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 SafeScape  

 
Defensible Space 

 
Public vs. 
Private 

 

Maximize commons to promote 
interaction and a sense of community 

Maximize private areas to create defensibl e 
space; create a sense of community throu gh 
smaller developments with fewer strangers 

 
Uses 

 
Mix uses to p rovi de activi ty and 
increase eyes on the street 

Mixed use reduces residential  control and 
therefore increases crime 

 
Streets and 
Footpaths 

 

Encourage walki ng and cycling, 
increase surveill ance through a grid 
street pat tern 

Limit access and escape opp ortun it ies to 
provi de more privacy and increase residential  
control 

 
All eys Face buildi ngs toward al leys to provi de El iminate or gate al leys as they increase 

• .

All eys 

 
Face buildi ngs toward al leys to provi de 
eyes on the alley 

El iminate or gate al leys as they increase 
burglary and are dangerous for pedes trian s 

 
Autos 

 
Build homes close to t he street , forcing 
parking to be on the street or in rear 
courtyards 

Autos are safest in garages or visible in front of 
the house; rear courtyards facili tate burglary 

 
Density High density to promote act ivi ty, 

sustain publi c trans it, and reduce 
sprawl 

Dens ity creates vulnerabil ity when it increases 
common areas or unsafe parking 

  
There is a battle between two theories. We might call them the closed and open 
solutions. Roughly speaking, one theory seek to make places safer by keeping people 
out, the other by bringing people in ? 



The key design-crime questions for residential burglary

• - Are some kinds of dwellings safer than others ?

• - Is density good or bad ?

• - Is movement in your street good or bad ?

• - Does it matter how we group dwellings ?

• - Are cul de sacs safe or unsafe ?

• - Is mixed use beneficial or not ? 

• - Should residential areas be permeable or impermeable ? 

• - Do social factors make a difference ?







https://www.ipam.ucla.edu/publications/chs2007/chs2007_6801.ppt

• The study reported here is of 5 years of all the police crime data in a London 
borough made up of:

– A population of 263000

– 101849 dwellings in 65459 residential buildings

– 536 kilometres of road, made up of 7102 street segments

– Many centres and sub-centres at different scales

– Over 13000 burglaries

– Over 6000 street robberies

• We are focusing our study on residential burglary and street robbery as these are 
the two crimes that people most fear today.



• Residential burglary and street robbery data tables have been created at several 
levels:

– the 21 Wards (around 12000 people) that make up the borough for average 
residential burglary and street robbery rates. At this level, spatial data is 
numerically accurate, but reflects only broad spatial characteristics of areas. 
Social data from the 2001 Census is available, including ‘deprivation 
index’, but at this level patterns are broad and scene-setting at best.

– the 800 Output Areas (around 125 dwellings) from the 2001 Census, so 
social data is rich and includes full demographic, occupation, social 
deprivation, unemployment, population and housing densities, and ethnic deprivation, unemployment, population and housing densities, and ethnic 
mix, as well as houses types and forms of tenure. Unfortunately spatial data 
is fairly meaningless at this level due to the arbitrary shape of Output Areas.

– the 7102 street segments (between intersections) that make up the borough. 
Here we have optimal spatial data, good physical data and ‘council tax 
band’ data indicating property values which can act as a surrogate for social 
data

– Finally, the 65459 individual residential buildings, comprising 101849 
dwellings. Here spatial values are taken from the associated segment, and 
again we have good physical data with Council Tax band as social 
surrogate. Street robbery cannot of course be assigned here.





number of % risk change  % risk change number of % risk change % risk change 

Ward dwellings ground+upper  ground only dwellings ground+upper ground only

1 2548 -41.7 (.0001**) -46.2 (.0001**) 541 +26.1 (.0295**) +2.4  (.8308)

2 2887 -46.3 (.0001**) -51.2 (.0001**) 507 +13.7 (.1758) +11.3 (.3859

3 1574 -25.3 (.0141**) -44.9 (.0001**) 703 +15.7 (.0446*) -31.2  (.0005**)

4 2702 -55.9 (.0001**)   -61.8 (.0001**) 367 -.098  (.3059)       -24.1  (.0217**)

5 2734 -42.4 (.0001**)   -49.7 (.0001**) 829 -25.7  (.0002**)     -32.8  (.0001**)

6 2711 -32.6 (.0315**)   -35.6 (.0001**) 580 +4.2   (.7254) -25.9  (.0049**)

7 1363 -27.6 (.0073**)   -45.3 (.0001**) 1699 -19.9  (.0010**) -34.3  (.0001**)

8 1762 -30.7 (.0001**)   -34.6 (.0001**) 1544 -30.6  (.0001**) -35.8  (.0001**)

9 3072 -13.0 (.3102)   -17.1 (.2586) 314 +3.4   (.8245) -.4.9  (.7575)

10 789 -14.3 (.3308)   -46.4 (.0011**) 1343 +15.6 (.0033**) -29.8  (.0001**)

11 1295 -28.7 (.0029**)   -59.6 (.0001**) 1305 +7.8   (.2471) -20.0  (.0071**)

SINGLE DWELLINGS MULTIPLE DWELLINGS

11 1295 -28.7 (.0029**)   -59.6 (.0001**) 1305 +7.8   (.2471) -20.0  (.0071**)

12 2785 -25.2 (.0452**)   -23.2 (.0884*) 334 -30.9  (.0049**) 30.2  (.0094**)

13 3026 -38.7 (.0003**)   -41.1 (.0002**) 439 -11.7  (.2455) -14.6  (.1381)

14 1945 -19.5 (.0790*)   -38.4 (.0031**) 1524 -1.5    (.8559) -24.5  (.0007**)

15 3445 -3.7   (.8003)   -.02   (.9925) 332 +9.4   (.4907) -7.2    (.5820)

16 2228 -45.3 (.0001**)   -55.3 (.0001**) 688 +2.2   (.7090) -35.9  (.0001**)

17 2578 -53.9 (.0001**)   -57.8 (.0001**) 609 +22.8  (.0391**) -1.8    (.8657)

18 2784 -24.9 (.0739*)   -43.3 (.0013**) 434 +1.2    (.3545)  -7.6    (.4878)

19 2758 -28.0 (.0062**)   -24.7 (.0247**) 787 +1.6    (.8666) -11.4  (.2932)

20 2208 -24.4 (.0234**)   -46.4 (.0001**) 648 +8.1    (.4437) +3.6   (.6886)

21 1155 -27.0 (.0161**)   -33.2 (.0050**) 1547 -21.8   (.0002** ) -23.0  (.0001)

ALL 48350 -27.7 (.0001**)   -38.9 (.0001**) 17103 2.2 (0.1784) -16.0   .0001

The effect of building-centred density on burglary risk by ward.
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Are some kinds of dwellings safer than others ?

The safety of dwellings is affected by two simple interacting factors:
- the number of sides on which the dwelling is exposed to the public 

realm - so flats have least risk and detached houses most
- the social class of the inhabitants

All classes tend to be safer in flats, but with increasing wealth the All classes tend to be safer in flats, but with increasing wealth the 
advantage of living in a flat rather than a house increase, as does the 
disadvantage of living in a house - in spite of the extra investment that 
better off people make in security alarms.

Purpose built flats are much safer than converted flats. The overall 
advantage of flats is in spite of the high vulnerability of converted flats



Is density good or bad ?

Higher local ground level densities of both dwellings and people reduce
risk, off the ground density less so, but overall density is beneficial. 



Does it matter how we group dwellings ?

• The larger the numbers of dwellings on the street segment (the section of a 
street between intersections, and so one face of an urban block) the lower 
the risk of crime. 

• This applies to cul de sacs and to through streets, and has a greater effect 
than either being in a cul de sac or being on a through street. The more 
immediate neighbours you have the safer you are.immediate neighbours you have the safer you are.



Are cul de sacs safe or unsafe ?

Simple linear cul de sacs with good numbers of dwellings set into a network of 
through streets tend to be safe, but this does not extend either to small cul de 
sacs, or complex hierarchies of cul de sacs.

This interacts with social class. Small numbers of well-off dwellings in cul de 
sacs are more at high risk than a similar group of poor dwellings, while the sacs are more at high risk than a similar group of poor dwellings, while the 
opposite is the case in grid like layouts where better off dwellings are less at 
risk than less advantaged dwellings.



Is movement in your street good or bad ?

• Local movement is beneficial, larger scale movement not so - BUT

• For large scale movement, spatially integrated street segments (more 
movement potential) are advantageous with a high number of dwellings per 
segment, but disadvantageous with a low number - one of many flipover 
effects. effects. 



Is mixed use beneficial or not ?

There is greater crime risk on mixed use street segments where residence 
levels are low, but this extra risk is neutralised with increased residential 
population. 

So small numbers of residents in mixed use areas are at risk, but larger 
number of residents virtually eliminate this.number of residents virtually eliminate this.



Should residential areas be permeable or impermeable ?

• Permeable enough to allow movement in all directions but no more. Poorly 
used permeability is a crime hazard.



The importance of residential numbers

• All these results point to the link between the strength of residential 
numbers and low crime. In the past we though this could only be achieved 
through cul de sacs and ‘defensible space’ which sought security by 
keeping strangers out.

• Now it is clear that good residential numbers – a residential culture - play a • Now it is clear that good residential numbers – a residential culture - play a 
key role in security in all parts of the city, in mixed use areas as much as in 
residential areas. 




