-9am)

Marning (dam-12pm)
3 Afternoon (1Zpm-apm)

) Early evening (Spm-8pm)

00000

3 Late evening/night(8pm-11pm)

() The midnight hours (11prm-2am)

10. How safe do you feel in the following situation?

Mot safe atall  Fairly unsafe Meutral Faitly safe Wery safe
Walking alone during the day in ! ! ! ! !
this area O O o O O
Walking alone at night in this O o O O o

area

11. On a scale of 1 to 10, please rate the following:
Haon likely do you think you will be avictim of crime?

1T 2 3 4 5 B 7T 8 9 10

Motlikelvatall & O O O O O O O O O MeryLikely

12. To what extent are you worried about crime in this area?
(3 Mot at all warried

() Motvery worried

() Fairly worried
C.

Wary worried

13. If you are worried about heing a victim of crime, what are some of your reasons for feeling this way?
(Check all that apply.)

[] I have experienced it hefare

[ 1 know someone who has experienced it before

[ 1 have heard stories of it happening to other peaple

[ I have read articles in the Diamondback newspaper that describe crimes that have occurred in this area of College Park

[] I have read crime alerts sent by the Liniversity of Maryland Palice Department that describe crimes that have occurred in this
area

[ Specific individuals in this area worry me
[] This area has a bad reputation for crime
[] Mane, | am notwarried ahout being a victim of crime

[ other:

97



14. What do you think are the causes of crime in this area?
(Check all that apply.)

[] Alcohal related reasons

[] Drug related reasons

[J Mot enough police presence
i Easyaccess to property

[ Unemployrment

[] Law incames

[] Professional criminals

[ Lack of community cooperatian

[] The ather tenants da nottake crime prevention seriously

14. In general, how do you feel about security cameras?

1 2 3 4 5 @ 7 8 9 10
Verynegatively O O O O O O © O O O Verpositively

16. Are there any security cameras in this area?
) Yes
() Mo

) Don't Know

17. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

S_trungly Dizagree Meutral
disagree
Security cameras would help to O O o

deter criminal activity,

lwould feel safer if more

security cameras were O ] O
implemented in this area.

18. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

Strongl\; Disagree Meutral
disagree
Folicing in thiz area is
successful in tackling crime ()] (&) )

averall.

The Prince George's County
Police successfully reduces &) &) O
crime and anti-social behavior,

The Liniversity Folice/Police
Auxiliary successfully reduces &) O &
crime and anti-social behavior,

This area iz 2 safe place to be. O &) O
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19. How worried are you ahout being a victim of the following?

Mot at all
wiartied

Auto theft O O @] O

Disturbances cauzed hy
people inthe area

Mot veny worried Meutral Fairly worried

Harassment because of race
andiar ethnic backdround

egal drug use andfor dealing
drugs

Fhysical assaults {including
sexual assaults)

Street robhery or muggings

|0 0| 0|0 |0C
o0 0| 0|0 |0
|0 0| 0|0 |0
/00| 0|0 |0

Wandalism to ar theft from auta

20. 0On a scale of 110 10, please rate the following:
How afraid are you of being a victim of crime?

1 2 3 4 58 B Y 8 8§ 10
Motafraidatall O O O © O O O O O O verafraid

21. Which of the following are present in this area?
(Check all that apply.)

O Emergency telephones

[] External lighting

[] Maintenance of building (ie. buildings are praperly maintained)

[] maintenance of landscape trimming bushes, planting flowers, ete)
[ Palice patral in the carmmunity

O sidewalks

[] security cameras

22. Please answer "Yes" or "No™ to the following questions.

es Mo

Dioyou generally avoid going out after dark? [ & &)

Do you avaid groups of people on the strest? &) O
Do wou awoid using public transport alone after

dark? o O

Do you avoid going out alone? [ &) )
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23. Which of the following crimes have you personally experienced in the last 12 months?
1 Auto theft

[] Disturbances caused by neighbors

(] Harassment because of race andior ethnic background
1 lllegal drug use andfor dealing drugs

[] Physical assaults fincluding sexual assaults)

[] Residential burglary

[] street robbery or muggings

[ Theftfrom grounds or shedigarage

[ wandalism to or theft from auto

[] wandalism, graffiti, or damage ta praperty (other than auto)
[] Mane afthe above

[ other:

24. Did you report the crimes that you experienced (if any) to the police or any other agency?
) Yes
(3 Mo
() hiA

25, If reported: Who did you report this crime to?
(Check all that apply.)

[] Landlord

F University of Maryand Palice
O Prince George's County Police
[] Meighborhood Ywatch

1 mhras

[ other:

26. If reported: Please rate your satisfaction with the response you received after reporting the crime.

dissvaliigﬂed disgaatiirgtf'led Meutral Fairly satisfied “ery satisfied
Couresy of the police & O O o (@]
Speed of response O @] O @ §]
B acal st © © o © ©
Effectiveness of response &) O O O O
The fallow-up information and O O e (@) O

support you received
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27. f NOT reported: Which of the following factors, if any, caused you to not report the crime?
{Check all that apply.)

[] I did nat think it was serious enough

[] I could not be hothered to report it

[] Someone else reported it

(] The palice would not be able to do anything

[] The police would not take the crime seriouslwould not he interested
[] The police were too husy

[] Iwas able to sortthe problem out myself

O itwas unlikely that the criminal{s) would get caught
[ 1was scared of revenge attacks/reprisals

[ s,

[ other:

28. Please let us know if you have any other suggestions or comments about our survey.

You are done!

Ifyou have any questions, please feel free to contact us at cp2.umd@gmail.com or visit our website:
hitpiteams.gemstone.umd.eduiclassof201 1icp 2.

Thanks again for completing the survey!
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Appendix D: Crime Coding Key

Streets

1 - Baltimore Ave

2 - Calvert Ave

3 - College Ave

4 - Hartwick Rd

5 - Hopkins Ave

6 - Knox Rd

7 - Princeton Ave

8 - Rhode Island Ave

9 - Dickinson Avenue

10 - Dartmouth Avenue

12 - Norwich Road

13 - College Ave, Rhode Island Ave
14 - Knox Rd, Dickinson Ave

15 - Knox Rd, Princeton Ave

16 - College Ave, Dartmouth Ave
17 - College Ave, Dickinson Ave
18 - Hartwick Rd, Princeton Ave

Type of Crime

1 - Theft

2 -RBE

3 - Attempted RBE

4 - Citizen robbery

5 - Attempted citizen strong-arm robbery
6 - Theft from auto

10 - Residential robbery

12 - RBE and auto theft

13 - RBE and assault

Number of Criminals
11 - unknown

Race of Criminals
1 - White

2 - Black

3 - Hispanic

4 - Asian

5 - Mixed

9 - Other

11 - Unknown
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Gender of Griminals
1 - Male

2 - Female

5 - Mixed

11 - Unknown

Number of Victims
11 - unknown

Race of Victims
1 - White

2 - Black

3 - Hispanic

4 - Asian

5 - Mixed

9 - Other

Gender of Victims
1 - Male

2 - Female

5 - Mixed

Status

1 - Student

2 - Non-student
11 - Unknown

Time of Day
1 - Day-time
2 - Night-time
11 - Unknown

Break

1 - Winter

2 - Summer

3 - Spring

4 - Thanksgiving
0 - None



Reporting Time
1 - Within 1 hr
2 -<24hrs
3-<1 week

4 ->1 week

11 - Unknown

Anyone Present
1-Yes

2 -No

10 - N/A

11 - Unknown

Home Security
1 - Locked

2 - Unlocked
10 - N/A

11 - Unknown

Weapons

1 -Gun

9 - Other

11 - Unknown
0 - None
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Items Stolen

1 - Inside home
2 - Outside home
3 - On person

4 - Inside car

9 - Other

11 - Unknown

0 - None

Damages

1 - Door

2 - Window

3 - Access to item

4 - Door and Window
9 - Other

11 - Unknown

0 - None

Victim Injuries
1-Yes

2 -No

11 - Unknown
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Appendix F: The Diamondback Articles
The Diamondback is an independent, daily student newspaper of the University of
Maryland. The following is a comprehensive list of Diamondback articles related to crime, fear,

safety, and/or the Crime Prevention and Perception team from January 2008 till December 2010.

Man evades police in car chase on Rt. 1
County police say suspect tied to two purse snatchings and tanning salon robbery
December 13, 2010 by Marissa Lang

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/man-evades-police-in-car-chase-on-rt-1-1.1830107

Police target student misconceptions

In addition to fighting crime, police and university officials are turning their attention to another
threat that has infiltrated the student body — fear.

December 12, 2010 by Ben Present

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/police-target-student-misconceptions-1.1830055

GSG holds second annual safety walk

December 2, 2010 by Amanda Pino

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/gsg-holds-second-annual-safety-walk-1.1815727
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Delivery man robbed at Knox and Guilford

Another man mugged at gunpoint leaving Greenbelt Metro

November 21, 2010 by Ben Present
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/delivery-man-robbed-at-knox-and-guilford-

1.1788792

BREAKING: Student robbed in Mowatt Lane Garage
November 18, 2010 by Brady Holt
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/breaking-student-robbed-in-mowatt-lane-garage-

1.1784515

Mugging on Mowatt stairs unsolved
Student robbed of 1D, cell phone in garage
November 18, 2010

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/mugging-on-mowatt-stairs-unsolved-1.1786266

City officials to illuminate local streets
Police, city vow to tackle long-time lighting issues
November 16, 2010 by Leah Villanueva

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/city-officials-to-illuminate-local-streets-1.1778318
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Police arrest two after backpack theft
Arrests occur within minutes of incident outside McKeldin Library
November 11, 2010 by Ben Present

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/police-arrest-two-after-backpack-theft-1.1770504

Police may employ cell phone videos to track crime

Professor creates app for crime victims, witnesses

November 5, 2010 by Ben Present
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/police-may-employ-cell-phone-videos-to-track-crime-

1.1748138

Campus safety: A case of the blues
November 2, 2010 by Ellen Linzer

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/opinion/campus-safety-a-case-of-the-blues-1.1739278

Students harmed in three assaults
Police seek suspects in one of three incidents
November 1, 2010 by Ben Present

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/students-harmed-in-three-assaults-1.1738304

Guest column: A call for cameras
October 28, 2010 by Andre Beasley

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/opinion/guest-column-a-call-for-cameras-1.1731987
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Police arrest third suspect in August robbery

Silver Spring man turned himself into police after arrest warrant was served

October 22, 2010 by Ben Present
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/police-arrest-third-suspect-in-august-robbery-

1.1722235

Crimes worry Seven Springs residents
Robbery, attempted break-in around complex raise security concerns
October 20, 2010 by Ben Present

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/crimes-worry-seven-springs-residents-1.1719305

O’Malley promises to address city crime
Governor met with University Police officials to discuss campus security
October 15, 2010 by Kelly Farrell

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/o-malley-promises-to-address-city-crime-1.1692091

BREAKING: Police arrest suspect in stabbings

Kensington man charged with attempted murder, assault

October 13, 2010 by Ben Present and Lauren Redding
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/breaking-police-arrest-suspect-in-stabbings-

1.1687650
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In SGA walk, officials study where students feel least safe

Police say perceptions not indicative of danger

October 12, 2010 by Sarah Meehan
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/in-sga-walk-officials-study-where-students-feel-least-

safe-1.1678433

Crime is down, police officials say

Students bombarded by crime alerts and newscasts decrying a College Park crime wave have
reported feeling uneasy with the amount of criminal activity occurring on or néar the campus
this past month, but police officials said in reality, crime on the campus has gone down
significantly.

October 5, 2010 by Ben Present

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/crime-is-down-police-officials-say-1.1665169

BREAKING: Man robbed behind Anne Arundel Hall
October 3, 2010 by Brady Holt
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/breaking-man-robbed-behind-anne-arundel-hall-

1.1661852

Student falls victim to robbery on campus
Mugging incident took place outside Anne Arundel
October 3, 2010 by Amanda Pino

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/student-falls-victim-to-robbery-on-campus-1.1662706
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Police install 19 cameras in Old Town

In addition to the 350 security cameras used to monitor activity on the campus, the city is
installing 19 cameras in Old Town College Park in a move police officials hope will help
mitigate crime and fear.

September 28, 2010 by Ben Present

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/police-install-19-cameras-in-old-town-1.1651283

Despite crime wave, students maintain their late-night habits

Rash of recent criminal activity in College Park makes some more wary, but many students
remain unfazed

September 23, 2010 by Amanda Pino
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/despite-crime-wave-students-maintain-their-late-

night-habits-1.1645570

REACHING OVER YELLOW TAPE

The new District 1 police commander wants students who have fallen victim to crime in College
Park to know: He has felt their pain.

September 22, 2010 by Ben Present

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/reaching-over-yellow-tape-1.1640356
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Man robbed, assaulted downtown

A group of three men assaulted and robbed a man in the parking lot of the College Park
Shopping Center early yesterday morning, according to a crime alert.

September 20, 2010 by Kelly Farrell

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/man-robbed-assaulted-downtown-1.1606611

BREAKING: The search continues for bank robber

In what police officials have described as an unusually brash crime, the man brandished a gun,
demanding the teller hand over cash. The bank worker complied and gave the suspect a money
bag. Police officials declined to specify how much money was in the bag immediately following
the incident

September 16, 2010 by LeylaKorkut and Marissa Lang
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/breaking-the-search-continues-for-bank-robber-

1.1602778

Police warn students of ‘Crime Time’

Crime Time — Get Home Safely, a joint initiative by police and university organizations, has
been in the works since the summer. Its message is simple: Between the hours of 2 and 4 a.m.,
students and residents of College Park are more likely to encounter crime.

September 9, 2010 by Ben Present

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/police-warn-students-of-crime-time-1.1574503
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Four men robbed in two incidents just minutes apart

Near the campus marks an uptick in crime that District 1 Commander Maj. Robert Liberati said
September 8, 2010 by Ben Present
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/four-men-robbed-in-two-incidents-just-minutes-apart-

1.1572212

Guest Column: A call for increased security
September 7, 2010 by Jeffrey Gunnarsson
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/opinion/guest-column-a-call-for-increased-security-

1.1554905

Four men assault, rob student on Hartwick Rd.

A group of four men assaulted and robbed a student on Hartwick Road early Saturday,
according to a crime alert.

September 7, 2010 by Ben Present
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/four-men-assault-rob-student-on-hartwick-rd-

1.1555502

Staff Editorial: Pump up protection

University Police must expand their presence past Knox Road and Route 1 to other high-crime
areas.

August 31, 2010 by Diamondback editorial board

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/opinion/staff-editorial-pump-up-protection-1.1547530
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Groups of men rob students near campus

There were two groups of students robbed in College Park since Friday: Five men mugged three
Students waiting for a bus on Berwyn House Road at 1:34 a.m. yesterday, according to a crime
alert from Prince George’s County Police; in the Friday mugging, three students — all editors
August 29, 2010 by Leah Villanueva

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/groups-of-men-rob-students-near-campus-1.1543323

Gunmen pursue student on Route 1
After leaving hotel party, student and companion robbed of money, shoes by three men
August 12, 2010 by Leah Villanueva

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/gunmen-pursue-student-on-route-1-1.1528417

Students mugged in Lot 1

Two students were assaulted and robbed in Lot 1B on Friday afternoon, police said, and two 16-
year-olds were arrested nearby shortly afterward in connection with the crime.

July 8, 2010 by Leah Villanueva

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/students-mugged-in-lot-1-1.1497551

Gunman robs student on College Ave.
Fourth mugging in two weeks is latest in series of crimes, including holdup at D.P. Dough
July 1, 2010 by Leah Villanueva

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/gunman-robs-student-on-college-ave-1.1496067
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Student mugged at Leonardtown
Two women also robbed on Calvert Road on “Safe Corridor” to College Park Metro
June 24, 2010 by Richard Abdill

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/student-mugged-at-leonardtown-1.1494569

Robberies hit downtown, Courtyards
Man robbed at gunpoint near Metro station Wednesaay night in latest of four incidents
June 3, 2010 by Richard Abdill and Maria Romas

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/robberies-hit-downtown-courtyards-1.1488382

Gunman robs student near University Courtyards

Masked man stole cell phone, wallet early Sunday

May 17, 2010 by Rich Abdill
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/gunman-robs-student-near-university-courtyards-

1.1482125

Group tries to rob students by chapel
Police seek five or six men in attempted strong arm robbery early yesterday morning
May 10, 2010 by Ben Present

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/group-tries-to-rob-students-by-chapel-1.1477535
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Spring crime wave hits the campus

A series of thefts swept across campus last month, with thieves making off with laptops, textbooks
and electronic devices from offices, classrooms and residence halls, but police have not
identified the source of the crime wave.

May 6, 2010 by Darren Botelho

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/spring-crime-wave-hits-the-campus-1.1474607

Armed robbers strike two city houses
Suspects were looking for drugs on Princeton Ave.,; One had semi-automatic handgun
April 26, 2010 by Darren Botelho

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/armed-robbers-strike-two-city-houses-1.1427608

Multiple assailants beat man outside Santa Fe

Although a crime alert was sent out to the university community Friday concerning an assault at
4401 Knox Road, Prince George’s County Police officials said yesterday that the incident
actually occurred outside 4410— Santa Fe Cafe.

April 20, 2010 by Darren Botelho
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/multiple-assailants-beat-man-outside-santa-fe-

1.1372946
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Man robbed, assaulted at city shopping center

A man unaffiliated with the university was robbed in the College Park Shopping Center on
Sunday night after being threatened with a baseball bat by two men, a crime alert reported
yesterday.

April 6, 2010 by Darren Botelho
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/man-robbed-assaulted-at-city-shopping-center-

1.1306545

Three men rob student on Route 1
Fourth crime alert of the semester sent after possibly armed suspects steal cell phone
March 8, 2010 by Darren Botelho

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/three-men-rob-student-on-route-1-1.1258643

Three men rob student on South Campus
19-year-old North Campus resident was walking to study session in Harford Hall
February 25, 2010 by Darren Botelho

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/three-men-rob-student-on-south-campus-1.1174827

Council approves security cameras
In scaled-down plan, 15 surveillance cameras will be installed in downtown area
February 24, 2010 by Nick Rhodes

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/council-approves-security-cameras-1.1171737
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Staff editorial: Safety school
University and city officials should make sure that the recent crime decrease was not a fluke.
February 17, 2010 by Diamondback editorial board

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/opinion/staff-editorial-safety-school-1.1163338

Three charged in South Campus Commons theft
February 5, 2010 by Darren Botelho
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/three-charged-in-south-campus-commons-theft-

1.1115620

Prince George’s crime levels hit 35-year low

Although burglaries remain a problem, crime in Prince George’s County is the lowest it has
been in 35 years, a milestone police officials chalk up to increased safety programs, more
patrolling officers and a change in county strategy.

February 2, 2010 by Darren Botelho
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/prince-george-s-crime-levels-hit-35-year-low-

1.1110054

More than 30 houses in the city burglarized over break

Fell victim to the crime wave.

January 28, 2010 by Darren Botelho
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/more-than-30-houses-in-the-city-burglarized-over-

break-1.1090427
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Burglaries over break alarm city landlords

Exact numbers unavailable, but association claims uptick

January 26, 2010 by Darren Botelho
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/burglaries-over-break-alarm-city-landlords-

1.1086319

Holiday breaks see spikes in city burglaries

With students gone, empty houses and apartments make prime targets

December 1, 2009 by Amanda Pino
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/holiday-breaks-see-spikes-in-city-burglaries-

1.947752

Burglaries serve as reminder of security problems

String ends after arrest, but unlocked doors, tailgating persist

November 24, 2009 by Kara Estelle
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/burglaries-serve-as-reminder-of-security-problems-

1.944896

Police arrest student in Friday’s stabbing
21-year-old charged with three counts of assault; lawyer says client is not guilty
November 10, 2009 by Kara Estelle

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/police-arrest-student-in-friday-s-stabbing-1.892449
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Man stabbed on Hartwick Road
November 9, 2009 by Kara Estelle

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/man-stabbed-on-hartwick-road-1.890958

Student raped in off-campus house
Police searching for suspect, Crime occurred in the 7500 block of Dickinson Ave.
November 2, 2009 by Kara Estelle

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/student-raped-in-off-campus-house-1.856073

In District 1, public safety concerns dominate

Five candidates compete for two council seats in northern College Park

October 28, 2009 by Amanda Pino

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/in-district- 1 -public-safety-concerns-dominate-

1.832597

Armed robber mugs female student Friday
Victim was getting off Shuttle-UM bus near Graduate Hills
October 26, 2009 by Kara Estelle

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/armed-robber-mugs-female-student-friday-1.829217
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No students attend the SGA’s annual safety walk

Campus tour catered to officials with the ability to make changes, officials say

October 21, 2009
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/no-students-attend-the-sga-s-annual-safety-walk-

1.794465

Shootings’ lasting impact unclear
Students, businesses unfazed despite bloody weekend
October 20, 2009 by Nick Rhodes

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/shootings-lasting-impact-unclear-1.792917

Man, 19, charged with assaulting student
Knox Road fight's direct cause unknown, student hospitalized with injuries
October 13, 2009 by Kara Estelle

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/man-19-charged-with-assaulting-student-1.709731

Univ. Police releases annual crime report
Some laud the report, saying it keeps students informed, safer
October 5, 2009 by Kara Estelle

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/univ-police-releases-annual-crime-report-1.626959
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Police arrest 3 shortly after robbery
Fifteen minutes after crime, cameras used to track suspects to Knox Road CV/S
October 1, 2009 by Nick Rhodes

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/police-arrest-3-shortly-after-robbery-1.623824

Student charged in reporting fake crime
Student had fabricated story of robbery, battery
October 1, 2009 by Nick Rhodes

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/student-charged-in-reporting-fake-crime-1.623812

Three men sought in armed robbery investigation

A student and an unaffiliated man were robbed at Knox Ave. and Princeton Ave. early Saturday
September 28, 2009 by Kara Estelle
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/three-men-sought-in-armed-robbery-investigation-

1.556135

Police arrest four in connection with July robbery

University Police still searching for one suspect in July 31 robbery on the Mall

September 21, 2009 by Kara Estelle
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/police-arrest-four-in-connection-with-july-robbery-

1.524669
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Guest column: Shining a (blue) spotlight
September 15, 2009 by Andre Beasley

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/opinion/guest-column-shining-a-blue-spotlight-1.475359

Suspects identified in local crime string
September 10, 2009 by Kara Estelle

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/suspects-identified-in-local-crime-string-1.437164

Summer Crime Blotter
A roundup of all the crime over the summer in College Park
September 2, 2009 by Nick Rhodes

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/summer-crime-blotter-1.348364

Armed robber hits Route 1 liquor store
Employees were held at gunpoint; Crime alert is first of the semester
September 1, 2009 by Kara Estelle

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/armed-robber-hits-route-1-liquor-store-1.348167
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One dead, one injured in city stabbing case

The city's second murder this year has no university connection. A domestic dispute ended with
one man in the hospital and one dead. Police arrested Roberto Edmundo Cruz, 45, and charged
him with second-degree murder in connection with the crime.

August 20, 2009 by Ben Slivnick

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/one-dead-one-injured-in-city-stabbing-case-1.303353

Man mugged on Knox and Princeton

21-year-old non-student, who lost wallet, other possessions, falls victim in early morning
robbery.

August 20, 2009 by Rich Abdill

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/man-mugged-on-knox-and-princeton-1.303354

Despite drop in crime, students still feel unsafe

Although College Park crime rates continue to decline, students still have trouble feeling safe on
and around the campus, a long-standing problem police say they aren't sure how to fix. "I'm
terrified of Maryland's campus, " sophomore letters and sciences major Michelle Vistica said.
May 14, 2009 by Nick Rhodes
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/despite-drop-in-crime-students-still-feel-unsafe-

1.276851
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Guest Column: A concealed cause

The recent rash of crimes here in College Park has had me thinking about crime control. What
ways are there to prevent crime? More police? That idea does have one drawback. mongy.
Police officers are expensive, and in this economy cost, is a crucial factor in any policymaking.
May 11, 2009 by Ryan Goff

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2792/guest-column-a-concealed-cause-1.276882

Security camera details revealed
May 6, 2009 by Brady Holt

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/security-camera-details-revealed-1.276971

Five men rob student outside Rt. 1 McDonald's
May 4, 2009 by Nick Rhodes

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/five-men-rob-student-outside-rt-1-mcdonald-s-

1.277016
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Religious groups, police brainstorm new crimefighting tactics

University and community religious groups joined forces with university and county police
yesterday to brainstorm ways of mitigating crime in College Park. Representatives from a broad
range of university religious groups including Hindu, Muslim and Christian student
organizations met

May 1, 2009 by James B. Hale
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/religious-groups-police-brainstorm-new-

crimefighting-tactics-1.277046

Student robbed in backyard
Armed robbery results in police sending out third crime alert in past week
April 29, 2009 by Adele Hampton

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/student-robbed-in-backyard-1.277098

Four sought in strong-arm robbery
April 28, 2009 by Nick Rhodes

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/four-sought-in-strong-arm-robbery-1.277113

Two people slashed near Route 1 bars

April 27, 2009 by Nick Rhodes

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/two-people-slashed-near-route-1-bars-1.277147
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A commander leaves home
During his time as the head of District 1, Davis saw College Park crime rates drop
April 15, 2009 by Nick Rhodes

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/a-commander-leaves-home-1.277356

Safety: Not fixed with just a campus map

The safety map could actually make crime worse in College Park. It's one thing for students to
talk about what parts of town are dangerous, but another entirely for a respected authority - in
this case, the city's largest public institution, landowner and employer - to lay out where people
should...

April 10, 2009 by Dan Reed

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2792/safety-not-fixed-with-just-a-campus-map-1.277417

Crime: Get to the root of it - and green it up

Crime is always going to be high if you don't address poverty. The best way to reduce off-campus
crime would be to revitalize the College Park community and make this area of Prince George's
County better off. Easier said than done.

April 9, 2009 by Matt Dernoga
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2792/crime-get-to-the-root-of-it-and-green-it-up-

1.277416
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Safety returns as major issue in SGA race
April 1, 2009 by Marissa Lang

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/safety-returns-as-major-issue-in-sga-race-1.277606

Two men attack student, steal his property Friday
March 31, 2009 by Kyle Goon
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/two-men-attack-student-steal-his-property-friday-

1.277631

City funds security cameras in proposed budget
March 30, 2009 by Brady Holt
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/city-funds-security-cameras-in-proposed-budget-

1.277659

County police program to assess housing safety
March 12, 2009 by Nick Rhodes
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/county-police-program-to-assess-housing-safety-

1.277866

Man uses ladder to attempt second-floor Peeping Tom
March 10, 2009 by Kyle Goon
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/man-uses-ladder-to-attempt-second-floor-peeping-

tom-1.277914
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Students foil robbery attempt
Police delay crime alert to pursue leads in case
March 4, 2009 by Nick Rhodes

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/students-foil-robbery-attempt-1.278011

Suspects flee empty-handed in second robbery attempt in Feb.
February 23, 2009 by Nick Rhodes
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/suspects-flee-empty-handed-in-second-robbery-

attempt-in-feb-1.278183

Police tout improvements at safety forum
February 13, 2009 by Diana Elbasha

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/police-tout-improvements-at-safety-forum-1.278350

Police honored for quick work
February 11, 2009 by Nick Rhodes

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/police-honored-for-quick-work-1.278399

SGA aims to boost safety discussion at orientation
February 5, 2009 by Derby Cox
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/sga-aims-to-boost-safety-discussion-at-orientation-

1.278507
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Fight witness almost robbed
individual, according to the student and a crime alert sent yesterday by University Police.
February 4, 2009 by Nick Rhodes

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/fight-witness-almost-robbed-1.278539

Police arrest students for December robbery

One suspect already nabbed for Knox Road crime in January

February 4, 2009 by Kyle Goon
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/police-arrest-students-for-december-robbery-

1.278531

Police send out several robbery-related alerts during break

University Police released crime alerts for several local robberies during the holidays, up from
three robbery alerts during winter break last year. University Police spokesman Paul Dillon said
the fluctuation is fairly typical from year to year, and police have not noticed any significant rise
February 2, 2009 by Kyle Goon
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/police-send-out-several-robbery-related-alerts-

during-break-1.278719

Police arrest two in game store robbery

February 2, 2009 by Kyle Goon

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/police-arrest-two-in-game-store-robbery-1.278587
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Police arrest student for January robbery
January 28, 2009 by Kyle Goon

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/police-arrest-student-for-january-robbery-1.278661

Student robbed at gunpoint in Univ. Park
January 26, 2009 by Nick Rhodes

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/student-robbed-at-gunpoint-in-univ-park-1.278715

Crime spate hits University Square
Complex sees five robberies in six days in Nov.; grad students impacted
December 15, 2008 by Kyle Goon

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/crime-spate-hits-university-square-1.278772

Researchers develop camera to analyze human movement

December 12, 2008 by Chris Yu
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/researchers-develop-camera-to-analyze-human-

movement-1.278804

Univ. crime rates continue to stay low

December 8, 2008 by Kyle Goon

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/univ-crime-rates-continue-to-stay-low-1.278913
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Police arrest two in September robbery
December 5, 2008 by Kyle Goon

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/police-arrest-two-in-september-robbery-1.278941

Burglary increase sparks police outreach
December 3, 2008 by Kyle Goon

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/burglary-increase-sparks-police-outreach-1.278993

Staff Editorial: More cops than robbers
November 16, 2008

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2792/staft-editorial-more-cops-than-robbers-1.279273

Police surveillance: The state in nature

November 13, 2008 by Nathan Cohen

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2792/police-surveillance-the-state-in-nature-1.279327

CRIME CARTOGRAPHY
University Police to plot crime locations on interactive map
November 11, 2008 by Kyle Goon

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/crime-cartography-1.279406
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Crime numbers beat average
November 10, 2008 by Kyle Goon

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/crime-numbers-beat-average-1.279437

Two robbed in College Park over weekend
November 3, 2008 by Kyle Goon
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/two-robbed-in-college-park-over-weekend-

1.279590

Student fends off mugger Saturday
October 27, 2008 by Kyle Goon

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/student-fends-off-mugger-saturday-1.279730

Community: Won't you be my neighbor?
October 24, 2008 by Vineeta Singh

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2792/community-won-t-you-be-my-neighbor-1.279737

Police report decline in city crime

October 23, 2008 by Brady Holt

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/police-report-decline-in-city-crime-1.279786
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Police release photos of McKeldin masturbator
October 18, 2008 by Staff Reports
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/police-release-photos-of-mckeldin-masturbator-

1.279900

Robbers shove student bicyclist
October 9, 2008 by Kyle Goon

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/robbers-shove-student-bicyclist-1.280051

Security concerns emerge after Leonardtown robbery
September 30, 2008 by Kyle Goon
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/security-concerns-emerge-after-leonardtown-

robbery-1.280254

Burglar enters three College Park Towers apartments
September 26, 2008 by Kyle Goon
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/burglar-enters-three-college-park-towers-

apartments-1.280310
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Three men force their way into apartment
September 26, 2008 by Kyle Goon

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/three-men-force-their-way-into-apartment-1.280305

Student mugged on her front doorstep
September 18, 2008 by Kyle Goon

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/student-mugged-on-her-front-doorstep-1.280479

Leaders: Protect students from crime, not themselves

Crime is like that annoying friend from your freshman dorm - it shows up at inopportune times
and it attacks before you have time to react. But instead of awkward exchanges of "Let's hang
out sometime, " you could be knocked down with your wallet stolen.

September 16, 2008 by Joel Cohen
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2792/leaders-protect-students-from-crime-not-

themselves-1.280488

Victim says robber hit him over the head
Student said he did not report the crime because 'there's no real point'
September 15, 2008 by Kyle Goon

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/victim-says-robber-hit-him-over-the-head-1.280553
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A sure bet for more crime and commotion
September 15, 2008 by Sara Ackerman
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2792/a-sure-bet-for-more-crime-and-commotion-

1.280516

Student mugged on Fraternity Row field
September 8, 2008 by Kyle Goon

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/student-mugged-on-fraternity-row-field-1.280678

Summer car thefts, burglaries increase

Police spokesman Paul Dillon remembers how summer crime went in College Park 20 years
ago. "Ghost town," he said. "There was hardly anything going on at all." Nowadays, the
university is more active year-round and has more programs during the summer months.
September 4, 2008

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/summer-car-thefts-burglaries-increase-1.280731

Crime reported too late to send text alert, police say

University Police did not send a text message alerting the campus community to an attempted
kidnapping Aug. 13 because the victim reported the crime 14 hours after the incident. Police
distributed an e-mail crime alert for the incident, but Dillon said the victim reported it too slowly
August 20, 2008 by Brady Holt
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/crime-reported-too-late-to-send-text-alert-police-

say-1.280818
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A backyard view

We are all accustomed to the university making the news. Every time a remotely newsworthy
event happens on the campus, regional and sometimes national media descend on the campus
with their satellite trucks and attractive reporters faster than it takes to read the crime alert e-
matl.

August 20, 2008 by Joel Cohen

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2792/a-backyard-view-1.280801

BREAKING NEWS: Man attacks student in possible kidnapping attempt

Man attacks student in Lot 1 Wednesday night; University Police send e-mail crime alert
August 14, 2008 by Brady Holt
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/breaking-news-man-attacks-student-in-possible-

kidnapping-attempt-1.280841

String of break-ins hit campus parking lots
August 2, 2008 by Brady Holt
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/string-of-break-ins-hit-campus-parking-lots-

1.280883

No crime alerts sent in five weeks

July 9, 2008 by Brady Holt

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/no-crime-alerts-sent-in-five-weeks-1.280974
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Staff Editorial: Cause for alarm
July 2, 2008

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2792/staff-editorial-cause-for-alarm-1.280958

Pair of crimes hits Grad Hills
approached by two men, according to a crime report sent out by University Police.
June 5, 2008 by Brady Holt

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/pair-of-crimes-hits-grad-hills-1.28 1081

Female student victim of Peeping Tom
June 4, 2008 by Brady Holt

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/female-student-victim-of-peeping-tom-1.281080

Staff Editorial: Crime-free what?

Our View: The university should explain what a crime-free zone is to make such a goal
meaningful and achievable.

May 8, 2008 by The Editorial Staff

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2792/staff-editorial-crime-free-what-1.281187

Senate urges safety reforms

April 30, 2008 by Kevin Robillard

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/senate-urges-safety-reforms-1.281384
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Man mugged outside CVS
April 28, 2008 by Ben Worsley

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/man-mugged-outside-cvs-1.281443

Police obtain picture of one on-campus robbery suspect
April 18, 2008 by Ben Worsley
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/police-obtain-picture-of-one-on-campus-robbery-

suspect-1.281601

Police see sharp rise in threat reporting
April 16, 2008 by Kellie Woodhouse and Ben Worsley

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/police-see-sharp-rise-in-threat-reporting-1.281656

Student robbed near English bldg.
April 14, 2008 by Ben Worsley

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/student-robbed-near-english-bldg-1.281712

Spending for safety

April 8, 2008 by The Editorial Staff

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2792/spending-for-safety-1.281767
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Woman robbed near Metro

A woman was robbed at gunpoint and had her purse stolen shortly after getting off work
Saturday night near Hartwick Road and Yale Avenue, according to police. According to a crime
alert issued to the university community, the incident occurred at about 11:30 p.m.

March 31, 2008 by Ben Worsley

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/woman-robbed-near-metro-1.281984

2nd suspect arrested in assault, robbery
March 27, 2008 by Ben Worsley

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/2nd-suspect-arrested-in-assault-robbery-1.282039

Two robbed in Knox Road incident
March 27, 2008 by Ben Worsley

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/two-robbed-in-knox-road-incident-1.282038

Masked men rob 7-Eleven on Knox Road
March 24, 2008 by Ben Worsley

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/masked-men-rob-7-eleven-on-knox-road-1.282113

Man arrested, charged in attempted robbery
March 7, 2008 by Ben Worsley
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/man-arrested-charged-in-attempted-robbery-

1.282308
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Guest Column: Assault is not cuddly
March 6, 2008 by Lauren Nielsen

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2792/guest-column-assault-is-not-cuddly-1.282281

Masked crew attempts robbery on Princeton
March 5, 2008 by Ben Worsley
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/masked-crew-attempts-robbery-on-princeton-

1.282357

City 'cuddler' assaults two women
March 4, 2008 by Kellie Woodhouse

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/city-cuddler-assaults-two-women-1.282385

BREAKING: Olde Town ‘cuddler' assaults two women
March 3, 2008 by Kevin Litten
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/breaking-olde-town-cuddler-assaults-two-women-

1.282417

Staff Editorial: Policing the presence

Our View: The city must focus funding on increasing police presence in order to keep students
safe in College Park.

March 3, 2008 by Staff Editorial

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2792/staff-editorial-policing-the-presence-1.282366
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POLICE INVESTIGATING HOMICIDE AT UNIV.TOWN CENTER
March 2, 2008 by Kevin Litten
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/police-investigating-homicide-at-univ-town-center-

1.282444

Student robbed of cell phone, wallet
February 29, 2008 by Ben Worsley

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/student-robbed-of-cell-phone-wallet-1.282439

Police investigating murder of College Park man
February 26, 2008 by Ben Worsley
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/police-investigating-murder-of-college-park-man-

1.282520

Two men try to rob student on Fraternity Row

Incident occurred outside Kappa Alpha order house, crime apparently stemmed from earlier
disagreement at Santa Fe

February 25, 2008 by Ben Worsley
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/two-men-try-to-rob-student-on-fraternity-row-

1.282552

145



Police seek two men in stabbing

Police acknowledged yesterday that it remains unclear who wielded a knife in the stabbing of a
Terps football player over the weekend, but said charges brought against a student on Tuesday
were appropriate because of his alleged role in the crime. Prince George's County Police
District 1 commander ...

February 22, 2008 by Ben Worsley

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/police-seek-two-men-in-stabbing-1.282575

Thieves target textbooks, electronics in crime uptick
February 22, 2008 by Chris Yu
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/thieves-target-textbooks-electronics-in-crime-

uptick-1.282579

Robbers in Berwyn target two women
February 22, 2008 by Cassie Bottge

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/robbers-in-berwyn-target-two-women-1.282576

Victim, others dispute stabbing charges

February 21, 2008 by Ben Worsley

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/victim-others-dispute-stabbing-charges-1.282609
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Sophomore arrested in player's stabbing
February 20, 2008 by Ben Worsley

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/sophomore-arrested-in-player-s-stabbing-1.282635

University urges text signups after recent campus shootings
February 18, 2008 by Ben Worsley
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/university-urges-text-signups-after-recent-campus-

shootings-1.282694

Teen injured in shooting near Univ. Town Center
February 14, 2008 by Ben Worsley
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/teen-injured-in-shooting-near-univ-town-center-

1.282777

Nearly 7 years after carjacking, U. Police make arrest
February 8, 2008 by Ben Worsley
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/nearly-7-years-after-carjacking-u-police-make-

arrest-1.282858

Thieves targeting cars with GPS

February 6, 2008 by Ben Worsley

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/thieves-targeting-cars-with-gps-1.282904
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Break-ins spur more vigilance, police say
January 30, 2008

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/break-ins-spur-more-vigilance-police-say-1.283033

Burglary spree hits 20 student residences
January 28, 2008 by Steven Overly

http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/burglary-spree-hits-20-student-residences-1.283096

On-campus crime falls to 10-year low mark
January 25, 2008 by Steve Overly
http://www.diamondbackonline.com/2.2795/on-campus-crime-falls-to-10-year-low-mark-

1.283146
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Appendix G: Maps of College Park
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Figure 13: A crime-density map made in ArcGIS with crime data provided by the Prince
George’s County Police Department. Green dots represent larcenies, red dots
represent burglaries, purple dots represent robberies and blue dots represent motor

vehicle thefts.
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Figure 14: An overhead view of the Old Town neighborhood in College Park. Image
provided by Google Maps (http://maps.google.com).
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Figure 15: Property boundaries and building locations in the Old Town neighborhood of
College Park as of 2006. Image created by the Maryland-National Capital Park &
Planning Commission. Grey shapes indicate contributing (historical) resources, green
shapes indicate non-contributing (non-historical) resources, and shapes with a faint
outline indicate buildings outside the historical district of interest.
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Old Town, College Park a )

Figure 16: A CPTED-adherence map of the Old Town neighborhood of College Park,
created by Team CP? with CPTED data gathered between March 2009 and October
2010.
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Appendix H: Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED) Training

The research team received two days of training in Crime Prevention through
Environmental Design (CPTED) theory and strategies from Dr. Diane Zahm, associate chair and
associate professor of urban affairs and planning at the Virginia Polytechnic Institute and
University. On the first day, the training began in the classroom with an overview of basic
CPTED concepts and broad tactics for implementation. Interactive exercises allowed the team to
understand and use such concepts and tactics through practice. The first day of training also
explored how these theoretical concepts and tactics could be applied in residential
neighborhoods, how to complete neighborhood CPTED evaluations, the relationship between
crime and the environment, the relationship between lighting and crime, potential CPTED
project options, and how to evaluate a CPTED project. The second day of training took place
outside the classroom. The team explored residential areas around the University of Maryland
campus, led Dr. Zahm, and gained further understanding of the concepts and tactics learned on
the first day of training by seeing how they could be applied to the neighborhoods around

campus.

153



Appendix I: List of Acronyms
ALPR = Automated License Plate Recognition [Camera]
CCTV = Closed Circuit Television
CPTED = Crime Prevention through Environmental Design
FBI = Federal Bureau of Investigation
GIS = Geographic (Geospatial) Information System
IRB = Institutional Review Board
PERT = Public Emergency Response Telephones
PGCPD = Prince George’s County Police Department
POP = Problem Oriented Policing
SARA = Scanning Analysis Response Assessment
SOC = Security Operations Center
SPSS = Statistical Package for the Social Sciences
UCR = Unified Crime Reporting

UMD = University of Maryland, College Park
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Appendix J: Technical Specifications for the Spectra IV IP Series Network Dome

System
Camera/Optics
Day/Night (35X) Day/Night (27X) Day/Night (23X)
Signal Format NTEC (DD4CBW35) NTSC (DDA2T) NTSC (DD423)
PAL (DDACBW35-X) PAL (DD427-X) PAL (DDAZ3-X)
Scanning System Interlace/Progressive selectable Interlace/Progressive selectable 21 Interlace
Image Sensor 1/8-inch EXview HAD™ 1/4-inch EXview HAD 1/4-inch EXview HAD
Effective Pixels
NTSC 768 (H) X 494 (\) 768 (H) X 494 (V) 768 (H) X 494 (V)
PAL T52 (H X 582 (V) 752 (H) X 582 (V) 752 [H) X 582 (V)
Horizontal Resolution
NTSC >540 TV Lines =BA0 TV Lines 540 TV Lines
PAL =540 TV Lines B0 TV Lines 540 TV Lines
Lens f/1.4 {focal length, 3.4-113 mm) f/1.4 [focal length, 3.4-91.8 mm| 1/1.6 {focal length, 3 .6~82.8 mm)
Zoom 35X optical, 12X digital 27X optical, 12X digital 23X opfical, 12X digital
Zoom Speed [optical ranoe) 32/4 6/6 6 seconds 3.2/4 6/6.6 seconds 29/42/58 seconds
Harizontal 558 at 3.4 mm wide Zoom; 55 8° at 3.4 mm wide zoom; b4” at 3.6 mm wide zoopm;
Angle of view 1.7" 2t 119 mm telephoto Zoom 2.3" 91,3 mm telephoto Zoom 25" at 828 mm telephoto zoom
Fotus Autpmatic with manual averride Automatic with manual overide Automatic with manual overide

Maximum Sensitivity at 35 IRE
NTSC/EIA

0.55 lux at 1/60 s2c (color)
0.018 lux at 1/2 sec (color)
0.00018 luxat 1/2 sec (B-W)

0.55 lux at 1/60 zec (color)
0.018 lux at 1/Z sec (color)
0.00018 lux 2t 1/2 sec (B-W)

0,65 lux at 1/60 zec (color)
0.15 lux at 1/60 sec (B-W)

PAL/CCIR 045 lux at 1/50 sec (color) 0.45 lux at 1/50 sec (color)
0.015 lux at 1/1.5 sec (color) 0.015 lux 2t 1/1.5 5ec (color) 0.55 lux at 1/50 zec (color)
0.00015 |ux at 1/1.5 sec (B-W) 0.00015 lux at 1/1.5 sec {B-W) 0.12 lux at 1/50 sec (B-W)
Sync System Internal/AL line lock, phase adjustable | Internal/AC line lock, phase adjustable | Internal/AL line lnck, phase adjustable
using remote control, V-Sync using remote control, V-Sync Lsing remate control, V-Sync
White Balance Automatic with manual override Automatic with manual override Automatic with manual override
Shutter Speed Automatic [electronic iris)/Manual Automatic (electranic iris)/Manual Automatic (electronic iris)/Manual
NTSC /2 -1/30,000 1/2 ~1/30,000 1/2 ~1/30,000
PAL 1/1.5~1/30,000 1/1.5~1/30,000 1/1.5~1/30,000
Iris Control Automatic iris control with manual Automatic iris control with manual Automatic iris cantrol with manual
override override override
Gain Contral Automatic/0FF Automatic/OFF Automatic/OFF
Video Output 1Vp-p, 75 ofims 1Vp-p, 75 ohms 1Vp-p, 75 ohms
Video Signal-to-Noise »50 dB >50 dB >50dB
Wide Dynamic Range 128X 128X —
Electronic Image Stabilization Inteqrated/Selectable — —
Image Enhancement Inteqrated/Selectable — —
Video Motion Detection Integrated Integrated —
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Video

Anzalog MTSC/PAL

Digital Compression MJIPEG, MPEG-4 (available only with
Microsoft® Intemnet Explorer®)

Video Streams 3, simultanepus

Video Resolutions NTSC PAL

4CIF 704 x 480 704 x 576

2CIF 704 % 240 704 x 288

CIF 352 x 240 352 x 788

QCcIF 176 x 120 176 % 144

Bit Rate Configurable
MPEG-4 30 ips, 2 Mbps for primary stream, 1 Mbps for
secondary stream; implements EnduraView

MJPEG 15 ipz, 3 Mbps, MJPEG

Web User Interface Pelco Device tility interface for viewing
HTTF requires Java Runtime Environment
(JRE™)

Users b simultaneaus users MJPEG and/or MPEG-4
unicast; unlimited number of users using
multicast [MPEG-4 only)

Minimum System Requirements

Processar Intel® Pentium® 4 microprocessor, 1.6 GHz

(Operating System Windows® 98, Windows 2000, Windows XP
{or later), or Mac® 05 X 10.3.9 (or later)

Memary 512 MEB BAM

MNetwork Interface Card 100 megabits

Web Browser Internet Explorer 5.5 (or later);
Mozilla® Firefox® 1.5 [or later)

Muonitor Minimum of 1024 x 768 resolution, 16- or
32-bit pixel colar resalution

Firmware Upgrade Pelco Device Uility or Endura Application

Supparted Protocols TCF/IF UDPATP {unicast. multicast 1IGMP),

UPnP. DMS, DHCE RTR NTP
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Dome Drive Features

35X and 27X Models

®

»

JEE Pressts

+0.17 Preset Accuracy

Blectronic Image Stebilization (35X modal)
Imege Enhancement (354 model)

Muitilinguel Menus [English, Spanish, Portuguese, Italian, French,
German, Russian, Polish, Turkish, end Crech}

RU-45 Dista Post for Software Update end Setup

On-Screan Compass, Tilt, end Zoom Display

Password Protection

4007 == Pan Preset Speed end 200°/sec Tilt Preset Spasd
Rateting Discreet Liner with Sealsd Fixed Bubble

Window Blanking: Up to 8, Four-Sided, Usar-Defined Shapes

B Zones [configurable in siee] Can Be Labeled with up to 20 Charectars
Ezch or Set o Dutput Blank Video

T Alarm Inputs

1 uziliary [Form C) Relay Outpat end 1 Open Collector A lisry Output
{can be altamately programmed 1o operata upon alam|

Canfigurable Locations of Labels and On-Soeen Displays

Action on Alamec Alams Can Ba Indnvidually Programmed for 3 Priority
Lewveds, to Initiate & Stored Pattem, or to Go e en Associabed Presst Whan
Received

Rezuma After Alarm: Allws the Dome to Return to & Previously
Progremmed State After Alam Acknowledgement or to its Previous
Position Before Alarm

Muiltiple Perk and Power-Up Action

Patterns: Up to 8, On-Screen, User-Defined Configurable Petterns;
Includes Pan, Tilt, Zoom, and Preset Functicns:

Prosportional Pen/Tilt: Continually Decrasses PanyTilt Spesads in Proportion
to Depth of Zoom

emiable Scam Speed:- Scan Spead Cen Be Configurable Between
1-407zec

Pan Maotion Allews 017 to 1507/s5ec Pan Speed
Canfigurable Limit Stops for furin/Random/Frame Scan Modes

funzansing Protocol (Coaxiron®, RS-422 Peleo P and Pelco D,
Sansoemetic®, Vicon™); Accepts Othes Comtrol Protocols with Optional
Translator Camd

Digital Posttion and Zoom Cantrol end Feedbeck Through Palco O Protocol
Buitt-in Menu System fior Satup of Configurable Functions

“Aurto Flip™ Rotates Dome 1807 at Bottom of Tilt Travel

Canfigurable Zoom Speeds

Freere Frame During Presets
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23X Models

-

64 Presets
+.17 Praszet Accuracy

Muitilingual Merms (English, Spanish, Poruguese, talian, French,
German, Russian, Polish, Tuskish, end Czech)

RU-45 Dt Port for Software Update énd Setup
On-Screan Compass, Tilt, end Loom Display

Pasawoed Protection

4007 fsex: Pen Preset Speed end 2007 'sec Tilt Praset Spaad
Rateting Discreet Liner with Sealed Fixed Bulble

Window Blanking: Up to 4, Four-Sided, Usss-Defined Shapes

B Zones fconfiguratila in size] Can Be Labeled with up to 20 Charscters
Each or Sat to Dutput Blank Video

1 Alerm |nput
1 fuzxiliary (Form C) Relay Qutput
Configurable Locations of Labels and On-Screen Displays

Patterns: 1 0n-Screen, User-Defined Configurable Pettem; Includes Pan,
Tilt, Zoom, and Preset Functions

Proportional Pan/Til: Continually Decreases PanyTilt Speeds in Propostion
to Diepth of Toom

Veriable Stan Speed: Scan Spead Can Be Canfigurable Batween
1407380
Pan Mation Allows 0.1 to 150°sec Pan Spead

Autosensing Protecol [Coaxitron, B5-422 Pelco P and Pelco 0,
Sansormatic, Viconl Accepts Other Control Protocols with Dptional
Translator Card

Digital Position and Foom Control and Feedbeck through Pelco D Protocol
Built-in Menu System for Satup of Configurable Functions

“Muto Flip” Aotates Doma 1807 at Bottom of Tilt Travel

Freeze Frame During Presets



Back Box Features

b 7.5 [190]

In-Ceiling {Indoor)

T . = Built-in Memory Stores Camera/Dome Settings
] = Single Back Box for Suspended or Hand Ceiling Applications
na "3 » Requires 5.25-Inch Space Above Ceiling and 3.25 Inches Below
l # Minimum Ceiling Thickness 0.5-Inch; Maximum 1.75 Inches
3{_‘5 # (uick Disconnect to Dome Drive
J'af'] « Aluminum Construction
e 5.5 [15.] e « Suitable for Use in Enviranmental Air Handling Spaces
£.2(20.8)
Standard and Environmental Pendant
= Standard and Environmental Models
» Built-in Memory Stores Camera/Dome Settings
» Standard Pendant Available in Black or Gray Finish; Environmental
-'I1E[L£E]  — B Pendant Gray Finish Only
« (Quick Disconnect to Dome Drive
= Aluminum Construction
{ENVIRONMENTAL DOME [+ 5811501 « Environmental Model Includes Sun Shigld, Fan, and Heater
WITH SUN SHROUD SHOWN) a6 218
1952
Environmental In-Ceiling
_T_E__'——ﬁ » Built-in Memory Stares Camerz/Dome Settings
[1%.\ » Single Back Box for Hard Ceiling Applications
* » Requires 4.4-Inch Space Above Ceiling and 4.3 Inches Below
T * Includes Heater and Fan
“-Eln;l # Minimum Ceiling Thickness 0.5-Inch; Maximum 1.75 Inches
* (uick Disconnect to Dome Drive
59150 « Aluminum Construction
B5 (218}

MOTE: VALUES IN PARENTHESES ARE CENTIMETERS;
ALL OTHERS ARE INCHES.



Back Box Features Continued

Heavy-Duty In-Ceiling {Indoor)
Avaiable only with 27X and 35X mode s

« Built-in Memory Stores Camera/Dome Settings
- ETS « Single Back Box for Hard Ceiling Applications
IJ:’ 1334 (2159) » Hequires 5.75-Inch Space Above Ceiling and 3.25 Inches Below
= ¢ (uick Disconnect to Dome Drive

= —
n 1§

Reinforced Mounting System

Heavy-Duty Polycarbonate Dome Bubble
Aluminum Trim Ring with Barrel-Type Key Locks
Optional Protective Cage

8

.75 BE13
[ 124.77) {557

Heavy-Duty Pendant
Available anly with 27X and 35X models

y T » Standard and Environmentz| Maodels
|-_;15[!i;15, + Built-in Memory Stores Camerz/Dome Settings
ngﬁm « (Quick Disconnect to Dome Drive
l Dual Wall Construction
= Heavy-Duty Polycarbonate Dome Bubble
S i e Aluminum Trim Ring with Barrel-Type Key Locks

(Optional Protective Cage
Environmental Maodel Includes Sun Shield, Fan, and Heater

DUALWALL
CONSTRUCTION 3

B6.13
(24.64) (31557

L h - T~ N Stainless Steel Pendant

Avaiable only with 27X and 35X mode s

£75 « 3tandard and Environmental Madels

o 53'3”'15] » Built-in Memory Stores Camera/Dame Settings
(14.30) » (uick Disconnect to Dome Drive

« All Stainless Steel Construction

» |ncludes Sun Shield, Fan, and Heater

|t 500
(14.09]

NOTE  VALUES IN PARENTHESES ARE CENTIMETERS:
ALL OTHERS ARE INCHES.
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GENERAL
Comstruction
Back Box
In-Ceiling
Pendant
Heavy-Duty
Stainless Steal

Doma Oriee
Lowrer Dome
In-Ceiling
Pendant
Heavy-Duty
Stainless Staal
Light Attenuation
Emokad
Clear
Chrome
Gald
Cable Entry {back box}
In-LCeiling
Pandant

Wiaight [ aporoximata]
In-Cailing
Emiranmental In-Cailing
Standard Pandant
Emironmental Pendant
Hezroy-Duty In-Cailing™®
Hezroy-Duty Pandant®
Hizany-Duty Emvironmental
Pandant*

Stamless Steel
Environmant
In-LCeiling
Emviranmental In-Cailing
Pandant, Standand and
Emironmental
Hiaay-Duty In-Ceiling
Hezny-Duty Pendant,
Stendend & Emvirnnmentzl
Stainless Steel
Dperating Temperature
In-LCeiling
Standand Pendant
Maximum

Minimum
Emiranmental In-Cailing

Technical Specifications — Overview

Aluminum

Aluminum

Aluminum

316 stainless steet gray, poljurethans
powdar cogted finish
Aminum, themmo plastic
Acnylic

Acrilic

Pabycarbonate, 0.09-inch thick
Acrilic

f/0.5 light loss

Tean light loss

/2.0 light loss

f2.0 light loss

D.75-inch conduit §tting
Theough 1.5-inch NFT pandant mount
Uit SHiipping
E2B(24ky BB[36k)
6228kl  10biESkl
B5h {30 kgl 11 1B {5.0 k)
TEIASk 12154 kgl
T3b@dkgl 1214kl
A8 b {45 kgl 1616173 kgl
BEBbMESky  1EB(73k)
MTBEEk  1EBI{T3kK
Indoor

Ot

Indoosouwddoor

Indoor

Indoor/autdoor

Indoosoutdoor

2% to 122°F [DF to 50°C)

[Assumes no wind chill fector)

T13°F (457C) ebsoluta maximum; 957F [35°C)
sustained maximum

I5°F {-1°C) sustaned minimem

end Environmental Pendent [&ssumes no wind chill factar)

Maximum

Minimum

Hazy-Duty In-Ceiling
Heawy-Duty Pendant

Heawy-Tty
Emwironmental Pendant
Maximum

Minimum

140FF [B0°C) absalute masimum; 122°F{50°C)
sustained magimum

—50°F |-51"C) ebsolute minimum; prevents:
icing at sustained minimum of -B0°F [-45°CL
de-icas 0.1 inch (2 5 mm| within 3 hours after
powEnup

2% to 122°F [0F to 50°C)

I to 1227 407 10/'50°C) atreolute maximum;
37 to 1Z2°F {07 1o 507C) susteined maximum

[Assumes no wind chill factor)

140°F {B0°C] absohute masimum; 1 Z2°F{50°C)
sustained magimum

~B0°F |-51"C) ebsolute minimum; minimal
icing at sustained minimum of -B0"F [-45°CL
prevents icing &t susteined minimum of —40°F
[-407C}; de-ices 0L inch (2.5 mm)] within

3 howrs after powar-up

Stamlzss Sieel |fzzumies no wind chill factor)
Maximum TA0PF{BDPC] absahute maximum; 122°F(507C)
sustained maximum
Minimum —G0°F |-51"C) airsolute minimum; minimal
icing at sstained minimum of -50°F (-45°CL
prevents icing &t sustgined minimum of <40°F
[-207CY, de-ices 01 inch (2.5 mm] within
3 howrs after powear-up
Effective Projectad Area (BPA] 2005 squere inches (without mount) 47 sguare
inches faith WK Series mount)
MECHANICAL
{Domea Drive Dk
Pan Mowement J5F continuous pan rotation
Vertical Tilt Unoirstructed +27 to 927
Menug| PanTilt Bpaeds
Fan 017 to B07/sec manuel oparation,
150° fzac Turbo
Tilt 0L to 407/sec manuel oparatian
Preset Bpesds
Pan 400 fsac
Tilt 200° fmar
Far variahle-speed opesation, an appropriate
cantroller is required. (With nomariable
speed control, Spectre IV IP panytilt spead is
0P feac)
AUDIO
Str=aming Bidirectional: full or half duplex
Input;Tutpt Taminal block, anslog for microphone and
speaker; BO0-ohm differential; 1 Vio-p
maximum signal level
Compression G.711 PCM B bit, B kHxz mono at B4 khit/'s
ELECTRICAL
Ports RJ-45 connector for 100Base-TX
Auto MOLMADEX
Autoneqotiate/Manual satting
Cahbling Type CatS or bettar for 100Base-TX
Input Voltage 18 to 32 WAL; 24 VAL nominal
2 to 27 VOC; 24 VDC nominal
Input Power
20 vaC T3 nominal without heatar
T3V nominal with heater]
Jvoc 0.7 Arominal without heaterl;
3 A nomiinal fwith heates)
Fuze 1354
Augiliary Outputs z
Alerm Inputs T
CERTIFICATIONS/RATINGS/PATENTS
= CE Clas=B
* FOL, ClassB
* LLfcll Listed
= C-Tick
= |15, Patents 5,531 432 6,793,415 B2; B,B0Z 556 BT, 6,821 227 BZ.

116151562

Meets the following stendards:

= MEMA Type 4X, IPEE when installed property (BBAN-F-E, BBAN-PB,
BB4N-PG, BB4N-PG-E, BBANHD-PG, BBAMHD-PE-E, and BBAN-PSE-E]

* NEMA Type 1. P40 (BBAN-F and BEANHD-F)
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