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PREFACE 

This report, Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design Final 

Report on Schools Demonstration, Broward County, Florida, describes the 

process by which a CPTED demonstration project was carried out in four 

public high schools in Broward County, Florida. Preliminary results of 

that project, along with conclusions and recommendations based on the 

process and the results, al!),", ~,re presented. 

A number of CPTED documents previously prepared by Westinghouse 

provide the basis for much of the material in this report. Additional 

details can be found in those documents, namely: 

• CPTED Schools Demonstration Plan : .. 'Broward 

County, Florida (March 1976). 

• CPTED: Report on Implementation Status of 

fu:!!.ools Demonstration (January 1977). 

• CPTEQ Process Case Studies Report (March 1977)-­

This report analyzed the relationships among the 

events, participants, and the planning process 

in each demonstration site, and formulated a 

theoretical framework of the process. 

• CPTED Program Manual CApril 1978) -- This multi-

volume document was prepared to assist urban de­

signers and criminal justice planners in determining 

the applicability and feasibility of the CPTED con-

cept to the solution of c~:dme or fear-of-crime 

ix 



problems in various environments. The three·· 

volume Manual also provides detailed guidance for 

the planning and implementation of a CPTED project. 

Volume I> the Planning and Implementation Manual, 

describes the planning framework and related pro­

ject management activities. Volume II, the Strate-

gies and Directives Manual, presents a catalog of 

strategies (or solutions to ident';:ied problems), 

together with examples of specific design directives 

to implement those strategies in a given environment. 

Appended to Volume II is an annotated bibliography 

of CPTED-related materials than can be referenced by 

the Manual user in search of greater detail on the 

historical and theoretical aspects of the CPTED con­

cept. Volume III, the Analytic Methods Handbook, 

provides a catalog of analytical techniques covering 

such topics as the use of police crime data and 

CPTED project evaluation. 

• CPTED Technical Guidelines inSup~-rt of the Analytic 

Methods Handbook (April 1978) -- This document deals 

with sllch areas of investigation and analysis as '\lic-
. 

timization survey methods, behavioral observation 

methods, quantitative analytical and decisionmaking 

-techniques, and environmental assessment methods. 
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The Broward County demonstration was supported, in part, by a con­

tract from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration to a consortium 

of firms headed by the Westinghouse Electric Corporation. The consortium 

organizations represented a broad range of public and private interests. 

and contributed an equally broad range of skills and experience to the 

effort. A partial organizational list includes: 

• Barton-Aschman Associates, Inc. 

• Urban Systems Research and Engineering, Inc. 

• Mathematica, Inc. 

• Linton and Company, Inc. 

• Carnegie-Mellon University. 

• American Institutes for Research. 

• Public Systems Evaluation. Inc. 

• Richard A. Gardiner and Associates, Inc. 

• Augsberg College. 

• National Association of Home Builders/NABB Research 

Foundation, Inc. 

• Nero and Associates, Inc. 

• Public Technology, Inc. 

• Council of Educational Facility Planners, 

International. 

• National League Qf Cities. 

• National Association of Counties. 

• paradi~!_ Inc. 
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In ,addition, a number cf key consultants were involved almost con­

tinuously in the first 2 years' CPTED activities (May 1974 through July 

1976) and periodically thereafter. A par~ial list, with disciplines 

represented in parentheses, includes: 

• Thomas Reppetto (Police, Science, Sociology, Public 

Administration) • 

• James Tien (Systems Analysis). 

• Larry Bell (Architecture, Industrial Design, Urban 

Planning). 

• John Zeisel (Sociology, School Security Design). 

• Richard Gardiner (Architecture, Urban Design). 

• W. Anthony Wiles (Urban Planning). 

• Charles Wellford (Criminology, Sociology). 

8 W. Victor Rouse (Urban Planning). 

• George Rand (Psychology, Urban Planning). 

The support of the La", Enforcement Assistance Administration has 

been a factor throughout and is greatly appreciated. Blair Ewing and 

Fred Heinzelmann of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Crimi-

1,:".1 Justice provided essential support for the CPTED Program. Efforts 

of Lois F. Mock and other Institute staff are appreciated. Richard M. 

Rau and Richard M. Titus, initial and current monitors of the Program 

for LEAA, have contributed substantially to.the effort by resolving prob­

lems and providing proper perspective between this program and other re­

search activities. 
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Many members of the Westinghouse CPTED Consortium contributed to 

the initiation> development, and implementation of the demonstration. 

Particularly important roles were played by the following Westinghouse 

staff: Robert A. Carlston, Phase I Project Manager; Timothy D. CrQwe, 

principal developer of the School Demonstration Plan; Larry S. Bell; 

Lewis F. Hanes; and W. Anthony Wiles; and Joseph W. Fordyce. 

The Westinghouse consortium is indebted to many individuals from 

Broward County, Florida, for their invaluable assistance and support. 

Foremost among these are Joseph I. Grealy, Administrative Assistant to 

the Superintendent for Internal Affairs and local Director of the CPTED 

demonstration, and Charlotte Walker and T. Patterson of his organization; 

and Leon AlFord, local CPTED Coordinator, and Carol DeLuca of his staff. 

The list of school administrators, rt'-search professionals, staff, 

teachers, students, and law enforcement officials and other agency and 

private individuals who contributed would be unduly Img. Therefore, they 

are acknowledged as a group for giving generously of their time and assistance. 

In addition, we express our appreciation to James E. Maurer, Super­

intendent of Broward County Schools and Edward J. Stack, Sheriff of Broward 

County, for their help in obtaining funding for the CPTED project and for 

their continuing support. We also thank Ralph Turlington, Commissioner 

of the Florida Department of Education, for committing State matching 

funds for the CPTED project. 

Many Federal and State of Florida officials provided guidance and 

assistance to this effort. Gratitude is expressed tD all of them and 

especially to the Florida Department of Education and the Bureau of 
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Criminal Justice Planning and Assistance. Special recognition is given 

to the National Association of School Security Directors (NASSD) for pro­

viding its research data and.cl~se cooperation. 

The following special acknowledgements are noted: Imre R. Kohn 

prepared Appendix A. The evaluation report -- which has been in­

corporated in Chapters 5 through 8 -- was prepared by Leonard Bickman 

and Ron Szoc, assisted by Marilyn Berger. Lynne Helfer Palkovitz pre­

pared Appendix B, and helped prepare Chapters 1 through 4. All are 

Westinghouse staff members. 
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 

In May 1974, the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 

Justice (NILECJ), the research center of the Law Enforcement Assistance 

Administration (LEAA), announced the award of a contract to a consortium 

of firms headed by the Westinghouse Electric Corporation to launch a pro­

gram known as Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED). 

From its inception, a major thrust of the Program was the develop­

ment of real-world projects. Efforts to demonstrate the viability and 

utility of a wide variety of physical and social strategies for reducing 

crime and the fear of crime were undertaken. Three sites were selected 

for the environment-specific demonstration projects: 

• Four public high schools in Broward County, 

Florida~ for a .CPTED.Schools Environment Demon­

stration •. 

• A commercial strip corridor in Portland, Oregon, 

for a CPTED Commercial Environment Demonstration. 

• An inner-ring suburban neighborhood in Minneapolis, 

Minnesota, for a CPTED Residential Environm~nt 

Demonstration. 

This report describes the process by which the schools environment 

uemonstration project l'laS carried out. .Some preliminary results of that 

project, along with a discus~ion of the project's implications and some 

conclusions based on t.~.cl.t discussion, are also presented. Many of the 

demonstration's activities were intended to be replicable for similar 
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scho·ols envirQnments throughout the country; others were specially 

tailored for implementation in the four specific Broward County, Florida, 

schools. Consequently, the overall effort was influenced by special re-

quirements and constraints that were imposed by the site, as well as the 

national Program objectives. 

1.1 Background of NILECJ!Westinghouse Program 

The mandate for the 2-year, $2-million effort was to demonstrate 

the usefulness of defensible space concepts (discussed in the next sec-

tion) in several areas through large-scale demonstration and evaluation 

projects in schools, residential, commercial, and transportation environ-

ments.* Research and dissemination activities were to play major roles 

throughout. 

The principal objectives for the first 2 years of the Program were: 

• To modify and expand the concept of defensible 

space, tailoring it for the unique character-

istics of each demonstration. 

• To select appropriate and cooperative local demon-

stration sites.for each environment (the NILECJ 

mandate deliberately precluded the involvement of 

Federally assisted housing developments as CPTED 

demonstrations since Oscar Newman and others had 

focused on these environments). 

.' -

*The transportation environment was later dropped from consideration as 
a separate demonstration site~ although strategies focused on that en­
vironment were incorporated in the plans for the other demonstration 
projects. ' 
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• To develop general strategies for each environment 

and specific plans for each demonstration. 

• To support the implementation of demonstrations 

and initiate an evaluation pro~ess for each. 

The CPTED Program did not include the funding needed for implementa­

tion at the d~monstration sites. Rather, Westinghouse assistance to the 

demonstJ:ation sites included grant development and other funds leveraging 

activities to help the sites secure implementation funding. 

The Program concentrated upon predatory offenses against persons 

(criminal homicide, forcible rape, robbery, and assault) and property 

(burglary, auto theft, larceny, and vandalism). 

The expectations for the CPTED Program during its first 2 years were 

overly optimistic. Early in the effort, it became obvious that the 

amount of scientific knowledge upon which the Program could be based was 

inadequate. Indeed, similar conclusions were being drawn at about the 

same-time by others working in the field (e.g., T. Reppetto, R. Gardiner, 

and C.R. Jeffery) • 

. ' The Westinghouse project team found the concept of defensible space, 

as defined in Oscar Newman's early work, to be too limited in scope for 

direct application in the Program environments. (Newman himself was be-

. - -ginning to seek ways to go beyond the narrow focus of his earlier work.) 

The degree to which physical design alone could Je expected to generate 

strong proprietary attitudes in users of public environments was very 

questionable. For example~ no design directives existed that could be 
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used to develop territorial feelings in th~ thousands of individuals 

briefly passing through a subway station. 

When the limitations of the defensible space concept became clear, 

NILECJ directed the project team to develop an expanded and more compre­

hensive approach that would be. more responsive and useful in a variety 

of environments. Through this effort, the CPTED concept of crime/environ­

ment analysis, comprehensive planning, and community involvement evolved. 

There now was a more realistic assessment of what could be accom­

plished during the 2-year program. As a result of that asseSSiiiel!t 11nd 

a recognition of the merit of the work that had been accomplished in the 

period 1974-1976, NILECJ awarded Westinghouse a second-phase, 2-year, 

$2-million contract to carry the CPTED Program through July 1978. A 

final report will be produced that will build on the first phase I s ef­

forts and products but will focus on the policy, research, and program­

matic implications of the activities since July 1, 1976. The report 

will be available in August 1978. 

1.2 Background of CPTED 

The CPTED concept highlights the interaction between human behavior 

and the physical environment in the battle against crime and the fear of 

crime. The two basic aims of CPTED are, first, to reduce opportunities 

fOI ~rime that often are inherent in the structure of buildings and the 

layout of school grounds and neighborhoods and, second, to promote changes 

in attitudes among the population at risk. By reducing the apparent op­

portunity fo:r crime, people should be less fearful of moving freely about 

their environment. The assumption underlying these aims is that physical 
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changes can have their ~imum impact on crime and the fear of crime only 

when the user population actively supports and maintains the changes and 

aids in the detection and reporting of crimes. 

The elements that comp1:'ise..the CPTED concept are not new. They a1:e 

perhap~ as· old as the discove1:Y that the environment influences human 

behaVior and.perceptions. However, contemporary in.terest in the role of 

the manmade environment in creating or reducing opportunities for crime 

has been stimulated by research and social action policies developed dur­

ing the past. 20 years. In the 1960's. concern about the detrimental ef­

fect of urban renewal pTograms led many to study the psychic and social 

costs of rebuilding environments, particularly with respect to a dimin­

ished sense of security among residents. Elizabeth Wood studied public 

housing projects and emphasized the importance of physical design in al­

lowing residents to exercise cont~ol over their environment. She sup­

ported designing for natural surveillance by residents through visible 

identification of a family and its home, and through enhanced visibility 

of public spaces. 

Oscar Newman supported Wood's ideas by showing that physical design 

features of pT.lblic housing affect the rates of resident victimization. 

These design features included building heights, number of apartments 

sharing a common hallway, lobby visibility, entrance design, and site 

layout. His research also.indicated that physical design can encourage 

citizens to assume behavior necessary for the protection of their rights 

and property. These concepts led, in Newman's terminology, to the devel­

opment of defensible space. design principles for housing complexes. 

1-5 



Jane Jacobs applied many of these same design principles to urban 

planning. In her view, the essentials for crime prevention were a sense 

of community cohesion, feelings of territorial:b;7 ~ and responsibility 

for one's "turf." ContiJ.lUous street surveillance would be a natural by­

product of residents' and shopkeepers' desire to control the nature of 

use and treatment of their environment. She further contended that neigh­

borhood land uses s!lou1d be more diversified to create more opportunities 

for natural surveillance and encourage the development of stonger social 

control networks. 

Since then, several people have focused on urban design and crime. 

Shlomo Angel, for example, developed the critical-intensity-zone hypothe­

sis: Public areas become unsafe not when there are either. few or many 

potential victims present but when there are just enough people on the 

scene to attract the attention of potential offenders, but not enough 

people for surveillance.of the areas. He suggested alteration of physi­

cal configuration to concentrate pedestrian circulation and, thereby, 

eliminate critical intensity zones. 

In 1969, the U.S. Senate Select Committee-on Small Business began the 

investigation of Crimes Against Small Business, which influenced the 

course of target hardening, crime insurance, and police patrol for the 

next 5 years. In 1970, NILECJ funded six m.aj or studies that began the 

integration of the CPTED-related. areas of t.arget hardening, architectural 

and city planning design~ and community cohesion. At the same time, crim­

inologists such as C. Ray Jeffery and Thomas Reppetto focused on the role 

of the physical environment in fostering or discouraging crime. Jeffery 
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pointed to the. need for more research on the relationship between crime 

and the environment, and Reppetto concluded in his study. of residential 

crime that future research should.be directed towards the development of 

a crime prevention model that would blend together the deterrent effects 

of the criminal justice system and citizens' anticrime efforts. He sug­

gested that {mproved environmental design might be the most effective 

way. 

In 1971, the ideas of Jacobs and Newman were expanded upon in the 

Rand reports, Public Safety.in Urban Dwellings and Vertical Policing 

Programs for Highrise Housing. At the same time, HUD initiated its 

Federal Crime Insurance Program and NILECJ developed Minimum Building 

Security Guidelines. In 1972, significant publications and reports in­

cluded Newman's. Defensible Space, NILECJ's Architectural Desi~ for Crime 

Prevention, Harry Scarr's Patterns of Burglary, and Rand Corporation's 

Priva.te Police in the United States. The HUD/LEAA interagency committee 

on Security in Public Housing was also formed. 

In 1973, the CPTED approach crystalized with the announcement of 

NILEC.T's intention to inaugurate comprehensive CPTED programs in residen­

tial, transportation, public schools, and commercial environments. Ad­

ditional data a~d theory contributing to the CPTED framework came from 

five major NILECJ-supported reports concerning robbery (Feeney), burglary 

(Part II, Scarr), street crime (Malt), urban housing (Reppetto), and res-

idential security (Sa.galyn) ... Related developments included HUD's con-

ference on,security in housing~ and Newman's publication, Residential 

Security. 
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------------------

Finally, as the Westinghouse Consortium began the NILECJ CPTED Pro­

gram in 1974, project evaluations of a Kansas City streetlighting pro­

gram indicated successful results; a Hartford CPTED program was pushing 

forward; and Newman's Design Directives for Achieving Defensible Space 

was completed. 

1.3 The CPTED Approach 

The primary emphasis of the Westinghouse/CPTED Program is on strate,· 

gies (or solutions) that are designed to reinforce desirable existing 

activities, eliminate undesirable activities, create new activities, or 

to otherwise support desirable use patterns so that crime prevention be­

comes an integral part of the specified environment. There are four op­

erating hypotheses that provide the underlying rationale for all CPTED 

implementation strategies.* They are: Access control, surveillance, ac­

tivity support, and motivation reinforcement. 

Access aontroZ strategies.focus on decreasing criminal opportunity 

by keeping unau~horized persons out of a particular locale. In its most 

elementary form, acqess control can be achieved in individual dwelling 

units, school buildings, or commercial establishments by use of adequate 

locks., doors, and similar target-hardening installations. Access control 

can also be achieved by the cre~tion of psychological barriers, such as 

signs, parkways, hedges -- in sh~rt, anything that announces the integrity 

and uniqueness of an area. 

* Appendix. A outlines the overa-ll theo-retical framework. 
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The primary aim of s~eiZZanae strategies is not to keep intruders 

out but to keep them under obs,ervation. Such strategies are hypothe­

sized to increase the perceived risk to offenders, as well as the actual 

risk if the observers are willing to act when potentially threatening 

situations develop. 

A distinction can be made between organized and natural surveillance. 

Organized surveillance is usually carried out by police patrols in an 

attempt to project a sense of omnipresence cLe., to convey to potential 

offenders the impression that police surveillance is highly likely at 

any given location). In some instances, surveillance can be achieved by 

mechanical techniques such as closed-circuit television (CeTY) or alarms. 

Natural surveillance can be achieved by a number of design strate­

gies, such as channeling the flow of activity to put more observers near 

a potential crime area or creating greater observation capacity by instal­

ling windows along the street side of a building. This technique of de­

fining spaces also is hypothesized to convey a sense of ownership and 

territorial concern to legitimate users. 

Aativity suppoPt involves strategies for reinforcing existing activ­

ities or adding new ones as a means of making effective use of the built 

environment. This is based on the observation that, in a given school 

system or community, there are often resources and activities capable of 

sustaining constructive community crime prevention. Support of these ac­

tivities is hypothesized to bring a vital and coalescing improvement to 

a given community and result in a reduction of the vulnerable social and 

physical elements that permit criminal intrusions. 
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In contrast to access control and surveillance strategies, which 

concentrate on making offenders' operations more difficult, motivation 

reinforcement strategies seek to affect offender motivation and, hence, 

behavior relative to the designed environment by increasing the perceived 

risk of apprehension and by reducing the criminal payoff. These strategies 

also seek to positively reinforce the motivation of citizens in general 

to playa more active role by enhancing the community's identity and 

image. 

Territorial concern, social cohesion, and a general se~se of security 

can result from strategies that alter the scale of a large, impersonal en­

vironment to create one that is smaller and more personalized. They also can 

result fro~.·, improvements in the quality of an environment by such measures 

as upgrading the housing st.ock, the school facilities, or the interiors of 

subway cars; organizing occupants; or changing management policy. These 

strategies can improve not only the image the population has of itself and 

its dom~in but also the projection of that image to others. The definition 

and raising of standards and expectations are hypothesized to decrease social 

estrangement as well as the motivation for criminal behavior. 

The four key operating hypotheses provided the basis for specifying 

project objectives for each of the demonstration environments. Figure 1-1 

presents the objectives for a CPTED proJect that focuses on the schools 

environment. In turn, the objectives provide the basis for the selection 

of strategies. Although they cannot be neatly categorized because many 

strategies include a combination of approaches, the strategy selection 

process draws upon the following types of proposed solutions: 
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MOTIVATION EEI~:FORCE~!Em' 

Consestion Control: Reduce or eliminate causes of congestion that contribute 
to student confrontations. 

PS2cboloSical Oeterrents: Provide psychological deterrents to theft and 
vandalism. 

Terr~torial Identit!: Highlight the functional i4entities of different areas 
throughout the school to increase territorial identity and reduce confusion. 

Communitz Involvement: Promote public awareness and involvement with school, 
faculty. and student achievements and activities • 

ACTIVITY SUPPORT 

Emergencl Procedures: Provide teachers with means to handle emergen~y situations. 

User Awareness: Initiate programs to promote student awareness of security risks 
anu counte~asures. 

User Motivation: Encourage soeial interaction, social cohesion, and school 
pride by promoting e~tracurricular activities, providing amenities, and up-
grading the visual quality of the school. 

SURVEILLANCE 

Surveillance Throu~h Phlsical DesiE1jn: Improve opportunities for surveillance 
by phYSical design mechaniSm3 that serve to increase the risk of detection for 
offenders. 

Mechanical Surveill~nce Devices: P't'ovide schools with securtty devices to 
detect and signal unauthorized entry attempts. 

User Monitoring: Implement staff and student se~urity measures a.t ""u.nerable 
a.reas. 

ACCESS CONTROL 

Access CQntrol: Provide secure barriers to prevent unauthorized access to 
school grounds, schools, and/or restricted interior areas. 

the foUX' key hypotheses are not mCrially axclwsive. Surveill.ance obj&ctive:s also 
.erve to control access; accivit:y support in~lves surve:Ula.nce; anci ~tiva!;ion re-
1Dforc...nt provides suppor~ for the other three nypothe$~. 

Figure 1-1. Relationship of Schools Environment 
Ohj ecti1l'es to CPTED Operating Hypotheses 
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• Physical Strategies -- Create, eliminate, or 

al ter physical fe'atures that affect criminal 

actions, for example, by providing special bar­

riers to impede undetected access. This could 

be achieved by strategies such as installing 

grilles on ground floor windows; cutting down 

concealing shrubs; fencing off bicycle compounds 

and either locking them or providing monitors 

to restrict access to students with permits dur­

ing specified periods. 

• Social Strategies -- Create ~nteractions among 

individuals. An example is to promote extracur­

ricular or activities, to involve the students in 

creating or constructing amenities and in up­

grading the visual quality of the school. Activ­

ities that highlight crime prevention awareness 

can playa major role. 

• Management S~gies -- Have a policy and prac-

tice thrust. One management strategy is to allo­

cate resources for amenities such as snack facilities 

and lunch-hour movies or dan~es, and revoke privi­

leges if breakdown of self-control occurs. Another 

type of management strategy would be to provide for 

teachers on monitoring assignments at bus loading 

zones to direct the movement and limit the number 
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of students who can enter the areas at a given 

time. 

• Law Enforcement Strate&~ -- Concern both public 

police sUP90rt and private security forces. One 

strategy in this category is to increase police 

patrol around the school grounds, particularly the 

use of private guards especially trained in the 

unique requirements of the schools environment. 

1.4 The CPTED Project 

Each CPTED project involves four phases: Site Selecti~n or Policy 

Determination, Project Initiation and Organization, Project Planning, and 

Project Implementation. Within each of these phases, a series of planning 

and implementation guidelines is relevant (see Figure 1-2). Each phase of 

the process can be viewed as a major decision point that affects decisions 

to be made during later phases. ~n actual practice, however, the decisions 

and activities associated wit~ each phase do not follow any consistent 

sequence. For example, policies must be reanalyzed continually to take 

into, account changing circumstances. The same holds true with respect to 

the need for continual reorganization, replanning, and reconsidering imple­

mentation strategies for the CPTED activities. 

• Site Selection/Policy Determina<tion Phase -­

Determines the applicability of CPTED principles 

for local issues and concerns. Provided that 

CPTED is applicable, local planners and decision-

makers must specify the objectives and scope 
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of t~e CPTED project, determine the location 

and size of the project site, and determine 

major organizational requirements (e.g., pro­

ject management, citizen participation, and 

available resources). 

Project Initiation and Organization Phase -­

Defines analytic needs regarding key problems 

and issues, defines project objectives and re­

quirements, organizes the project planning team 

and its operating procedures, identifies com-' 

munity interests, and develops the overall work 

program and schedule. 

Project Planning Phase Includes a series of 

analyses that narrow the crime and fear problems 

to a point where they can be treated by CPTED, 

and provides insight into factors that contri­

bute to the defined crime/environment problems. 

During this phase, a CPTED project plan is pro­

duced that specifies the strategies, directives 

(the means by which a given strategy can be ful­

filled), methods of implementation, and funding 

for the alleviation of selected problems. 

Project Implementation 'Phase. -- Comprises a series 

of activities that produce the construction of the 
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physical portion of CPTED strategies and the 

carrying out of other programmatic activities. 

Note that project evaluation tasks, initially 

cited in the Site Selection/Policy Determination 

Phase, are included in this phase. To be ade-

quate, evaluation considerations must be included 

throughout the planning and implementation process. 

The CPTED evaluation design addresses three general issues: 

• Was the project initiated effectively? 

• How well were the project plans implemented? 

• Did the project meet its stated goals? 

The Broward County Schools Demonstration project that is described 

in the following chapters gives real-world substance to the CPTED con-

ceptual approach and project development.* 

*Appendix B presents a chronology of developmental activities and project 
highlights. 
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(]APTER 2. SITE SELECTION 

2.1 The Schools Environment 

The schools environment was cnosen as a general category for tne 

CPTED Program in part because school crime is a recognized national prob­

lem engendering increasing concern on the part of governmental, school, 

public, and media representatives. Analysis of data sources indicated 

that schools are places where burglary, vandalism, assault, :robbe:ry, 

theft, and extortion are of serious magnitude, and fear of crime has a 

debilitating influence on the schools population. As such, the objectives 

of a CPTED Schools Demonstration were to implement and test CPTED strat­

egies in a representative school system, for the purpose of raising the 

level of personal security and the quality of life in the schools environ­

ment through the reduction of crime and fear. 

2.2 Site Selection Crite:ria 

In assessing the CPTED potential of a schools demonstration, the con­

sortium used three kinds of criteria: Crime-related, environment-related, 

and program-related. Table 2-1 lists the topics covered in each of these 

areas. The following points were considered to be particularly relevant: 

• The target site should have a sufficient level 

of crime and fear to justify a CPTED effort and 

must be amenable to CPTED time and cost factors. 

• The types of crime problems found within the tar­

get site should be those than can be alleviated 

by CPTED. 
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TABLE 2-1 

Demonstration Site Selection Criteria 

Crime-Related 

Environment­
. Related 

Progr~lJn­
Related 

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

Fear (Attitude Surveys. Indirect Measures) 

Environmental Patterns (Temporal n ,Geographic. 
Specific'Locale. Modus Operandi) 

Offender/Victim Profiles (Individual Backg70und 
History, Offender/Victim Relationship) 

Displacement Potential (Temporal. Tactical, Target~ 
Territori,al. Functional) 

Number of Sites 

Population at Risk (Potential Victims) 

Social Dependency (Provides Essential Services) 

Value at Risk 

Amenability (to CPTED Strategies) 

Implementability (within time and cost -- including 
leverage -- constraints) 

Evaluability (within time and cost constraints) 

Impactibility (with respect to institutionaliz~tion 
and to crime and fear reduction) 
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• Thera should be readily available crime and; 

environment data. Generally, the delineation 

of crime/environment problems will involve 

analysis of the relationship between various 

aspects of crime problems and physical, social, 

and economic variables. 

• The selected site should have strong support 

and interest from school system decisionmakers. 

There should be an agreement-in-principle with 

a local school official (e.g., Superintendent 

or Board of Education member) who is willing 

and able to be an advocate for the program. 

In addition, various public or private organi­

zations'and agencies should be committed to 

improvements in the site area. 

• Supportive programs should be underway or planned 

for the target site. These programs could pro­

vide funding assistance and expand the scope of 

CPTED strategies. 

• The site selected and the model designed for 

each CPTED target should facilitate evaluation. 

• Lessons learned from the CPTED evaluation should 

be transferable to other school systems, there­

fore the site selected should be to some extent 

physically and demographtcally typical. 
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2.3 Public Secondary Schools 

Based upon an analysis of crime data and the application of the 

selection criteria, public secondary schools were selected for the CPTED 

Schools Demonstration. Elementary schools were eliminated based upon a 

low degree of crime and fear present; special schools were eliminated 

because of their relatively few sites and persons at risk; secondary 

and postsecondary (college and university) institutions were retained as 

potential Demonstration sites. Of the two, secondary public school sys­

tems were given primary consideration since they far outnumber colleges 

and universities and have a much larger population at risk, and the 

presence at school of a large portion of the secondary school population 

is dictated by law. 

Both inner-city and suburbarl school sites were considered for the 

Demonstration. Although they have the most severe crime problems, inner­

city school systems were eliminated primarily because their generally older, 

two- to three-story construction was deemed less likely to be the model 

for new construction and, therefore, less likely to provide CPTED results 

that could be incorporated in new design recommendations. Also~ their location 

in a higher density environment, with its greater variety of nonschool 

variables impinging on a school's day-to-day activities, would make the 

development of a CPTED Demonstration with even quasi-experimental controls 

more difficult. 

2.4 The' Broward County, FIGrida,: Schools 

After the preliminary selection of suburban public high schools had 
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been approved by NILECJ~ and based upon several site visits and other 

communications, the consortium identified the Broward County, Florida, 

system as the prime candidate, Its comparative advantages included the 

following: 

• The school system was undergoing rapid but de­

celerating growth, reflecting the growth patterns 

of similar suburban counties. 

• The Florida Safe Schools Act and the Standard 

School Facility Construction Act provided oppor~ 

tunities for widespread replication of successful 

CPTED strategies to optimize program impact. The 

problem of school crime had been recognized at 

both the State and local level. 

• The school system maintained a superior crime re­

porting system and data base. 

• School administrators and staff representatives 

interviewed during the course of site visits were 

open and aware in acknowledging and dealing with 

crime prob 1 ems. 

• Probably most important~ numerous resource people 

pledged support for a Demonstration effort. 

(Cooperation was an essential ingredient in the 

site selection process. Since the CPTED Schools 

Demonstration project was based on improving nor­

mal support functions of the schools, increasing 
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aesthetic appeal, and providing better design 

support for activities, the users' involvement 

in the total process was required to gain ac­

ceptance and support for the changes. Within 

CPTED guidelines, the changes had to reflect 

the int erests of the users.) 

The Broward County Schocl System has an elected Board and a Super-

intendent. It is divided into four geographic areas, each headed by an 

assistant superintendent and supported by an advisory committee of stu­

dents and parents who participate in goal-setting and p,rogram develop-

mente The school system has a Department of Internal Affairs, which is 

responsible for security and safetY1 and numerous other departments and 

progIlams that could support the CPTED Schools Demonstration. The School 

Board employs more than 14,000 persons and has an annual payroll in excess 

of $92 million. Its operating fund in 1974-75 was over $162 million. 

School enrollment was about 137,000 students, nearly one-third of 

whom were in secondary schools. Although enrollment forecasts suggested 

smaller incremental increases than in the past decade, the school population 

was expected to grow by approximately 10,000 students during the next 4 

years. Approximately 22 percent of all students were black, with both 

black and white students bused to maintain an approximately 80-to-20 

white-to-black ratio. 

The schools in the system, which reflect design features incorporated 

in most U. S. schools, are of two t)~es: The open, one-story building on 
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a large campus, and the standard two-story building with double-loaded 

corridors and internal stairwells. Twenty-one new schools were proposed 

for construction, including three middle and four high schools. 

Broward County and its principal city, Fort Lauderdale, were areas 

of increa3ing crime, with person-to-person crimes growing faster than the 

State average and property crimes being the largest contributor to total 

offenses. Crime in Broward County schools had been well-documented since 

1969-70, and recent data were computerized. The Internal Affairs depart­

ment of the school system handles crime reporting and security (and safety) 

matters. In 1974-75, it handled 3,092 incidents, an increase of 77 percent 

over 1971-72. 

2. S Local Agreement-in··Prip.ciple 

September 1974 was an active month in Broward County's selection for 

the SchoolS Demonstration. During a September 10 visit, mutual interest 

was noted and expanded among representatives of the consortium and members 

of the school system's administrative and security departments. The latter 

included the Internal Affairs Director whose position as President of the 

National Association of School Security Directors suggested that a Broward 

County CPTED Demonstration project could have great potential for nation­

\'1ide dissemination. 

Later that month, the tentative agreement-in-principle was reaffirmed 

and buttressed. The Broward County School Board approved a recommendation 

submitted by the Director of Internal Affairs that a CPTED ,Demonstration 

be undertaken in the schoof system. 
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It is important to understand that, when the Westinghouse-CPTED 

consortium presented the idea of launching a demonstration program to 

the Broward County representatives during initial meetings, there was 

no model to present as an e~tample of what might be expected. CPTED was 

a new program based largely upon theories and narrowly focused case 

studies advanced by criminologists, behaviorists, and envir~nmental 

specialists. The aim was to create a planning model that would take 

into account local problems, priorities, and resources, as well as op­

portunities to evaluate the implementat~on of CPTED strategies. The 

consortium would provide expertise to develop a plan (reflecting 

local inputs and interests), supply technical assistance to operationalize 

the plan, and work to ensure competent and objective evaluation of the 

results. In other words, the demonstration was to be, in a very real 

sense, a locally financed and managed pregram, predicated on reasonable 

assumptions that CPTED was sound in principle. 

Consortium representatives met with a wide variety of people who 

directly or indirectly affect (or are affected by) educational activities 

and processes to gain information about perceived problems, conditions, 

attitudes, and priorities. Included were students, administrators, 

teachers, physical plant staff, and security personnel. Diverse insights 

and viewpoints that were expressed during these meetings, coupled with 

statistical data supplied by school officials and onsite observations by 

consortium members, provided the foundation for planning and evaluating 

strategic alternatives for each Demonstration school. The active cooper­

ation confirmed Broward County's preliminary selection for a CPTED 
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Demonstration and reinforced the consortium's positive appraisal. NILECJ 

approval soon followed. 

2.6 Selection of the Demonstration Schools 

Eight of the twenty Broward County high schools were to be selected 

as Demonstration schools on the basis of three important types of criteria: 

Representativeness7 crime severitY7 and potential cooperation. With gui-

dance by the consortium, these criteria were applied by staff of the In-

ternal Affairs department and members of the Browa~d County School Board, 

leading to the selection of four experimental schools (i.e., Deerfield 

Beach, South Plantation, Boyd Anderson, and McArthur) as host sites fo~ 

strategy implementation, and four matched control schools.* Each group 

would contain one "old," or tropical, architectural style school composed 

of a one-story building spread out on a large campus connected by open, 

usually single-Ioad>.::d, corridors; and three "new" style schools that are 

a standard style consisting of a two-story structure with double-loaded 

corridors and internal stairwells. 

The Demonstraticln schools were selected because their designs are 

representative of schools both countywide and nationally in terms of crime, 

environment~ and programmatic considerations. The crime data for the 

Demonstration schools for school years 1973-74 and 1974-75 were combined 

with data generated by onsite visits 7 interviews, and analysis of case 

*Subsequent ~valuation considerations resulted in the decision to drop 
the notion of having four mat~~ed control schools. Instead7 the 16 non­
experimenta.l high schools beC'~ami~ comparison schools. The fact that sur­
vey data CQuid be collected in all 20 schools was a maj or facto~'t" in 
this decision. 
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record:s to support the selection of CPTED crime environments for the 

Schools Demonstration project. 

2.6.1 Deerfield Beach High School 

Deerfield Beach High School is located in a mixed residential area 

near the western bO~4dary of the City of Deerfield Beach. This 

area is composed of lower and lower-middle class socioeconomic lovel 

families who prov~de the majority of the high school population. 

The Deerfield Beach High School student body, as reported in their 

June 1977 Progress Report, is comprised of 1 percent American Indians, 

26.1 percent Black" non-Hispani cs, 2.9 percent Hispanics, and 70.8 per-

cent White, non-Hispanics. Among Broward County high schoo+s, Deerfield 

Beach ranks sixteenth in percentage of attendance. Three-hundred eighty­

eight suspensions were issued in the 1976-1977 school year. Total student 

population was 2,380. 

As measured by a national standard achievement test, the school's 

academic standing is below average (-.7 for ninth grade, -.4 for tenth 

grade, and -.6 for eleventh grade). Fo~ the ninth grade, results stayed 

the, same between 1976 and 1977; for the tenth grade, scores were higher 

in 1977 than in 1976; and for the eleventh grade, scores dropped by .2. 

Total Oeerfield Beach High School expenditures in 1977 weTe reported 

to be $2,556,153, with approximately $1,023 spent per.pupil. 

2.6.2 .§outh Plantation High School 

South Plantation High School is located near the southern border of 

the City of Plantation. The location is isolated on three sides by high­

ways and is separated from a residential area on the fourth side by 
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a distance of nearly two city blocks. The student body of South Planta­

tion comes primarily from middle to upper class socioeconomic level 

families, and the student achievement level is above average. In 

their June.1977 Progress Report,.South Plantation High School reported 

an enrollment of 2,579 students, comprised of .3 percent Asian students, 18.9 

percent Black, hon-Hispanic students, 1.4 percent Hispanic students, and 

79.4 percent White, non-Hispanic students. Ranking eighth in per-

centage of attendance among high schools in Broward County, South Planta­

tion has an average daily total of 91.8 percent students in attendance, 

with Whites attending slightly more often than Blacks. In the 1976-1977 

school year, 178 students were suspended. 

The ninth. grade students scoxed .6 highex than the national averages 

on standardized achievement tests, while the lOth-graders scored .9 higher 

and the 11th-graders scored 1.4 higher. Of the four project schools, only 

South Plantation's averages were above the national average. Ninth and 

tenth grades dropped slightly in their test scores between 1976 and 1977, 

while the 11th grade scores remained the same. 

The total budget allocation for South Plantation in 1977 was 

$2,496,422. 

2.6.3 Boyd Anderson High School 

Boyd Anderson is located in the City of Lauderdale Lakes. The high 

school shares its physical site with two other county schools--a middle 

school and an elementary school. The main access to the school is channeled 

through the middle of the county property housing the three schools, thereby 



isolating more than half of the high school from natural surveillance. 

The side and rear portions of the high school are bordered by mixed 

residential housing inhabited by lower to lower-middle class families 

that supply most of the students to Boyd Anderson. Information gathered 

from the Boyd Anderson High School June 1977 Progress Report indicated 

that the school is attended by 2,413 students. Boyd Anderson emphasizes 

curriculum in the basic skills to ninth, tenth, and eleventh graders, in 

vocationally and career-oriented programs. The student body of Boyd 

Anderson is comprised of over 30 percent Blacks, and a small percentage 

of other minorities (.8 percent Hispanic, .:; percent As ian), and 68 

percent Whites. 

Among all 20 Broward High Schools, Boyd Anderson ranks eighteenth in 

student attendance. Blacks had better attendance records (90.4 percent) 

than Whites (87.9 percent). 

The school's academic standing, as measured by a national standard 

achievement test, is slightly below average for the eleventh grade (-.2), 

drops further for the tenth grade (-.4), and is -.6 below average for 

the. ninth grade. From 1976 to 1977, the test results for ninth and tenth 

grades dropped, while for the eleventh grade, scores remained the same. 

Boyd Anderson employs over 100 faculty and staff pesonne1. In 1977, 

the Boyd Anderson budget reflected .total expenditures of $2,394,720, which 

equals approximately $967.95 per student. 

Boyd Anderson's Advisory Committee, comprised of parents, teachers, 

and students, meets with the administration each month to encourage im­

provement in the relationship between school and community and to support 

betterment of student rapport among themselves. 
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2.6.4 McArthur High School 

McArthur High School is located on the western boundary of the City 

of Hollywood. McArthur is surrounded by residential areas on three sides 

and a commercial strip along the fourth side. The majority of the students 

at McArthur come from middle-class homes within the immediate vicinity of 

the school. 

As noted in the school's June 1977 Progress Report, the 2,453-person 

student body of the 25-year-old McArthur High School is comprised of 3 

percent Asians, 11.2 percent Blacks non-Hispanics~ 3.3 percent Hispanics, 

and 85.2 percent White, non-Hispanics. McArthur ranks second in the 

county in percentage of attendance among high schools, with \~ites at­

tending slightly less than Blacks. McArthur's administration credits 

their attendance project~ initiated in 1975, with the success of their 

ranking status ~ 

Grade 11 scored .5 less than the national average on grade scores 

Cas measured by a national standard achievement test); grade 10 scored 

.1 less, and grade 9 scored .3 less. 

- Although total expenditures in 1977 were reported to be $2,683,456, 

from 1971-1977, only 1.6 percent of the county's total capital outlay 

expenditures were spent at McArthur. Lack of additional facilities is 

a major ptoblem due to the-large-growth in student population since 

the school WaS-built. 

In summary, each of the four project schools is attended by over 

2,300 students and has a high percentage in attendance (91. 32 pel'c~::lt 

average). Whites comprise the greatest percentage of students (76 percent 
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average), and achievement test averages are slightly lower than the 

national average for Boyd Anderson, Deerfield Beach, and McArthur, 

while they are slightly higher for South Plantation. 
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CHAPTER 3. PROJECT INITIATION AND ORGANIZATION 

3.1 Introduction 

The Project Initiation phase of the Broward County demonstration 

project was basically concerned with three major areas: 

• "Assessment of crime-related problems and issues. 

• Assessment of potential resources and support 

programs. 

• Organization of the CPTED planning team and 

effort. 

The results of these activities formed a basis for the establ.ish­

ment of project objectives and management. They also formed the basis 

for determining crime/environment targets, establishing the general scope 

and direction of the project, and suggesting the human, technical, and 

financial resources that might be tapped by the project. 

The initiation phase got underway in September 1974 when the pos­

sibility of a CPTED demonstration project was introduced to the Broward 

CoUnty School System. In early attempts to communicate the CPTED idea, 

the Consortium had. extensive contacts with a number of agencies and 

offices, including the following: Broward County School System Internal 

Affairs Office, Broward County Board of Education, Broward County Crime 

Commission, Florida State Department of Education, Florida State Governor's 

Commission on Criminal Justice, and the LEAA Regional Office. One of the 

purposes of these meetings was to generate po1j.tical and financial support 

for the CPTED-based crime prevention". ~trategies. 
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3.2 Crime-Related Assessments 

During the same period, consortium members visited the selected 

schools and formalized their impressions of the crime problems, enabling 

the development of a preliminary plan. This work plan documented the 

distribution of criminal activities in the school environments and sug-

gested well-defined crime preventive strategies and design directives 

to address the problems. 

The detailed crime environment analysis conducted at the selected 

schools led to a preliminary demonstr~tion plan that focused primarily 

on assault, breaking and entering, .theft, and. vandalism. In. 1974-75, 

there were 1,776 of these incidents in the seGondary schools; of these, 

530 occurred in the four demonstration school~. The primary target sub-

environments were school grounds, parking lots, lockers, corridors, rest-
\ 

rooms, and classrooms. 

The sahooZ grounds crime problems were assaults, bicycle thefts, 

breaking and entering, and vandalism; the parking Zot crime problems 

were assaults, breaking and entering, thefts, and vandalism; the Zoaker 

room crime problems were breaking and entering, and theft; the primary 

aorridor crime problem was assaults;' the restroom crime problems were 

assaults and extortion; and the aZassroom crime problems were assaults 

and theft. 

3.3 Proposed Activities and Participants 

The assessment of crime/environment problems, resources, and potential 

funding sources was a joint activity. The inputs of Broward County School 

officials, law enforcement personnel, and the like were pUlled together 

3-2 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

by the consortium. The result was a preliminary demonstration plan 

that formalized the project's Initiation and Organization phase. The 

plan proposed CPTED strategies, project participants, and potential 

funding sources to support implementation. Some of the highlights of 

the plan are noted below. 

3.3.1 Proposed CPTED Strategies 

The preliminary demonstration plan was designed to impact burglary, 

larceny, vandalism, assault, and extortion, and the fear of crime in 

the schools environment. Although the majority of the strategies were 

to focus on the immediate school complex, several strategies were developed 

that would extend into the neighborhoods surrounding the schools. These 

areas were included since school crime also involves the locations where 

students board buses. 

Two strategic models were proposed: 

• Perimeter Control Model -- This strategic model was 

designed to secure the school building and internal 

areas against burglary and larceny of school property, 

and was expected to impact on vandalism and larceny 

of personal property. The major features of this 

model were strategies that would deny or increase the 

difficulty of entry at diverse points of the schools 

environment, including the following: 

External target hardening, e.g., better locks 

on gates, doors, and windOl'ls. 
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• 

Intrusion detection alarms, including 

efficient monitoring and rapid response 

system. 

- Module target hardening. 

Vaults for high-value property. 

24-hour surveillance. 

TV surveillance. 

Property indentification to increase 

the difficulty of disposing of stolen 

goods. 

Student monitors. 

Fenced compounds. 

Social Cohesion Model -- This strategic model was 

designed to impact on vandalism. The primary thrust of 

the model was to influence attitudes of students, teachers, 

other school personnel, and parents regarding their sense 

of affiliation with the school. It was hypothesized 

tl1at a change in attitudes reflecting an increased sense 

of school affiliation would result in a reduced rate of 

person-to-person crimes~ Potential offenders .would be less 

inclined to commit crimes because of increased school 

spirit, peer pressure, and number of people willing to 

intervene and report the incident. The actual and per­

ceived reduction in person-to-person crimes and the 

activities associated with the following social cohesion 
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strategies were expected to reduce £ear and anxiety: 

Extracurricular scheduling. 

Easily suxveilled transportation depots for students 

participating in extracurricular activities. 

Alteration of teacher planning areas to prevent 

multiple access and increase natural surveillance •. 

Safe schoOls advisory committees. 

Installation of two-way communication system in 

selected buses. 

3.3.2 Proposed Participants 

The schoolS environment, particularly that of Broward County~is 

characterized by a diverse group of knowledgeable individuals who could 

provide valuable in;'ut and play a maj or role in the implementation of 

a CPTED schools demonstration. As such, it was recommended that the 

majority of the schools demonstration plan be i~plemented by the Broward 

County SI:hool System, with minimal assistance from other local agencies. 

The following resources and persohnel were available within the system: 

• Design -- Architects,·planning coordinator~~ construction 

supervisors, draftsmen. 

• Social -- Exceptional child educators, evaluators and 

testers, guidance counselors. 

• Media -- Instructional television, audio-visual, graphics, 

and o~er related disciplines. 

• Security -- Office of Internal Af~airs and School 

Resource Personnel. 



• Management - ... Computer specialists; progrannners, key-

punch operators, records specialists. 

• Participation -- Neighborhood Advisory Committees, PTA, 

teacher organizations, parents, and student groups. 

3.3.3 Potential Funding Sources 

The process of identifying potential funding sources for the CPTED 

project was initiated at the start of the program, when broadly based 

contacts were made through public interest groups, professional organ­

izations, and through research into State and Federal acts and programs 

that might provide potential funding. With the narrowing of definition 

of the schools demonstration to the Broward County School System, possible 

funding sources at the Federal, State of Florida, and Broward County 

levels were specified. This type of investigation was expected to be 

an ongoing process, since funding is responsive to economic activity 

at all levels of government, and is particularly sensitive to new acts 

that are created and to old ones that are deleted. The following is a 

synopsis of then current funding potentials for the schools demonstration 

irr the Broward County School System: 

• Federal Level: 

- Law .. Enforcement Assistance Administration. 

CPTED Project. 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 

Act. 
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- Health, Education and Welfare. 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act 

(Section 825 and Title II). 

Emergency School Assistance Program. 

National Center for Education Statistics. 

-- National Defense Education Act 

(Title III), Office of Youth 

Development. 

• State/Regional Level: 

- LEAA Discretionary. 

_ State of Florida. 

-- Department of Education. 

-- Department of Community Affairs. 

Facility Construction Program. 

Governor's Commission on Criminal 

Justi~e Standards and Goals. 

Governor's Crime Commission on Crime 

Prevention. 

- South Florida Regional Planning Council 

(Region 10). 

• Local Level: 

Broward County. 

Criminal Justice Planning Council. 

Area Planning Board. 

School System. 
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County Commission. 

Law Enforcement Agencies. 

• Other: 

- Ford Foundation. 

- Kettering Foundation. 

- Key Industries (e.g., Bell Telephone l 

Florida Power and Light). 

3.4 Proposed Project Schedule 

Figure 3-1 presents the overall work program and schedule that 

was proposed to Broward County officials. Its implicit assumption was 

that the project should be "in place and operating" early enough that 

an impact evaluation could be completed prior to termination of the 

NILECJ/Westinghouse Program which l at that time, was scheduled to be 

a 2-year effort. 
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CHAPTER 4. PROJECT PLANNING 

4.1 Introduction 

The Project Planning pha.se of the Broward County demonstration pro­

ject had similar broad concerns as the Project Initiation and Organization 

phase, except that now the primary issue was to use the real-world re­

actions to the preliminary demonstration plan to establish the step-by­

step activities and responsibilities that would enable project funding to 

be obtained. 

4.2 Crime/Environment Analyses 

4.2.1 Deerfield Beach High School 

Deerfield 1 s most serious crime problems were theft and breaking and 

entering, which were second hignest of the eight schools. Interviews with 

school officials and students indicated that the theft problem was higher 

than officially reported because of a large number of petty thefts that 

went unreported. These petty thefts occurred in the physical education 

locker area. Because of a low clearance rate for this type of offense and 

low dollar value in losses, most of these cases were handled unofficially. 

Assaults (and fear of assaults) in exterior fire stairwells and trespassing 

to sell drugs or to vandalize the school grounds were of concern to school 

officials a.nd students. Vandalism reporting procedures revealed that this 

offense occurred moxe fJ~equently than was officially reported. Petty van­

dalisms were rarely investigated or reported since they involve small 

damage costs and their clearance rates are low. 
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Compared to other schools of like design, Deerfield had a low rate 

of personal crime -.. assaults and extortions. The preliminary evidence 

gathered by the research team suggested that the social control system 

at Deerfield was capable of overcoming the physical design impediments 

(e.g., blind spots, misused and isolated spaces) that supported personal 

crimes that were occurring in other schools of similar physical design. 

The strong social control at Deerfield manifested itself in a clear and 

consistent policy regarding the role of teachers and staff in the super-

vision process; an apparent open line of communication among teachers, 

staff, and students; and a high level of morale and school spirit. 

However, the social environment at Deerfield did not control the 

problem of thefts, breaking and entering, and vandalism in the parking 

lots, physical education locker areas, and bicycle compounds, or the fear 

of assaults in the stairwells. In the absence of physical design modifi-

cations, the social control system appeared ineffective in these crime 

environments. 

4.2.2 South Plantation High School 

South Plantation had a moderately high crime rate with the most sig-

nificant crimes being assaults, thefts of personal property (including 

bicycles), breaking and entering, and vandalism. Students and administra-

tors indicated a great concern for supervision problems. The administra-

tion pinpointed the problems of cutting classes, overcrowding, and poor 

building design as the causes of their supervision problems. 

Students and faculty stated that student involvement and morale were 
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increasing (i.e., student council has approximately 125 members) and their 

contact and rapport with the administration was strong. Students were re­

ceiving excellent guidance and referral services from the guidance and 

counseling staff. 

Careful reviews of the offense records, school interviews, and main­

tenance report~ showed tha.t vandalism and petty theft were probably much 

higher than officially reported. The low clearance rates and relatively 

low cost per offense for petty thefts and vandal isms probably affected 

reporting and coding decisions. The actual reported vandalisms were 

partly (50 percent) incident with breaking and entering and theft, with 

the remainder being high-value property dam~ge. However, a sample site 

survey indicated many locations that sustained vandal isms -- most of these 

in isolated or unsurveillable areas. 

4.2.3 Boyd Anderson High School 

Boyd Anderson had experienced ma.ny crime problems -- mostly in the 

assaul t, theft, and vandalism categories.· Severe racial disturbances l'lere 

experienced when busing was implemented, but this problem subsided with 

the coming of a new school administration. AltilOUgh the new administration 

was strongly supervision-oriented and had instituted many changes to in­

crease school spirit and cohesiveness of students, the school facility 

still reflected the design impediments that previously supported the 

occurrence of criminal behavior. 

Despite the strong control and supervision established by the new 

school administration, there was still considerable concern for problems 

of assaults (and fear) on school grounds, parking lots, exterior stairwells, 
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and corridors (highest of the demonstration schools). Thefts were high 

in the parking lots, locker rooms, and classrooms. Vandalism was also a 

classroom problem. 

4.2.4 McArthur High School 

McArthur had a moderately high crime rate. One of the major problems 

that promoted crime was the size and design of the site. McArthur covers 

nearly 40 acres of land, and the buildings sprawl over much of this area. 

Being of the old "tropical style" design, the physical plant was similar 

to a maze \dth many isolated and blind areas. 

McArthur's main problem areas were the parking lots, school grounds, 

classrooms, and corridors. Theft and assaults were the most prevalent 

problems in these areas. Additionally, from interviews with school officials, 

it was clear that major concern existed regarding fear of assault in the 

restrooms. 

The administration at McArthur attempted to overcome some of the de­

sign problems by establishing a zone system where selected teachers would 

coordinate the handling of problems. Student patio areas were moved to 

areas with some natural surveillance, and the school resource staff would 

take turns watching the parking lots during lunch. However, the design 

problems and distances were impossible to over.come in most situations. 

4.3 The CPTED Demonstration Plan 

4.3.1 Introduction 

In late 1975, the preliminary demonstration plan was revised to re­

flect concerns that a disproportionate weight had been given to physical, 
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target-hardening strategies. The second plan highlighted a number of 

social ~nd behavioral elements in the expanded strategies. Upon local 

acknowledgement of the plan's acceptability, cost estimates were pre­

pared by the consortium. The final Schools Demonstration Plan incor­

porated local- and State-level inputs. 

4.3.2 Planned CPTED Strategies 

In finalizing the Schools Demonstration Plan l the characteristics of 

the school environment in Broward County were r~'examined, including: 

• The needs of students, faculty, and other users 

of the school facilities (physical, social and 

educational, and psychological needs). 

• The normal and intended use of the school facility 

and its environs, in the specific neighborhood 

setting. 

• The behavior of users and offenders, based on ob­

servation, interview, and'available data. 

This reexamination focused on the n~erous opportunities for natural 

surveillance and access control, with activ~ty support and motivation rein­

forcement strategies playing important roles as well. The educational 

function of schools and the attitudes of Broward County students, faCUlty, 

and community users were generally opposed to traditional target-hardening 

mechanisms for crime prevention. Only for expediency, in the absence of 

any apparent alternatives, were such "fortress-like" mechanisms tolerated 

in the Broward school system. The clear preference of school users -- and 

4-5 



-----------------~-------

the thrust of the demonstratiqn plan -- was a maximally open and natural 

environment that would support the usual social and educational process 

of a school while, at the same time, reduce the propensity for criminal 

acts. Therefore, natural access control and surveillance were the pri-

mary design concepts of the plan. Through spatial and activity definition, 

natural social' and educational activities were to be directed so that the 

opportunity for ciminal behavior (e.g., because of blind spots, under­

utilized or misused areas) would be decre'ased, e.ffectuating natural access 

control. Through spatial and activity definition, opportunities for human 

observation of trouble-prone areas and potential offenders could be achieved, 

effectuating natural surveillance. In addition, for comparative purposes, 

certain organized or mechanical techniques for increasing access control 

and surveillance also were included in the demo.1fstration plan •. 

The following illustrations (Tables 4-1 through 4-6) present the 

Broward County schools crime/environment problems that were detailed in 

Chapter 3 and their related CPTED design strategies. 

4.4 Funding Sources 

The approval of the preliminary demonstration plan by the Broward 

County School Board and their agreement to provide cost-sharing through 

manpower and fiscal reso~rces led Broward County, along with support from 

the consortium, to a more intense effort of identifying funding sources 

and obtaining funding commitments. 

Initial contact was established with representatives of the Broward 

County Metropolitan Planning Unit, the Florida Bureau of Criminal Justice 
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TABLE 4-1 

Schools Grounds Crime Problems and Strategies 

Crime/Environment Problems 

Design of and proeedures for bus 
loading al:eas p-rohibit teacher 
surveillance, increase supervision 
ratio. uipedepedes'trian traffic: 
flow and c::ause conges1:ion. Con­
frontations, thefts and vandalisms 
OCCUT. 

Location of informal gathering 
areas (natural and designated) 
promotes the pre-emption of 

. space, interferes with. traffic 
flow and prohibits natural 
surveillance. Assaul ts occur. 

Design. use, and location of 
faCilities has cr~ated isolated and 
blind spot areas that are diffi­
cult to surlP::Y (cn'~ to design 
and/or nonuse because of fear 
or avoidance). Assaul ts. thefts 
and vandalism occur. 

Design and border definition of 
campus creates unclear transitional 
:one definition. B & E, th.e.ft and 
vandalism OCC~tr. 

Location and positioning 
of school physical plant 
prohibit natural surveil­
lance (off hours) by local 
residents and passerbys. 

'I--'a-!t-E;--theft and vandalism 
occur. (One half of . 
vandalisms are incident with 
B & S). 

Design, use and location of 
biCycle compounds or parking 
areas 'on school grounds prohibit 
natural surveillance and limit 
proper use because of st'Udents 
with. variable hours. Thefts 
of bicycles oc=ur. 
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CPTED Strategies 

Redesign bus loading zone and 
revise procedures to increase 
natural surveillance. con­
trol pedestrian flow and 
decrease ra-eio of students 
to supervisors. 

Relocate informal gathering 
areas near supex--iision or 
natural surveillance • 

Redesign informal gathering 
are~ to promote orderly 
flow ~d breakup the pre-

< emption of space by groups. 

Provide functional activities 
in unused or misused problem 
areas to promote natural 
surveillance, increase safe 
traffic flow and to attract 
different types of users. 

Provide clear border definition 
of transitional zones fo~ access 
control and surveillance. 

Provide functional community 
activities on school campus 
(off hours) to increase 
surveillance through effec~ 
tive use of fac!l!ties. 

OVercome distance and isolation 
by improving cammunications to 
create rapid,response to problems 
(and its perception) and more 
effective surveillance. 

Redesign bicycle parking areas 
to provide ·levels of security 
consistent with variable access 
needs of students. 



TABLE 4-2 

Parking Lot Crime Problems and Strategies 

Cril!l,e/Environment Prob 1 ems 

Location and design of student 
parking near bus-loadi;ng areas 
without restric~ing borders 
promotes Tlt1IIlal12>ged pedestrian 
use of parking a:reas. proMotes 
preempdon of space by 
groups and prohibits natural 
surveillance. Assaults, 
B & E, thefts and vandalism 
occur (a£fec~ed by bus-loading 
proc~ures) .. 

Design and location of parking 
lots provide unclear definition 
of transitional zones and 
unmanaged access by vehicles 
and pedestrians. students and 
nonstudents. B & E. thefts 
and vandalisms occur. (Tres­
passing also). 

Location of informal gathering 
areas designated as ~oking 
zones in ouen corridors 
adjacent to parking lots and 
visible froM public thorough­
fares prohibits natural 
surveillance, attracts cut­
siders and is an impediment to 
school policies restric~ing 
studen1; use of parking lots 
during school hours; B & E. 
the~~_<I:l1d vandalis~ occur. 

Isolation of student parking 
lots (some locations) prohibits 
any natural surveillance. 
Variable student hours limit 
use of fen'lcing aJid gates. 
B & E, thefts and vandaliSlll 
QCcur~ __ 
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CPTED Strategies 

Relocate and/or redesign 
bus-loading and parking 
lot access procedures to 
reduce necessity for pedes­
trian use of lot, reduce 
congestion in transitional 
zones and support strict 
d'efinition of parking lot 
use. 

~~ovide natural border de­
finition and "limit access to 
vehicular traffic in student 
parking to clearly define 
transitional :ones, to re­
route ingr~ss and egress during 

, specified periods and to pro­
vide natural s~veillance. 

Relocate informal gathering 
areas to places with natural 
surveillance that are 
isolated frOM the view of 
public thoroughfares and 
designed to suppor.: informal 

" gathering acti vi ties. 

Reloca'te student parking 
(01' part of) to areas with 
natural surveillance and/or 
relocate safe activities in 
juxtaposition with student 
parking to incnase natural 
surveillance. 

Redesign parking lots 
to provide levels of 
security consistent with 

: varlable access needs 
of students. 
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TABLE 4 .. 3 

I Locker Room Crime Problems and Strategies 

I 
-
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I 
I .~ .. ,,-- ... --.-- ~ .~ 

CrimejEnvironment Problems CPTED Strategies 

Design and use of lockers (by Redesignate use of space 
I1Ultiple assignxunt)disperses to increase territorial 
students throughout area, reduces conc:em, to ino:eas e the 
surveillance and increases ~fined purpose of space, 
territory for teacher supervision. and. reduce area requiring 
B & E alld theft occur. 5uJ:'YI'li II an ce. 

Similar design of lockers creates Provide clear definition of 
coniu.sicln and decreases natural transitional ~ones and use 

I 
surveillance by creating unclear of space for easy recognition 
definition of transitional :one$. of bonafide users. 
B & E and theft occur. -

I Isolation of locker area while Provide functional activities 
class is in gymnasium or on play~ng in problem areas to increase 
field eliminates natural natural surveillanc:. 
surveill.mc:e. B ~ E and thefts 

I· occur. 
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TABLE 4-4 

Corridor Crime Problems and Strategies 

Crime/Environment Problems 

Design and use of corridors 
• provide blind spots and 

~C'llated a.reas that prohibit 
natural surveillance. 
Ass;.ults, tb.r~ats and 
extortions occur. 

Cl,a.$s scheduling promotes 
congestion in certain areas 
at shift changing that 
dec~eases supervision 
capa,bilities and prot.iuces 
inco.lwenicnce. Assaults 
and confrontations occur. 

Location of benc:~es and/or 
other amenities in 
corridors creates mis­
used space and congestion. 
Corridor locations are 
lacking in natural 
surveillance because of 
design. Ass31.11 ts and 
confrontations oc,~ur. 

Location and use of 
corridors for functions 
other than pedestrian passage 
such as smoking zones 
promotes pre-emption of 
space by groups and un­
surveillable misused space. 
This misused space supports 
behavior that attracts 
outsiders to the external 
corridors designated as 
smoking areas. Assaul'tS » 
confrontations and other 
illegal activity occur. 

Design and definition of 
corridor areas do not support 
a elear definition of tne 
dominant function of that 
space (i.e." passage). Unclear 
transitional zones produce 
behaviors conducive to assault 
and confrontation. 
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CPTED Strategies 

Provide functional activities 
(or redesignate use) in blind 
spots or isolated areas to 
lnCl"ease natural. sUl'Veillance 
(or the perception thereof). 

Remove obstacles to natural 
suTVeillance (increase 
perception of openness). 

Revise class scheduling and man­
agement procedures to avoid con­
gestion, to decrease supervision 
ratio and to define time 
transitions. 

Reloc'ate informal gath.ering areas 
to areas with natural surveillance 
and that are designed to support 
that activity. 

Relocate activities and func­
tions from misused space to 
areas designed to support 
these activities and to 
pr.ovide nat;ural surveillance. 

hovide clear definition of the 
dominant function (a~d intended 
use of sp~ce) and clearly define 
transitional :ones t:o increase 
territorial concerns: and 
natural surveillance. 
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TABLE 4-5 

Restroom CX'.ime Problems and Strategies 

Crime/Environment l'-:oble:ns CP1'ED Strategies -
Location of rest~o~ near Limit access to isolated 
ext~?nal entrances and exits areas during specific 
isolates tnem from normal s~ool times for access contfcl 
hour traffic flow Q\nd prohibits and to reduce the need for 
surveillance. Assa\\l ts occur. surveillance. -. 
Privacy and isolation required Remove obst·a.cl es to natural 
for internal design provides surveillance to decrease 
blinn spots that reduce surveil- fear, increasl<11 use and. 
lability on the part of students 'increase risk ~f dete¢tion. 
and supervisory personnel, i. e., 
exterior door and anteroom. wall. 
Assaults occur. 
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TABLE 4-6 

Classroom Crime Problems and Strategies 

Crime Env!.ronment P"-;oblems CPTED Strategies 

Design requirements for classrooms Remove obstacles to natural sur-
produce isolation of individual veillance to increase risk of 
classes, resulting in high detection a.."ld to :reduce percep-
student to teacher ratios and tion of isolation. 
little extemal natural surveil-
lance (real or perceived) when OVercome distance and isolation by 
class is in session. A.ssaults improving communications to create 
occur. (Thefts occur when cl3.$s rapid response to problems, the 
is empty.) perception of rapid response, and 

IDOre effective surveillance. 

Location and design definition E.xtend the identity of surround-
of multiple purpose classrooms ing, spaces to multiple purpose 
produces unclear transitional 3pa1ce eo increase terr".torial con-
zones, decreases territorial cetn and natural surveillance. 
CClncem, and decreases natural 
surveillance. Thefts occur. Pl1)vide a functional activity in 

pI'l:lblem areas to i;ncrease terri-
to:rial concern and natural sur-
veillance. 

Class shift procedures during Revise class scheduling an-i move-
lunch hour produce unclear time ment. procedures to define time for 
transition and definition of c:l~;s shifts making surveillance 
groups; decreases control and and supervision of classcU1:ters 
ill.creases student to teacher ea!'iier. 
rado (many classroom thefts are 
committed by classcutters). 

--
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Planning and Assistance, the State Departments of Education and Adminis­

tration, and the Office of the Lieutenant Governor. Although the FY75 

State Plan of the Governor's Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 

Goals indicated a high priority for projects dealing with environmental 

design and its deterrent effect on criminal opportunity~ circumstances 

prevented State-level financial support from being committl~d during FY75. 

Broward County's intent to develop the CPTED Schools Demonstration occurred 

late in the planning cycle, and funds had already been tentatively committed 

to other projects. The magnitude of the funding request ($400,000) made it 

virtually impossible to divert funds from any of the previously committed 

projects. As a result, the decision was made to seek other funding sources. 

LEAA's Citizens Initiative Program representatives were contacted and 

demonstration support was obtained. Based upon feedback~ steps were initiated 

to develop a grant request for the $400,000 from the Citizens Initiative Pro­

gram to be coordi'ilated through the LEAA Regional Off!ice in Atlanta. In ad­

dition, support was received from the Florida Depaxtment of Education to 

assist Broward County in obtaining the approximately $44,000 of local match­

ing funds required to request the $400,000 grant. 

4.5 Management Plan 

Analysis of the project task indicated that the demonstration required 

a dedicated staff to perform the necessary functions outlined in the Schools 

Demonstration Plan. It seemed both imperative and desirable that the evalu­

ation effort be performed by employees of the Broward County School System 

because of economic considerations and because of competency and evaluative 
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experience of professionals in its Office of Research. Many of the data 

collection instruments and method~i were already in operation as part of 

the ongoing efforts of that office. 

Therefore, the Broward County Schools Demonstration was to be con-

ducted primarily by personnel of the County School System, through the 

Offices of Internal Affairs and Research, and the District Superintendents 
~ . .. 

and Principals responsible for the selected Demonstration schools. Pro-

ject activities would require the su~port of many offices in the Braward 

County School System, including fac:l ~,ities planning (which houses the 

architects and building planners), the fiscal offices (which handle pur-

chasing end procurement of services and equipment), and the pupil place-

ment and transportation offices (to assist in conducing pupil and teacher 

surveys). 

4.6 Functional Responsibilities 

4.6.1 Project Director 

The Project Director would have overall 'responsibility for the coordi­

nation of the demonstration's' implementation. Since this individual also 

was Director of the Office of Internal Affairs, he would provide progress 

reports directly to the Superintendent. 

4.6.2 Project Coordinator '. 

The Ptoject Coordinator would be responsible for assisting the Project 

Director in demonstration coordination and implementation and for interfacing 

vi th the individual principals. 

4.6.3 School Coordinators 

Each of the four School Coordinators would be individua,lly responsible 
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for strategy implementation at one of the experimental schools, as well 

as assisting the evaluation activities by coordinating data collection, 

survey administration, and observational studies performance. 

4.6.4 Evaluator-

The school system's Office of Research would be responsible for con­

ducting a process evaluation of the demonstration. An evaluation firm, 

not associated with either the school system or the consortium would be 

hired to evaluate the demonstration's impact. 

4.6.5 CPTED Consortium Support 

The CPTED consortium would provide technical and management assistance 

to the local program coordinators through the consortium's on-site CPTED 

Liaison Representative. In addition, the consortium would provide support 

to the evaluation activities, as well as assistance in seeking funding for 

implementation. 

4.7 Grant Award 

In January 1976, an application for an implementation grant was sub­

mitted to the Broward County Criminal Justice Planning Council; the regional 

LEAA" office in Atlanta, Georgia; the Florida Department of Education; and 

the Broward County School Board. The LEAA monies requested totalled 

$397,105, and matching funds of $9,000 and $35,000 were requested from the 

State Department of Education and the County School Board, respectively, 

In February, the Department of Education endorsed the application and com­

mitted its portion of the requested funds. In March, the School Board 

committed its sha~e. (Endorsements for these actions had previously been 
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offered by th.e Sch.ool Board's District Advisory Committee, the Broward 

County Planning Council, the Chief of Police for Pompano Beach, and the 

Chief of Police for Ft. Lauderdale.) In June 1976, a slightly revised 

version of the grant request was submitted to the Broward County Criminal 

Justice Planning Council by the school system's Director of Internal 

Affairs. The application was then forwarded to the LEAA Regional Office 

and funds were awarded in July 1976. 
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CHAPTER S. PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION 

5.1 Introduction 

The Project Implementation phase of Broward County's CPTED demonstra­

tion proj ect formally began \iith the award of the demonstration 

grant in June' 1976, and continued throughout the life of the project. 

In the broader sense, however, because successful implementation depended 

to a large extent on the action foundation that was laid in preparation 

for the anticipated grant approval, the Project Implementation phase be­

gan with the first site visit to assess Broward County's feasibility as 

a potential demonstration site. This chapter examines the problems and 

successes associated with the ~ttempt to implement the Demonstration Plan. 

5.2 The Pre-Grant Phase 

The Broward County School System's involvement in the CPTED project 

began with the September 10, 1974 site visit to discuss the possibility 

of cooperating with Westinghouse in serving as a demonstration site. 

Subsequent cooperation was forthcoming, and the week of September 18-27 

was spent on-site, developing a work plan. A draft demonstration plan 

was developed and support for such a plan was indicated by a vote of the 

Broward County School Board in November 1974. 

---From November 1974 through February 1976, Westinghouse and officials 

of the'Broward County School System cooperated in seeking funds to imple­

ment "the Schools Demonstration Plan.. DUJ:'ing this time, it had become ap­

parent that neither local nor State funding would be feasible,. even 



through the distribution of Federal funds that had been allocated to the 

State agencies. Finally, through further negotiations processes, an 

LEAA discretionary gran'/: was awarded to conduct the Demonstration Plan. 

By the end of February 1976, Federal support for the grant was assured 

and State and local matching funds were committed (although funds were 

not officially awarded until June 1976). 

The delaY" in funding the demonstration caused a variety of problems. 

Westinghouse had been very active in the fall of 1974'in obtaining data 

aIlld interviewing individuals in the school system. This had created an 

e2cpectation that the proj act would begin shortly. Principals later re­

pc::>rted that they had been disappointed when construction did not start 

s,Don after Westinghouse left. The initial excitement and concern of stu­

dents,. faculty) and administrators at each of the scht:>ols were dissipated 

by the long: delay. 

S;.3 Precolnstruction and Construction Pha.ses --
In tkleory, the method by which a program such as CPTED becomes im-

J?lement~\d in a school system dictates an apparently straightforward pro-

Icedure. This procedure is outlined in Figure 5-1, using the mini-plazas 

for illustration. In Broward County, that procedure begins with the 

School !P1anning Division drawing up a set of plans (for the mini-plazas, 

an o:rigrninal plan was submit_ted by Westinghouse), which are structurally 

sound ;,md which comply with city, State, and national building codes. A 

State ... ,approved architect, hired by School Planning, assures the soundness 

of the plans and a bid proposal is prepared and sent to the Purchasing 
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Department for advertising. Approval of the preliminary drawings by the 

CPTED Project Coordinator and the school principals is required prior to 

the School Board's granting approval and prior to the Purchasing Depart­

ment's letting the bid. 

Designated School Planning personnel then review all bids. Acco:r~­

ing to the State law, the lowest bids are to be accepted. Once the bids 

have been received and revie~led, School Planning recommends to the School 

BOf:u:d that the lowest acceptable bid be awarded. The School Board has 

thEI responsibility of acceptance or rejection of bids. When the Board ac­

cepts a particular bid, School Planning resumes responsibility and per­

sonnel from that division oversee constructiun, which is required to start 

within 10 days after the award. of the contract. Sellool Planning makes 

the final decision on when construction of a particular strategy is com­

plete, and prior to issuing payment, concurrence of the CPTED Project Co­

ordinator is required. 

The following is a description of the.above procedure as it applied 

to the implementation of the specific design directives, including a sum­

mary of the construction progress and delays encountered in the develop­

ment of each strategy for the Broward County CPTED Schools Demonstration 

Project, along with a brief chronology of events which preceded the con­

struction phase. 

The implementation process.. included s,l;tVen general stra.tegies, some 

with substrategies. Strategies were specified for the following areas: 

.. Courtyards. 

• Bicycle Parking Compounds. 
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• Hallways and External Stairwells. 

Classrooms 

Security Office (Teacher Plannin.g Area) 

• Restrooms 

• Auto Parking Lots. 

• School Grounds. 

School Policing Precinct. 

Bus Loading Zone. 

Communications. 

Portable Ticket Booths. 

Border Definition. 

Burglar Alarm. 

• Locker Rooms. 

As expla:i,ned.earlier, not all strategies were to be implemented in all 

four schools, and not all strategies were to be implemented in the same 

way in each school .. Courtyard.renovations provide examples of the types 

of differences encountered in implementation process between the fOQ~ 

schools. 

To illustrate the factors affecting implementation prog ~ss and de­

lays, the following discussion of the courtyard negotiations -- the most 

complex physical design modifications called for in the Demonstration 

Plan -- presents the process in considerable detail. The discussion of 

the implementation of the other strategies will be less elaborate. 
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5.3.1 .Courtyard Renovations 

The directives for the courtyards were to create a mini-plaza in the 

interior courtyard area, and to organize a student/faculty committee to 

assist in the design and coordination o~ each school's mini-plaza activi-

ties. The courtyard directives were to be initiated in November 1976, 

with project completion scheduled by January 31, 1977 .. Designs developed 

in August 1976 for Deerfield Beach and South Plantation went from School 

Planning to the CPTED Project Coor4inator for his approval on November 20, 

1976, and he received the blueprints on December 10, 1976. On December 

15, the principal of Boyd Anderson rejected the plans for his school. 

New blueprints, for Boyd Anderson's . court yard renovations were received on 

December 17. On Dec~mber 15 and December 28, for the other three schools, 

the CPTED Project Coordinator asked that work begin on the plans, and 

gave his approval, 

For Deerfield Beach and. South Plantation, the CPTED Project Coordina-
r 

tor requested that the specifications be prepared for bidding on February 

23, 1977, while at McArthur, approval of the courtyard renovations (with 

some changes from the original plan) was given on February 11. A requisi-

tion regarding this change was sent to the Purchasing Department by 

February 18. The requisition for the handicap ramp was sent to Purchasing 

on February 16. For South Plantation and Deerfield Beach, the completed 

prints for landscaping (which will be discussed following the description 

of the other courtyard strategies) and equipment were presented to School 

Planning. This occurred between February 24 and February 28, after which 
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School Planning requested work to commence immediately for these two 

schools. 

On March 17, School Planning sent the blueprints for all four schools 

to Purchasing, which let them for advertising three to five days later. 

At McArthur, bids for the handicap ramp were received on March 29. 

On April 12, 1977, the bids for the mini-plazas at all four schools 

were received, but on April 14, due to a fund reallocation and a request 

from the principal, Boyd Anderson requested and was granted exclusion 

from the mini-plaza plans. They wanted Co complete th~ir mini-plaza on 

their own, without the assistance of the contractor, using some CPTED 

project funds. For the other three schools, bids were awarded for con­

struction on April 21. Construction began..soon afterwar.ds~.with the pur­

chase order going out on May 4. The promised delivery date was May 30. 

After construction had begun, a rescheduled comp1etion date was set for 

the end of June. 

In June at Deerfi~!ld Beach, the north retainer wall had been com­

pleted, and the south wall was started. In both Deerfield Beach and Sout,h 

Plantation, plaza floors were poured between June 27 and July 1. At Sou'ch 

Plantation, all barricades were removed, but due to minor flooding in the 

south.portion, the snack bar had to be rescheduled for completion July 

15. At McArthur, graphite nosing for the gym steps was ordered by July 

lJ.', and the conc:',\;'~te planters were to be poured July 15, with the benches 

to be installed at a later date. The graphite nosing was· complete on 

July 22. At Deerfield Beach, the retainer wall, as of July 20, was yet 

to be stuccoed. 

5-7 



I 
• , ~. 

) 

In August" 1977, Deerfield. Beach and McArthur experienced individual 

difficulties, including inadequate.sidewalk repair from flooding at Deer­

field Beach. The Deerfield Beach patio was completed by September 1977. 

At McArthur, the courtyard,. including 'I:he gym steps, kiosk, furniture 

placement, anchorage, and sprinkler systems, was still incomplete by 

September. 

A bid for the McArthur and South Plantation trash receptac1e~ had 

'l"lot been issued as of Mal.'ch 1978. At McArthur, the bid for refurbishing 

of the .coul:tyard floor was accepted, and a. reluisition was sent to Pur~ 

chasing. At Deerfield Beach, although the patio \!las complete, a Novemb~r 

1977 repo-rt from the CPTED Project Coordinator stated that, regarding the 

tables and benches, "the contractor failed to comply with bid specifica­

tions. NeiW pedestals have to be installed." 

By th~ end of November, the landscaping and receptacles for Deerfield 

Beach and South Plantation were compl~te. On the same day (November 30), 

the handi,::ap ramp, gym steps, and patio wall at McArthur were completed. 

However, the furniture at South Plantation was showing breakage and there 

was a problem with their sprinkler system, as well: It had been switched 

from city' to well water, and no one had been consulted on this change. 

The old system was not capped, rendering dra:l,nage inadequate. A similar 

problem existed at Deerfield.Beach. With progress at the point just de-

scrib~d, the onsite observer expressed concern over the lack ~f use by 

students. 

The mini-plaza at South Plantation was, considered complete in 

January of 1978.. At Mc.u-thur, in a January 1978 report, the CPTED 
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Project Coordinator sta'l._.l that they were "continually waiting for the 

roofing contractor (the gym roof was being redone) to finish in order 

that the pa.tio floor can be painted." Until the roof was completed, the 

floor for the patio could not be painted for fear that roof tar would 

ruin the floor. 

Snack bar renovations at McArthur proceeded as follows: Blueprints 

were received by the CPTED Project Coordinator from School Planning on 

January 18, 1977. The requisition went out on March 21, and the purchase 

order was issued on March 28. The renovations had been considered com-

plete since March 21.* On September 19, 1977, the CPTED office called 

for prices and information for the queuing lane requirements, and the 

requisition was sent out on September 26. The puxchase order went out 

on September 28, with approval for payment being granted on November 3, 

1977 . 

Aft~r Boyd Anderson took on.construction of its own courtyard reno-

vations), in April of 1977. J.6 different purchase orders, for various needs 

(e.g., sod, hardware, etc.) were sent out from the CPTED office. These 

we~e dated from August 18 to September 30. 

A May 2S faculty meeting noted that an "inadequate number of benches 

for the patio. (made) it impractical since so few could be seated, and the 

tables Chad} never arrived." This concern was again observed on 

*In many cases, purchase orde:rs were "confirming" orders and contractors 
b'~gan construction before thla official awarding of the bid. 
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September 26. The final construction of the plaza floor had been com­

pleted on November 9. By November 15, the east patio was complete, but 

the west patio was only 30 percent. complete. It was noted that eight 

plants had died of neglect. By the end of January, although the indus­

trial arts classes had produced all of the needed benches and tables, the 

horticulture 'classes had not completed the initial section of the patio. 

By March of 1978, the west patio was still incomplete. 

Landscaping plans were processed as an individual substrategy. The 

landscaping plans for Dee··field Beach, McArthur, and South Plantation 

were reviewed between January 24 and January 28, 1977. But between 

January 31 and February 4, School Planning rejected ;he consultant's ini­

tial plans for all four schools, requesting elaboration on furniture 

placement on the South Plantation, Deerfield Beach, and Boyd Anderson 

plans. The expanded designs were submitted between February 7 and 

February 11 for Boyd Anderson and South Plantation, and blueprints were 

complet~d. However, School Planning had not yet selected the furniture 

which would be used, and the new landscaping plans for Deerfield Beach, 

McArthur, and South Plantation were drawn up between August 8 and August 

12, for the special approval of the superintendent on August 15. The 

School Board awarded the bid on September 29. Landscaping was completed 

in November 1977. 

Fo:;: Boyd Anderson, as of March 15, 1978, courtyard renovations were 

not complete; for Deerfield Beach, renovations were completed in February 

1978; for McArthur and South Plantation,. they were completed in January 
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1978. Figures 5-2 and 5-3 indicate that it took approximately 8 months 

to develop a plan for courtyard renovations and issue a requisition for 

the renovations. Thus, it was not until February or March of 1977 that 

a requisition was issued. 

As shown in Table 5-1, approximately half the time taken from the 

start of the grant to the completion of the courtyards was spent in plan­

ning. There was relatively little time spent in advertising and receiving 

the bids. Except for Boyd.Anderson, bids were awarded and purchase orders 

were issued very rapidly. The ac.tual construction time for the three 

completed sites was approximately 8 1/2 months. 

Special attention should be drawn to.the courtyard renovation at Boyd 

Anderson. As shown in Figure 5~2, as of March 15, 1978, the Boyd Anderson 

couli.tyard had.not been totally comple.ted ... ·.One side.. of the courtyard was 

completed.at that .time, . and approximately 50 percent .of the other side 

had been completed. In addition,. the time taken to issue a pu .. :chase or­

der for Boyd Anderson was almost ten times.tl-at taken for the other three 

schools. These delays were caused by a variety of factors, but, primarily, 

they must be attributed to funding problems and to the principal's insis­

tence that Boyd AndersonYs courtyard be developed to his specifications, 

utilizing student labor. In fact, this is the only school in which stu­

dents actively participated.in the planning .and building of the courtyard, 

At this point, it is difficult to determine if the actual construc­

tion time, utilizing student help, at Boyd Anderson will be longer than 

construction time in th~ other schools. Clearly, inclusion of student 

participation in the p~0ject is strongly supported by CPTED theory. 
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MAR. 78 21 

FEB. 78 -100% complete 20 

JAN. 78 19 

DEC. 77 18 

NOY. 77 17 

OCT. 77 16 

SEP. 77 15 
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-purchase order issued 14 
0 

JUL. 77 
c: 

13 < 
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JUN. 77 12 ... 
~ 

IIAY 77 -purchase order issued 11 <.:l 

::z 
APR. 77 -bids received 

0 
-bid awarded 10 c: - "" ,.. -bids received !i; Cf) 

~ 
MAR. 77 -b5.ds advertised 9 !5 

-requisition issued -bids adverti~ed z 
PElL 77 8 ~ 

-requisition issued "" 0 
JAN. 77 7 <= 

~ 

DEC. 76 6 ~ 
:::I 
Z 

NOY. 76 5 

OCT. 76 .. 
SEP. 76 3 

AUG. 76 2 

JUL. 76 1 

JUN. 76* 0 
,.._ .......... _ ..... -

BOYO ,ANDERSON DEERFIELD BEACH 

*LF.AA Discretionary Funds we~ awarded. 

Figure 5-2. Courtyard Renovations -- Boyd Anderson and Deerfield Beach 
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MAR. 78 21 

FEB. 78 20 

JAN. 78 -100% complete -100% complete 19 

DEC. 77 18 

NOV. 17 17 

OCT. 77 16 

SEP. 77 15 

AUG. 17 14 
Q 
.:::: 

JUL. 77 13 < 
~ 

JUN. 77 12 ... 
~. 

MAY II -purchase order issued -purchase order issued 11 t..:I 

-bid awarded ~ 

APR. 17 -bid awarded -bids received 10 
g 
"-

-bids received -bids advertised en 

i5 MAR. 77 -bids advertised -requisition issued 9 !=: z z Sf Q FEB. 17 -requisition issued 8 ~ 

"-0 
JAN. 77 7 c=: 

til 

DEC. 76 6 ~ 
:::l 
Z 

NOV. 76 5 

OCT. 76 4 

SEP. 76 3 

AUG. 76 2 

JUL. 76 1 

JUN. 76 0 - _ .. _._ ... - .. -.... . . ... _---- --.---

W'..AR'IHUR SOU'lli PLANT/~TION 

Figure 5-3. Courtyard Renovations -- McArthur and South Plantation 
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TABLE 5-1 

Days Consumed in Each Phase of the Broward CPTED Construction of Courtyard Renovations 

SCHOOL ISSUANCU OF ADVERl'ISIiMENT ItECIlIPT AWARD OF ISSUANCU OF COMPLIlTION TOTAL DAYS 
REQUISITION OF !Hu5, OF BIDS BIDS l'unCIlASE ORDER COMPLETION 

Boyd Anderson 290 3 23 94 121 
Det.rfield Beac\l 268 25 23 9 13 286 624 
McAl:thur 263 30 23 9 13 241 579 
SOllth Plantation 290 3 22 9* 13 241 578 

AVERAGE 278 15 23 30 40 256 594 

til , I *Estimated I-' 
.j;:.. 

.. ;._ .. - - - - -' _ .... -- •• - - - --
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While some of the specifications of tables utilized in Boyd Anderson may 

not have been appropr~ate for CPTED strategy (e.g., they a11oW' too many 

students to sit at one table), the benefits, of student participation may 

outweigh this deviation. J~ will be noted later, the Boyd Anderson court­

yard cost was approximately half of the cost of the other courtyards. 

In sununary,'it is clear that meeting the procedural requirements for 

developing approved plans took most of the time in initiating implementa­

tion of the courtyard strategy. The processing of the plans, once they 

left the School Planning offices, was accomplished in 2 months. Overall, 

it took approximately the same amount of time to complete the construc-

tion as it did to issue a requisition. Except for one school, Boyd 

Anderson High School, student participation in planning and in implement­

ing courtyards was minimal. Clearly, the construction of ~ourtyards could 

not have been completed over the summer of 1976', as originally planned 

(i.e., when it was thought th~t grant award would occur in February 1976), 

with either commerciai contractors or student assistance. 

5.3.2 Bicycle Parking Compounds 

To be implemented in all schools except Boyd Anderson, the bicycle 

parking compounds were originally designed for use with bike locking cups. 

However, in December 1976, School Planning rejected the plans for th.e 

cups; racks would be used in their place. 

The requisitions for all three bike compounds were issued in February 

of 1977, approximately 8 months after the grant was funded. It then took 

approximately 3 months to award the bid. While there were.some problems 

which complicated ·the implementation. of.the bi<;yclecompounds (e. g., 
-'-~~--.. . 
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drainage problems at McArthur HIgh School), construction activities con-

sisted primarily of some paving, the installation of a fence, and the 

installation and anchoring of a bicycle rack. This took approximately 

6 months to complete (f'rom April 1977 through Oc:tober 1977). As in the 

courtyards, the majority of time spent in initiating the implementation 

of this strategy was in developing and issuing the requisition. The en-

tire project took 16 months to complete from the start of the grant. 

5.3.3 Hallways and Exterior Stairwells 

A variety of strategies were to be employed inside the school build-

ings. The planning efforts for these strategies took from 6 to 8 months; 

the actual implementation, 2 to 3 months. 

At Boyd Anderson, the original plans included the installation of 

a window in the corridor wall adjoining the custodian's office (never im-

plemented) and the placement of multicolored graphic designs, or super-

graphics, in corridors to define the intended functions of those spaces. 

Based on initial renderings provided by a Westinghouse architect, the 

actual art work would be done by students under the supervision of the 

art instructor. By November 1977 -- 18 months after the start of the 

grant -- the corridor supergraphics were considered complete. (It could 

not be determined when students actually received permission to begin the 

strategy. ) 

At South Plantation, the mock-up and mount for a Paladin (school 

symbol)) to be placed between the snack bar and the patio, was complete 

by the end of January 1977. Another strategy originally called for the 

1 
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placement of a teacher planning area in a corridor location that would 

facilitate natural surveillance. However, when it became clear that 

teachers would not want to utilize such an area, the plans were changed 

to utilize an area under a staircase. in the main school corridor for the 

construction of a security office. The construction involved building a 

small, air-conditioned room, approximately la' x 10', with one-way mir­

rors on all four sides. This project was started in May of 1977 and com­

pleted in July of that year., The sacuri ty office was) thus, one of the 

few construction strategies that was completed over the summer vacation. 

Two additional South Plantation corridor strategies w€~re delayed by 

unanticipated problems: At the request of the contractor, the reconstruc­

tion of the cafeteria corridor had to be rescheduled to follow the com-

pletion of the mini-plaza; and the completion of a corridor door and wall 

addition was postponed because of repairs necessitated by four separate 

incidents of student vandalism to the wall. 

At McArthur, blueprints for 14 doors with windows were received on 

February 2, 1977. The requisition was sent out on March 21, and the pur­

chase order ,for 'the corridor windows (which were completed March 31) and 

door windows went out on March 28r While the job had been considered 

complete ms of July 31, one of the doors had been put in the wrong place. 

Exterior stairwells strategies were planned for all sc:hools except 

McArthur. The strategy to install windows in all exterior stairwells 

was rejected as unsound by the structural engineer. The strategy to in­

stall gates to close off the hidden areas underneath the exterior stair-

wells was ruled out because it was viewed as a potential fire hazard. 
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The plan was modified so that the areas would be complete~y sealed off. 

Work was completed at South Plantation in February 1977; at Boyd Anderson 

in April; and at Deerf:i.eld Beach in May. 

5.3.4 Restrooms 

Restroom renovations were unique to McArthur High School. The stra­

tegy originally called for the removal of doors and their replacement by 

gates. This plan was rejected by the Internal Affairs Office. From a 

security standpoint, it was felt preferable to leave the doors on so that 

they could be locked in an open position during school hours and closed 

and locked during nonschool hours, reducing their susceptibility to van­

dalism. In addition, State law prohibits doorless restrooms near footi 

services areas, as would have been the case for the South Plantation f14ack 

bar. 

Of all the strategies implemented, this one seemed to be one of the 

easiest to complete. Sixty-three percent of the restroom modifications 

were completed as planned within 3 months of requisition issuance. 

5.3.5 Parking Lots 

Compared to most of the other construction strategies, the requisi-

tions for the parking lot strategies were issued very early in the pro­

gram: All reqUisitions had been issued by November 1976. 

The implementation of the parking lot strategies was plagued with 

major difficulties. At Deerfield Beach and South Plantation high schools, 

the polegates were not installed with enough preCision to allow them to 

lock wit.h the locks that had been ordered. 
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The parking lot implemen.tation in McArt~ur High School was completed 

in March 1977, according to CPTED Program Office records. However, major 

problems existed with this strategy -- most notably the lack of support 

by either their principal or their students for a newly constructed tran­

sitional safety fence that was designed to make operative a one-way zone. 

This necessitated the removal of a major part of the fence and the dis­

continuation of the secure parking lot. 

It was planned that Boyd Anderson High School would exchange the 

location of their student parking lot with the driver's education parking 

lot. According to the Demonstration Plan, this should have resulted in 

greater surveillance. The principal of the school did not think this 

would be a good strategy and, thus, the strategy was not implemented. 

Instead, the entire student lot was fenced and provided with appropriate 

gates. 

In summary, the paxking lot strategies were initiated earlier than 

most of the other strategies. However, from the perspective of implemen­

tation~ small but important details detracted greatly from subsequent uti­

lization. 

5.3.6 School Grounds 

5.3.6.1 School Policing Precinct 

Boyd Anderson was the only school to receive funding fur this direc­

tive. Final drawings were sent to CPTED on September 10, 1976, and, on 

the same day, a requisition was sent to Purchasing. The job was reported 

to be complete by March 24, 1977. As a result of the local police 
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department's being merged with the County Sheriff's Office, occupancy of 

the precinct did not occur until several months later. Ultimately, a 

truancy specialist and a police specialist from the Youth Services Division 

were given space in the precinct so that truants and juvenile delinquents 

in that area could be brought directly to them rather than having to be 

transported downtoWn to the Juvenile Center. 

5.3.6.2 Portable Ticket Booths 

Except that the pl~'s for McArthur included two ticket booths 

rat:~tlr than only one, the progress on the ticket booths for South 

Plantation and McArthur ran parallel to each other. The requisition 

went out on November 15, 1976. The job was completed by the end of 

December 1976. 

5.3 •. 6.3 Bus Loading Zone 

The bus loading zone strategy was. to. be implemented in. Boyd Anderson 

only_ This job was to be done completely by School Planning, but prior 

to completing the plans, directional signs were requested from the 

Maintenance Department. By September 1976, the bus loading zone policy 

was implemented, but signs were still not delivered as of March 10, 1978. 

5.3.6.4 Communications 

The implementation of the communications design directive experi­

enced no major problems or delays. To be implemented at McArthur only, 

the project was conducted by the Office of Internal Affairs. Use of 

portable, two-way radios comprised the specified requirements. A 

requisition was sent out on June 7, 1976, and .. CPTE·D considered the job 

complete on August 26, 1976. 

5-20 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
t 



I 
I 
'I 
J 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

5.3.6.5 Border Definiti<,m 

Border definition was a strategy implemented only at South Planta­

tion and. Deerfield Beach high schools. School Planning received the plans 

from their landscaping group in January 1977, but because the cost esca­

lation of the courtyard had priority, the requisition was not sent out 

until September 8 for Deerfield Beach and September 23 for South Planta­

tion. The job was completed at Deerfield Beach on September 26. The 

contractor submitted his invoice for work completed at South Plantation 

on October 11. 

5.3.6.6. Burglar Alarm 

Except for completion dates and for the fact that this was South 

Plantation's second system (its first having been installed by Internal 

Affairs prior to CPTED's initiation) South Plantation, McArthur, and 

Boyd Anderson experienced identical progress on the burgl~r alarm 

system design directives. 

On May 20, 1916, the School Board approved the plans for McArthur 

and Boyd Anderson, and for South Plantation's second system. On 

January 11, 1977, the requisition was sent out. This requisition in­

cluded monitoring services. The recorded completion dates are December 

1, 1976 for Boyd Anderson; January 3, 1977 for McArthur; and January 

18, 1977 for South Plantation. 

5.3.6.7 Summary and Conclusions School Grounds 

The police precinct construction took 5 months to complete and was 

not, as anticipated, manned by the police on a 24-hour basis when it 

was finished. In contrast to the construction items, the nonconstruction 

aspects of the CPTED school grounds st-rategies we-re implemented quickly: 
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and effectively. The burglar alarms and communications devices wer.e 

in place within 6 months after the grant was funded and involved very 

little, if any, delay in purchasing. The ticket booths, while being 

constructed specifically for the CPTED project, were not built on-site, 

and thus did not suffer many of the delays that accompanied site 

renovations. In sununary, it appears, that the Purchasing Office in 

the Broward School System acted in an efficient manner in processing 

nonconstl"Uction items. 

5.3.7 Locker Rooms 

Originially planned for implementation at Deerfield Beach, South 

Plantation, end Boyd Anderson, only Boyd Anderson received funding for 

locker room COlor-coding, and that was for the boys' locker room only. 

Had implementation occurred at all three schools, the budget would 

have been exceeded by over 1500 percent. This cost escalation was 

caused J in part, by repeated delays in plan approval. 

On September 7, 1976, a job order was sent to the Maintenance 

Department of the School Board. As the job would be performed by this 

department, no requisitions or purchase orders were required. The 

project was implemented fairly efficiently, falling less than one. 

month behind its scheduled completion date of January 1977. It should 

be noted that the painting of the, ~ocker rooms was not completed in the 

fashion envisioned by planners. Instead of painting different sections 

of the locker room different colors, the lockers were painted by rows __ 

that is, in a single column, the t.op locker was painted one color, the 

second one a different color, and so on -- with an identifying 

color for each af the six class pel'iads. This modification was made 
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in conjunction with Athletic Department personnel who felt that this 

was the best way to obtain increased surveillance opportunities without 

creating unnecessary congestion. 

S.3.B Educational Strategies 

Although no educational strategies were included in the Demonstration 

Plan, 'some strategies were included in the grant proposal submitted to 

LEAA'by Broward County. There were no systematic attempts to educate 

the students about CPTED during the first lB months of the project. There 

were some isolated student newspaper articles about the project, but 

clearly, from pretest survey data, this did not raise the level of aware­

ness of students. On November 12, 1977, a morning workshop was held with 

approximately 10 teachers from each of the four project schools attending. 

This workshop presented an overview of CPTED, explained how the various 

strategies were related to the construction, and suggested that the fac­

ulty and students of each school consider attempts to develop curricula 

unit~, run essay or poster contests, or 'explore other avenues that could 

involve the student body in CPTED efforts. A student leader luncheon, 

composed of student organization leaders from each of the project schools, 

was held on December 6, 1977. The purpose of this luncheon was to inform 

student leaders about the CPTED projects. In the fall of 1976, the ad-

vis6ry committee at South Plantation, and the faculty and administration 

of Boyd"Anderson each received a formal CPTED presentation. In February 

197B, Deerfield Beach requested and received a similar presentation. 

In an attempt to educate and inform greater numbers of students, 

handouts describing the CPTED project and highlighting the importance of 
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student involvement were delivered to each school duriDs the first week 

of February 1978. 

5.3.9 Special Parking Lot 

Primarily because of cost overruns in other areas, this strategy 

was not implemented. 

5.4 Cost Analysis 

Table 5-2 provides a breakdown of the total project costs assumed 

under the LEAA Discretionary Grant to Broward County, through early 

April 1978. It is clear from Table 5-2 that the major expenses in-

curred in this project were the auto parking lots, the courtyard 

construction and renovation, school policing precinct, the evalua-

tion, and administrative costs. 

Figure 5-4 is a bar g:u.'aph depicting the percentage of funds used 

for each strategy. The m:9.jority of strategies consumed less than 

I percent of the total project costs. That is, each of these strategies 

was weI;!, under $4,400 in direct costs. The other strategies, such as 
" 

the supergraphics and th.e radios, accounted for approximately 2 percent, 

each, of the total cost. The bicycle parking compounds in the three 

schools accounted for \IDother 4 percent of the costs, while the evalua­

tion expenses accruing to the contract accounted for approximately 4 per­

cent of the total project costs. The most expensive elements of the stra­

tegies utilized in the CPTED project were the auto parking lot and the 
.' 

school poliCing precinct, each accounting for 8 percent of the total, and 

the courtyard, the most expensive strategy, which accounted for 26 per­

cent of the total costs. 

// 
/ 

/ 

// 
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TABLE 5-2 

Project Costs 

STRATEGY BOYD ANDERSON DEERFIELD BEACH MCAR'ffiUR SOU'11i PLANTATION 

Auto Parking Lot $6,448 $10,032 $6,857 $12,437 
Bicycle Parking 

Compound 3,958 4,833 3,958 
Courtyard 14,402 40,763 25,828 33,963 
Exteri.or Stairwells 650 975 650 
Alarm System 1,215 i,239 1,255 
Super!lraph.ics 9,077 250 
Snack Bar 2,360 
Lockeor Rooms 2,529 
School POlicing 

Precinct 34,664 
Bordflr Definition 1,560' 
Corridor Windows 1,650 
Restrooms 1,190 
Ticket Booths 1,978 
Radios 7,300 
Security Office 3,950 
Con-idor Walls 790 
TOTAL $68,985 $57,288 $50,875 $60,602 

CONSTRUCTION COSTS TO DATE 
Anticipated additional costs through end of contract 

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION 
,_ 

OTHER COSTS 

Evaluation 
Estimated Administrative Costs 

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS 
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TOTAL 

$35,774 

12,749 
114,956 

2,275 
3,709 
9,327 
2,360 
2,529 

34,664 
1,560 
1,650 
1,190 
l,978 
7,300 
3,950 

790 
237,750 

237,750 
2,335 

240,085 

15,400 
188,515 

$444,000 
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Figur.e 5-4 also illustrates the costs of administering the project. 

Administrative costs, which were inflated by a no-cost project extension 

of 9 months, proved to be the most expensive item (43 percent of the 

cost of the project). This administrative cost did not take into account 

costs contributed by the Broward County Schools for time allocated by 

the Research Department, a school architect, and a facilities planner. 

The costs of these additional persons were estimated in the original 

grant to be an additional $46,440. 

As noted earlier, the project suffered from cost overruns in the 

construction of some of the major items. For example, the courtyards 

were estimated to C0st $82,488; in actuality, they cost $114,956. 

Similarly, the policing precinct was estimated to cost $18,000 and 

actually cost $34,654. Clearly, some of the other plans had to be 

modified to absorb these unanticipated costs. 
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CliAPTER 6. PROJECT EVALUATION 

6.1 Introduction 

This chapter presents the following: 

• The original evaluation plan and subsequent 

modifications . 

• A detailed description of the methodology 

utilized in the evaluation design actually imple­

mented. 

6.2 Evaluation Plan 

A plan for evaluating the Broward County Schools Demonstration is 

provided in the March 1976 Crime PreveRtion Through Environmental Design 

Schools Demonstration Plan (Cro~e, et al., 1976). The plan was developed 

by Conrad W. Snyder, Jr., and Charles A. Murray, of American Institutes 

for Research (AIR), in collaboration with William Meredith and Linda 

Murray) of the Broward County School District :{~4~arch D~partment. It is 

important to discuss some of the main features of this plan in "rder to 

appreciate the reasons for departure. from the plan by the current ("valua­

tion team. 

The evaluation plan notes that the CPTED Project has never been tried 

in a school setting. Thus, the CPTED project is very much an experiment. 

In addition, the evaluators felt that the school setting had the greatest 

potential for applicability, as compared with the other demonstration sites. 
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tion: 

The plan provides two major objectives to be examined in the evalua-

• Description of the process of program implementa­

tion and its immediate effects on the environment. 

~ Impact of the program on crime and fear of crime. 

There are a number of criteria by which the evaluators proposed meas­

uring project success. In dealing with the process of implementation~ 

the following criteria were listed: 

• Criterion 1 To determine the extent to which 

the planned changes matched the crime and fear of 

crime problem in specific schools. In other words, 

the. utilization of pretest data to measure the 

suitability of the program. 

• Criterion 2 ~- The extent to which the process 

for administering inputs contributed to achieve­

m9~tof the changes. This is to examine the pro­

cess of implementation itself, including its prob­

).ems and its successes. 

• Criterion 3 -- The extent to which the actual 

changes match the planned changes. This may be 

analyzed by matching the intended inputs with the 

actual inputs. 

The next three criteria are more theoretically based and explicate 

the development of CPTED theory: 

6-2 

I 
I 
I 
I· 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I· 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
~I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

• Criterion 4 -- The extent to which actual inputs 

-have increased surveillance. 

e Criterion 5 -- The extent to which the inputs have 

limited accessibility by persons who are likely to 

commit crimes. 

• Criterion 6 -- The extent to which other aspects 

of territoriality have been affected in such ways 

as to expect to reduce crime or fear of crime. 

It was expected that the above three criteria would be measured through 

a teacher survey. 

The last two criteria deal with the impact of the program: 

• Criterion 7 -- The extent to which inputs have re­

duced crime. This is to be measured through pre­

and post-analysis of: 

Reported crime data. 

Data collected through student victimization 

surveys. 

Data obtained from the records of deans. 

o Criterion 8 -- The extent to which inputs reduced 

fear of crime. Source of data for this criterion 

is the pre- and post-scores from the student sur­

veys. It should be noted that evaluators suggested 

a minimum of one year between the completion of the 

implementation process and the analysis. 
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6.2.1 Evaluation Constraints 

The AIR evaluators noted a number of constraints in conducting this 

particular evaluation: 

• The length of time available, for evaluation is 

critical. Long-term effects should be measured, 

but were not part of the original plan. 

e Since this is a pilot investigation of CPTED and 

not a full-blown impact analysis, it will be 

"impossible to get a convincing grip on impact 

diagnosis." 

• The AIR evaluators felt that. the environmental 

changes were neither exhaustive, nor substantial, 

in terms of total school design. In their judg­

ment, the relatively modest intervention would 

be difficult to assess and will be, in part, de­

pendent upon the consistency of the findings in 

relation to all design directives. 

• Crime data, .in gener-al, are relatively unreliable. 

The evaluators indicated that the level of crime 

might not be sufficient. to obtain a statistically 

significant impact. 

6.2.2 Analytic Methodology 

The evaluators provided.an analytic methodology to use in assessing 

the criteria. These criteria are as follows: 
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8 Criterion. 1 -- Match between inputs and crime prob­

lem. This is meant to be a qualitative assessment 

of the use of preprogram crime data. 

• Criterion 2 -- Match between planned inputs and 

actual inputs. This will be a comparison between 

the original plan and the actual inputs. 

• Criterion 3 -- Process Evaluation: Emphasis in 

this criterion is on description of the process, 

establishing change. Again, a qualitative anal/­

sis is suggested. 

• Criteria 4, 5, and 6 -- (Chan.ge in access, sur­

veillabi1ity, and other aspects of territoriality.) 

The evaluators proposed to use the teacher ques­

tionnaire to judge the impact of CPTED changes. 

It was specifically stated that direct observation 

of usage was considered and judged to be unwar­

ranted by the AIR evaluators. 

• Criteria 7 and 8 -- Reduce crime and fear of crime. 

This was to be assessed using a before-and-after 

design, victimization data, stadent survey data, 

reported crime data, and records from the dean's 

office. 

The evaluators pointed out. that the type of design can be defined as 

a. before .... and..,.after imperfect rep1;i.cation... In addition, ,the evaluators 
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assumed that the impact of CPTED.is dependent upon its effect on crime in 

the schools, and thus, focused on crime reduction as the main variable. 

The evaluators suggested the use of an interrupted time series design to 

assess crime reduction. In addition, they suggested a matrix, composed 

of crime type by location of crime for each of the individual schools as 

a way of providing greater sensitivity, since neither crime nor school 

is a unidimensional concept. 

In addition to the within-school comparison, the evaluators proposed 

to examine the differences between the overall school district and the 

four experimental schools. 

Finally, in terms of assumption of responsibility, the AIR was to 

provide the evaluation plan. The Broward County research staff was to 

collect and analyze the data and write the eValuation report containing 

objectives, program specifications, outcomes, relationships, indicators, 

and results of recommendations.. This evaluation report was to be reviewed 

by AIR. 

6.3 Modifications in Evaluation Plan 

There are many factors that have led to changes in the evaluation 

plan. Some of these changes were due to availability of personnel, some 

to substantive or methodological issues. 

There are many points on which the AIR evaluation plan differs from 

the plan as implemented by the Westinghouse Evaluation Institute (WEI). 

Basically, the differences can be described as falling into four cate­

gories, discussed below. 
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The orientation of the WEI plan was to collect more. uhard" data than 

.the original AIR plan. It is WEI~s evaluation philosophy that direct ob­

servation is a key methodology to include in an evaluation. The original 

pla~ relied too heavily, in WEL~5 opinion~ on self~reported information. 

Thus, WEI has added direct observation of changes in the.physical environ­

ment, and th~ staging of suspicious incidents, so as to determine how a 

sample of students would react to witnessing such an event. 

It has been our judgment, from the start of this project, that it 

WQuld be optimistic to expect that the CPTED implementation in Broward 

would produce a significant impact on crime and fear of crime within the 

short time period allowed for evaluation. Thus, WEI has emphasized a 

theory-based approach to theCPTED evaluation. WEI radically altered the 

nature of the student survey from primarily a victimization survey to one 

which would reflect changes in access control, surveillance, activity 

support, and motivation reinforcement. These are both the basic theo-· 

retical concepts underlying CPTED implementation and the proximate 

goals that must be accomplished if CPTED theory is to have a valid 

test. Without attainment of these proximate goals, there is little 

reason to believe the CPTED program activities could have an impact on 

the ultimate goals, i.e., could br~ng about a reduction in crime and 

fear of crime. Thus, WEI included questions on the survey relating to 

how often the students are in a certain area and how aware they think 

they are of what is going on in that area. In addition, a trained ob­

server has systematically sampled behavior in given geographic areas. 
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The original plan called for. the examination of the deans' disci­

plinary records in the four demonstration schools. In addition, the AIR 

plan included surveys of teacher attitude~. The Broward Research Depart­

ment conducted one teacher survey but concluded that the information col­

lected did not justify further surveys. WEI explored the possibility of 

assuming responsibility for analyzing the deans' disciplinary records, 

but it became clear that its resources were not sufficient to undertake 

such an activity. 

AIR's plan called for an interrupted time series design. In WEI's 

judgment, such a design was not.feasible for a number of reasons. An in­

terrupted time series design requires multiple data points, optimally, 

at equally spaced time intervals. At most, the data available from sur­

veys will be fl.'om five points in time. This is not sufficient to conduct 

a time series analysis. Moreover, an interrupted time series design :C'e­

quiJ:es an. abrupt .implementation., -This. was .. certainly not the case for 

the Broward CPTED project. For example, it took approximately 8 months, 

from the start of construction, for a courtyard strategy to be completed. 

Other strategies were also subject to extensive delays. It is most likely 

the nature of the implementation.of physical changes that such time periods 

are encountered. 

The research design-employed by WEI is based on a subenvi~onmentaZ 

strategy approach. Each strategy implemented by a demonstration school 

will be assessed by relevent data points.. For example, one school has 

implemented changes in a number of restrooms. Survey data will be ex­

amined to determine if there were changes in students' behavior or 
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perceptions vis-a-vis these restrooms. Any changes encountered will be 

compared to attitudes and behaviors in the other demonstration school 

restrooms, as well as the other schools in the county where data are 

available. This approach allows the researcher to logically relate 

changes in the physical environment with changes in attitudes and behav-

iors. A total environmental analysis will also be utilized to compare 

non-environmentally specific behaviors (e.g' l student morale, reporting 

of crimes) of students in the project schools to students in the rest of 

the county. 

6.4 Limitations of Current Evaluation Plan 

There are a number of limitations in the current evaluation plan that 

should be noted. First I the evaluation plan was not formative in its 

orientation. That iS I there was no attempt to set up a systematic feed­

back network between the evaluators and the program implementers. Thus I 

the implementation had ~o take place in the absence of emerging relevant 

data. This type of formative evaluation would have been useful in the 

conduct of the program. The evaluation plan did not have a sufficiently 

long post-implementation phase. As noted in the AIR eValuation plan, a 

minimum of one year was seen as desirable. For some strategies, post­

test data will be collected 3 months after the completion of implementa-

tion. Thus, effects which take time to appear in student behavior and 

decay of effects over time cannot be easily assessed in the current eval-

uation. 

Given the manner in which the evaluation was conducted, there \'las 

some ambiguity concerning the sharing of responsibilities among the 
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Westinghouse CPTED Demonstration Coordinator, Westinghouse Evaluation 

Institute, tha Broward County School Research Department, and the Broward 
~."" 

CPTED Project Coor~inator. Informal relationships developed over the 

course of time. However, the evaluation possibly could have been con­

ducted more effectively and efficiently if responsibilities had been more 

clearly defined. At the start of the evaluation, long-range planning by 

WEI would have been possible. if the eventual level of involvement and re-

sponsibilities to be as;sUJned by WEI had been anticipated. 

The initial AIR research design called for four control schools and 

four experimental schools. This design was not implemented, and instead, 

the four experimental schools were to be compared wi~h the rest of the 

county. Compared to a true experimental d.esign, which possibly could have 

be,lm implemented, this is a relatively weak research design. The weaker 

design hinders the evaluation in that attributions of causality must be 

made with less confidence and small effects.are not as easily detectable. 

Neither the administration of the surveys nor the keypunching of the 

results was under the direct control of WEI. Therefore, the quality con-

trol achieved in the collection of these data is unkno\~. In addition, 

responsibility for approval of.the items to be included in the survey 

instruments rested with t.he Broward Resea.rch Department, not WEI. As a 

result, decisions on coni'::-mt reflected the Research Department staff's 

wish to balance CPTED evaluation needs with the school system's broader 

educational needs. 
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6.5 Implementation of Modified Evaluation Desi~ 

6~S.1 Introduction 

A number of methodologies were chosen to gather data on the effort, 

proximate goal, and ultimate goal measurement points. This section dis­

cusses each of these. Since each of the four experimental schools had 

some strategies unique to that school, and other strategies were common 

to all four experimental schools, each school was considered an imper­

fect replication of the other. This was the structure under which data 

collection took place. 

6.5.2 Reports and Other Documents 

Determining the progress of the various physical design strategies, 

as implemented in each of the four project schools, required an archival 

review of official documents, correspondences, and files containing re~ 

quisition~ bid~ purchase orders, and other relevant paperwork. To com­

prehend the pre-start-up phase of the CPTED Schools Demonstration, monthly 

and quarterly reports dating back to 1974 (from Westinghouse to LEAA) 

were also reviewed. These reports provided information on early plans 

for the project and indicated the chronology of events leading to the se­

lection of Broward County as the target area. They also presented the 

concepts behind the development of the original Schools Demonstration 

Plan as it was to be implemented in the school system. 

A review of weekly reports from the CPTED Project Coordinator to the 

Project Director, to the Westinghouse Deputy Project Manager, and to the 

principals provided some insight into the particular delays and problems 
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that the project encountered. Coupled with this review, an inspection 

of monthly and quarterly reports from the Broward CPTED office to LEAA 

provided an historical account of implementation progress, including the 

problems and dalays (and oftentimes their reputed causes), and any changes 

in the plans which occurred or were to occur, and to what these changes 

could be attributed. 

The data gained from the review of memos sent from the onsite obser­

ver to WEI included observations of whether or not certain strategies, 

which had been reported to be complete, were in fact complete, as well 

as information on unforeseen behaviors that occurred as results of incor­

rect construction, such as a parking lot not being used because of deliv­

ery of improper locks for gates. This information was then combined with 

that derived from the above-described reports, with the conceptualization 

of a total picture of CPTED implementation set as the goal. 

The entire process of this facet of the archival search necessitated 

the rereading of each individual report (covering some 500-700 pages) and 

creating work calendar charts of "what happened when" (see Chapter 5). 

After assimilating the above data into a comprehensible framework 

of progression and delays, many gaps still remained to be filled in order 

to reconstruct the history of the project as it actually occurred. For 

eXa.hlple, it often appeared that the time span between awarding of bids 

and the actual start of constructions ~eprasented an unusually long 

period~ indicating delays which could not be accounted for in the exist­

ing documents and correspondences. 
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The remaining data (i.e., the project construction implementation 

files) were collected during a 3-day visit to the Broward CPTED office, 

where each file indicating dates of requisitions, dates plans were re­

ceived by CPTED and by the School Board, dates the School Board approved 

the plans or blueprints, dates the plans were sent to the Purchasing Oe­

partment, dates the Purchasing Department let the plans for bid, dates 

of bid awards, construction start-up dates, construction progress, con­

tractor invoices, and the. like were reviewed. This 3-day procedure in­

cluded compiling the necessary information for each strategy in each of 

the four project schools. 

In addition to an extensive archival search, interviews were con­

ducted with key individuals involved in the CPTED project. These inter­

views took place in March 1978. 

After compilation of a progression calendar, a narrative report, de­

scribing all of the information contained in the archives, as well as 

noting selective signifi,cant events, was written. +I 

6.S~3 Student Victimization and Attitude Surver 

A student victimization survey was developed and distributed by the 

Broward County Research Department in spring 1976 to approximately 4,800 

students. Four hundred were administered in each of the experimental 

schools and the rest to other high schools. Additional victimizat.ion 

surveys, which included attitudinal items, were distributed in winter 

and spring 1977, and winter and spring 1978. At the completion of data 

*Material from that written narrative comprises Chapter 5 of this report. 
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collection, ther.e were four data points for the attitudinal questions 

and five data pOints for the victimization data. 

The table below shows the number of surveys distributed and returned 

for each of the five administrations. 

Distributed Returned Return Rate (96) 

Spring. 1976 4 1 800 2,772 57.8 

Winter 1977 2,000 1 1 428 71.4 

Spring 1977 2,000 1,483 74.2 

-. Winter 1978 2,000 1,416 70.8 

Spring 1978 2,000 1,264 63.2 

Since the attitudinal questions were virtually identical in all four 

surveys, the surveys are comparable. Such is not the case with the vic­

timization surveys, which changed with each administration. (The survey 

items are included in Appendix D.) 

The winter 1977 victimization survey had identical questions to the 

spring 1976 survey, but in a different order. The spring 1977 survey 

differed from the winter 1977 survey in the following respects: 

• Questions concerning extortion incidents and 

dollar amounts of theft and extortion incidents 

were dropped entirely. 

• Questions dealing with fear of theft in various 

subenvironments were added. 
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• Questions to obtain overall theft and assault 

incidents rates were added. 

• Scaled response for the fear of theft and fear 

of assault questions was changed from No or Yes 

to Never, Almost Never, Sometimes, and Most of 

the Time. In addition, the wording of the fear 

questions was c..hanged from "Are you afraid," 

to "How often are you afraid," thus altering the 

demand characteristics of the question. 

• The number of environments tapped was dropped from 

13 to 9. Of these 9, 2 are-completely new, not 

appearing on previous test forms. 

These changes negate certain previous data in that some pre/post cmRpa-ri­

sons can no longer be made. 

There are two factors tha~ affect the reliability of-the ~ictimiza­

tion survey: The ph:t'-Ise "counting this year only" couldllave lead to in­

consistent responses on the part of the student l'espondents, since ~...t:~­

unclear whether the sahoo2 ye~~ or the daZe~ ye~ is being referred 

to. There are no data presently available to permit .an assessment -of­

student interpretation of that phrase. This is important because it per­

mits the establishment of thE!. victimization rates as a yearly rate or 

S-month rate, and thus, makes them more comparable to the reported crime 

data. In addition, the survey had two catch-all categories: "Other places 

on the school gr'ounds," and "other places inside the school building, II 
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which could have been misinterpret.ed·. by the students so that. they respond­

ed "Yes" to a sub environment and "Yes" to. one of the catch-a1l categories, 

when only one incident was involved. 

It is interesting to speculate as to the true victimization rate 

al.!ross all the subenvironments.. In other words, the rates for each sub­

environment might be somewhat additive, so that if one adds the respective 

rates, one computes a total victimization r~te which is truly awesome, 

such as 90 percent. This would reflect a high multiple victimization rate 

or a high overall single '/ictimization rate, making crime a very signifi­

cant factor in the schools. 

6.5.4 ObserVational Methodology 

An integral part of the evaluation strategy was the inclusion of ob-

servational measures of student behavior. An observational schedule was 

developed by WEI and pilot~"tested. in February and March of 1977. During 

that time ,. an onsi te observer. was trained .in the use of ~thai' observational 

schedule (see Appendix E). The observational schedule was developed to 

monitor program implementation and indicate changes in student utiliza­

tion of the environment. Observations were to take ~lace at regular in­

·tervals at each school. 

The observational schedule was developed from the objectives set 

forth in the School Demonstration Plan. For example, as. part of the moni-

taring function, the observer was to indi.cate the number of new tables 

and benches placed in patios.,. and thecornpletion dates of the school po-
, 

licing precinct, the various graphics, the color-coding, and the locker 
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room color-coding. The observational form was designed not only to in­

dicate the completion of implementation of the various design directives 

but their utilization as well. 

The observational form also was to provide information concerning 

the impact of the design directives on student behavior. For example) 

the development of the patios was designed to increase student use of the 

patio and decrease student use of undesirable areas (e.g.) auto parking 

lot and smoking corridor). Thus, the observer counted the number of stu­

dents using the patio and the number of students using these other areas. 

The student use of the patio was recorded four times for each school during 

the lunch hours. The average number of students was used in the data 

analyses. In a similar fashion, the observer counted the number of groups 

of students in the patio, where groups were defined as two or more per­

sons talking together. The average ntmbers for those observations were 

utilized in the data analyses. 

Tn summary, the observational data were ~o provide indications of 

implementation of the va-rious design directives, the mainten<:tnce and 

utilization of.these design directives, and the immediate impact these 

design directives had on student behavior. 

6.5.4.1. Frequency and Tim:.i,;:o.g 

One observation was scheduled at each of the project schools every 

2 weeks. Allowances were made for slchool vacations and inclement weather. 

These observations began at.the.onset of the first lunch period and were 

timed to end with the finish. of the last lunch period. No data were col­

lected during the 5-mimlte class change periods. Any portion of the 
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observation that did not require student presence was done after the 

lunch periods had ended. 

6.5.4.2 Observation Patterning 

To help insure data collection reliability, the observer followed 

a specific pattern when doing the observation. This allowed each direc-

tive to be observed at approximately the same time during each observa-

tion. For example, at Deerfield Beach High School, the observation pro­

ceeded as follows: The patio was observed first, followed in consecutive 

order by the student auto parking lot, the bicycle parking area, the 

transitional zone, the outside smoking corridor, and the exterior'stair­

wells. At this point, the portions that required two separate observa-

tions were repeated. The second observations were made during a different 

luncil per,iod than the :£ir,st. At, D.eerfield Beach" the patio." auto parking 

lot, bicycle parking area, and outside smoking corridor were repeated, 

in that order. A similar pattern had to be followed at each of the pro-

ject schools. 

6.5.4.3. Observation Form 

'. These forms (presented in Appendix E) are relatively self-explanatory. 

The forms differ for each of the project schools, covering only those 

directives that were to be implemented at the specific school. , 
Because of the student movement on ~ high school campus, many of the 

observations required an instantaneous scan sampling procedure. For ex-

ample, the number of stationary students on a patio could increase or 

decrease by as much as 50 percent w~Je the counting was being done. 
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G . .msequent1y, it was essential that the observer followed an established 

pattern, such as counting from left to right and not doubling back to include 

or exc'lude additional students. 

The information given above covers the observational procedure, but 

there were also factors not provided for on the observation forms that 

were essential to note. These factors consisted of anything which would 

affect the nature of the data being collected on the forms. During nearly 

every observation, there was at least one unusual situation affecting the 

data. For example, at South Plantation, there was continuing construction 

in the student parking lot, and at Boyd Anderson, the patios were still 

under construction. These conditions were noted on the forms. 

6.5.4.4 Summaries 

A summary of the progress during each 2-week series of observations, 

including a detailed explanation of any factors affecting the data, was 

drafted and submitted with the observational form. 

6.S.5 Crime Reports 

A computer tape containing 11,093 investigative reports, covering 

school years from 1973 to 1977, was obtained from the Department of Inter­

nal Affairs. The reports pertain to all cases handled by Internal Affairs 

in elementa~y and high schools. A filtering process reduced the number 

of reports to be analyzed to 3,566. These reports involved incidents of 

assault, breaking and entering, busing extortion, theft, and vandalism. 

6.5.6 Staged Suspicious Incidents 

In order to measure CPTED's impact on crime reporting, it is important 

to determine ~t/hether the behavior of students has dlanged as a result of the 
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introduction of various CPTED strategies. Self-report and attitudinal 

~easures such as the student surveys comprise one method used to do this. 

However, major limitations are imposed by the survey technique. The pri­

mary limitation is the difference between predicted self-report and actual 

behavior. It is well-established that people do not necessarily behave 

the way they say they would behave. Thus, an important part of the eval­

uation strategy is to examine how students behave in response to observing 

an actual event that could be interpreted as a crime. 

The use of an active intervention technique in an evaluative setting 

poses problems not usually encountered in basic research. There are dan­

gers, as will be noted below, that the incident can precipitate a more 

serious event. The credibility of the CPTED program also might suffer, 

if students reacted negatively to a staged incident. When an evaluator 

takes an active role in eliciting behavior in a contrived situation, an 

additional danger exists. The evaluator may be seen by others as being 

responsible for the behavior of others in response to that situation. 

This contrasts with the more typical passive measurement techniques, such 

as observations, surveys, and archival analyses. In the present situa­

tion, unusual and upsetting events occurred but did not produce any nega­

tive effects. 

Given the high school environment, and the concern of the ad~inistra­

tors, care was taken to develop an incident that would not cause undue 

concern. School administrators voiced concern about the possibility that 

staged incidents could cause major disruptions on their school campuses. 
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Thus, a relatively innocuous event had to be utilized. The suspicious 

incident chosen for this evaluation was a male stranger entering the stu­

dent parking lot, walking through that lot, and looking into cars. The 

individual was not to touch any of the cars nor attempt to break into 

them. A written procedure was developed with the expectation that the 

suspicious incidents would be conducted in a standardized manner. Such 

was not the case. 

The behavior followed by the "suspicious character" (an Internal 

Affairs investigator from another school) was one of increasing provoca­

tion, as he waited for students to react to the situation. In some 

schools, the original plan was followed (i.e.) the investigator simply 

walked through the parking lot looking'into cars). When students in one 

school did not appear to respond to this, he apprGAched some students 

and asked them which cars had the best CB radios for him to steal. In 

another school, he asked the observer to park his car in the parking lot, 

removed a satchel from the back seat of this car, and placed it in the 

trunk of his car. Thus, the incidents were not staged in precisely the 

same manner in each school. The investigator used his judgment regarding 

when to escalate the situation so as to provoke a response from students. 

An observer, stationed nearby, recorded the following information: 

• Whether a student monitor or an adult was present. 

•. Number of students present, both in the parking 

lot and on the perimeter of the lot. 

• Number of students who observed the event. 

• Sex and race of students who observed the event. 
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• Number of students who appeared to leave to report 

the event. 

• Number of students who attempted direct interven­

tion. 

• Number of students who pointed out the event to 

fellow students. 

• Number of students who observed the event but d.id 

nothing. 

The observer also asked administrative personnel to complete a data 

sheet concerning reports of the incident (i.e., describing the studentIs] 

who reported it, the time and nature of the report). 

Each incident was designed to occur in a 5-minute period. Ten in­

cidents were to be staged in each school before the planned CPTED educa­

tional effort (described in Section 5.3.8) began, and 10 were to be staged 

after that effort was initiated. Events were also to be staged in four 

comparison schools. 

The research design planned to use reactions to the staged incidents 

as a measure of the effectiveness of the educational effort, which was 

to be implemented in two of the comparison schools as well as the four 

project schools. However, the educational strategies were not implemented 

as scheduled, and all suspicious incidents were staged prior to any sig­

nificant educational efforts in any of the schools. 

It had been expected that the suspicious incident could be staged 

in a relatively unobtrusive manner. This assumption was a k~y factor 
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in the plan to utilize these incidents and student res~onse in a quantita-

tive manner. However, it became clear that the incidents were not as un­

obtrusive as first anticipated. In each school, the knowledge that the 

incident was staged became widespread. In some schools, a large number 

of students were attracted by the incident and it was reportedly widely 

talked about by the students. The incident was staged only once in each 

school. 

In conclusion, the results'of the staging of the incidents serve to 

supplement the self-report data obtained from the survey. Because of 

the problems in standardizing the ILI.anner in which the events were staged t 

and the small number of events that were eventually staged, the data must 

be interpreted qualitatively. 

6.5.7 Interviews 

Interviews were performed as follows: 

• Paradigm, Inc. (under subcontract to Westinghouse) 

conducted primarily group interviews with adminis-

trators, faculty, and. students at each of the four 

experimental schools in May of 1977. These inter-

views focused on the school users' awareness of the 

process of CPTED planning and implementation. 

• The local CPTED observer regularly performed key-

person interviews as part of the observational 

methodology. 

• Market Facts, an external evaluator, was contracted 

by the Broward County School Board to perform 
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interviews of faculty and students as part of 

an impact assessment (specific survey not avail­

able at this time). 

• Interviews of key-persons in the Broward County 

School System were conducted by WEI in March of 

1978 (see Appendix F for format). 

6.6 Methodology Summary 

The need for the large array of methods utilized in this evaluation 

arises from the complexity of the CPTED program and the evaluators' at­

tempts to measure that complexity. A variety of methodologies were em­

ployed to compensate for the weakenesses in any individual methodology. 

For example, because data obtained from the survey responses may not ac­

curately reflect what students would do if they were confronted by a 

crime, suspicious incidents were staged to examine actual student response. 

While both methodologies have their weaknesses, their strengths clearly 

add weight to any conclusions drawn. 
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CHAPTER 7. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

7.1 Organization of Results 

Evaluation of this project was designed to provide answers to 

four questions: 

• Was the proj ect adeqmitely designed (i. e., 

does the design incorporate the results of 

an adequate crime/environment analysis and 

appropriate strategy selection)? 

• To what extent were the effort goals attained 

(i.e., were the physical, social, managerial, 

and law enforcement strategies implemented 

as planned)? 

• To what extent were the proximate goals 

attained (Le., were access control, sur­

veillance, activity support, and motivation 

reinforcement increased)? 

• To wha.t extent were the ultimate goals attained 

(i. e., \'lere crime and the fear of crime reduced)? 

Figure 7-1 illustrates the framework within which the evaluation's 

results are organized. 
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EFFORT 

Physical, Social, ~janage'r'ial, and Law Enforcement 
Activities of Project Staff, Consultants, and Other 

School Resource Persons 

Inc:'ease 
Access 

Control 

Potendal Side­
ef=ec~s> snecifi­
cally dispiace­
ment 

PROXnlATE GOALS* 

Increase 
Surveillance 

\11 

Inc:'ease 
Ac~i'litv 
Support' 

ULTI~TE GOALS 

rncrease 
~·!oti '/ation 

Rein:orcement 

I Reduce Crime~ I Reduce Fear of C:'i~ H Ex-::::-aneous 

\11 \l! 
~nstitutionali:e CPTED/ 

·The tour pt"Ox.ima.1:e goals are no'!: JlUtually eJ:c;l~ive. Sur/eiUanee 
increases also serve to increase access contro 1; increased aeti vi ty 
support promotes increased surveillance and access control~ and 
increased motivation reinforcement provides support for increases 
in the oth.er three. 

Figure 7-1. CPTED Conceptual and Evaluation Framework 
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7.2 Adequacy of Project Design 

7.2.1 Crime/Environment Analysis 

The analysj,s incorporated in the demonstration plan indicated that 

the four demonstration schools had common crime/environment problems. 

How~ver) each school was unique and there were different manifestations 

of the crime/environment problems. A wide range of design strategies 

was proposed, based on the relevant needs of each school. Within the 

scope of each strategy, design directives were developed to maximize 

the existing opportunities for crime prevention available at each location. 

As a result, the strategies and design directives selected represented the 

most complete response to the crime/environment problems possible within 

the CPTED framework and the resources available to the project. 

This section presents the crime environment data that were most rele­

vant for the selection of appropriate strategies. Note, however, that 

much of these data were not available to the demonstration planners. 

The demonstration planners did have access to the following: 

• The reported crime data from the Office of Inter­

nal Affairs for the 1974-75 school year. 

e Interviews conducted by CPTED team lnembers with 

select.ed students, administrators, faculty, and 

other school personnel. 

They did not have ~ccess to: 

• The repClrteci. crime delta for th.e 1975-76 school 

year (although the: inilpl,ementation was not sched­

uled to begin until the summer of 1976, th.e demon-
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stration plan and Broward County grant application 

had tv be completed well before that time). 

• Student victimization or fear data (the first sur­

vey was not administered until May-June 1976). 

7.2.1.1 '~epdrted:Crime;Data and Crime Environments 

The Westinghouse Evaluation Institute received computer tapes of in­

vestigator's reports filed with the Browa:rd County Office of Internf'!.l 

Affairs for September 1973 to June 1977. These reports contained the 

following information for each incident: 

• Date of incident. 

• Date case opened. 

• Whether the school had an alarm system. 

• Whether the incident was reported by security per-

sonnel, by a telephone call, or by other means. 

• Type of incident (assault, theft, etc.). 

• Time of day of the incident. 

• Whether law enforcement officials were notified. 

• Whether legal charges were placed. 

e Whether money or property was recovered. 

• Dollar value of the items stolen or destroyed. 

• Type of equipment involved., 

• Whether restitution was made. 

• Dollar amount of the restitution. 

• Whether any insurance coverage was applicable in 

the incident. 
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If Dollar amOlm~ of insurance 

• Case closing date. 

• Sex, race, and age of the offender. 

There were 1l,093 reports 011 the tape. A filtering process resulted 

in a subset of 5,750 reports. Excluded were those reports which did not 

apply to the high schools, involved no property damage or Nere "victimless" 

crimes (such as possf.'ssion or use of alcohol or marijuana) or contained 

erroneous filing dates. The subset was further reduced by excluding the 

reports of those incidents that occurred during the summer months and dur­

ing the first semester of the 1977-1978 school year, and thosl~ incidents 

that:. 'occurred very infrequently in th.e school subenvironments that were 

of gre~test interest. This process netted a final number of 3,566 reports 

that were exam.ined. 

Tabl~s 7-1 to 7-5 present the number of incidents for theft, assault, 

extortion, breaking and entering, and vandalism by location, by school 

(the four experimental schools and the remainder of the county high ~~hools) 

and by schoo,t year (through 1975-76). Marginal totals for ea.ch school 

across subenvironments and for each sub environment across schools are also 

shown. 

7.2.1.1.1 Theft 

Theft was the most frequently reported crime. Table 7-1 shows that 

there was a dramatic increase from the 1973-74 to the 1974-75 school year, 

and a smaller increase in the following school year. Considering all three 

sc~:oo 1 years, Boyd Ande~rson showed the largest net increase (463 percent), 

followed by the County (154 percent), McArthur (120 percent), South 
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TABLE 7-1 I 
Theft In.cidents by Location, School, and School Year 

I 
1973-1974 School Year I Subenvironment BA* DB MA SP CO TOTAL 

Cafeteria a 0 1 1 2 4 

I Classroom 5 2 3 4 2S 39 
Corridor 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Locker Room S 3 0 7 20 3S 
Auto Parking )~ot 8 28 21 11 41 109 
Portable Classroom a a 0 0 0 0 I Restrooms 0 0 0 1 0 1 
School Grounds 1 2 3 3 15 24 
Off Sfnool Grounds 0 2 2 0 1 S 

TOTALS 19 38 30 27 104 218 I 
1974-1975 School Year 

Sub environment BA DB MA SP CO TOTAL I 
Cafeteria 0 1 5 1 7 14 
Classroom 6 3 12 4 65 90 

I Corridor 0 1 0 0 3 4 
Locker Room 16 1 -7 12 107 143 
Auto Pal,'king Lot 9 40 42 11 96 198 
Portable Classroom 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ll.estrooms 1 0 0 0 3 4 I School Grounds 2 S 12 7 26 52 
Off School Grounds 0 2 1 ...Q. 8 11 

TOTALS 34 17 i9 3S 315 4S{} 

I 
1~/5-l976 School Year 

Sub environment BA DB MA SP CO TOTAL I Cafeteria 5 0 3 0 6 14 
Classroom 30 7 7 IS 67 126 
Corridor 0 1 1 1 0 3 
Locker ROCJm 37 8 2 10 61 118 I Auto Parking Lot IS 14 26 2 55 112 
Portable Classroom 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Restrooms 5 0 1 0 4 10 
School Grounds 15 9 24 18 62 128 I Off School Grounds 0 2 2 0 10 14 

TOTALS 107' 41 66 46 26S 52S 

I 
*BA " Boyd Anderson; DB .. Deerfield Beach; MA .. McArthur; 

I SP a South Plantation; CO a Other county high schools. 

I 
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TABLE 7-2 

I Assault Incidents by Location, School, and School Year 

I 
1973-1974 School Year 

I Sub environment BA DB MA SP CO TOTAL 

Cafeteria 6 0 0 1 :; 10 
Classroom 9 1 2 2 12 26 

I Corridor 9 0 1 1 13 24-
Locker Room 1 0 0 1 :; 5 
Auto Pa.rking Lot 2 0 0 0 4 6 
Portable Classroom 0 0 0 0 a a 

I 
Restrt':pms 6 0 1 a 3 10 
School Grounds 29 0 6 5 58 98 
Off School Grounds 1 a 1 3 9 14 

TOTALS 63 1 11 13 lOS 193 

I 1974-1975 School Year 

I 
Subenvironmen'i: BA DB MA SP CO TOTAL 

Cafeteria 2 0 2 2 5 11 
C1assl'oom 18 0 0 8 12 38 
Corridor 38 1 8 6 18 61 

I Locker Room 1 a 1 a 2 4 
Auto Parking Lot 8 1 2 a 10 19 
Portable Classroom a 9 0 0 a 2 
Restroom.· 9 1 1 :; 10 24 

I 
School Grounds 40 a 9 6 60 l1S 
Off School Grounds S a z 2 .£ 27 

TO'l'ALS 111 3 25 27 130 296 

I 1975-1976 School Yea? 

I 
Sub environment BA DB MA SP CO TOTAL 

Cafeteria 1 0 S 2 3 11 
Classroom 7 0 9 3 18 37 
Corridor 6 4 9 1 16 36 

I 
Locker Room 0 0 2 1 1 4 
Auto Parking Lot 1 0 2 1 6 10 
Portable Classroom a 0 1 a a 1 
Restroom 1 1 :; 1 11 17 

I 
School Grounds 11 3 31 8 78 131 
Off School Grrl'unds ...1 .Q. ..1. .Q. 10 16 

TOTALS 30 8 65 17 143 263 

I 
I 

I I 
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TABLE 7-3 I 
Extortion Incidents by Location, School, and School Year 

I 
1973·1974 School Year 

I Sub environment SA DS MA SP CO TOTAL 

Cafeteria Q 0 1 0 0 1 
Classroom 2 0 0 0 0 2 I Corridor 1 0 0 0 0 1 
Locker Room 2 1 0 2 1 6 
Auto Parking Lot 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Portable Classroom 0 0 0 0 0 0 

I Restrooms 1 0 0 0 2 3 
School Grounds 4 0 0 1 4 9 
Off School Grounds 0 0 0 0 1 1 

TO'rALS 10 1 1 3 8 23 I 
1974-1975 School Year 

Subenvirorunent SA DB MA SP CO TOTAL I 
Cafeteria 1 0 0 0 0 1 
Classroom 1 0 0 0 1 2 
Col'ridor 2 0 1 0 1 4 I Locl-:er Room 0 0 1 0 1 2 
Auto Parking Lot 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Portable Classroom 0 0 0 0 G 0 
Restrooms 3 0 0 0 3 6 

I School Grounds 3 0 2 0 7 12 
Off School Grounds 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TarALS 10 0 4 0 13 27 

I 1975-1976 School Year I 
Sub environment SA DB MA SP CO TOTAL 

I Cafeteria a 0 a a a a 
Classroom 0 0 a 0 0 0 
Col'ridor 0 0 0 0 0 0 
LocJcer Room 0 0 0 0 0 0 I Auto Parking Lot 0 0 a 0 0 0 
Portable Classroom 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Restrooms 1 0 1 0 1 3 
Scnool Grounds 0 0 0 0 6 6 

I Off School Grounds 0 0 0 0 1 1 

TOTALS 1 0 1 0 8 10 

I 
I 
I 
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TABLE 7-4 

I Breaking and Entering Incidents by Location, School, and School Year 

I 
1973-1974 School Year 

I Subenvi't'Onment BA DB MA SP CO TOTAL 

Cafeteria 0 0 1 0 1 2 

I 
Classroom 0 0 2 1 4 2 
COl"l'idor 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Locker Room 0 1 1 0 1 :5 
Auto Parking Lot 1 2 0 0 2 5 
Portable Classroom 0 0 0 0 0 0 

I Restrooms 0 0 0 0 0 0 
School Grounds 0 0 2 0 1 3 
Off School Grounds 0 0 0 0 0 0 

I 
TOTALS 1 3 6 1 9 20 

1974-1975 School Year 

I Subenvironment BA DB MA SP CO TOTAL 

Cafeteria 0 0 6 0 7 13 
Classroom 0 0 :5 0 7 ~O 

I 
Col"l'idor 1 0 0 0 2 3 
Locker Room 1 4 1 0 7 13 
Auto Parking Lot 0 4 1 0 9 14 
Portable Classroom 0 a 1 2 2 9 
Restrooms 0 0 0 0 0 0 

I School Grounds 0 0 :5 3 3 9 
Off School Grotmds 2 0 1 0 0 ;) 

TOTALS 4 8 16 5 37 74 

I 1975-1976 School Year 

Subenvironment BA DB /-fA SP CO TOTAL 

I Cafeteria 0 0 0 0 5 S 
Classroom 1 0 1 1 16 19 
COl"l'idor 0 0 0 1 0 1 

I 
Locker Room 1 1 1 0 10 13 
Auto Parking Lot 1 6 0 0 11 18 
Portable Classroom 0 0 0 0 2 2 
RestroolJL5 0 0 0 0 0 0 
School Grounds 0 0 1 0 0 1 

I Off School Grotmds 0 0 2 0 2 4 

TOTALS ;) 7 5 2 46 63 

I 
I 
I' 
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TABLE 7-5 I 
Vandalism Incidents by Location, School, and School Year 

I 
1973-1974 School Year I Subenvironment BA DB MA SP CO TOTAL 

Cafeteria 0 0 1 0 1 2 

I Classroom 2 0 1 1 1 5 
Corridor 0 1 0 1 0 2 
Locker Room 0 0 0 0 1 1 
Auto Parking Lot 1 1 1 3 3 9 
Portable Classroom 0 0 0 0 0 0 I Restroom 0 0 0 0 0 0 
School Grounds 3 0 1 1 4 9 
Off School Grounds 0 0 0 0 1 1 

TOTALS 6 2 4 6 11 29 I 
1974-1975 School Year 

I Sub environment BA DB MA SP CO TOTAL 

Cafeteria 0 0 0 0 1 1 
Classroom 6 0 3 2 6 17 I Corridor 2 0 1 1 6 10 
Locker Room 0 0 1 0 3 4 
Auto Parking Lot 1 5 3 3 20 32 
Portable Classroom 1 0 1 0 1 3 

I Restroom 0 0 0 1 3 4 
School Grounds 3 0 2 2 13 20 
Off School Grounds 0 0 2 1 3 6 

TOTALS 13 5 13 10 56 97 I 
1975-1976 School Year 

Sub environment BA DB MA SP CO TOTAL I Cafeteria 0 0 0 0 2 2 
Classroom 4 0 3 0 14 21 
Corridor 1 0 0 0 6 7 I Locker Room 0 0 1 0 3 4 
Auto Parking Lot 6 4 7 1 10 28 
Portable Classroom 0 0 1 0 2 3 
Restroom 0 0 1 0 2 3 

I School Grounds 6 1 1 1 12 21 
Off School Grounds 0 0 0 0 1 1 

TOTALS 17 5 14 2 52 90 

I 
I 
'I 
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Plantation (70 percent), and Deerfield Beach (7 percent). An examination 

of reported thefts at the subenvironment level indicates a gradual shift 

in some schools with respect to the degree to Wllich crimes occurred there. 

For example, in the 1973-74 school year, thefts were the most serious in 

the auto parking lot at all four schools and the rest of the county, with 

the classroom and the locker rooms as the next most serious. By the 1975-

76 school year, the pattern shifted: 

• The total number of thefts had risen dramatically. 

• The number of subenvironments where thefts had be-

come a problem had risen. 

Boyd Anderson sustained a 600 percent increase 

in thefts in the locker room and the classroom. 

Thefts in the auto parking lot and on the school 

grounds also increased, resulting in four sub­

environments with serious crime problems. 

Deerfield Beach experienced a net reduction (by 

50 percent) in auto parking lot thefts, with 

slight increases in classroom, locker room, and 

school ground thefts. 

- McArthur experienced a large increase in thefts 

on school grounds, thus making the school 

grounds and the auto parking lots the most fre­

quent subenvironments for thefts. 

South Plantation experienced the greatest increase 
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in reported thefts in the classroom and the 

school groIDlds subenvironments, although the 

number of thefts was still small compared to 

Boyd Anderson and McArthur. 

The county, as a whole, experienced a reduction 

in reported thefts from the 1974-1975 school 

year to the following school year, although the 

number was still appreciably higher than the 

1973-1974 school year. In fact l , between 1974-

1975 and 1975-1976, the county e~nibited large 

decreases in reported thefts in the locker rooms 

and the auto parking lots, with increases in 

thefts occurring on school grounds. 

In the 1973-1974 school year, the grestest number of reported thefts oc­

curred at Deerfield Beach, followed by McArthur, South Plantation, and 

Boyd Anderson. Two years later, however, the greatest number of thefts 

were reported at Boyd Anderson, followed by McArthur, South Plantation, 

and Deerfield Beach. The relative rankings of Deerfield Beach and Boyd 

Anderson had been reversed. 

7.2.1.1.2 Assaults 

Table 7-2 shows the reported assaults by location, school, and school 

year. It is obvious that assaults were reported most frequently at Boyd 

Anderson for the first two school years shown. The large number of as­

saults at Boyd Anderson obscures the fact that McArthur showed a consis­

tent, approximately twofold increase over the previous year. Conversely, 
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by 1975-1976, Boyd Anderson had exhibited a threefold decrease in number 

of reported assaults. This was due to the fact that during the first two 

school years shown in Table 7-2, racial tension was high at Boyd Anderson 

and assaults were typically racially motivated. By the 1975-1976 school 

year, the racial tensions had been eased, thus contributing to the decline 

of reported assaults. 

The number of reported assaults increased at both Deerfield Beach 

and, as mentioned previously, at McArthur. South Plantation also showed 

a slight increase. The most common subenvironment for assaults was the 

school grounds, with the corridors and. classrooms being the next most 

common sites. 

7.2.1.1.3 Extortion 

The most remarkable aspect of reported extortions (see Table 7-3) is 

the small number of them, relative to reported thefts and assaults, 

and their reduction over the three school years. By the 1975-1976 school 

year, there were-no reported extortions at Deerfield Beach and at South 

Plantation, while Boyd Anderson and McArthur had just one each. The county, 

as a whole, experienced some fluctuation (from 8 to 13 to 8 reported ex­

tortions), but this is a very small number of reported extortions, given 

the fact that there are about 80,000 students in the Broward County high 

schools. The most common sub environment for reported extortions was the 

school grounds. 

7.2.1.1.4 Vandalism and Breakin~ and Entering 

Whereas theft, assault, and extortion are crimes directed against 

persons, breaking and entering and vandalism are directed against 
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property. Tables 7-4 and 7-5 show the reported incidents of breaking and 

entering, and vandalism. What is immediately evident is the large in­

crease for both types of offenses from the 1973-1974 to the 1974-1975 

school years. Here again, there are substantial differences among the 

four proj ect schools: Boyd Anderson showed an increase e'ach year in 

vandalism and an increase followed by a very large decrease for breaking 

and entering. Deerfield Beach showed a "plateau" effect for both types 

of offenses, with an initial increase and maintenance at that level. 

McArthur exhibited a "plateau" effect for vandalism, but a rise and then 

a fall for breaking and entering. South Plantation showed a rise, followed 

by a fall, for both vandalism and breaking and entering. The county, as 

a whole, showed a "plateau" effect for vandalism and a steady increase in 

breaking and entering. Boyd Anderson and McArthur had the most frequent 

reports of vandalism, while Deerfield Beach and McArthur had the most fre­

quent reports of breaking and entering. 

7.2.1.2 Student Victimization Data 

TIle victimization survey developed by the Broward County Research De­

part~ent and the American Institute for Research covered the following: 

• Fear of assault in 13 subenvironments. 

• Whether the students stayed home because of fear 

of assaUlt. 

• Theft victimization in 13 subenvironments. 

• Extortion victimization in 13 subenvironments. 

• Assault victimization in 13 subenvironments. 
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• Frequency of fear of assault, theft, and 

extortion. 

• Dollar value of thefts involving the respondent 

as victim. 

• Dollar value of extortions involving the respon­

dent as victim. 

The initial survey was distributed to a stratified random sample of 

Broward County high school students during the spring semester of 1976. 

(The survey was administered at four later dates for evaluation purposes, 

as discussed in Chapter 6.) The sample was drawn by computer from the 

enrollment files and was stratified by sex, race, and grade. The survey 

was distributed to 400 students in each of the four experimental schools 

and to :200 students in each of the other county high schools, for a total 

of 4,800 distributed SU~Jeys. A total of 2,772 were returned to the 

Broward CPTED office, were keypunched, and ana1yzed._ The results from 

this survey were used to augment the information from the Office of Inter­

nal Affairs in assessing the crime environment needs of the four experimental 

high schools. Table 7-6 displays the victimization rates for 13 subenviron­

ments in the schools. 

The rates for theft reflect "Yes" and ''More than Once" responses to 

the question: "Counting this year only, did anyone steal things (pick your 

pocket, take things from your desk or locker, steal your bike, etc.) from 

you at any of the following places?" The rates for extortion reflect "Yes" 

and ''More than Once" responses to the questi.on: "Counting this year only, 
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· TABLE 7-6 

Victtmization Rates for Theft) for Assault, and for Extortion 
for the Four Project Schools and the County 

(page 1 o! 2) 

ENVIRONMENT BOYD ANDERSON DEERFIELD BEACII McARTIIUR som'lI PLANTATION 

Theft: 

Streets Outside 
School 5.1% 5.1% 2.7% 4.1% 

School Bus 5.7% 3.8\ 2.1\ .6\ 
Auto Parking Lot 6.6\ 7.1\ 7.1% 5.4% 
Bicycle Compound 3.0\ 4.3\ 5.4\ 7.9\ 
School Grounds 12.0\ 9.6\ 15.9\ 12.3\ 
School Entrance 3.6\ .8\ 1.9% 2.5\ 
Halhlays 5.5\ 5.6\ 5.1\ 5.3\ 
Restroollls 7.8\ 3.9\ 10.8\ 6.3\ 
Stairways 3.6\ 2.1\ .8% 1. 5\ 
Classrooms 25.5\ 23.9\ 22.6\ 25.5\ 
Cafeteria 5.1\ 4.8\ 6.7\ 8.2\ 
Locker Room 19.5\ 34.5\ 32.4\ 27.8\ 
Inside School 

Building 7.2\ 7.4\ 6.8\ 8.5% 

Assault: 

Streets Outside 
School 2.1% 2.4% 1.1\ 0.9\ 

School Bus 2.4\ 1. 3\ .8\ 1. 3\ 
Auto Parking Lot 2.1% 1. 3\ 2.4\ 0.0\ 
Bicycle Compound 0.6\ 1.1\ 0.8\ 0.3% 
School Grounds 4.8\ 2.1% 3.8\ 4.4\ 
School Entrance 0.9\ 1.1% 1.3\ 1.9\ 
lIal ~\lays 3.6% 4.8\ 7.6\ 4.7\ 
Resl:rooms 3.9\ 2.4\ 3.5\ 1.6\ 
St fA't rways 2.1\ 1.3\ 0.3\ 0.3\ 
Classrooms 4.5% 3.5% 3.9% 3.5\ 
Cafeteria 3.0\ 1.0\ 1. 4\ 1.0\ 
Locker Room 5.4% 3.7\ 4.9\ 3.5\ 
Inside School 

Building 2.1\ 1.4\ 1.1\ 1. 3\ 

- - - -

COUNTY 

5.1% 
4.7\ 
6.6\ 
5.4\ 

14.7\ 
3.1% 
6.0\ 
9.3\ 
2.3\ 

19.9\ 
6.0\ 

32.5\ 

9.4\ 

3.3\ 
4.1% 
2.3\ 
2.0% 
5.3\ 
3.1\ 
5.6\ 
3.7% 
2.4\ 
5.7\ 
2.6% 
5.3% 

3.0\ 
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TABLE 7"t-6 
i i e • I 

Yictj:mization Rates- :eOl' TTleft, £01' Assault, and fox Extortion 
for tIle Four Project Schools and the County-

(page 2 of 2) 

ENvrnONMENT llOYD ANDl1ltSON DEERFIELD BEACII McARTlIIIR smITU PLANTATION 

Extortion: 

Streets Outside 
.8\ .6\ School 2.7\ 1.6% 

School Bus 1. 5\ 1.6% 1.0\ .3% 
Auto Parking Lot 2.7'% 1.1\ 3.0% .9% 
Bi cycle Compound 1. 5% .8% 0.5\ .6\ 
School Grounds 3.0% l.9\ 3.2% 3.8% 
School Entrance 1. 8% 1.0% 1.1% .9\ 

Hallways 2.7\ 2.1% 3.2\ 3.8% 
5.4% 2.4\ 3.5\ 4.1% nestrooDls 

Stai,o'IlIYs 3.3\ 1. 4\ .5\ .3% 
Glassrooms 3.0% 3.2\ 2.1% l. 3% 
Cafeteria 2.7\ 1.9% 1.6% .9% 

Locker Room 3.6% 3.5\ 2.7\ 1.5% 
Insida School 

1.7\ 2.5\ auUding 1.5\ 1.3% 

- - -

COUNTY 

3.5\ 
3.0% 
2.7% 
2.4!li 
5.4\ 
3.4t 
5.0% 
5.3% 
2.4\ 
3.5% 
3.3% 
';'.7% 

3.5% 



did anyone force you by weapons or threats to give money or other 

things to them at any of the following places?" 

7. 2.1. 2 .1 Theft 

The highest victimizations were for theft occurring in three of the 

13 subenvironments: Locker rooms, classrooms, and school grounds. There 

were individual school differences. For example, at Boyd Anerson, the 

highest rate was for the classroom, while in the other three schools and 

in the county, the highest rate was in the locker room. 

7.2.1.2.2 Assaults 

The assault victimization rates were, in general, lower than the theft 

victimization rates. In addition, each school had subenvironments dif­

fering as to severity of victimization. For Boyd Anderson, the most 

troubleslJrne spots w~re the locker room, the school grounds, the restrooms, 

and the hallways. For Deerfield Beach, the environments with the highest 

rates were the hallways, the locker rooms, and the classrooms. For 

McArthur, the most troublesome spots were the hallways, the locker rooms, 

the classrooms, the school grounds, and the restrooms. For South Plantation, 

they were the hallways, the school grounds, the classrooms, and the locker 

rooms. It is interesti:f:1g to note that the county, as a whole, had higher 

assault victimization rates than any of the project schools. The most 

troublesome county subenvironments were the classrooms, the hallways, the 

locker rooms, and the school grounds. 

7.2.1.2.3' 'Extortion 

~~tortion victimization rates, in general, were lower than either 
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theft or assault. There were slight differences in the subenvironments. 

For Boyd Anderson, most extortions occurred in the restroom, locker room, 

and stairways. In Deerfield Beach, most extortions occurred in the locker 

room, classroom, and restrooms. I'a McArthur, most extortions occurred in 

the restrooms, school grounds, and hallways, as they did in South Planta­

tion. In the county, as a whole, extortion rates were typically higher 

for a given subenvironment than in any of the four experimental schools. 

7.2.1.2.4 Summary 

Table 7-7 shows the rank ordering of five subenvironments within each 

experimental school and the county as a whole. Rates and types of crime 

differ for the various subenvironments. A number of specific conclusions 

can be drawn from this table: 

• The rates for personal thefts are, in every case, 

much higher than for either assault or extortion. 

• The classrooms and locker rooms have the highest 

rates for personal property thefts. 

• The hallways, school gl-ounds, and locker rooms 

have the highest victimization rates for assaults. 

• The restrooms, hallways, and locker rooms have the 

highest rates for extortions. 

In estimating the victimization rates from these surveys, certain suben­

vironments (hallways, classrooms, locker rooms, and restrooms) have the 

highest victimization rates of all the 13 areas in the surveys. This 

points to a homogeneity of subenvironments within the four experimental 
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TABLE 7-7 

Rank Order of Five Highest Sub environment 
Victimization Rat'es by- Type of Crime 

TIIEFT ASSAULT 

Classrooms (25.5\) Locker Room (5.4\) 
Locker Rooms (19.5\) School Grounds (4.8\) 
School Grounds (12.0\) Classroom (4.5%) 
'Inside Building (7.2%) Restroom (3.9%) 
Auto Parking Let (6.6\) Hallways (3.6\) 

Locker Room (34.5%) Hallways (4.8%) 
Classroom (23.9%) I.ocker Room (3.7%) 
School Grounds (9.6\) Classroom (3.5%) 
Inside Building (7.4\) Restroom (2.4%) 
Auto Pnrking Lot (7.1%) Streets Around 

School (2.4\) 

Locker Room (32.4\) Hallways (7.6\) 
Classroom (22.6\) Locker Room (4.9\) 
School Grounds (15.9\) Classroom (3.9%) 
Restrooms (10.8%) School Grounds (3.8%) 
Auto Parking Lot (7.1\) Restrooms (3.5%) 

Locker Room (27.8\) lIaUways (4.7\) 
Classroom (25.5\) School Grounds (4.4\) 
School Grounds (12.3%) Classroom (3.5%) 
Inside Building (8.5\) (,ocker Room (3.5\) 
Cafeteria (8.2\) fchool Entrance (1.9\) 

Locker Room (32.5\) Classroom (5.7%) 
Classroom (19.9\) Hallways (5.6\) 
School Grounds (14.7%) Locker Room (5.3\) 
Inside Building (9.4\) School Grounds (5.3%) 
Restroom (9.3\) School Bus (4.1%) 

- - - - - - -

EXTORTION 

Restroom (1;.4\) 
Locker Room (3.6\) 
Stairways 1'3.3%) 
,Classrooms (3.0%) 
School GroLlllds (3.0%) 

Locker Room (3.5\) 
Classroom (l~. 2%) 
Restrooms (X.4\) 
lIallways (2.1%) 
Cafeteria (1.9%) 

Restrooms (3.5\) 
Uallways (3.2\) 
School Grounds (3.2\) 
Auto Parking Lot (3.0\) 
Locker Room (2.7\) 

Restrooms (4.1\) 
/lallways (3.8\) 
School Grounds (3.8\) 
Inside Buildint\ (2.5\) 
Locker Room (1,5\) 

School Grounds (5.4\) 
Restrooms (5.3%) 
Hallways (5.0\) 
I.ocker Room (4.7%) 
Classrooms (3.6\) 

- - - - - -
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schools with respect to the severity of the crime problem. 

7.2.1.3 Fear of Crime by Crime Environment 

As part of the student victimization survey, students were asked: 

"Are you afraid to go to the following places because someone might hurt 

or bother you?" Table 7-8 shows the percent of "Yes" responses for all 

13 subenvironments and Table 7-9 shows the five subenvironments in each 

school and the county that elicited the highest fear of assault respon­

ses. These results were striking. 

• In each of the four experimental schools and the 

county, restrooms, by far, elicited the greatest 

number of responses, while each school and the 

county had diverse ranking for the other subenviron­

ments. 

• The rank-orderings based on fear of assault are not 

in agreement with the rankings based on actual vic­

timization as reported by the schools. 

It is apparent from these data. that students' fear of crime had relatively 

little to do with their actual victimization. 

7.2.2 Subenvironment Focus and Strategy Selection 

The subenvironments that were the object of CPTED strategies and -

di~ectives in each school were as follows: 

c Boyd Anderson -- Auto parking lots, school grounds, corridors, 

and locker rooms. 

• Deerfield Beach -- Auto parking lots, schools grounds, external 



TABLE 7-8 

Fear of Assault for the Four Project Schools and the County 

ENY IRONMENT BOYD ANDERSON DEERFIIlLD BEACI! McAnTIlUn SOUTH PLANTATION COUNTY 
Street Outside 

School 6.3% 7.9% 3.5% 3.8\ 8.7\ School Bus 2.7\ 2.4\ 11.1\ 4.8\ 5.2\. Auto Parking Lot 4.5\ 4.0% 5.7\ 3.5\ 6.5\ Bicycle Compound 1.5\ 1.9% 3.0% 2.2% 3.8\ School Grounds 7.8% 7.4\ 14.9% 8.0\ 12.2\ School Entrance 7.2\ 1.9\ 7.0% 5.4\ 5.9\ Hallways 3.9% 3.2% 14.9\ 4.7\ 9.0\ Restrooms 22.2\ 14.3% 34.5% 20.8\ 23.1\ 
~ 

Stairways 8. 7\ 4.5% 3.8% 12.1\ 4,9\ , Classrooms 4.5% 3.4\ 3.2% 1.9% 6.0\ N Cafeteria 5. tl; 2.9\ 4.9% 1.6% 4.4\ N Locker Room 7.8% 7.7% 10.5% 6.3\ 8.7\ Inside School 
Building 7.9\ 5.1\ 7.0% 7.0\ 7.3% 

.- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I 
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TABLE 7'-9 

Rank-order of the Five Highest Subenvironments for Fear of Assault 

Boyd Anderson Restrooms (22.2%) 
Stairways (8.7%) 
Inside School 
Building (7.9%) 
Locker Room (7.8%) 
School Grounds (7.8%) 

Deerfield Beach Restroorns (14.3%) 
Streets Outside 
School (7.9%) 
Locker Room (7.7%) 
School Grounds (7.4%) 
Inside Building (5.1%) 

McArthur Restrooms (34.5%) 
School Grounds (14.9%) 
Hallways (14.9%) 
School Bus (11.1%) 
Locker Room (10.5%) 

South Plantation Restrooms (20.8%) 
Stairways (12.1%) 
School Grounds (8.0%) 
Inside School 
Building (7.0%) 
Locker Room (6.3%) 

County Restroorns (23.1%) 
School -Grounds (12.2%) 
Hallways (9.0%) 
Locker Room (8.7%) 
Streets Outside 
School (8.7%) 
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stairwells, and locker roams. 

I) McArthur -- Auto parking lot, school grounds, 

classrooms, hallways, and restrooms. 

• South Plantation -- Auto parking lots, school 

grounds, corridors, locker rooms, and restrooms. 

To assess whether the strategies chosen were appropriate, consideration 

must be given to the reliability and/or validity of the data on which the 

decisions were based. Many crimes, especially personal ones, are not 

reported to the appropriate authorities. When the reported crime inci­

dents were converted to per capita rates, these rates were much lower 

than the student victimization survey rates. However, the patterns were 

roughly the same overall (e.g., there were more reported thefts than 

either assaults or extortions). At the subenvironment level, auto par~ing 

lots, locker rooms, and school grounds shared both high reported crime 

and high victimization rates. 

In determining whether the strategies and directives were sensitive 

to the crime problems in each of the four experimental schools, the first 

question to be considered is: \~at constitutes a crime problem? If the 

answer is that even one criminal incident indicates a crime problem, then 

every subenvironment mentioned in the victimization survey could have been 

the object of a CPTED strategy and directive. Obviously, every school could 

not be totally redesigned and rebuilt because of the limited funds available. 

Considering the limited funding available, access to complete data 

would have enabled the planners to adopt a structured approach to strategy 
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selection. Such an approach should include the following steps. 

Determine what constitutes a crime problem, given that all locations 

in the school are the sites of some criminal incidents. 

Prioritize the subenvironments as to severity of crime and fear of 

crime. For example, rest:rooms were the object of the highest fear of 

assault in each of the four project schools, yet a restroom strategy was 

applied only at McArthur. Hallways and classrooms ranked among the top 

five subenvironments for thefts and assaults in all of the experimental 

schools, yet classroom and hallway strategies were not implemented con­

sistently. 

There are three problems implicit in the prioritization process: 

(1) The discrepancy between crime reports and victimization surveys; 

(2) the lack of correspondence between crime and fear of crime; and (3) 

the fact that the educational mandate of the school system occasionally 

conflicted with the CPTED priorities. With respect to the first problem 

(offical crime reports vs. victimization surveys) the school grounds are 

the areas that consistently showed the highest theft and assault in 

Broward County, This would indicate that school grounds should have 

been a top priority for CPTED planning. However, based on student victimi­

zation data for thefts, the classrooms and locker rooms should have been 

the top CPTED planning priority. If the fear of assault data were con­

sidered, then the restrooms would have been given top priority. The problem 

for the Westinghouse CPTED planners, then, would have been to decide on 

which data sour~e to use (crime reports, victimization rates, fear of 
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a~:~sault rates, or a combination of all three) and then to priori1:ize the 

subenvironments accordingly. 

As noted earlier, the planners did not have any systemmatic data con­

cerning victimization or fear. The hope was that implementers would be 

able to modify the plans in ligltt of new data. Unfortunately this never 

occurred.. 

Finally, the decision to accept the planned strategies and to 

fa~ilitate their implementation rested heavily with the principals 

of the individual schools. For example, the unorthodox restroom 

strategy was viewed as a calculated risk by some of the principals 

a risk not all wanted to take. On the other hand, the construction 

of a mini-plaza was very attractive to all of the principals and 

accepted/requested in all four schools. 

COmpare the potential cost-effectiveness of each design directive. 

This would have been a critical element in deciding on which strategies 

and directives to employ in the four experimental schools. Since the amount 

of money for strategy implementation was limited, the potential cost­

effectiveness of each strategy might have been estinlated. For example, 

considering the information about fear of assault frlom interviews with 

students and faculty, the restroom strategy (locking the rest~oom doors 

open) should have been implemented at every experimental school, since a 

significant fear-of-crime problem was associated with that subenvironment, 

and the cost would have been between $1000 and $2000 :E'or each school. 

7.2.3 Summary 

The net results of the lack of data availability and the reality of 
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conflicting priorities in Broward County w.ere: 

• The strategies and design d.i'r~ctiv;;.? were 

scheduled to be implemented in each school 

in a manner which, in retrospect, could have 

been more systematic. 

• The diffusion of resources into duplication of 

strategies across a1l four schools \o{as a less 

than optimum use of money for the demonstration. 

~ The process by which the decisj.,onmaldng took 

place regarding strategy and design directive 

planning was complicated by the lack of much 

relevant data and by the agendas and con(!erns 

of each school principal. .r..s a l'esul t, the de­

sign directives 'were not optimally sensitive to 

each school's crime and fear-of-crime prcbJems. 

In assessing the final impact of CPTED, all of the above points will 

be taken into account. One last pOint needs to be mentioned here, and 

that is the low victimization rates for some of the subenvi~onments for 

which design directives were planned. While on one level, any crime 

rate other than zero constitutes a crime problem, on another level, some 

crime is acceptable since it would take a gr~at amount of resources to 

reduce it further. For example, if the cafeteria has a 5 percent rate 

for personal thefts and, as a result of CPTED implementation, the rate 

drops to 4 percent, that represents a 20 percent decrease in criminal 
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activity. Yet, that difference is difficult to discover statistically 

because of the low rates and the relati -'ely small sample size for each 

survey. In other words, the choice of some design directives may make 

ascertaining whether the Broward demonstration is a success statistically 

difficult. 

7.3 Attainment of Effort Goals 

Table 7-10 summarizes the implementation status of the planned stra­

tegie:s. TIle conclusions reflected in this table are based on data from 

the onsite observer, interviews with key Broward persons, and an examina­

tion of official record~_ The table indicates that most of the strate­

gies WElre implemented essentially as planned. Nevertheless, the strate­

gie!; that were not implemented as planned could limit the demonstration's 

potential impr.ct. Some of these strategies are discussed below. 

Cost overruns caused several strategies to be dropped. These stra­

tegies included parld1lg lot landscaping at both schools for which it had 

been planned and locke:\~ room painting at three of the four schools. In 

addition, restroom modification in South Plantation was not permitted be­

cause of the close prOXil\1i ty of the restroom to a food service area. 

Two strategies were constructed according to specifications but never 

became functional: Portable ticket booths and the queuing lanes for South 

Plantation's snack bar modifications. According to the principals, the 

ticket booths never were -caken out of storage because thei~ heavy wood 

construction made them clumsy to handle. Additionally, they were ~i~ted 

with. wheels and it was feared that students would move them about campus 
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TABLE 7-10 

Swmnary of Implementation Status 
(Page 1 of 2) 

[lssentially 
Implemented Partiully 

Strategy School As Planned Implemented 

Parking lot fence gates Boyd Anderson 
Ueefield Beach X 
~1cArth\lr X 
South Pluntation X 

Parking lot landscaping Deerfield Beach 
South Plantation 

Courtyard Boyd Anderson X 
Oeerfleld Beach X 
~IcArthur X 
South Plantation X 

School polici ng precinct Boyd Anderson X 

Burglar alarms Boyd Anderson X 
~1cArthur X 
South Plantation X 

Locker rooms lloyd Anderson 
Dcerfie Id Beach 
McArthur 
South Plantation 

Restrooms McArthur X 
South Plantation 

Communications McA l' tIm r X 

- - - - - -

, 
Not 

Modified Implemented 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
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TABLE 7-10 

Summary of Implementation Status 
(Page 2 of 2) 

Esselltia Ily 
Implemented Partially 

Strategy School As Planned Implemented 

Bicycle parking compound Deerfield Beach X 
~1cArthllr X 
South Plantation X 

Border definition Deerfield Beach X 
South Plantation X 

Bus loading zone Boyd Anderson X 

Ticket Booths McArthur 
South Plantation 

Ilallways Boyd Anderson X 
McArthur X 

External stairwells Boyd Anderson 
Deerfield Beach 
South Plantation 

Educational component X 

Special CPTED Demonstra-
tion Strategies: Parking 
lot South Plantation 

Teacher planning area South Plantati on 

Snack bar modifications I South Plantation 

Modified 

. 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

- - - - - - - - - -

Not 
Implemented 

X 
X 

X 

- - - --
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without permission. The poles and ropes for the queuing lanes were not 

installed because it was felt that the poies themselves would be more 

hazardous than the congestion they were designed to alleviate. 

Some strategies were implemented in modified form, with varying im­

plications for the ~ticipated impacts. For example, the elimination of 

windows in the external stairwells because of possible building code vio­

lations probably minimized that strategy's potential impact, while the 

modification of South Plantation's teacher planning area into a security 

office may have increased that st'rategy's impact on natural surveillance 

and access control. 

Another possible outcome is suggested by the planned versus actual 

implementation of the Boyd Anderson locker-room strategy where color­

coding by a.rea of the room was modified to COlor-coding by row. It is 

possible that this type of colo~-coding still could enable teachers or 

students to observe students near lockers where they should not be, but 

the dispersion through.out the locker room would make this discrimination 

more difficult. On tn~ other hand, by preventing the congestion that 

would have resulted from the original plan, this modification may in-, 

crease the strategy's functi<.:nality for assault prevention. 

7.3.1 Summary 

The major problem with strategy implementation, as noted earlier, 

was the excessive time taken to complete a number of strategies. In 

spite of the delays encountered, it is the judgment of the evaluators 

that the effort goals of modifying the schools' physical, social, 
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managerial, and law enforcement characteristics were, for the most part, 

achieved as designed. Therefore, the Broward County schools project can 

be evaluated as a demonstration of the CPTED approach. 

7.4 Attainment of Proximate Goals 

As stated previously in this report, the success of CPTED in reduc­

ing crime and fear of crime is predicated on the attainment of the proxi­

mate goals of gainin.g a greater degree of access control, increasing sur­

veillance and activity support, and reinforcing crime prevention motiva­

tion. In developing an evaluation plan, the evaluators identified spe­

cific proximate goal measurement points for the physical and social eu­

vironment. The measurement points related to the physicRI environment 

include: 

• The state of the physical security of the school 

environment (i.e., target hardness). 

• The potential surveil lability of the school en­

vironment (i.e., how well can one see or hear 

what is going on). 

.. The potential usability of the school environ­

ment (i.e., what is in the physical environment 

and how it can be used by students). 

~ Specific psychological dimensions of the school 

environment related to CPTED design concepts 

(~.g., aesthetic quality, degree of personali­

zation, and clarity of defined spaces). 
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Those measurement points associated with the proximate goals for the 

social environment are: 

• The degree to which students are committed to 

watch for suspicious/criminal activities and 

the degree to which they are committed to report 

suspicious/criminal activities. 

• Actual student crime reporting behavior. 

• The extent of social networks and the degree of 

social cohesiveness. 

• The actual use of the school environment by 

students. 

• Student identification with the environment 

(i.e., to what extent is there a sense of be­

longingness). 

These,proximate goals are the bridges that link the project's activ­

ities to its ultimate goals of reduction in crime and fear among students. 

Insights into the degree to which the proximate goals were attain~ 

ed -- for some of the subenvironments and overall -- were drawn from sev­

eral data collection methods, including structured observations, fear 

and victimization surveys, and staged suspicious incidents. 

7.4.1 Subenvironments 

7.4.1.1 Bus Loading Zone 

The bus loading zone was implemented before pretest observational 

data could be collected. After implementation, it was observed that an 

average of 21 buses loaded at the zone, with a range of 4 to 28. Drivers 
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used the zone a high percentage of the time, and students entered the 

bus loading zone in an orderly fashion 100 percent of the time. However, 

in one-third of the cases, students entered the buses outside of the zone. 

Adult monitors were present at all observation periods, with an average 

of 2.5 monitors per observation period. The monitors directed buses 33 

percent of the time, and student loading 40 percent of the time. Accord­

ing to the,observer, the adults in charge appeared to be aware and cogni­

zant of student behavior during the loading. In summary organized sur­

veillance (via the monitors) and activity support (i.e., the revised zone 

loading policy) appeared to be controlling access as well. 

7.4.1.2 Bicycle COmpounds 

Fenced bicycle compounds were installed in McArthur, Deerfield Beach, 

and South Plantation high schools. Table 7-11 i31ustrates the relevant 

observational data collected concerning student utilization of the bicycle 

compounds. The second column indicates that South Plantation had a sub­

stantially smaller percentage of bicycles parked within its compound than 

did the other schools. However, observer records indicate that there was 

severe overcrowding in the bicycle compound at South Plantation. Thus, 

the 47 percent rate indicates almost 100 percent utilization of that 

bicycle compound. Clearly, the bike compound was not of sufficient size 

to hold the number of bikes on campus. If the implementation of the bike 

compound strategy were to reduce bicycle theft substantially, we would 

expect that such a reduction would be more likely to take place in 

McArthur and Deerfield Beach, as opposed to South Plantation- Note that 
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School 

South Plantation 

Deerfield Beach 

McArthur 

TABLE 7-11 

Observational Data 
Bicycle Compound Utilization 

Average Number Percentage of 
of Bicycles on Bicycles in 

Campus Compound 

113 47 

46 96 

62 80 

7-35 

Percentage of 
Bicycles LOI:ked 

in Compound 

95 

94 

92 



practically all the bikes in each easily surveilled compound were locked. 

In summary, within the size limitations, the natural surveillance asso­

ciated with the site selection for each compound appears to be controlling 

access. 

7.4.1.3 Courtyards 

Courtyards or patios were constructed in all four project schools. 

The basic purpose of these courtyards was to attract students from other 

parts of the campus, where surveillance was difficult, to an easily sur­

veilled area where they would feel comfortable and be able to gather in 

small groups. However, an unanticipated event affected the courtyards' 

potential for fulfilling their purpose. Beginning in September 1977, a 

countywide policy was instituted forbidding smoking anywhere on campus. 

The onsite observer noted the following information for each court­

yard: Num.'Jer of students, perc~Hltage of tables and benches utilized, 

number of students using the newly constructed space, and the cleanli­

ness of the area. 

Figure 7-2 shows the number of students present during observation 

periods in the Boyd Ander.son patio. This figure does not indicate a sub-

stantial increase in students utilizing the patio. 

crease occurred at the time that smoking was banned. 

Indeed, a major de­

It should be noted 

that, as of the last ob~e~ration period, the patio has not been completed. 

Figure 7-3 does show that there is an increase in the use of the newly 

developed area. This figure indicates that, prior to construction, there 

had been very little use of the large area of the courtyard, but, as con­

struction proceeded, 70 to 80 percent of the students were using this 
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area as opposed to other areas of thIs! patio. Figure 7-4 shows the per-

centage of new tables and benches used by the students. This figure in-

dicates that 100 percent of the tables and benches were being used during 

the last two observation periods. The figure also demonstrates an in-

creasing utilization rate for these amenities. 

Figure 7··5 shows the number of students in the patio during the 

evaluation period at South Plantation. There was a decrease in the nunl­

bel.' of students using the patio during the construction period. Subse-

quent to the completion of the construction, the nurr~er of students using 

the patio appears to have risen to the previous usage level. However) 

the number of students using the patio did not exceed the preconstruction 

usage. 

An in the case of Boyd Anderson, the pe~centage of students using 

the redesigned space has increased from approximately 10 percent to about 

70 percent. Since com'pletion of the construction, 80 to 100 percent of 

the tables and benches are beinv used. 

One of the objectives of the patio constrf.lction was to attract stu-

dents away from less desirable areas, such ~s the outside smoking ~orri­

dol.'. To gauge this objective, the number of stuuents utilizing this cor­

ridor was measured. Figure 7-6 shows the number of students in the smok­

ing corridor during observation periods. Note the precipitous decrease 

associated with the September 1977 smoking ban. Figure 7-7 illustrates 

the percentage of students who were seen smoking in the corridor. 

The data from Deerfield Beach and McArthur paralleled those from 

the other two schools suggesting that, within the severe limitations 

j 
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introduced by the smoking ban, the patio was successful in attracting 

students into an easily surveilled, access controlled area. In addition, 

the fact that the completed areas were being utilized by more students 

than the other areas suggests patios are motivation reinforcing amenities. 

7.4.1.4 School Policing Precinct 

The main purpose of Anderson's School Policing Precinct was to pro-

vide police presence under nonemergency conditions. Police were observed 

in the building 57 percent of the time. In addition, during a 5-minute 

observation period, an average of 1.66 police officers were observed in 

the area surrounding the building (i.e., entering or leaving the building 

or standing nearby). This activity support increased the potential for 

survei~l~nce and access control. 

7.4.1.5 Hallways 

A major strategy in Boyd Anderson was the painting of graphic de-

signsJin the hallways. The only data collected concerning this strategy 

were observations of the physical condition of these graphics. r~xQugh-

out the evaluation of trus project, these graphics were judged to be in 

excellent or very good condition by the observer. The graphics were not 

defaced or vandalized during this time, indicating that this ~enity had 

good potential for enhancing motivation reinforcement. 

At McArthur, an enclosed hallway was altered to increase surveil­

lance between the corridor and the classrooms. This was accomplished by 

ins~al1ing four large windows in the walls between some of the classrooms 

and the corridor and enlarging 16 door windows. For each observational 
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period~ the observer noted the number of door windows covered (rendering 

them ineffective)~ the number of students passing by in the hallway, and 

the percentage of students who looked into the classroom. An average of 

12 students walked by these windows, with approximately 31 percent looking 

into the classroom. During the observation periods, an average of 49 per­

cent of the door windows were covered. There appeared to be no trend 

over time in percentage of windows covered. Data concerning the four 

large wall windows indicated that teachers often blocked the view of these 

windows through the use of movie screens and globes and other large ob-

jects. Although there were attempts by the administration to remove ob-

jects from the wall and door windows, these were not always successful. 

Key-per~,on interviews indicated that some teachers were annoyed by 

the implementation of this strategy. They felt that their privacy was 

invaded and that the classroom was disrupted by student activity in the 

hallway. Their negative reactions indicate marginal utility for this 

strategy. 

The student surveys provided additional data on hallway strategies. 

There was a significant increase in the perceived likelihood of identi­

fying an interloper in the hallway at McArthur, rel~tive to the rest of 

the county high schools over the preimplementation/postimplementation 

period. The final average perceived likelihood was on par with the rest 

of the county (~ [1,5254] ~ 9.305, P < .002). It is interesting to spec­

ulate about whether the reported difference could have been larger if the 

maintenance of the design directive had been more consistent. 
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For the questions about the perceived likelihood of an interloper 

committing a theft or an assault without being detected) the results show 

a significant difference only for assault (F [1,5254] = 4.147, P <.042). 

One possible explanation is that design strategies that are supposed to 

increase the survei1lability of an environment only affect peoples' per­

ceptions about assault and not theft, a distinction that herefore was 

not made very explicit. 

Students' ratings of taachers' surveillance of the hallway area show 

an increase at McArthur, reflecting the impact of CPTED on teacher surveil­

lance (F [1,5254] = 14.376, p < .001). This contrasts with the ratings 

of students in the rest of the county, which show a decrease in the per­

ceived quality of surveillance of the hallways by teachers. 

The perceived difficulty of entry of an interloper into a hallway 

increased significantly at McArthur relative to other s~hoo1s in the 

county. Apparently the design directive for the hallway was effective 

in achieving the proximate goals of increased access c6ntrol fllS well as 

surveill ance. 

7.4.1.6 Restrooms 

The doors to the rest rooms at McArthur were reported to be locked 

in an open position throughout the evaluation effort. Thus, this stra­

tegy can be considered to nave been implemented and utilized successfully. 

However, only two-thirds of the restrooms were modified. 

To as.sess the impact of the restroom strategies on the identifica­

tion of someone in the restroom who does not belong there, students were 
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asked: "Suppose a person who did not belong there was in the restroom 

area. How likeJy is it that people would know he did not belong there?" 

An analysis of variance highlighted a significant difference between the 

"pre" and the "post" £urveys. Students at McArthur perceived an increase 

in the likelihood of identifying an interloper, while the perceptions of 

the students in the rest of the county schools stayed at the same level 

(F [1,5278] = 4.875,p(.027). The increase on the part of the McArthur 

students brought the mean level of their responses to the same level as 

that of the county. This result indicates that the crime problem in the 

restrooms at McArthur was perceived as being worse than in the rest of 

the county and illustrates the effectiveness of CPTED in creating a change 

in students' perceptions. 

In order to assess the possibility of crime detection in the rest­

rooms, students were asked: "How likely is it that a person could steal 

something in the 'Zcstro0iil without being seen?" and "How likely is it that 

a person could physically attack another person in the restroom without 

being seen?" There were no statistically significant differences. 

The students' assessment of teachers' surveillance was that the 

teachers did not watch what was going on in the rest rooms very well. DG~ 

pending on the survey, from 7S percent to 91 percent of the students rated 

teacher surveillance as poor. 

The proximate goal of access control was measured by asking the stu­

dents: "How difficult is it for someone who does not belong there to get 

into the restroom." Survey results were encouraging. A pre-post 
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difference was found for McArthur in that the perceived difficulty of 

entry increased (i.e., entry made more difficult) and this difference 

was statistically significant. (F (1,5254] = 16.788, P < .001). This dif­

ference was not found in the rest of the county. 

In summary, at least one indicator of both access control and crime 

prevention awareness was positively affected by the restroom strategy. 

7.4.2 Overall Impacts. 

7.4.2.1 Student Crime Reporting Behavior 

An important aspect of crime prevention in schools is the willing­

ness of students to report questionable or illicit behavior. Two ques­

tions were asked in the last four surveys about students' intentions re­

garding crime reporting. In addition, a series of "suspicious events" 

were staged at each of the project schools to provide an indication of 

whether students' intentions are consistent with their actions. The ques­

tions were: 

• If you saw someone stealing something at school, 

do you thin.k you would: 

Do nothing, it is none of my business. 

Do nothing, it would not do any good. 

Do nothing, the trouble-maker might take it 

out on me. 

Do nothing, I would not tell on another. 

Try to stop it myself. 

Report it. 
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• If you saw someone physically attack another 

student at school, do you think you would: 

Do nothing, it is none of my business. 

Do nothing, it would not do any good. 

Do nothing, the trouble-maker might take it 

out on me. 

Do nothing, I would not tell on another. 

Try to stop it myself. 

Try to get other students to stop it. 

Report it. 

For both the project and county schools, the response most frequent-

ly given for the first question concerning theft was "Report it." In the 

case of assault, it was "Report it" followed by "Try to stop it myself." 

In short, many students, and in some cases, the majority of students, in-

dicated they would either report it or try to stop it them5elves. They 

would get involved, rather than do nothing. There were no consistent pre-

post differences for either item. 

7.4.2.2 Staged Suspicious Incidents 

To assess the actual crime reporting behavior of the students, at 

le·ast at a qualitative level, a series of "suspicious" incidents was staged 

at each of the four project schools and at two comparison schools. (The 

procedure is described. in Section 6.5.6.) 

At Boyd Anderson High Scn.ool, most of the students in the parking 

lot where the incident was staged appeared to pay little or no attention 

7-49 



/1 

" 
l 
f .-

$ • 1 
l i I 
i $ 

I, 



II 
I' 
i 
I 
I 

I 

fi 
! 

I 

I 



to it. It was assumed that students would attempt to halt or report a 

suspicious person, but instead some students seemed willing to assist by 

providing information on security arrangements. The event took almost 

15 minutes -- a great deal longer than anticipated. The parking lot moni-

tor eventually did report the intruder to a school security officer. 

McArthur High School has a security system that is different from 

any of the other project or' county schools. There is a monitor on duty 

in the student parking lot during each lunch hour, and this individual 

has a specific procedure to follow if anything suspicious occurs. The 

procedure involves a telephone report to the main office, which uses 

radios provided by the CPTED Program to contact the two campus security 

officers, who proceed to the sc.ene of the incident. 

For this staged event, the intruder entered the lot on L.ot through 

the front main entrance, which opens on a public thoroughfare. The moni­

tor spotted him immediately, but waited to observe further before react-

ing. Two students also observed the suspicious person, but took no ac­

tion. Security personnel arrived less than 12 minutes after the incident 

was reported by the monitor. 

The staged incident was greatly embellished at South Plantation, in-

cluding the use of a decoy car and the removal of a satchel from it by 

the purported thief. Substalltial student interest was aroused and there 

was some attempt at intervention. In fact, further incidents could not 

be staged at the school. because knowledge of the event rapidly spread 

throughout the student population. 
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At Deex£iela. lieacIi, students }lad -lisen ~:r:rted to lie atten-p..'1re to un­

usual activities around the campus. The evaluators thought that this 

might bias student reaction and increase the level of involvement in the 

staged event. However, Deerfield Beach proved to be the ~ost apathetic 

school in terms of student response. 

A decoy car was also used at Deerfield Beach and the intruder and 

an obsexver both attempted to provoke student reaction. One student 

eventually reported the incident; a number of others obviously observed 

it and showed some concern, but never actually intervened or contacted 

school personnel. 

T~~ comparison schools showed even poorer results. At Hollywood 

Hills, three students (two of whom were monitors) observed the event, and 

none reported it. At Miramar, six students observed the incident but 

did not report it. Security personnel and administrators were dismayed 

by the apathy shown, particularly since parking lot monitors observed 

the incidents at both schools. 

Tab:~ 7-12 shows the student reaction to the suspicious events, as 

recorded by an observer. The observer noted how many students were in 

the lot, what percentage of these students were judged to have observed 

the theft, and the number that directly intervened or left the lot as if 

to report the thief. The number of students observed in the lot ranged 

from 16 to 69, with an average of 50 students. The student parking lot 

at McArthur is farthest from the main campus and thus had the fewest num­

ber of students present. 
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TABLE 7~12 

Student Reaction to the Suspicious Event 

Demonstration Schools 
DEERFIEW BEACH MCARTHUR SOlrrll I>I,ANTATION BOYD ANDEHSON 

Present in lot 46 16 69 42 

Observed "theft" 17% 50% 68% 19% 

Left as if to report 1 I 10+ 0 

Directly intervened 0 0 1 0 

Present in lot perimeter 45 0 110 50 

Observed 13% -- 55% 6% 

Left as if to report 1 -- 0 0 

Monitors present I 1 0 I 

Actually reported Yes, two Yes, Yes, many Yes, 
monitor monitor 
reported reported 

- - - .. - - - - - -

ComEarison Schools 
MIRAMAR lIOLLYWOOD HILLS 

(i9 58 

7% 5% 

3 0 

I 0 

54 35 

2% 0% 

0 --
3 3 

Observer No 
reported a 
stranger but 
not a thief 

- - - - - - I 



---------------
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An average of 39 percent of the students in the parking lot at the 

project schools apparently observed the theft, as compared to 6 percent 

at the two comparison schools. Although. the sample of staged incidents 

is very small, it does appear that the students at the project schools 

were more alert than the students at the county schools. 

At all schools except Hollywood Hills and Boyd Anderson, at least 

one student was judged to have left to report the incident. At South 

Plantation and at Miramar, one student directly intervened. Data con­

cerning the stu.dents in the perimeter of the lot parallel that of the 

students in the lot. The major difference is that no students inter­

vened, and the observer noted only one student leaving to ~eport. 

The presence of more than one monitor seemed to have an inhibitory 

effect on reporting. At Miramar and Hollywood Hills, there were three 

monitors present, with none reporting the incident. At the other schools, 

the monitors, who were alone, reported the theft. Interestingly, the 

one school witho.ut monitors, South Plantation, had the greatest involve­

ment by the student population. As noted earlier, most of the students 

there observed the theft, and a great many of them reported it or attempt­

ed to intervene. 

While the majority of the students indicated on the survey that they 

would report a crime being committed, they did not do so with these staged 

events. The incre~sed student involvement in the project schools as com­

pared with the student reactions'in the two nonproject, comparison schools 

may be attributed to increased student awareness as a result of CPTED's 

overall impact. 
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7.4.2.3 Concepts Concerning the School and Social RespoDsibi1itr 

To assess the student's feelings about the school and his or her 

sense of responsibility toward crime prevention, a number of questions 

were included in the last four surveys. The results are presented in 

Table 7-13. 

The first question dealt with the student's opinion of the student 

body as a whole. It can be seen that the students are evenly split as 

to whether students help each other or go their own way. There are no 

significant changes from survey to survey. With respect to difference 

among schools, South Plantation:. in three of the four surveys, was rated 

the lowest (i.e., a place where students tend to go their own way). This 

finding is interesting given that this schl..':-;l demonstrated the most con­

cern and collective action about a possible "thief" in the parking lot 

during the staged incident. 

The next question deals with. a student's sense of territoriality 

~"ithin the context of the school; that is, whether they fee 1 a part of the 

scnool. A rank ordering of the schools in terms of the percentage of 

students indicating that they do feel a part of the school again showed 

that South Plantation ranked the lowest. This school was consistently 

below the other schools, including the county schools, by 20 to 30 per­

cent. There were no significant changes across surveys, however. 

The question dealing with the students' perceptions of the degree 

to whlcn students, in general, are concerned with preventing crimes re­

suI ted in statistically r .. .msignificant differences among schools or 
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TABLE 7 ... 13 

Student Survey: Feelings About the School and Sense of Responsibility 

Pre-CPTED Post.CPTED 
W1977 S1977 W1978 S1978 

Percent "most students help each other" 
Question School 

In general, which kind of BA 60.7 53.5 49.2 53.1 
school would you say this 
is mostly -- one where MA 59.7 49.3 57.1 51.0 
most students help each 
other or \Iiie where most SP 44.9 44.6 54.9 43.1 

--.l students go their own I 
U1 way? DB 60.0 61.6 51.5 58.8 U1 

CO 58.4 53.4 58.0 55.3 
---------------------------------------

Percent "feel a part of its school" 

Would you say that you BA 67.2 64.4 74.2 59.7 
really feel a part of 
the school -- or do you MA 73.4 60.8 75.6 66.7 
think of it as just 
another place to spend SP 40.0 53.7 59.5 46.6 
time? 

DB 71.4 80.2 67.7 65.3 

CO 67.7 65.5 65.8 66.1 



between surveys. However, Boyd Anderson and McArthar showed positive 

changes in the spring 1978 survey (Table 7-14). 

For the students' rating of the crime-prevention efforts of teachers 

and other adults (Table 7-15), there was a significant interaction term 

in the analysis of variance of the spring survey data (F [4,2262] = 

2.807; p < .024), indicating a relationship between the CPTED project 

and perceptions of improved efforts in the project schools. These im­

p:r:ovements in attitudes, however, appea1"'.,o be limited to Boyd Anderson 

and McArthur High Schools. 

The last three questions dealt with students' intuitive understand­

ing of the concepts unde:r1ying CPTED, such as personal efficacy in anti­

crime activities and perceptions of whether the offenders in a school 

environment might be many of the other students or just a small group of 

"trouble-makers." 

Most students either agreed or strongly agreed with the statement 

that there are certain areas in the school that make it easy for persons 

to commit crimes without being seen. The students were evenly split con­

cerning the issue of whether they as individuals could do anything to 

help stop the scI1.001' s crime problem. And most students agreed that a 

relatively small group of trouble-makers is responsible for most of the 

crime problems. However, with respect to these questions, the statis­

tical analysis showed no significant. differences among schools or between 

survey periods. 
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TABLE 7~14 . . 
Student Survey Responses: Student ,Concern 

Pre-CPTED Post~CPTED 

W1977 S1977 W1978 S1978 
(%) (%) (%) (%) 

Questi0E. School Respons!: 

How much do you think BA A Great Deal 10.3 20.3 6,5 21. 7 
students at your school Somewhat Concerned 51.7 54.1 56,S 58.0 
are concerned with pre~ Not Much Concerned 37.9 25.7 37,1 20.3 
venting crimes from 
happening to other MA A Great Deal 5.1 14.5 11.5 13.4 
students? Somewhat Concerned 58.2 47.4 51.3 59.8 

Not Much Concerned 36.7 38.2 37.2 26.8 
-....J 
I 

V1 SP A Great neal 7.5 5.9 16.9 8.8 -....J 

Somewhat Concerned 56.3 47.1 59,6 61.4 
Not Much Concerned 36.3 47.1 23.6 29.8 

DB A Great Deal 11. 9 14.8 10.8 11.5 
Somewhat Concerned 65.5 51.1 64.5 60.1 
Not Much Concerned 22.6 34.1 24.7 28.4 

CO A Great Deal 21.2 ].3,4 11.4 11.8 
Somewhat Concerned 50.8 55.1 58.3 56.7 
Not Much Concerned 28,0 31.5 30.2 31.4 



TABLE 7 -15 

Student Survey Responses: Teacher Concern 

Pre-CPTED Post-CPTED 
S1976 S1977 W1978 81978 

(%) (%) (%) (%) 

Question School Response 

Overall, how would BA Very Good 20.8 11.1 16.0 22.0 
you rate the jc~ the Good Enough 32.1 38.9 42.0 49.2 
teachers and other Not So Good 47.2 50.0 4'>.0 28.8 
adults are doing in 
protecting students MA Very Good 9.7 7.1 12.2 14.5 
from crime at your Good Enough 34.7 38.6 39.2 38.6 
school? Not So Good 55.6 54.3 48.6 47.0 

'-l 
I 

SP Very Good 9.2 9.3 12.7 8.5 Ul 
00 Good Enough 46.2 42.6 50.6 29.8 

Not So Good 44.6 48.1 36.7 61. 7 

DB Very Good 11.0 13.3 7.9 9.7 
Good Enough 49.3 53.0 44.7 49.3 
Not So Good 39.7 33.7 47.4 41.0 

CO Very Good 14.4 9.6 11.6 11. 3 
Good Enough 45.4 45.6 47.3 47.2 
Not So Good 40.2 44.9 41.1 41.5 

-------,-----_ .... _----
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7.4.3 Summary 

At both the subenvironment level and overall, there were numerous 

indications that the CPTED demonstration project had impacted upon the 

proximate goals of access control, surveillance, activity support, and 

motivation reinforcement. 

7.5 Attainment of Ultimate Goals 

This section examines the extent to which the ultimate goals of 

crime and fear reduction were attained in the modified restrooms and h3.l1-

ways* and in the overall school environment. The analysis is based on 

the results of the five student fear and victimization surveys.** 

The victimization questions asked the respondent whether he or she 

had been physically attacked, hurt, or bothered (assault) or had something 

stolen (theft) during the past year in specified subenvironments or else-

where in the school. Fear was measured first by asking the respondent 

how safe or unsafe he or she felt in the same subenvironm.;nts, and then, 

with respect to each subenvironment, to assess how safe or unsafe people 

are in general. (See Appendix D for more information about these surveys.) 

7.5.1 Subenvironments 

7.S.l.l Restrooms 

Since the modifications to the restrooms at McArthur were nat com-

pleted until after the spring 1977 survey, the first three surveys 

*Due to the timing of the surveys and/or the wording changes in the rele­
vant items, survey data on the other subenvironments are too ambiguous 
to justify even tentative analysis. 

**School criP,e report data have not yet been compiled for the 1977-78 
school year, the first in which overall CPTED impacts might be reflected. 
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(spring 1976, winter 1977, and spring 1977) can be treated as pre-data 

points and the last two (winter 1978 and spring 1978) as post-data points. 

For the sake of comparability, the t\'lO winter surveys and the thJree 

spring surveys were treated as separate pre/post studies, (the 1976 and 

1977 spring surv~ys were combined to represent the spring pre-co,ndition) . 

The spring pre/post comparison showed a substantial declinf~ in theft 

in the restrooms (from 12.2 to 2.1 percent). The winter pre/post com­

parison showed a smaller decline (from 7.6 to 5.1 percent). TIl.e assault 

rate, which ranged from 3.1 to 5.4 percent for all five surveys, was too 

low to show a significant difference. 

The same analysis was made for the county schools with somewhat con­

tradictory results. The spring pre/post comparison showed no change in 

assau1 t or theft, but the r""inter comparison showed a decrease in thefts 

(from 12.6 to 8.2 percent). 

It seems reasonable to conclude th.at the restroom modifications at­

tained the ultimate goal of theft reduction, given that the reduction in 

the county schools was much less. 

The same analytic strategy was applied to the fear quelstions. An 

additional pre/post comparison was made with the three pre-surveys CI)m­

pared to the two post-surveys. No statistically significant pre/post 

differences emerged from the three tests, indicating that the restroom 

treatments have not reduced the students' perceived lack of safety in 

the restrooms. 
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7.5.1.2 Hallways 

McArthur was the only school where the interior hallway had windows 

installed between the corridor and the classrooms. The same pre/post 

analysis showed no significant change in theft or assault rates. Analy­

sis of the fear data revealed an increase in judgments of safety of people 

in general from being assaulted in the hallway (see Table 7-16), but did 

not show a change in perceived safety of people in general from theft. 

There was also no pre/post change in judgments of personal sense of safety 

for either assault or theft. The fact that some of the teachers occasion­

ally covered the new windows with papers and posters may have attenuated 

the potential benefits of the strategy. 

7.5.2 Overall Impact 

In the last three surveys,* students were asked the following ques­

tions: 

• Overall, counting tltis ~ only, did anyone 

hurt, bother, or physically attack you at 

school? 

• Overall, counting this year only, did anyone 

steal anything from you at school this year? 

• Overall, how often are you afraid that any of 

the following things might happen to you at 

school: 

*The first two surveys did not include these questions. 
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Very Safe 

Safe 

Somewhat Safe 

Not Very Safe 

TABLE 7-16 

Judgments of Safety of People in General 
from Being Ass'aulted in the Hallway* 

Pre-CPTED* 
(%) 
5.7 

40.7 

43.2 

10.4 

Post-CPTED 
(%) 
14.3 

41.5 

38.4 

5.8 

*Does not include the Sp+ing 1976 survey. 
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Someone might hurt, bother, or physieally 

attack you. 

Someone might steal something from you. 

The victimization rates at the project and county schools were as 

high as 33.3 percent for assault and 52.2 percent for theft (see Table 

7-17). These rates were many times greater than those for the individual 

subenvironments. No specific area experienced a disproportionate amount 

of crime, with the exception of the relatively high theft rates for rest-

rooms. 

For the sake of comparability, the pre/post examination was limited 

to a comparison of the spring 1977 survey with the spring 1978 survey. 

As shown in Table 7-17, there was a slight post-CPTED reduction in as-

saults at all but one school, including the county schools. However, 

the only notable change is at Boyd Anderson, where the assault rate de-

creased from 33.3 to 22.4 percent. The finding that Boyd Anderson ex-

perienced the largest reduction is consistent with the fact that this 

school received the largest CPTED effort. 

There was a reduction in theft at all project schools, ranging from 

5 percent at Boyd Anderson to 12 percent at South Plantation. Although 

there was also a reduction for the county schools, it was not as large 

(4 percent mean). * 

*Tests of the difference between the pre- and post-CPTED percentages of 
victimizations reported in the spring 1977 and spring 1978 surveys 
showed a significant reduction in thefts (50.5 to 41.8 percent) among 
the project schools (= = 2.51, P < .02) but not among the county 
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TABLE 7-17 

Student Survey: Overall Incident Rates 

Question 

Overall, counting this 
year only, did anyone 
hurt, or bother, or 
physically attack you 
at school this year? 

Overall, counting this 
year only, did anyone 
steal anything from you 
at school this year? 

School 

BA 

MA 

SP 

DB 

CO 

BA 

MA 

SP 

DB 

CO 

Spring 1977 Spring 1978 
Percent Reporting "Yes ll 

33.3 22.4 
1 
16.0 17.5 

20.0 18.2 

25.6 20.9 

20.7 18.1 

50.7 45.7 

52.6 42.9 

46.3 34.3 

52.2 42.8 

50.0 46.0 

Note: These questions were not included in the first t\vO surveys. Winter 
1978 is excluded to permit comparisons within season. 

-------------------
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Tables 7-18 and 7-19 give the results of the two fear questions. 

No statistically significant pre!post-CPTED changes emerged with respect 

to students' perceptions of safety from assault or theft. All schools 

showed a high percentage of students reporting that they were afraid of 

assault and theft sometimes or most of the time. As observed with the 

subenvironments, concern about theft is more prevalent than assault. 

However, these overall percentages are much higher than those obtained 

for the subenvironments, thus indicating that perceived lack of safety 

is a p~oblem throughout the school environment and not limited to a few 

locations. 

7.S.3 Summary 

Thefts were reduced significantly in the restrooms and throughout 

the project schools. Assaults were reduced significantly in the project 

schools, with Boyd Anderson -- the school receiving the most extensive 

CPTED effort -- accounting for the bulk of the reduction. No other sig-

nificant reductions in fear or victimization could be documented. No 

reliable conclusions could be drawn regarding the institutionalization 

of the CPTED concept. 

schools. At the 95 percent confidence level, the pre-CPTED and post­
CPTED theft victimization rates for the project and county schools are 
less than 5 percent, plus or minus, of the "true" population rates. For 
example, in the case of the spring 1978 theft rate for the project schools 
(41. 8 percent), the 95 confidence range is from 37.0 to 46.6 percent. 
The confidence ranges for the theft rates obtained with the other samples 
are approximately the same. However, the range for the sampled assault 
rates is generally wider. 
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TABLE 7-18 

Student Survey: Overall Fear of Assault 

Pre-CPTED post-ePTED 
S1976 S1977 W1978 

(%) (%) (%) 
Que sti <;p. School Response 

Overall, how often BA Never 47.0 27.6 41.2 
are you afraid some- Almost Never 28.4 32.4 25.0 
one might hurt, bother, Sometimes 22.9 31.0 27.9 
or physically attack Most of the Time 1.8 7.0 5<:1 
you? 

MA Never 41.4 29.3 37.8 
'1 Almost Never 32.1 45.3 30.6 I 
0\ Sometimes 24.7 24.0 27.6 0\ 

Most of the Time 1.9 1.3 4.1 

SP Never 51.0 40.3 50.7 
Almost Never 32.2 43.3 22.4 
Sometimes 16.2 11.9 20.9 
Most of the Time 0.6 4.5 6,,0 

DB Never 51.1 36.0 33.1 
Almos·t Never 27,6 37.1 38.4 

"Sometimes 12.5 23.6 25.2 
Most of the Time 0.8 3,4 3.3 

CO Never 46.5 38.4 42.2 
Almost Never 32.0 35.7 34.9 
Sometimes 19.6 23.1 20.0 
Most of the Time 1.9 2.8 2.9 

Note: The winter survey results are not included, to facilitate comparisons 
within season. 

--------------------



-------------------
TABLE 7~19 

Student Survey; Overall Fear of Theft 

Pre-CPTED Post-CPTED 
S1976 S1977 W1978 

(%) (%) (%) 

Question School Response 

Overall I how often BA Never 35.4 14.3 24.3 
are you afraid that Almost Never 22.2 31.4 ·22.9 
that someone might Sometimes 33.8 37.1 41.4 
steal something Most of the Time 8.6 17.1 11.4 
from you? 

MA Never 32.3 17.1 22.4 
-...J Almost Never 20.3 30.3 26.5 I 
0\ Sometimes 38.1 39.5 36.7 -...J 

Most of the Time 9.3 13.2 14.3 

SP Never 32.3 16.4 25.4 
Almost Never 26.6 35.8 23.9 
Sometimes 34.8 46.3 38.8 
Most of the Time 6.3 1.5 11.9 

DB Never 36.2 20.0 23.8 
Almost Never 23.9 28.9 34.4 
Sometimes 33.2 34.4 35.1 
Most of the Time 6.7 16.7 6.6 

CO Never 30.4 21.4 24.9 
Almost Never 28.1 29.4 26.2 
Sometimes 32.9 37.9 38.7 
Most of the Time 8.6 11.3 10.1 
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CHAPTER 8. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This report summarizes the process by which the Broward County 

CPTED schools demonstration project was initiated, planned, implemented, 

and evaluated. Although there were problems and difficulties encounter­

ed at each stage, it can be concluded that the demonstration project 

was, for the most part, implemented as designed but not as scheduled. 

There were moderate increases in access control, surveillance, activity 

support, and motivation reinforcement. The brief post-implementation 

period available for assessments of crime and fear reduction precluded 

extensive documentation of ultimate goal impacts. Nevprtheless, some 

reduction in crime victimization was detected. 

The following discussion highlights key lessons learned during 

implementation of the various strategies and directives and offers 

recommendations. The topics discussed include: 

• Funding support. 

e Bureaucratic problems. 

• Resistance to change. 

• Gaps in experience. 

• Input from real constituency. 

• Assessing and sustaining priorities. 

• R~laticuship of strategies to crime/environ­

ment problems. 
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8.1 Funding Support 

Maj or efforts I'lere required to secure funding support for imple­

mentation of the CPTED strategies. As a result, significant delays 

were experienced. 

In the fall of 1974, Westinghouse began data collection, including 

interviewing individuals in the school system. According to later key­

person interviews, this resulted in an expectation that the project would 

begin shortly and disappointment when it did not. The initial interest 

and enthusiasm at each of the schools was dissipated by the long delay 

which followed. In addition, a number of key participants -- including 

the principals of two of the four demonstration schools -- left the schools. 

It was difficult to anticipate that it would take almost 2 years to 

obtain funding. The attempt to develop total local funding was not suc­

cessful for this site. LEAA ultimately provided the diTect support. 

It is recommended that funds for implementation be included in the 

initial grant or contract for future demonstration projects. 

8.2 Bureaucratic Problems 

The CPTED Program did not exist independent of the school system bureau­

cracy. Discussions with administrative officials in the system indicated 

that it was difficult to initiate change. This is not unusual in a sys-

tem as large and as complex as that in Broward County. A more realistic 

time frame m:i.ght have been developed if planners had studied the schedule 

of previous construction projects handled through the School Planning 
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Office. CPTED experience indicated that the proposed schedule was 

unrealistic. It is recommended that schedules be developed based 

on the previous performance of grantees, instead of being established 

to fit the proposed grant period. 

8.3 Resistance to Change 

There is some evidence that a "not invented here" syndrome existed 

in the early stages of the CPTED project. For example, an outside ar­

chitect provided the initial sketches and preliminary drawings for 

several strategies. This may have created some initial resistance on 

the part of local individuals responsible for implementing these plans. 

A cooperative and well-coordinated relationship never was established 

between the Westinghouse architect and the School Planning Office. In 

future projects. a greater effort should be made to have key local 

resource persons -- including students, faculty, and principals -­

play key decisionmaking roles. There is no substitute for highly 

visible key local advocates in minimizing resistan.ce to change. 

8.4 Gaps in a~perience 

Based on conversations with the Director of School Planning, it ap­

pears that his office did not have ex~ensive experience with any projects 

similar to CPTED. The development and supervision of many small projects, 

located in different schools, was a relatively new experience. This lack 

of background may have been partially responsible for the delays in imple-

mentation. 

There was also confusion associated with the fact that construction 

of a new high school coincided with early CPTED planning. School Planning 
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had the responsibility for handling that construction and the implementation 

of a number of CPTED strategies concurrently. Most of the contractors with 

whom School Planning had previously worked would not bid on what they con­

sidered to be the smaller-scoped CPTED projects. Therefore, School Planning 

had to deal with some unfamiliar contractors on the CPTED projects, and 

since CPTED-type construction had not been done in a school setting before, 

the problems that developed could not be foreseen. 

It is recommended that more attention be given to CPTED capacity­

~ .lding activities for personnel who have direct responsibility for 

strategy implementation. Workshops and training sessions conducted by 

CPTED consultants should be considered. 

8.5 Input from Real Constituency 

There was no local advisory committee that had a strong, vested in­

terest in seeing the Broward County CPTED project implemented in a timely 

and efficient fashion. The real constituency for this program consisted 

of principals, teachers, and students. No formal mechanism was developed 

to allow them to voice concerns about the progress of CPTED implementation. 

It is suggested that, in projects of this nature, a strong local input 

mechanism and continued interaction be programmed. 

8.6 Assessing and Sustaining Priorities 

It is the impression of the evaluators that crime in the Broward 

County School System is not a high priority concern. This judgment is 

derived from discussions with principals, the school superintendent, and 

other officials involved in the CPTED project. A system that faces a 

$10 million deficit and the potential dismissal of hundreds of teachers 
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. 
obviously has other pressing concerns, and, as noted earlier, the 

crime problem in Broward is not extraordinary. If the assumption is 

correct that the ePTED project did not have high priority within the 

administration, then it is understandable that delays in implementation 

were tolerated. 

One individual in the School Planning Office had responsibility 

for ePTED implementation. This individual was eventually dismissed, 

but poor administration of the project's construction phase was 

tolerated for a long period of time. This "benign neglect" adds sup-

port to the low priority hypothesis. It is not clear whether the 

initial administrative support for the project was dissipated in the 

face of more severe problems or whether that support never really was 

as strong as the ePTED planners had assumed. 

Determining the degree of local support before funding a project 

is a difficult process. On paper, the Broward grant proposal appeared 

to have strong support by the administration and the School Board. The 

grant proposal indicated that in-kind support would be forthcoming from 

the Research Department in the equivalent of one full-time person, at 

an estimated cost of $32,000. Similarly, the grant proposal indicated 

that a School Planning person would be provided, without cost, to help 

support t:he proj ect at a half-time load. Neither in-kind contributions 

met the anticipated level of effort. 

There is no simple solution to this problem, but it is suggested 

that maximum attention should be given to eliciting widespread 
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commitment to the project as a locally conceived and locally run ef­

fort. In addition, attention should be given to sustaining and en­

hancing the initial local commitment throughout the project. 

8.7 R~lationship of Strategies to Crime/Environment Problems 

It was found that the Demonstration Plan had been developed without 

benefit of several sets of crime and fear data, with the result that the 

appropriateness of several str.ategies later seemed questionable. It was 

initially expected that some of these data -- notably those resulting from 

the initial fear and vic.timization survey -- would lead to limited modifi­

cations in the planned strategies. The funding delays and scheduling re­

quirements precluded this. Nevertheless, there never was a plan to in­

corporate emerging data on an ongoing basis. Because issues of strategy 

appropriateness, coordination, scheduling, monitoring, and utilization are 

likely to arise throughout CPTED-type projects, it is strongly recommended 

that the proj ect plan call for formative as well as summative evaluation. 

lbat is, there should be ~roce~ures £01' incorporating emerging information 

to improve the project throughout its development. 
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APPENDIX A. CPTED THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

1. Introduction 

The purpose of this appendL~ is to familiarize the reader with the 

program rationale of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED). 

There are three major parts. The first part describes the purview of 

the Program, the second part introduces some key theoretical postulates, 

and the last part discusses OTREP (opportunity, target, risk, effort, 

and payoff) as one approach to studying crime/environment problems. 

2. The Purview of CPTED J 
CPTED seeks to reduce crime and fear of crime through the proper and 

effective use of the built environment. The CPTED Program is based on 

three belief~: First, the security of one's surroundings is critical to 

achieving and maintaining a cohesive, stable, and optimally used 

environment; second, opportunities for crime can be minimized through 

architectural design and urban planning, either by imposing real 

structural constraints on criminal behavior or by creating psychological 

barriers; and third, crime and fear can be prevented by augmenting ex­

isting social control processes. 

Social control is enhanced by supporting established covenants 

and shared perspectives that have evolved and are maintained by users 

for the protection of their environment. Such social protective 

mechanisms can be reinforced through law enforcement activities, the 
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formation of community organizations exp1icity charged with the 

responsibility of deterring antisocial behavior and discouraging 

unwarranted intru5ion, and environmental improvement programs that are 

aimed at raising the physical and social quality of that setting. The 

key p''cemise is that design and effective use of physical space can lead 

to better citizen control over their environment and, at the same time, 

to an improvement in the quality of urban life. 

2.1 CPTED Target Crimes 

The offense categories addressed by the CPTED Program are those 

classified by the Federal Bureau of Investigation as Part I crimes 

against persons (criminal homicide, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated 

assault) or property (burglary, larcenY, and auto theft), as well as 

some Part II crimes (simple assaults, arson, and vandalism). These 

offenses receive attention because they are' destructive to the social 

and physical environment, they engender public fear of crime, and the 

opportunity for their commission can be eliminated or minimized through 

environmental design. axc1uded from consideration are the so-called 

"white collar" crimes (fraud, embezzlement), "victi..'1lless" crimes (drug 

abuse, prostitution), crimes against goyernmen~ organized racketeering, 

morals offenses, fa~ily and juvenile offenses, and disorderly conduct. 

2.2 Prevention Conc~pt~ and CPTED 

The ternl p!'event'~:on as it is used throughout this paper refers 

to measures adopted to forestall the commission of a crime. Lejins* 

*Peter Lejins. liThe Field of Prevention." In W. E. Amos and C. R. Wellford 
(eds.). De1inque.ncy Prevention: The.ory and Practic;:. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: 
Prentice-Hall, 1967, p. 4-5: 
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posited three types of prevention -- punitive, mechanical, and 

corrective and, to varying degrees, CPTED strategies involve all 

three. In punitive prevention, threat of punishment discourages the 

pot~ntial offender. A key GPTED planning objective is to create an 

environment in which it is apparent that anyone who commits a crime 

is likely to be detected, apprehended, and punished. This will 

occur because legitimate users assume a large responsibility in 

policing their environment and have an effective working relationship 

with the police. 

With mechanical prevention, obstacles are placed in the way of 

the potential offender to make it more difficult for him to commit 

an offense. Thus, while punitive prevention increases risk, mechanical 

prevention increases the level of effort required for criminal activity. 

It is important to note that mechanical prevention involves more than 

controlling access through physical design. Traditional target­

hardening prevention techniques (such as dependable locking systems 

and window bars) are included among CPTED strategies. Also in-

cluded are a broad range of urban design principles concerning the ---_. 
form of the buildirigs, the layouts of streets, the location of 

community facilities, the juxtaposition of social and functional activity 

areas, and other elements that affect the design"'and use of the en-

vironment. 

Corrective prevention is perhaps the most fundamental of the three 

because it focuses on strategies aimed at the elimination of criminal 
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motives. Although the CPTED purview does not include broad-based 

education and employment progTams, CPTED is corrective to the extent 

that environmental design can affect the quality of life in ~ com-

munity, and is a social as well as a physical planning process, 

2.3 Environmental Design 

The term environmenta~ design refers to problem-solving a~tivities 

that encompass more than architectural solutions but are still specific 

to geographically bounded environments. Design is viewed not only as 

an element in the environment but as a process through which plans 

are developed to influence how environments are used and treat~d. 

:5 t. Four Key Postulates 

There are four general CPTED theoretical postulates that provide 

the underlying rationale for all of tho ~rime prevention strategies. 

They are access control, surveillance, activity support, and motivation 

reinforcement. While conceptually distinct, these postulates tend 

to overlap in practice (that is, each CPTED strategy is based on 

principles derived from more than one postulate). For example, strategies 

designed to increase surveillance also tend to control access to a 

given environment. Similarly, if they are to work, activity support 
" 

programs must involve surveillance strategies. 

3.1 Access Control 

Access control is primarily directed at decreasing criminal op­

portuni ty. In ess encf.: , it operates to keep unauthoriz sd persons out 

of a particular locale i.f they do not have legitimate reasons for being 
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there. In its most elementary form, access control can be achieved 

in individual dwelling units or commercial establishments by use of 

adequate locks, doors, and the like (i.e., the group of design 

strategies known as target hardening). Many burglars and robbers dis­

play environmental preferences -- both physical and social -- that 

can also be frustrated by the creation of psychological bartlers. These 

barriers may appear in the form of signs, parkways, hedges -- in short, 

anything that announces the integrity and uniqueness of an area. 

3.2 Surveillance 

Although similar to access control in some respects, the primary 

aim of surveillance is not to keep intruders out but to keep them 

under observation. Surveillance increases the perceived risk to 

offenders, as well as the actual risk if the observers are willing 

to act when potentially threatening situations develop. 

A distinction can be made between organized surveillance and 

spontaneous or natural surveillancla. Organized surveillance is usually 

carried out by police patrols in an attempt to project a sense of 

omnipresence (i.e., to convey to potential offenders the im-

pression that police surveillance is highly likely at any given 

location). In some instances surveillance can be achieved by non­

human techniques such as closed-circuit tel0vision (CCTV) or alarms. 

Natural surveillance can be aCQieved by a number of design 

techniques such as channeling the flow of activity to put more observers 
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near a potential crime area, or creating a greater observation capacity 

by installing windows along the street side of a building, en-

closing a staircase in glass, or using single-loaded corridors. The 

technique of defining spaces· can also convey a proprietary sense to 

legitimate users, inducing a territorial concel'D. 

3.3 Activity Support 

The concept of activity support involves methods of reinforcing 

existing or new activities as a means of making effective use of 

the built environment. This perspective originates in the observation 

that, in a given community, social and physical networks and nodes 

exist as latent, often underused, resources capable of sustaining 

constructive community activities. Support of these activities can 

bring a vital and coalescing improvement to a given community, 

together with a reduction of the vulnerable social and physical gaps 

that permit criminal intrusions. Such an approach might focus on 

a geographic area (e.g., block, neighborhood, or city sector), a 

target population (e.g., vulnerable elderly victims or opportunistic 

youthful offenders), or an urban system (e.g., health delivery, trans­

portation, or zoning) . 

3.4 Motivation Reinforcements 

In contrast to the more mechanical concepts of access control and 

surveillance that concentrate on making offenders' operations more 

difficult, motivation reinforcement seeks not only to affect offender 

behavior relative to the built environment but to affect offender 
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Inotivation by increasing the risk of apprehension and by reducing the 

payoff to him. 

The motivation reinforcement concept also seeks to positively re-

inforce the motivation of potential victims. Territorial concern, 
- --- ----.-------- ._- --- ---_._-- .-~.----.--. ~ ----_.---, - -----

social cohesion, and a general sense of security can result from 

such positive reinforcement strategies as altering the scale of a 

large, impersonal environment by such measures as upgrading the 

housing stock, the school facilities, or the interiors of subway cars; 

organizing occupants; or changing management policy. 

Territorial concern, social cohesion, and a general sense of 

security can be reinforced through the development of the identity 

and image of a community. Recognized consciously, this approach 

can improve not only the image the population has of itself and 

its domain but also the projection of that image to others. With a 

definition and raising of standards and expectations, patterns 

of social estrangement decline, together with opportunities for aberrant 

or criminal behavior. 

4. OTREP 

Although all CPTED strategies may appear to run the gamut of 

prevention opticns, they do not. CPTED strategies have one feature 

III common: Crime and fear-of-crime problems are exa~ined in terms 

of environmental characteristics that foster or impede the commission 

of crimes. Thus, a crime. problem is viewed as a crime! environment proolem 
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because the focus is on solutions that treat the environment in such 

a way as to lessen the vulnerability of potential victims, increase 

the level of effort involved in committing a crime, reduce the potential 

payoff to the offender, and 'improve the chances of apprehension. 

In order to study crime/environment relations in a way that is 

useful for the selection of appropriate CPTED intervention strategies, 

a comprehensive theoretical perspective is needed to understand the 

complex manner in which elements of the physical and social environ­

ment interact to affect levels of crime and fear. 

If CPTED strategies are to be effective, they must serve a dual 

function. First, as indicated earlier, they must instill a sense of 

confidence and security in the use of the environment on the part of 

legitimate users; the second function is that they must create an im­

pression for potential offenders that opportunities for crime in 

the target environment are not worth the effort or risk involved. Thus, 

CPTED strategies are designed to affect the perceptions of both 

legitimate users and potential offenders, as well as to bring about 

actual changes in the environment. The remainder of this section 

focuses on OTREP, a conceptual scheme to be used for defining crime/ 

environment problems in such a way as to aid in the selection 0'; 

appropriate strategies. 

The OTREP concept proposes that the opportunity for crime to occur 

in an environment is a function of four factors: Target, risk; effort, 
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payoff. These four basic factors are of central importance to the 

criminal when selecting a site for a criminal act. It is assumed 

that criminals avoid low opportunity environments (e.g., those that 

require much effort to commit a crime, where the risk of apprehension 

or punishment is high, where few targets exist, and where only a 

small payoff can be obtained). Similarly, it is assumed that 

criminals prefer an environment where opportunity is high targets 

are available that allow crimes to be committed easily and quickly 

for lar6e rewards, with little or no risk of apprehension. 

No setting or place exists where crimes cannot be committed. 

Burglary, larceny, vandalism, and crimes of violence can occur any-

where. Faced with a wide array of available sites, the potential 

criminal must select a site for his act. If no logic or rationale for 

this choice existed, one would expect crimes to be randomly dis-

tributed in the environment.* However, such is not the case. 

Grime occurs very frequently in certain areas, while it is almost 

unheard of in other areas. Geographic areas characterized as 

"high crime" or "dangerous" are well known to the residents and police 

of any municipal locality. Additionally, certain situations involving, 

*One offender option is not to commit a crime in that or any other site. 
Although OTREP attempts to simulate the decisionmaking process of crim­
inals, it is not based on the assumption that the potential offender has 
already decided to act and simply has to decide where to act. If this 
were the case, then the most that GPTED could hope to accomplish would 
be crime displacement. However, considering what is known about the 
nature of opportunistic crimes, it appears that the environment can be 
manipulated so that a large proportion of potential offenders do not even 
recognize sites as potential targets-. 
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for example, the time of day, type of people, nature of the task, and 

so on are readily perceived as more dangerous than others ("I'd never 

let myself get into that situation!1t). For some reason or set of 

reasons, crime tends to occur more frequently in some environments than 

in others. 

Two approaches can be used to examine more closely the spatial dis­

tribution of crime. One approach is to study different environments 

to uncover dimensions that vary among them. The other apprcach is to 

examine the spatial distribution of crime from the perspective of the 

criminal. This approach assumes that criminal acts stem from individual 

decisionmaking processes occuring inside the potential offender. 

Although both the environmental and cognitive approaches seem 

individually inadequate, a viable method of investigation emerges when 

both perspectives are simultaneously used. The questions to be addressed 

then become: 

• What aspects of the environment are the most 

important to a potential criminal? 

• How does the potential offender evaluate the 

available environments? 

• What set of environmentally based dimensions 

is used in a criminalts decisionmaking process 

that distinguishes one environment from 

another? 
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Before further discussion of the four factors, a fifth factor -­

which has purposely been excluded -- merits comment. This factor re­

presents an individual, motivational, perceptual, and cognitive element. 

With this factor, the model would be sensitive to organismic variables 

that mediate environment/behavior relationships. To illustrate the 

operation of this factor, for example, one could suggest that in­

dividuals in greater need of a reward (e.g., a dope addict in need of 

a fLx) will run higher risks for smaller payoffs than those with less 

immediate needs. Individuals who perceive an opportunity for a crime 

may attempt a criminal act, even though no opportunity in fact exists. 

A criminal might think that the risk of apprehension in a specific 

environment is low when, in fact, it is quite high. 

The mediation of environment/behavior relationships by human pre­

dispositional variables is acknowledged. However, this factor is 

presently excluded from OTREP because the emphasis of CPTED is towards 

the environment. Project managers must manipulate environments and 

physical design elements to reduce crime, and the orientation of OTREP 

reinforces the emphasis. The intent is to avoid shifting the emphasis 

from design variables that can be controlled and manipulated to 

motivational and cognitive factors over which the manager has little 

control. At some future date, however, the OTREP model may be expanded 

to include motivational and cognitive factors if their utility for 

CPTED programming efforts can be demonstrated. 
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OTREP conceptualizes four attributes that relate to criminal be­

havior. The first factor~ target3 can be said to exist whenever a 

potential victim and a potential offender are in proximity. However, 

many opportunities are lost because ~ potential offender does not 

perceive the individual or property as a potential target. As the 

salience of a potential target increases~ criminal action by the 

potential offender becomes more likely. 

The concept of target allows the same environment to be characterized 

by different degrees of opportunity for different crimes. If an elderly 

lady carrying a purse is walking next to a young woman on a semi-

crowded street, the opportunity for pursesnatch would be much higher 

than the opportunity for rape. 

The concept of risk implies that, as the risk of punishment or 

apprehension increases, the attractiveness of an environment (to a 

potential offender) decreases. This is precisely the notion of deter­

rence. From a ePTED viewpoint, perhaps the principal mechanism for 

increasing risk would be surveillance, although certain access control 

methods would also contribute. 

The third factor, effort3 assumes that an environment becomes less 

attractive as the physical effort required to commit a crime increases. 

The effort necessary to execute a crime may be increased through CPTED 

tactics, expecially access control or target-hardening approaches. 

This is an area in which CPTED should be expected to have a large impact. 
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The final OTREP concept is payoff~ or the anticipated benefits of 

crime to the offender. As the payoff grows larger in an environment, 

the attractiveness of that environment to the criminal is assumed to 

increase. It should be noted that the payoffs of acquisitive crimes 

(e.g., robbery and burglary) are more susceptible to reduction through 

CPTED than are the payoffs of other types of offenses (e.g., murder, 

drug abuse, and prostitution). 

Some examples of the interplay of these elements are worth noting 

briefly. If a target is not perceived, no crime will occur. If an 

actual target is perceived~ then payoff must be subjectively greater 

than both effort and risk for a crime to occur. Effort and risk are 

not completely independent in that risk can decrease sOI11~ewhat as the 

amount of time (the effort) required to commit a crime decreases. 
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APPENDIX B 

CPTED Schools Demonstration: A Chronology* 

*Based upon a consolidation of contractually required 
monthly and quarterly reports. 
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August - October 1974 

• CPTED team members met with Joseph Grealy, Director of Internal Affairs 
for Broward County School System and President of the National Associ­
ation of School SecUl'i ty Directors, and with Administrators in the 
Broward Country School System to discuss a possible school CPTED demon­
stration. Broward County's crime data were excellent and the level of 
interest was extremely high. As a result, project representatives re­
turned to Broward County for a mo're comprehensive investigation of the 
area as a possible site for a school demonstration. The CPTED team 
met with school officials, security people, and staff who expressed 
strong interest in cooperating with the program. They were also help­
ful in identifying crime problems in Broward County schools. This 
second visit to Broward County reaffirmed the CPTED team's earlier 
assessment that the school district had excellent potential for a 
successful demonstration. TIlerefore, a preliminary (mini) demonstration 
plan was prepared. This plan was submitted to NILECJ and Broward County 
school officials for review and comment. It was reviewed with (and ap­
proved informally by) William Drainer, Superintendent, Broward County 
Schools. 

• Evaluation personnel participated in the Broward County site visits to 
review data and other evaluative requirements; the evaluation portion 
of the plan for the Broward County School demonstration was prepared. 

November 1~74 - January 1975 
\ 

• The first draft of the plan for the schools demonstration was completed, 
and a meeting was held with local officials in Fort Lauderdale, Florida, 
to review the plan and to discuss funding. The plan was later pre­
sented to the new Broward County School Board, who reaffirmed the pre­
vious Board's resolution approving the planning and implementation work 
involved in the CPTED demonstration, as well as cost-sharing through 
contributions of staff time and other resources. 

• The Deputy Program Manager for Demonstration Execution assumed respon­
sibility for administration of the Broward County demonstration. Th.e 
administrative tasks included following up on funding commitments and 
requisite approvals, as well as planning for translation of the work 
plan into a comprehensive demonstration. 

\I An outline of progressive tasks was prepared for the schools environment 
with associated target dates for each task. Recognizing that the poten­
tial success of these efforts would be tied to political and attitudinal 
factors, a series of sub-steps was also identified" These sub-steps 
took the form of briefing sessions to familiarize technical staff sup­
portive to the policymakers with the objectives oL CPTED and the­
specific strengths of the proposed work plan. These sessions were 
designed to accommodate participation feedback and were pursued with 
the objective of expeditiously identifying key funding issues. 
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• A presentation on CPTED and the schools demonstration plan was made 
before the Governor's Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 
Goals for the State of Florida on Decelliber 6. This Commission is 
charged with the "establishment of priorities for the improvement 
of Criminal Justice throughout the State." In this regard, environ­
mental design (and its deterrent effect on criminal opportunity) ap­
peared high on the list of priorities, supporting the request for 
consideration of action grant funding. 

• Initial contact was established with representatives of the Broward 
County Metropolitan Planning Unit, the Florida Bureau of Criminal 
Justice Planning and Assistance, the State Department of Education, 
the State Department of Administration, and the Lt. Governor's Office. 
Ongoing communication with these contacts would be used to develop 
further awareness of the CPTED Program and to identify follOW-Up fund­
ing sources. 

February - April 1975 

• The demonstration design for the schools environment was completed. 

• A presentation was made to the Florida Crime Prevention Task Force 
by representatives of the CPTED team and the Broward County Schools. 
After establishing the merits of the planned demonstration, the Task 
Force was urged to lend their endorsement to the request for financial 
support at the State level. In a subsequent session of the full Com­
mission, the 1975 Florida Comprehensive State Plan was adopted subject 
to review and potential amendment by Lt. Gov. Williams, Commission 
Chairman. The Plan, as adopted, no longer incll '~d funding for the 
CPTED schools demonstration. A statement summarizing the potential 
implications of the failure of the Florida State Plan to include CPTED 
funding was prepared at NILECJ's request. This paper outlined the 
support (including financial commitment) of local Broward County organi-

. zations and agencies that would be jeopardized by State curtailment. It 
also described the effect upon achievement of CPTED goals that could be 
foreseen if the funding was not restored. 

May - July 1975 

• CPTED team members held a series of discussions with administrative, 
security, and guidance personnel in the Broward County school system. 
The overall purpose was to determine effort needed prior to startup 
of the demonstration to ensure that baseline data for the CPTED evalu­
ation could be reconstructed by the evaluator. 

• Additional documentation concerning the school demonstration was re­
quested by and prepared and submitted to the Florida Bureau of Criminal 
Justice Planning and Assistance. The Broward County Municipal Planning 
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Unit was provided assistance in developing two preapplications, one 
for reallocated 1974 action funding at the State level and one for I 
discretionary funds at the Regional level, to support the two sets 
of strategies that were identified for test in Broward County. The 
preapplication for State-level (action funds) support sought funding 
for the social cohesion model, designed to impact on person-to-person II 
crimes and the fear of such crimes, with a secondary impact on burglary 
and vandalism. The preapp1ication for Federal assistance sought fund-
ing for the Perimeter Control model, designed to impact on crime against I 
school and personal property. The Florida BCJP&A and the La~ regional 
office in Atlant.a were consulted during the preparation of these pre­
applications to keep these offices fully aware of progress and to I 
coordinate the information provided. 

e CPTED team members met with key Florida officials in Broward County 
and Tallahassee to determine the funding support status for the schools 
demolstration. The Florida SPA representatives confirmed that the 
FY75 State action program had been committed too early in the year to 
accommodate the funding support requested for the demonstration. The 
FY76 action program was identified as the target for obtaining State 
LEAA fund support. State planning for the FY76 progrBlI1 would occur 
during August 1975. Local support in Broward County for the imple­
mentation of the demonstration plan continued to be strong. Because 
of the CPTED Program's need for a long-term funding commitment, 
executive and funding support at the State level was critical. Al­
though the State's budgetary problems created an atmosphere of reluc­
tance to fund new programs, the positive attitude of the State Planning 
Agency, coupled with local support, offered encouragement for generating 
executive support at the State capitol for the schools demonstration on 
the FY76 State Program. Therefore, action was taken to plan key State­
level contacts to obtain a funding commitment for the demonstration. 

• Contacts were pursued in Tallahassee and Washington to identify short­
term funding support for the Broward demonstration. While the FY76 
Florida action program was available for funding support, the delay 
in secur;ng funds would unduly compromise the development schedule of 
the demonstration. Therefore, Dr. R. Rau and Dr. F. Heinzelmann, both 
of NILECJ, and Mr. E. Pesce, representing the contractor, met with 
Mr. Mike Dana of LEAA's Citizens Initiative Program to determine whether 
that program would support the demonstratior.. Mr. Dana rerponded 
positively and instructed the contractor to prepare a grant application 
under the direction of the LEAA Regional Office in Atlanta, indicating 
he considered this a high priority for his office. Accordingly, steps 
were initiated to develop a grant requesting the identified sum of 
$400,000 from the Citizens Initiative Program. The contractor later 
consulted with Ms. Carol Blair (Florida State Representative in the 
Atlanta Regional Office), Mr. Chuck Davoli (Bureau head of the Florida 
SPA), Mr. John Woodward (Chief of the Broward County Metropolitan 
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Planning Unit), and Mr. Joe Grealy QDirector of Internal Affairs for 
the Broward School System). These contacts led to coordination of 
the effort requiTed to pTocess the grant applicatioll. 

August - October 1975 

• The Commissioner of the Florida DepaTtment of Education, Mr. Ralph 
TUTlington, expressed his support of t.he proposed demonstration in 
Broward County and agreed to assist in developing a source for the 
approximately $44,000 of local matching funds required to request 
the $400,000 Office of National Priority Programs (ONPP) grant. At 
subsequent meetings held with officials of the Florida Department of 
Education (DOE), school-related crime/environment problems and how 
they could be eliminated or reduced through the use of CPTED strategies 
were discussed.· As a ras~llt of those. discussions" it was agreed that 
the revised school demonstTation plan should be submitted for review 
by the Research Division of DOE prior to final commitment of the 
State's match contri0~tion. 

• In a series of interviews conducted with representatives of the foux' 
Broward County demonstration schools, first-hand information was ob­
tained from individuals representing various segments of the school 
population about their views on the crime problem in Broward s~hools, 
as well as potential crime prevention/r~duction strategies. 

• A revised and expanded set of CPTED school strategies was developed 
by the CPTED team in conjunction with BrowaTd County school personnel. 
This activity supported the objective of revising the earlieT school 
demonstration plan to reflect recommendations from Federal, State, 
and local agencies concerned with approval of the grant application 
being developed in the County. 

• Representatives of the evaluation effort participated in discussj.ons 
with local representatives of the Broward County school system in order 
to detexmine the availability and scope of data on crime/environment 
problems. 

November 1975 - January 1976 

• CPTED team members were onsite in Broward County to confirm school sys­
tem commitment to the specific strategies to be implemented. The visit 
was most successful in that (1) a variety of CPTED strategies were 
selected for implementation, (2) strategies were detailed for imple­
mentation on a school-by-school basis, and (3) conuv;·.\~ments of full 
support for the execution of these strategies by th..: administration 
of each school (i. e., Boyd Anderson, Deerfield Beach, McArthur, South 
Plantation) and other County level school officials were obtained. 
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In a subsequent visit, CPTED members coordinated with local repre­
sentatives of the School System details and costs of strategies to 
be implemented in the school demonstration. A draft grant request 
was then prepared to assist local officials in their preparation of 
the official document. 

• A report, indicating the status of the schools plan revision, funding 
and grant application plans, and grant match commitments, was pre­
pared and sent to LEAA offices in Washington and Atlanta, various 
Florida State officials, and several Broward County schools and law 
enforcement officials. 

• Drs. F. Heinzelmann and R. Rau of LEAA/NILECJ were briefed on the 
contents of the revised "Concept Plan for the School Environment." 
Their comments and recommendations would be incorporated in the final 
draft. A briefing on the status of the Broward County Demonstration 
and the contents of the Concept Plan was also given to Mr. G. Alprin, 
Director of the Office of Research Programs, NILECJ; Mr. R. Maurer, 
Broward County Superintendent of Schools; Rroward County Sheriff E. 
Stack; and the Vice-Chancellor of the Florida Board of Regents. 

• The revised and coordinated Broward County, Florida, Schools Demon­
stration Plan was submitted to NILECJ. The plan provided the rationale 
supporting the request for a grant submitted by Mr. Gerald Thompson, 
ChairmRn, Broward County, Florida, Board of Commissioners. 

I) During a visit to Broward County, conduct of the evaluation of the 
schools demonstration was discussed with the Research Office of the 
Broward County School System. Based upon their apparent skillS, de­
sire, and potential objectivity, it was felt that this office should 
be designated to conduct the evaluation under the guidance of the 
CPTED Program evaluation component. 

February - April 1976 

• Contacts were made (by mail or telephone.) with Broward School Board 
officials, the Broward County Office of Criminal Justice Planning, the 
State Planning Agency and Department of Education of Florida, the LEAA 
Atlanta Regional Office, the Community Crime Prevention Office of 
NILECJ, and the Grants and Contract Management Division and Special 
Programs Division of the Office of Regional Operations, to facilitate 
the processing of the Broward County Schools Demonstration Grant Appli­
cation, which was submitted to LEAA Central Headquarters by direction 
of the GPM. Mr. R. Burkhardt of the LEAA Office of Regional Ope'rations 
(ORO) advised that the grant was being referred to the Atlanta Regional 
Office for processing and approval. 

• TIle requisit~ cash match for the Schools grant of approximately $44,000 
was approved. It would be provided by the Florida Department of 
Education ($9,000) and Broward County ($35,000). 
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• Mr. Richard Velde, LEM Administrator, approved transfer of $40.0,000 
in discretionary funds to the Atlanta RO for support of the SchoolS 
Demonstration. 

• The Atlanta Regional Office indicated that there were some financial 
questions regarding the Broward County Schools grant request. Ap­
proval of the grant request would be delayed pending completed re­
sponses to those questions by B~oward County personnel. 

• Candidates for the position of Broward County Coordinator for the 
CPTED program were identified and the selection process initia.ted. 

• Meetings were held between CPTED consortium representatives and the 
Office of Research for the Broward School System to discuss evaluation 
implementation. The evaluation plan was completed with the assistance 
of Drs. Linda Murray and William Meredith of the Broward County Depart­
ment of Education, Research Division. Plans were made to conduct a -
baseline student victimization survey using questions adopted from 
the Research Triangle Institute's National Institute of Education's 
Safe School Study. 

May - July 1976 

• The LEM grant award to the Broward County School Board for imple­
mentation of the Schools Demonstration was announced. As a result, 
the CPTED Program received press coverage nationally in several 
criminal justice publications and in the daily newspapers of the Ft. 
Lauderdale and Miami, Florida, areas. 

• Local activity dealt with the issues of project coordination and 
security approval for implementing the design directives in the four 
experimental schools. These activities were led by the newly hired 
CPTED team On-Site Coo:tdinator and the Broward County Schools Project 
Coordinator, in concert with officials of the School Board and the 
individual schools' representatives. 

• A draft graphics/color coding work plan for the Boyd .~derson High 
School was prepared. 

• The Evaluation Plan was completed, representing an overall approach 
that was agreed upon by members, of the CPTED team and the Broward 
County Schools, who would be conducting the evaluation. 

• The fear and victimization survey for the Broward County Schools Demon­
stration was administered and preliminary analyses were conducted. 
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o Work proceeded on the collection of crime-environment information 
from the Dean's records at South Plantation High School. 

August - October 1976 

• The school facilities planning section of the Broward County School 
Board submitted a tbne schedule for drawing blueprints and bidding 
the contracts for implementation of the physical design directives 
in the CPTED demonstration schools. 

• The School Board accepted the low bid to build the portable police 
precinct. 

• Mini-plaza designs were developed and blueprints were completed. 

e Th.e graphics/color coding were completed for three of the six design 
areas in Boyd Anderson High School. 

• Drawings were begun for the bicycle locking cups to be used in the 
bicycle parking areas. 

• Two-way radios were provided to key staff at McArthur High School. 

November 1976 - January 1977 

• One of the four school coordinators was hired. 

• CPTED team support of the design and application of supergraphics was 
completed. 

• All major work was accomplished for establishing a Model School Police 
Precinct in Boyd Anderson High School. 

• Delivery of the portable ticket booths was made to McArthur High School. 

e A restriction was placed on the color-coding strategy to consist only 
of the boys! lockers at Boyd Anderson High School. Inclusion of color 
coding at Deerfield Beach and South Plantation High Schools would have 
caused a substantial cost overrun in the budget allocation for color 
coding. 

• Federal, State, and local officials met in Broward County to review 
the status of the LEAA grant. 

• A draft observation form for monitoring and assessing impact of the 
Broward Demonstration was prepared, and a fear and victimization sur­
vey was designed and distributed to the Broward Schools. 
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February - April 1977 

• During the quarter, much progress was made toward implementation of 
the strategies at the four demonstration schools: 

Boyd Anderson 

Students completed all pictogr~s. 

Student parking lot completed. 

Stairtower renovations completed. 

Police Precinct ready for occupancy. 

Deerfield Beach 

Bids approved for construction of student parking lot, bicycle 
compounds, and mini~plazas. 

Workshop held on the pictograph technique attended by the princi­
pal, media personnel, and members of the Art Department. 

McArthur 

Student parking lot completed. 

Bids approved for construction of bicycle compounds and mini­
plazas. 

Classroom and restroom renovations well underway. 

South Plantation 

Stairtower renovations completed. 

Bids approved for construction of student parking lot, bicycle 
compounds, mini-plazas, and Security Office~ and renovation of 
snack bar. 

• Budget revisions that were requested for reallocating funds for strategy 
implementation were approved by the LEAA Office of Regional Operations. 

• Returns from the student survey begun in late January were completed, as 
were the survey reruns for South Plantation and Boyd Anderson. 
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• Final revisions were made to tIle observational inventory and admin­
istration interview questionnaire. The latter was subsequently ad­
ministered in a number of schools. 

May - July 1977 

• The following activities occurred at the four demonstration schools: 

Boyd Anderson 

Lettering of the pictograms, restrooms, and stairwells, and 
colorcoding of the corridors were completed. 

Police Precinct occupany occurred by members of the Lauderdale 
Lakes Police Department (which merged with the Broward County 
Sheriff's Office). 

Deerfield Beach -- Except for minor teuch-ups and repairs, the 
following were essentially completed: 

Mini-plaza construction, including furniture installation. 

Construction of the pole gates for student and teacher parking 
lots. 

Construction of the patio gates, 

Fencing and blacktopping of the bicycle compound, along with 
installation of the bicycle racks. 

McArthur 

Classroom and restroom renovations were completed. 

Mini-plaza construction, including furniture installation, was 
completed except for minor touch-ups and repairs. 

Student parking lot renovation neared completion. 

Bicycle compound construction was completed; anchoring of the 
racks imminent. 

South Plantation 

Security Office construction was completed. 

Snack bar renovation was completed. 

Mini-plaza construction was completed except for minor touch­
ups and repairs; anchoring of furniture is imminent. 

B-10 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Installation of pole gates for student and teacher parking lots 
neared completion. 

Bicycle compound construction was completed, except for minor 
touch-ups and repairs. 

• Request for a no-cost extension of the Broward County grant through 
June 30, 1978, was submitted to the LEAA ORO. 

• Technical support was initiated for the School Security Guidelines 
Manual and Records System Design being developed by the &roward County 
CPTED Office. 

• CPTED team members were onsite at various times. Highlights of those 
visits include: 

Plans were initiated for student and faculty orientation and involve­
ment programs during the 1977-78 school year. 

Keypunching of the data from the February student survey was com­
pleted. 

Major gains were made in expanding the cooperative evaluation effort, 
resulting in tighter controls and greater access available to CPTED 
team evaluators. 

• The June 1977 student survey was conducted. The tape containing the 
raw data en = 1400) was delivered to the Evaluation team. 

• Analysis of the May 1976 and January 1977 student questionnaires were 
initiated. 

• The onsite observer completed his report and forwarded the draft to the 
. Evaluation team. 

August - October 1977 

• Receipt of a no-cost extension of the Broward County grant from LEAA 
(stipulated for evaluation activities only) enables CPTED team support 
of the evaluation effort to extend through the 1977-78 school year. 
(Th~, .. grant termination date was extended from September 30, 1977, 
to June 30, 1978. 

• CPTED team members were orr site to view implementation status, review 
procedures for photographic documentation of strategy implementation, 
help develop press release material and other components of a campaign 
to raise local public awareness of the demonstration, and help t9.deve1op 
and finalize plans for generating student and faculty awareness and 
involvement. 
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• Evaluation highlights included the following; 

Arrangements were made to obtain tapes of reported crime data col­
lected by the schools to help interpret the victimization data 
collected previously,. 

The observational data, collected during the spring, were coded 
and placed on punchcards for analysis. 

Additional ancillary analyses were performed on the student inci­
dent survey data and on the attendance data. 

November 1977 - January 1978 

e With. landscaping of all miniplazas in November, all physical design 
strategies were completed. As a result, CPTED activities focused on 
student/faculty awareness and evaluation; awareness activities that 
occurred are as follows: 

Over 50 faculty members for the four demonstration schools attended 
a CPTED orientation workshop. Following presentation by Broward 
County and Westinghouse CPTED staff, there was limited feedback 
on how the faculty and students can help sustain and expand the 
CPTED strategies. 

Forty student leaders from the four demohstration schools, along 
with nine faculty sponsors, attended a CPTED orientation luncheon 
that was hosted by South Plantation High School. Broward County 
CPTED staff made a brief slide presentation and coordinated the 
discussion. Feedback during and sinc8 the luncheon was quite 
positive. Some of the students who attended pressed for increased 
CPTED involvement at their own schools. For exmaple, a service 
club at Deerfield Beach encouraged the Principal to implement the 
pictogram strategy there, and as a result, by the end of the quarter, 
a pictogram was being done on one corridor wall. 

CPTED handouts, describing the overall program and the continuing 
role for students, were printed; and enough handouts for every 
student in the four demonstration schools were distributed to the 
four principals. 

• Highlights of the evaluation activities that occurred are as follows; 

Reported crime data, collected by Broward County school security 
personnel, were obtained and analyses .begun. 

Photographic documentation of the status of the physical changes in 
three of the four schools was obtained. 
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A new onsite evaluator/observer was hired and trained in the use 
of the observation forms. 

The staging of "suspicious incidents" was discussed with project 
schools administrators, who were very cooperative, and agreed to 
allow data to be collected in this fashion. A data observation 
sheet and a detailed procedure were established. Mr. J. Grealy, 
CPTED Director and Director of Internal Affairs, agreed to assist 
in this evaluation effort by loaning one of his security officers 
to help in staging the incidents. This procedure would permit 
examination of the impact of the physical changes produced by 
CPTED and the additional effect of the educational program. The 
first wave of "suspicious incidents" was staged in the demonstration 
schools during December. 

Forms for the first post-implementation survey were distributed to 
all 20 Broward County Schools. 

An RFP was issued for an outside evaluator to conduct an independent 
impact evaluation between February and the June 30 termination of 
the LEAA. grant. While limited in scope (less than $10,000 was 
allocated for this effort), the statement of work was designed to 
ensure that the outside effort will complement the ongoing local 
evaluation being supported by the CPTED Program Evaluation Team. 

February 1978 

• Student/faculty awareness and evaluation activities comprised the major 
efforts. 

CPTED handouts, describing the overall program and the continuing 
role for students, were distributed to approximately 2,500 students 
at each of the four demonstration schools. 

Effoxts continued in further analysis of pretest data and a detailed 
description of the implementation process. 

A key-person interview schedule was developed for a site visit during 
mid-March. 

March 1978 

• Evaluation activities comprised the major efforts. 

The observational assessment of strategy implementation was completed. 

A draft evaluation report that provides an effort and process evaluation 
of the demonstration was prepared. 
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The Broward County School Board awarded a contract to an outside 
firm to conduct an impact evaluation of the demonstration, which 
is to complement the CPTED team's assessment. 

A penalty was imposed against a local contractor for inadequate 
performance of th.e terms of its contract to construct the physical 
design components of several CPTED strategies. 
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APPENDIX C 

Public Relations Materials Used in the 
CPTED Demonstration in Broward County, Florida 
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.. PUblic Relations Materials 

Following are two examples of public relations efforts aimed at 
increasing citizen (i.e., students and staff) participation in the CPTED 
project in Sroward County. The first is a copy of a student handout 
that explains the CPTED project and its purposes in simplified language. 
This was distributed to students in February 1978. The second example 
includes suggestions for the administration and faculty of schools 
using the CPTED method as the means of incorporating CPTED into existing 
activities at the school. 
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SCHOOL CRI~m IS YOUR PROBLEM TOO! 

The Broward County School Sys~em is part of a nation-wide experimen~ to reduce 
crime. It is known as CPT ED (pronounced SEP-TED). You are being asked ~o aid in 
~his effort by becoming aware of cTime preven~ion oppor~unities and the program now 
underway in fout' Broward County high schools. We offer you this fact sheet as intro­
duction. 

II'HAT IS CPTED? 

CPTED stands for CTime Prevention Through Environmental Design. It is a new 
concep~ in crime prevention which tries to reduce the opportunities for crim~, in 
other words, make it difficult for the criminal to get aAay with committing a crime. 
This can be accomplished by changing some elements of the environment which now 
make it easier for the criminal to act: for instance, tall bushes and shrubs can 
be trimmed so that they no longer provide hiding places and rest room doors can be 
locked open (with a privacy wail) so that any disturbances can be heard from the 
hall. (As par~ of the experiment, the changes vary in each school.) Even improving 
the school's appearance can help prevent crime because a better looking school just 
seems more wor~h protecting. 

HOW DOES THIS AFFECT ~IE? 

First of all, you could be the victim of a crime in your school, perhaps 
threatened by a fellow studen~ or an outsider or having property s~olen. It is, 
therefore, in your interest to help any crime prevention effort. Second, CPTED in­
volves more than jus~ making physical changes. Another way of reducing opportunities 
for crime in an area is ~o increase the ac~ivit)r in an area, making it more likely 
that a criminal would be seen in the act. So people are an important elemen~ in 
this program. Student ac~ivity will be encoul'aged in cer~ain areas by means. of 2,uc;.h. 
'arl..di~ions .. ~~'~~u~~t -piaz'as .. _siu~~~t.s and. s~ag~~il .. J!lso b,e. en~ouraged to keep_ 
the~r_ey:,:; ?P7E- to_p~ible cr~minal !1.qtivi,t;y_W~:t!!P.Q~tU.";.,i.Tll!1)~J.2.tely ... An_ 
al~~ .. s_tu~e!l~_bo~Lis ~_.E~_t!t~ ~e~t.p_o~~ig..1L.c;:-:Y1Ie preyellt.ioll .tools. _ ._._ 

WHERE ELSE ARE THESE CPTED PROJEcrS UNDERI~AY? 

The CPTED experimen~ is being tried in four Broward County high schools: 
Deerfield Beach, Boyd Anderson, ~~Arthur, and Sou~h Plan~ation. Similar experi­
men~s are also underway elsewhere in the country. An experiment in reducing crime 
in a commercial area is underway in Portland, Oregon, and a residential crime pre­
vention projec1: is now in effect in ~!inneapolis, ~jinnesota. 

WHY SHOULD I BE CONCERNED ABOUT CRIME IN THE SCHOOL? 

Le~ us repea~: you could be a victim. In fact, whenever a crime occurs in 
or around your school, you!!.:. a victim. You spend an important par1: of )'our life 
in tha school. So when a part of i~ is destroyed or torn up, or when another 
student or teacher is. threatened or victimi:ed, an irnpor1:ant par-c of your life i~ 
made less pleasant than i~ ought to be. The money to repair the des~rtll:~ion and 
investigate the crimes, of course, comes from your educational progTablS and sports 
and o~her ac~ivities. And your school, like most schools across the country, does 
have problelll! with crime, including vand~.lism, theft, ex~ortion, and assaul~. A 
survey recently taken of studen~s in the four Broward Coun~y experimental schools 
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found that a significant number of your fellow students do feel some fear of being 
threatened or having property stolen in certain areas of your school. 

WHAT ARE THE CRntE-PRONE AREAS Or: MY SCHOOL? 

Restrooms are one of the major areas where students who were surveyed felt some 
apprehension. Any student who drives a car or a bicycle to school mv~t also feel 
some apprehension about leaving it all day, Wondering if the bicycLe or the tape deck 
will be there when school is over. Student lockers present a similar problem: how 
many f-dends do you know who have had things taken from their lockers? There are 
other cJ'ime-prone areas of the schools which are receiving special attention -- science 
labs, ca-,feterias, libraries, band rooms, audio villual eqUipment areas -- all these 
areas are popular targets of theft and vandalism. 

HOW CAN r HELP? 

The main thing is to keep your eyes and ears open to any suspicious activity and 
f,;.,l.courage your friends to do the same. 

WHAT SHOULD I NATCH OUT FOR? 

By any suspicious activity, we mean such things as students lurking in areas 
where they should not be or hanging around school buildings long after school is out. 
You can also watch out for any strangers who appe1a.r in the school or on the school 
grounds who are not escorted or do not seem to have a legitimate purpose there. 
Automobile and bicycle parkin~ areas should also bu watched for suspicious activity, 
strangers among students' car~ or a student taking a bicycle Which doesn't belong to 
him or her. And, of course, watch out for the more obvious problems of flghting or 
threats to students or staff. 

WHAT SHOULD r DO Iii I SEE OR HEAR SOl>1ETHING SUSPICIOUS? 

First, look and listen caref~lly and get as much infor.mation as possible. Then 
report the incident to the nea~est teacher, administrator, or security officer. 
Avoid becoming involved in the incident -- unless, of course, it is the only way to 
keep someone from getting badly hurt -- or you might become a victim. Let the school 
authorities handle Lt. They will appreciate your help. 

HOW LONG DOES nilS PROGRAM GO ON? 

Now that the physical changes have been made in your school, the people part 
of the program will go on as long as the school does. Each nel<l class of students 
must be informed of the program and encouraged to do their part to prevent crime in 
the school and make it a pleasant place for everyone. A safe school is the legacy 
each succeeding graduating class should pass on to future studtllltS. 

If you have any mort: questions about the CP1'ED program, see your student or 
faculty representative on the Crime Prll!vention Committee. Tneir nameS are on the 
bulletin board. 
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SUGGEstIONS FOR STUDENT & STAFF INV()LVE.\lENT ~- CPTED PROGRAMS 

We h:.;.ye included in this package a number of suggestions for further 

involving students, faculty, and staff in ongoing CPTED activities and 

awareness. CPTED should be a continuing process whose basic concept of 

awareness and concern about the environment mu$t be constantly reinfcrced. 

School Watc:h Cormnittees: Th.ese ma)" be informal or formal groups 

con'posed of responsible students and;6r staff whese r'.;,~ponsibiHty it 

is tlJ keep an eye on activity in specific school areas, particu],arly 

parking lots, pla:a:J, gymnasium, cafeteria, librart,. and halls. Monitor­

ing could be done informally through. eusting student clubs, se1'Vice 

organi:ations. Student Council, or the Honor Society. Some probl~m areas 

which have been identified in your particular scheol may require ac~ual 

scheduled observation by students on a rotating basis during their free 

time. The sme pOlicy, either informal or formal, could be used for 

school sports activities or special even~$ such as plays or dances. 

St1.ldent Clubs and Organi:ations: As statl!d above 1 eXi.!lting clubs 

and ol'gani:ations can be the focus of infol'l!la..l monitor:'ng ~ctivities or 

the school might wish. to consider a. newly created crime prevl!J,ltion club, 

directing its major effort to that purpose. A new club would not only 

aid mOnitoring bu't could also serve as a. dissemination and suggestion. 

point ancj. take up such. prej ects as meeting with residents al1a Ili~rchants 

near the scheol concerning student nuisance problems. 

Existing clubs and or~ani%ations ean also be the focal point for 

special crime prevention efforts such. as C!peration ID, labeling schOOL 



property. as well as encouraging students to label their own property. 

Appropriate school clubs may also aid in beautification projects whicn 

enhance school pride. 

Are clubs or clas:;es can playa special role in crime prevention 

activities by contributing posters reminding students of CPTED or by 

enhancing the school walls with murals designatL~g functional areas. 
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STUDENT PUBLICATIONS 

Students should be encouraged to includ~ crime prevention activities 

in their newspapeT, ,.,ith articles WTitten by students themselves when 

possible. Such articles might include: 

o an editorial an the importance of CPTED, 

a cartoons depicting suspicious activities ~ne 

should watch out for, 

o general feature article on CPTEO activities in 

the scheol, 

o informal student survey of fear-producing areas 

of school or of persons who have been victimized 

in the sch.ool, 

a student suggestions for CFrED. 

INCORPORATING CPTED IN THE CLASSROOM 

Social studies, English, history classes, and possibly others can 

incorporate CP1'i:,D concepts into regular class sessions, Special classes 

could also be planned on cTime and its pToblems with an emphasis on i1:s 

effect and prevention. For instance. English classes might study a 

major work on t\riL'JU such as Dos'toevski 's Crime and Punishment or a short 

Story S1lch as Hen.ingway's I/1'he Killers," or the innumerable ins'tances of 

crime found in contemponry fiction. History classes have numerous 

examples to choose from, or, as in social studies classes, daily articles 

from newspapers can serve as focal points for discussion. A special class 

session might focus on the pervasiveness of criIne(using local examples). 

its social and economic consequenc1!IS. the pub lie perception of crime D 

and the publ',.: responsibility for it, i.e •• crime prevention Uleasures. 
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STUDENT SURVEYS 

Student victimization surveys were administered on five occasions 

in the Broward County Schools: Spring 1976, winter 1976-77; spring 1977, 

winter 1977-78, and spring 1978. The survey forms used for spring 

1976 and winter 1976-77 are reproduced in this appendix. A short dis­

cussion follows, noting the changes in the survey forms, particularly 

the latter three which are not reproduced. 

The questions in the spring 1976 survey were greatly expanded for 

the winter 1976-77 sU~ley. The original eight· questions were retained 

but placed in a different order in the winter survey and nearly 80 

questions were added, seeking such informatioi1 as 1) how often one is 

in a certain area, 2) opinions on how safe one is in certain areas, 

3) how likely it is that an offender would be seen in the act, and 4) 

a number of "what would you do if .... " questioIis~ The winter survey also 

included a one-page explanation of the survey's purpose plus some 

definitions of terms that appear in the survey. 

The basic format of nearly 90 questions was retained in the spring 

1977 survey, with some notable exceptions. The number of environments 

in questions 1 through 4 in the winter 1976-77 survey were reduced 

from 13 to 9, and some other changes were also made. Those environments 

dropped were bicycle stand, streets around the school~ school bus, any 

entrance into the school building, stairs, classrooms, and cafeteria. 

Several environments were added that had not been included in the two 
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previous surveys. These included bus-loading zone~ courtyard area, 

and bike parking area. Two questions were added to ·)btain overall 

incident rates: 

• Overall, counting this year only, did anyone 

hUTt, bother, or physically attack you at 

school this year? 

• Overall, counting this year only, did anyone 

steal anything from you at school this year? 

Other changes included a change in the order of som6 questions and the 

deletion of questions number 7 a.."'ld 8 from the previous winter survey. 

These questions had sought infoTmation concerning the dollar amount of 

cash or items either stol~n or taken by extortion. 

The spring 1977 survey also had a major change in the first question 

from the preceding winter survey. This question was divided into two 

questions concerning theft and assault and reworded from "Are you 

afraid?" to "How often are you afTaid?" In addition, the 2-point answer 

scale, formerly "Yes" and "No," was replaced by a 4-point answer scale, 

reading "Never," "Almost Never," "Sometimes," and ''Most of the Time." 

The winter 1977-1978 and spring 1978 surveys were identical to the 

spring 1977 survey. 
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STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE 

SPRING 1976 

Certain locations within the school have been considered problem areas for students. Please nore how 
much of a problem you rhink each of the following items actually is in each of the areas specified. 

1. Are you afraid to go to the following places :'ecause someone might hurt 'Jr bother you? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

i. 

j. 

k. 

I. 

m. 

the streets around the school 

the school bus .......................... . 

the parking lot .......................... . 

the bicycle stand ........................ . 

other places on the school grounds .......... . 

any entrance into the school bu ilding ........ . 

the hallways ............................ . 

the restrooms .......................... . 

the stairs .............................. . 

any classrooms .......................... . 

the cafeteria ............................ . 

the locker room ........................ . 

other places inside the school building ........ . 

NO YES 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2. Did you stay home from school anytime this year because you were afraid someone 
might hurt or bother you? 

CIRCLE ONE ~UMBER NO YES 

2 
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3. Counting this year only, did anyone steal things (pick your pocket, take things from 
your desk or locker, steal your bike, etc.) from you at any of the following places? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON eACH LINE 

a. the streets around the school 

b. the school bus .......................... . 

c. the parking lot .......................... . 

d. the bicycle stand ........................ . 

e. other places on the school grounds .......... . 

f. any entrance into the school bu ilding ........ . 

g. the hallways ............................ . 

h. the restrooms ................. , ........ . 

i. the stairs .............................. . 

j. any classrooms ......................... , . 

k. the cafeteria ............................ . 

1. the locker room ........................ . 

m. other places inside the school building ........ . 

NO 
YES 

ONCE 

2. 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

MOREiHAN 
ONce 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4. Counting this year only, did anyone force you by weapons or threats to give money 
or other things to them at any of the following places? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMI:lER ON EACH LI~E 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

i. 

j. 

k. 

I. 

the streets around the school 

the school bus .......................... . 

the parking lot .......................... . 

the bicycle stand ........................ . 

other places on the ~chool grounds .......... . 

any entrance into the school building ........ . 

the hallways .............. , ...•.......... 

the restrooms .......................... . 

the stairs .............................. . 

any classrooms ................... " .... . 

the cafeteria ............................ . 

the locker room ........................ . 

m. other places inside the school building ........ . 

D-S 

NO 
YES MORE THATi 

oNce oNce 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 



5. Counting this year only, did anyone physically attack and hurt you at any of the 
following places? 

6. 

7. 

8. 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE 

a. the streets around the school 

b. the school bus ..••••.•..........••..••... 

c. the parking lot .......•.•................• 

d. the ~licycle stand ..............•••......•. 

e. other places on the school grounds ., .•..•...• 

f. any entrance into the school building .•....•.• 

g. the hallways •••....•.•••.•.....••........ 

h. the restrooms .•.....•....••.........••.. 

i. the stairs •....•.....•...•............... 

j. any classrooms .......••.....••..••.•••... 

k. the cafeteria ..•...•••....•...•..•........ 

I. the locker room ..•.•.......••......•.... 

m. other places inside the school building •...•••.. 

NO 
YES 

ONCE 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

MORE THAN 
ONCE 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

How often are you afraid that any of the following things might happen to you at school? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMeER ON EACH LINE NEVER 

a. someone might hurt or bother you . .......... 
b. someone might steal something from you •..••. 

c. someone might make you give them money 
or things ............................... 

Counting this year only, about what dollar value would you 
place on cash and/or other things stolen from you at school? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ZERO 

Counting this year only, about what dollar value would you 

place on cash and/or other things you were forced to 
hand over to someone at school? 

CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ZERO 
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STUDENT INCIDENT SURVEY 

WINTER 1976-1977 

There are no right or wrong answers to these questions. We want 

to learn more about how to prevent incidents which may happen in certain 

parts of the school. One thing we want to know is if it is easy or hard 

to spot someone doing something wrong in different places. For example, 

are there places where students might get beat up or robbed without being 

seen by other people? 

When we a:sk about someone stealing something in ce1'tain places, we 

mean both stealing something from someone or something in that place. In 

some pla,-es like hallways there may not be anything there to steal. If 

something is stolen from a person or he is attacked, of course the person 

it happened to would see it. The question is always would anyone else be 

likely to see the crime? Remember that this is the purpose of some of the 

questions which you may wonder about. 

No one will see your answers to these questions. The computer selec­

ted you at random (that means "by chance") to fill out this questionnaire. 

Enough pupils were selected so that we will get a good idea of the places 

where incidents are likely to happen at your school. 

As you go through the questionnaire you may be unsure what is meant . 
by "courtyard area" and "bicycle parking area." For clarification, the 

courtyard area describes any places on the school grounds which the school 

officials have set aside for students to meet and talk together before and 

after school and at lunch. Your school may call this the patio or mini­

plaza. Bicycle parking area refers to the place or places which are 

officially reserved for bike parking. 
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1. Are you afraid to go to .the followinq places because sareone might hurt. or !:other you? 

Circle one number an each line 00 YES 

a. the streets arotmd the school 1 2 

b. the school bus 1 2 

c. the parking lot 1 2 

d. the bicycle stam 1 2 

e. other places an the school gror.ls 1 2 

f. arr:! entrance into· the schcol buil.dir.g 1 2 

g. the hallways 1 2 

h. the res-::ro:ms 1 2 

i. the stairs 1 2 

j. arr:! classrcans 1 2 

k. the cafeteria 1 2 

1. the locker roan 1 2 

m. ot.."ler places iI'..side the sdiool I:uilding 1 2 

2. Did ycu stay hare fl:an schco.l anytime this yeax because you were afraid saneone 
might hurt: or bother ~'Ou? 

Circle one number NO 

1 2 

3. Countincr this year only, did anyone force you by wea;ons or threats to give money 
or other things to tn.Em at arr:! of the foJ.J.owinq places? 

Circle one I11lll'ber on each line ro YES /<ORE 'llWl CNCE 

a. t.'1e streets around the school 1 2 3 

b. the school. bus 1 2 3 

c. the parking lot 1 2 3 

d. the bicycle stand 1 2 3 

e. other ;?laces an the school gl:OUl'lds 1 2 3 

f. any entrance into the school bW.J.dinq 1 2 3 

g. t.'1e hallways 1 2 3 

0-8 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

3. 

4. 

5. 

(Continued fran foJ..1owin;r page) 

C;!xcle one number cri each line 00 YES t-DRE nmN CNCE 

h. the rest:rt:ans 1 2 3 

i. the stairs 1 2 3 

j. any ciassroans 1 2 3 

k. t.'le cafeteria 1 2 3 

1- the locker roan 1 2 3 

m. other places inside the schcol buildinq 1 2 3 

Ci:.l1.lnting tltis year only, did anyone steal things (pick your r-ocket, take t.1U:ngs fmn 
ycur desk or locker, steal yaJr bike, etc.) fran you at any of t.'le follc:winq places? 

Circle one number on each line 00 YES MiF<E 'IH1\N CNCE 

a. t.~e streets arcur.d the schcol 1 2 3 

b. the school bus 1 2 3 

c. the pa:tking lot 1 2 3 

d. the bicycle stand 1 _,2_ 3 

e. other places en the sc:bcol gl:CllI'ds 1 2 3 

f. any entrance i!1to the schcol I:uildir.q 1 2 3 

g. the ilal.hays 1 2 3 

h. t.~e restrc::c:ms 1 2 3 

i. the stair.:! 1 2 3 

j. any classro:ms 1 2 'l 

k. the cafeteria 1 2 3 

1. the loc.w roan 1 2 3 

m. other places inside the school tuildir.q 1 2 3 

CoJnting this year onlv, did anyone physically a'l:t:3ck and hurt you at any of t."le 
following places? 

Circle one number on each line NO YES M:lRE '!HAN ao:: 

a. the streets around the school 1 2 3 

h. the schcol bus 1 2 3 

~ the parki.'lq lOt: 1 2 3 ~. 
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5. (Continued fran following page) 

C.i..:r.cle one nUlli::ler on eac:j:l line 00 :m; M:JRE 'IS.AN CNa: 

d. the bicycle stand 1 2 3 

c.~. other places on the schccl grounds 1 2 . 3 

<= any ent:r:ance into the schccl building 1 2 3 lo. 

g. the hallways 1 2 3 

h. the rest:rt:an.s 1 2 3 

i. the stairs 1 2 3 

j. any ciassroolls 1 2 3 

k. the cafeteria 1 2 3 

1. the locker rcan 1 2 3 

m. other places inside the school buildinq 1 2 3 

6. Hew often are you afraid that any of the following thi.ngs might ~ to yc.u at 
school? 

CiJ:'cl.~ one nlJlTlber on each line AL.'DST M.:6T OF 
NEVER NEVER "iCMET'Do!ES '!lIE rolE 

a. ~ might hurt:: or !:other yetl 1 2 3 4 

b. saneone might steal sanething fl:au you 1 2 3 4 

c. saneone might rrakl~ you give thEm naley 
or thi.ngs 1 2 3 4 

7. COtlntin;r this year only, ao-:rot what dollar value wcul.d you place on cash arid/or other 
things swlen fran you at school? 

M:JBE 'mAN 
Circle one nlJlTlber ZEro ONDER $10 $10-$50 $50 

1 2 3 

8. Counting this vear only, al:out 'Nhat dollar value would you place on cash and/or other 
thiiigsyou were forced to haIXi over to sareone at sdlcol? 

Ci...-cl.e one number 

9. About hew often are you in the b1ls 10adinq area? 

(Put an X by your anS"w'el:' on the foll~ items.) 

D-IO 

t-CRE: 'lE\N 
ZERO UNDER $10 $10-$50 $50 

1 3 

I IlCl:'e t.'lan once a dav 
). -- al:out once a day -
3 ::=. a few times a wee.\t 
'" al:out once a week 
~ - a. few times a :tenth c,:::= alIlcst never 

4 
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10. About hew often am you in tile CXlurtyard area? 

n. Ai:lc::AAt how oftan are you in the locker man areeJ' 

U. Al:out how often are you in the restt'Xtll area? 

13. Al:out hew often are you in the hallway area? 

14. ;J;x)ut hotol often are you in the parkinq lot area? 

15 • Al::cut how ofter!, are you in the bike pm::kinq area? 

(Place an X in tha l:ox urxier "''OUr answer 
on the following itens) . 

16. Hew safe fJ:an beinq J.=hysically attaclced 
is a person in the bus loading area? 

17. Hew safe fJ:an beinq £i'l,ysically attacked 
is a person in the a::urt:yard area? 

18. How safe fran being physically attaclced 
is a person i:1 the lcc:ker roan area? 

19. Hew safe fran being physically attacked 
is a person in the restroan area? 

D-ll 

Very 
Safe 

more than once a day :.= al:out once a day 
a fe.t times a wee.1( 

-- ak:out once a week 
- a few tirnes a IlOnth =-= al.m:lst never 

trOre than once a day 
- about once a day 
- 1. few times a week 
-, about once a 'Neek 
- a fSM timas a IlOnth == al.m:lst never 

rrore than once a dav 
- about once a day ~ 
- a few 1::i.ill'!s a week 
- about once a week 
- a few t::iIres a rronth == a.l.:!rost never 

na~e than once a day 
• - about once a day 

- a few tiIres a wee.~ 
- aO:lUt once a l..-eek 
- a :Eew times a trOnth == alJ:rost never 

trOre than once a day 
- about once a day 
- a few tirnes a week 
- about once a week 
- a few tirnes a IlOnth 
-~tnever 

trOre than once a Ca:j 
- aJ:out on(;e a day . 
-- a few tirnes a wee.1( 
-- abalt once a lvee.1( 
- a fe.t times o. IlOntll 
_~stnever 

Safe 
Sc:m:!What 

Safe Not Very Safe 

I 



20. How safe fran being r;hysically attacked 
is a person in the hallway area? 

21. How safe fran being physic:ally attacked 
is a ~ in the parking lot area? 

22. How safe f:ten being fhysically attac:ked 
is a person in the bike parl<.i.ng area? 

23 • How safe f:ten theft is the bus loading 
zone? 

24. How safe fran theft is the ~'CU:t1 
area? 

25. How safe f:ten theft is the lcx::kel:' :rcan 
area? 

26. Hew safe fran t.'left is the restroan 
area? 

27. How safe frem theft is the hallway 
area? 

28. How safe O:t:m theft is the parking 
. lot. area? 

29. How sate fran theft is the bike 
~area? 

30. How difficult is it for saneone who does 
not belong there to get into the bttS 
loallnq area? 

31. How difficult is it for sara:l.ne who does 
not belong there to get into t.'le court­
yard area? 

32. How difficult is it for sareone who does 
not beleng there to get into the locker 
rcx::m area? 

33. How difficult is it for screene who does 
rot belong there to get into the rest­
rcx::m area? 

34. How difficult is it for saneone who does 
not belong there to get into the hallway 
area? 

35. Hew difficult is it for SCMOne who does 
not belong there to get u;,t.;o the 
parking lot area? 

, 
\ 

Very 
Safe 

i--

very 
Dif.£icult 
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Safe 
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~!h.at 

Safe 

Di'.:ficult 

Not Very Safe 
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Very 
DiHicul.t DiffiOllt 

36. Hew difficult is it for sc:mecne ~ does [. 
not belen; there to get into the b.iJce 
parking area? 

~----~--------~----~----~ 

37. SlJ!?!?OSe a t:erStXl who did not belcnq 
there was in the I::.us l.cad.in; :zone. 
Hew likely is it that ?!C!?le wr:::.uld 
krx:;w that he did not belalq there? 

38. SuptXlse a ~ ..no did not belcnq 
there was in the ~ area. !:ow 
likely is it that people wc::uld lax:JJi 
that he did not I::le.l.oD;r there? 

39. SUprxlse a person who did not belon; 
there was in the loc:ker ra::m area. 
Hew likely is it that people 'NO.1ld 
knc:w that he did not belonq there:? 

40. Supp:Jse a person who did not be.l.onq 
there was in the rest rcan area. 
Fbi likely is it that people wculd 
kn:w that he did not l::le.l.on; there? 

41. Sl.l!?iXlse a person who did not belon; 
there was in the hallway area. Bcu 
likely is it that pecple would kn::w 
that he did not bela1lg' th __ .re? 

4~. ~se a person ~ did tCt be.1.onq 
there was in the ~i let area. 
EC.w likely is it that F,a:lp.le wc::uld 
l<n:::w that he did not J:'tic."'l3" there? 

43. SUpp:lse a ~ who did not belon; 
. there was in the bike ~ area. 

HeM likely is it that ?!C!?le wouJ.d 
l<n:::w that he did not I::el.onq there? 

44. Hew likely is it that a per.5CIl a:W.d 
steal scmathirx; in the !:us l.oad:i.rq 
area withcut be:in; seen? 

45. Hew l..i..wy is it that a pe.rsal ccul.d 
steal. scmathinq in the c:ourtyal:d 

.. --.--~ .. ' a;ea wit::hout bein; seen? 

46. HeM .likely is it that a person could 
steal sarethirx; in the lodcer roan 
area without beinq seen? 

D-13 
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Very I 
IJ.lcely TJJa!ly Unlikely Very CJnlikely 

47. Hew likely is it that a" persOn COJ.l.d I steal sanetlli.n; in the restrcan area 
without l::eirq seen? 

48. Hew likely is it that a person cculd I steal sanethinq in the hallway area 
without l::ein;r seen? 

49. Hew likely is it that a person cculd 

I steal sanethinq in the p.:u::ldn; lot 
area wi thc:ut bein;r seen? 

SO. Hew likely is it that a person could 
steal sanetlli.n; in the bike pa:dc.in:j I area .wi thout beio;r seen? 

5l. How likely is it thr ':: a person could 
Fhysically attack . '.li:her student in 

I the bus loadi..nq area without beinq 
seen? 

52. Hew likely is it that a person cculd 

I physically attack amther stl.ldent in 
the ccurtyard area without beinq seen? 

53. How li~y is it that a person c:culd 
physically attack aoot:her stment in 

I the lccker l:'tXI!1 area without bein; 
seen? 

54. Hciw likely is it that a person cculd 

I Fhvsically attack another student in 
rlte restrcc:m area without bci.nq seen? 

55, ,'k:w likely is it that a ~ cwld 
9hysically attack amther stlX!.ent in 

I the hallway area without beirq &:..!n? 

56. 'Hew likely is it that a person cculd 
FhYsically attack another stu:lent in 

I the rarJd.n:; lot area without l::ein;r 
seen? 

57. How likely is it that a ferSCIl cculd 
physically attack amther stlJdent in I the bike pa:rkin:] area without beinq 
seen? 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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Very 
Well Well Fairly Well Not Very Well 

58. How we1l do teadlers watch what is goinq 
01 in the bus loa:lir.Iq zale? 

59. HoI well do teadlers wa1:c:h what is geir.q 
on in the ccurtyard area? 

60. How well do teadlers wa1:c:h ;.bat is gem; 
on in the locker rcx:m i!l:S? 

61. HoI well do teachers watch what is going 
on in the res tJ::oc:m i!l:S? 

62. How well do teac:hers watr::h lIoihat is ~ 
on in the hallway area? 

63. HoI we1l do teachers watch what is go.i.nq 
on in the parld..n; lot. area? 

64. How well do teachers watd'l. what is going 
on in the bike parki.rx,; arl9a? 

65. Have you heard of arrj !'leW' pro;ram your sc:::hc:ol is 
usinq to help prevent criIIe at school? 

66. Have you heard of any s1:1Jdent/fac::ulty camti.t:t:ees 
ti'.at a..-e being ~:z:ed to help plan ~ pre­
venticn activities at your school? 

I 

__ yes 

-yes 

67. U e 5aW' satI!CIlS stealin; sanethinq at sc:hool, do yol t:hink you IooOUld (c::!'lccse the 
~ lOOSt appz:optiate response) • (Place an X by yew:" ansIIIe.r on the foJ.low:i..ng iten) 

Co not:h.inI;, it i.s none of rrtf business 
- 00 not:hin;, it w::ul.d lXlt do arty geed 
- 00 txrt::hinq, the t:ro:Iblemaker might take it cut on me 
--:-- Do ~, ! WO',ld. lXlt tell en arother person 
- Try to stt:p it myself 
- Try to get. other students to tI:y to step it == ~p:lrt it. 

68. 'u e 5aW' SOTeOIle ~ically att:ac:k another stlldent at sdx:ol, do you think that 
you would (dlcolle the ale !!CSt apprcpriate resp::::1nSe). (Plac:e an X by your anst~ 
on the fOl.lcwiD'l il:a'D)-

Co nothirJ;, it i3 n:r.e of lTrf business 
- 00 l'lO'1:hinq I it: ~ net do arr:{' gcc::d 
- Co ncthir.oq, the t::'OUbJ.enaker might ~e it cut on me 
- 00 ilC'thinq, I ~ nct tell on another person 
- Try to stop it myself • 
- Try to get other students to b:y to step it 
==:.port it 

0-15 
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69. What do you think other students ~d do if they saw sanecne suspicious at school. 
Do you think they I<OUl.d probably: (place an X by yc::ur answer on the foJ.lowir.q itan) 

ask the person what he was doin;r there 
- report the pexson to a teacher or other adult == p:rcbably ignore it 

70. IbI many of the students ilt your school Co you t.'ti.nk IoIOUld report a c:r:ime t."Jat t."ley 
saw ~.ing to saneone at school? (Place an X by your answer on the follcw.i.nq itan) 

all of than 
sane of then 
i!.lmst l'la'le 
nest of then 
a fe'l{ of then 

71. IbI many students do 'jQl think would be ~ to answer questions to help the 
authorities fird a person ~.;ho had camti.tted a c::::ilre at sd1OOl.? (Place an X by 
your answer on the follcwinq iten·) 

all of then 
sane of then 
alncst none 
IlCSt of then == a few of then 

(PlGlce an X in the box under your answers) 

n. ilOll conce.rned do you think persons are 
of being l:ep:lrte:i if they steal sam-
1:hin;r at school? 

73. IbI o:mcerned do ycu think ~ are 
of ~ re[Xlrte:i if the1 fhysically 
att3ck other students at sc:hc::ol? 

74. IbI conc:erned do you think persons are 
of bein; pm.ishe:i for steaJ..inq t:h.in;s 
at school? 

75. Ho..r conc:erned do yoo think persons are 
of bein; punished for ;hY$ically 
attac.1cirlq other persons at school? 

For t."le foll<::Winq questions place an X by your answer 

76. In sane schools students do things together an::1 help each I.. . 'er - in other schc::ols 
~tlldents mostly go their am wa!jS. In general. ~mat kil:d of sc:hco.t IoIOUld you say 
this is IiOStly - one where. m::st st:u::1ents helo each otl'ler or one where !!'Cst studP.J'lts 
qo their own 'Na)'S.? -

ilDSt students helo each other == mgt stl.:dents go their own ways 
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For the folla.rir.g questions place an X by your answers. 

77. W:luld you say that you really feel a part of the sc:hoo.l - or do you think of it 
as just another olace to..spen;i sane t:Une? 

feel a part of the school == just another place to spend sane time 

78. Hew much do you think students at your school are concerned with preventin:; cti.'i'eS 
fran happeni.n;r to other stlJdents. 

a great deal 
- satE!Wha.t o:mce:rned =-= IXlt nuch 

79. OVerall hew would you rate the jc::b the teac:he..'"S ani other adults are doing in 
protecting students fran cr...ma at your school. 

- very gooi 
- geed erougb. 

IXlt as ga::x:i as I would like == not geed at all 

80. '!here are certain areas at this school that are built in a way that makes it 
easy for ?=O\:' ~e to carmi t crirres and not be seen. 

strongly agree 
- mildly agree 
-mildl dis - Y agree 
_ strongly disagree 

81. As a student r really can't do very much to help stop this school's cr:ime prc:bl.em. 

strcrlqly agree 
- mildly ~ee 
-mildJ dis - .y agree 
_ strcm.qly disagree 

82. only a small gJ:OUp of t::roublemalcers are resp::lnsible for the crirres that we have 
at this school. 

strongly agree 
- mildly agree 
- mildly disagree == s'C:'Onqly disagree 

PLEASE ProlIDE 'mE: FOLt.CWING DESCRlPl'!VE INFORMICN ABOOT YCUSSEIE 

1. Hew many years have you l:leen at this school? -years 

2. What grade are you in? (Circle cne) 9 10 U 12 

3. What is y'OUr age? __ years old 

4. What is your sex? (Clec.1t one) 

S. What is your race? (Cb.ecX cne) 

female 

Black 
--White 
=:other 
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Week: 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

Week: 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

DATE 
OBSERVATION 

SCHOOLS 

SF 
BA--

MA 
DB'_ 

BA 
SF 

DB 
MA 

BA 
MA--

SF 
DB . 

BA 
MA--

DB 
SF 

INTERVIEW 

DB 

SF __ 

MA __ 

BA 

DB __ 

SP __ 

MA 

BA __ 

B-2 

SA = Boyd Anderson 

DB = Deerfield B(lach 

MA = McArthur 

SP = South Plantation 
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Following are observational questions applied to all four schools. 

~ 

1. Number of groups of students in patio at start of observation. 

2. Have new tables and benches (other than picnic) been installed in 
patios? 

Yes No 

C!!:.lli!., SKIP TO 115.) 

a. IF YES, list number of tables and benches --
b. IF ~, do students use these tables and benches? 

Yes No 

(1) .!E. YE~ percen'l:age used. --_% 

c. IF YES, do these tables and benches physically divide spaces? 

d. 

Yes No 

IF YES, do these tables and benches physically divide the size 
Olg:roups? 

Yes 

3. Does trat.:ac flow ~ patio without impediment? 

Yes No 

a. Does traffic flow ~ patio without. impediment? 

Yes No 

4. Is patio isolated from view of public thoroughfares? 

Yes No 

E-3 
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Patio (Cont.) 

5. Is entire patio surveyable from points outside its perimeter? 

Yes No 

a. IF J':!Q., explain why not. 

6. Is entire patio surveyable from points ~ its perimeter? 

Yes No 

a. .!I NO, explain why not. 

7. Is there a student smoking zone located in the patio? 

8. 

Yes No 

a. IF YES, count the number of students smoking at this instant 
in rone. 

Male 
Femal-:"e---

b. IF YES, count the number of students smoking at this instant 
in other parts of patio. 

Male 
Femal~e-______ ----~ __ __ 

Is behavior in patio area orderly? ,(es No 

a. !!:. NO, explain. 

9. Do students in patio appear aware of behavior occurring throughout 
patio? 

Yes No 
~lain. ___________________________________________ ___ 
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~ (Cont.) 

I 
10. Number of students in patio at end of observation. 

11. Number of ~ of students in patio at end of observation. 

I 12. Are any supervisors present during the observation period? 

I 
Yes No 

a. .!!. YES, how many? ___________________ _ 

I 
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Patio (Cont.) (BA. DB. SP) 

(mark locations of stationary students at start 

of observati.on.l 

1 
3 

2 SNACK 

BAR • 
I 

GRASS 

'0 
MAIN BUILDING 
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Following are observational questions applied to three of the schools 
(the schools are indicated in parentheses). 

Bicycle Parking Areas 

1. Count the number of persons in the bicycle parking area at this time. 
(SP, MA, DB) 

Male Students ___ _ Female Students ___ _ Adults ___ _ 

2. Do persons in the bicycle parking area appear aware of behavior 
occurring throughout bicycle parking area? (SP, HA, DB) 

Yes No 

3. Is entire area surveyable from outside perimeter? (SP j MA, DB) 

Yes No 

a. .!E. !!9., explain • 

4. Is entire area surveyable from within perimeter? (SP, MA, DB) 

Yes No 

a. .!E!!9., explain. 

5. Does area have ~'acks? Yes ____ No ___ _ (SP J MA, DB) 

a. .!E~! do students use these racks? Yes ____ No ___ _ 

b • .!E YES, how many locked ______ unlocked _____ _ 

6. How many bicycles not in specified bicycle pa-rking uea? ____ _ 

(SP, MA, DB) 

B-7 



Exterior Stairwells 

1. Is bottom area walled off? (SP, BA, DB) 

Yes No 

2. Is bottom door, locked? (SP, BA, DB) 

Inside Outside Both Neither ------ ------ ------ ------
3. Is top door locked? (SP, BA, DB) 

Inside ____ Outside ____ Both ____ Neither ___ _ 

~ Parking ~ 

1. Count number of persons in lot at start of observation. (SP, DB, BA) 

Male Students ____ Female Students ____ Adults 

2. Count number of groups of persons in lot at start of observation. -
(SP, DB, SA) 

3. Do there appear to be pedestrians in lot who do not belong there? 
(SP, DB, BA) 

4. 

Yes No ___ _ 

a. .!I YES, count how many. 

Do vehicle access points to parking lot have gates installed? 
(SP, DB, BA) 

Yes ___ No ___ _ 

a. .!I YES, are the gates closed at times of this observation? 

Yes ____ No ___ _ 

b • .!I~, are the gates at external access points locked? 

Yes ____ No ___ _ 

c. .!E. YES, are internal access gates open during school hours? 

Yes ____ No ___ _ 
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~ Parking Lot (Cont.) 

S. Is there a student monitor observing parking 10t1 (SA, MA,. DB) 

Yes ____ No ___ _ 

~ 

1. Number of stationary students in patio at start of observation. 
(SP, OS, BA) 

Total number of students _____________ ' 

2. Traffic flow. I Very Heavy __ Heavy __ Medium __ Light __ Very Light __ • 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

3. Do student groups congregate in a manner that interferes with oI'derly 
flow and/or preempts space? 

Yes No 

a. !!. YES, how? ____________________ _ 

4. Does traffic flow ~ patio area without impediment? (SP, OS, SA) 

Yes No 

a. IF NO, why? _______________________ _ 

5. Cleanliness. (SA, SP, DB) 

Very Clean __ Clean __ Dirty __ Very Dirty __ 



Following are observational questions applied to two of the schools (the 
two are indicated in parentheses). 

Corridors 

1. Do corridors have graphics on them? (BA, SP) 

Yes No 
(BA, SP) 

2. Name of graphics? _____________________ _ 

3. In what physical condition are the graphics? (BA, SP) 

Excellent __ Very Good __ Good __ Fair ___ Poor __ 

Outside Smoking Corridor 

1. How many students at this instant are in the corridor? (SP, DB) 

Male ______ Female _____ _ 

2. HO~'Many of these students are smoking? (SP, DB) 

Male _____ Female _____ _ 

3. Are students in pOSition to survey the parking lot? (SP, DB) 

4. In general, how many students have you observed smoking in other 
areas in the last half hour? (SP, DB) 

Male _____ _ Female _____ _ 
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Transitional Zone (Front of School) 

1. Check any of the following that are present between ____ and 

_____ low hedging 

. ____ flower beds 

_____ ornamental fencing 

a. IF PRESENT, do any of the border defining objects provide a clear 

definition of the transitional zone? 

Yes No 

b. .!I PR~, do any of the border defining objects obstruct sur­

veillance? 

Yes No 

2. While this observation is being made, have any persons violated the 

II integrity (i.e., crossed) of transitional zone borders? 

Yes No 

a. IF YES, how many? 

b. .!I YES, for what purpose? _______________ _ 

I 
Bicycle Parking ~ 

1. Are there bicycle parking areas? (SP, MA) 

Yes No 

I a. IF YES, how many? 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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SOUTH PLANTATION 

Following are obsel~ational questions unique to South Plantation High School. 
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Day 

Date 

Temperature 

Pl."ecipitation 

Wind 

Pleasurable 

Routing Sheet 

Auto Parking tots 

Patio 

Gym Snack Bar 

Bicycle Parking Area 

Transitional ZOrle 

Outside Smoking Area 

Corridors and Stair'l"'ells 

lAcker Rooms 
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Snack Bar ---

1. 

z. 

:5. 

4. 

Number of s~udents at snack bar at star~ of observation. 

Malc __ _ Female ____ _ 

Does snack bar obscure surveillance of any area? 

Yes No 

a. .f!.~, describe obs~'t'Uction. _______________ _ 

00 persons using snac.:k bar f,!.'pear aware of behavior occurring in 
vicini~y? 

Yes No 

Do persons operating snack bar appear aw:u'~ of behavict' oCcur.:'ing 
in vicinity? 

Yes No 

S. Does snack bar have ~ti?le accessways by which to approach it? 

Yes No 

6. Are ehel."e queuing lanes :or snack bar? 

Yes No 

a.. ~ YES, do students stay in queues while waiting? 

Yes No 
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DEERl9IELD BEACH 

Following are observational questions unique to Deerfield Beach High School. 
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Day I 
Date 

Temperature I Precipitation 

Wind 

I Pleasurable 

I 
Routing Sheet I 

Auto Parking·Lots 

I Patio 

Bicycle Parking Area 

I Transitional Zone 

Exterior Stairwell 

Locker Room I 
Smoking Area 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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Bicycle Psrking ~ 

1. Are there specified bicycle parking areas? 

Yes No 

a. IF X§., how many? ____________ _ 

b. .!! X§., are they fenced? _________ _ 

(1) Is it locked? Yes No 

Outside Smoking Corridor 

1. What percentage appear to be looking at the parking lot? 

9'0. ------------------
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BOYD ANDE.RSON 

Following are observational questions unique to Boyd Anrlerson High School. 
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Oay ____________________ __ 

Date -------------------
'rempet"a ture -------
?reeipitation --------
Wind -------------------
1'1 easurable -------

Routing Shee~ 

Bus Zane - Afternoon 

Patio 

School Pol:i.cing P'1"ec:in,:t 

CorridQ't' 

sr,ail:wells 

Locket" Rooms 
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~ ~ (A£ternoon) 

1. Is there a bus tone for loading that has a clearly defined border? 

a. l! 1§§., explain how defined. _______________ _ 

z. How many buses are in tone at the start of this observation? 

3. Are there any physical structures within bus zone that obscure 
surveillance of entire zone? 

Yes No. 

a. l!~, list structures. _________________ _ 

4. Will bus zone accommodate more than 5 buses? 

Yes No 

A. l!~, e!S'timau number. _________________ _ 

S. Is there a bus queuing zone for waiting buses? 

Yes_No 

:!.. .!!. YES, are drivers using this zone? 

Yes No ______ 

(1) lEMO, explain. ________________ _ 

6. Do students enter bus zone in orderly fashion? 

Yes No ____ 
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7. Do students wait for boardin~ of buses in orderly fashion? 

8. Do students ent~ buses only in bus zone? Yes No ______ 

a. lE!!2,. explain. ______________________ _ 

9. Does loading of students proceed in an orderly fashion? 

10. Are adults on monitor assignment at bus zone during departures? 

Yes_No 

a.. .!!:. E2.. coun'C number • ________ _ 

b. li ill., do they: 

(1) Direct movement of buses? yes ______ ~o 

(2) Direct loading of each group of students before allowing 
another group to load? 

Ye:s_No_ 

(3) Appear cognizant of behavior occurring t~roughout bus :one? 

Yes_No_ 
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~ Policing Precinct 

1. Is policing precinct completed? 

Yes No 

2. During a S-minute observation period, do you obser/e any police 
officers in the area surrounding the building (e.g., coming into 
building, going out of building, standing, etc.)? 

Yes No 

a. lE~, how many? _______ _ 

3. Are there any police in building? 

Yes No 
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I 
I 
I ~~ - Male 

I 
1. List number of students in locker room at start of observation. 

I 
2. Do students in a class have a section of separately assigned lockers? 

I Yes_No_ 

a. .!I!!Q.. explain. ___ ~ _________________ _ 

I 
I 

3. Have lock~' sec~ior~ been ~~iquely-color,coded for each class? 

a. J!. !!£,e::pldn._,;....; ____ -:-________________ _ 

yt" ...... 

""",i!1lJo 

4. Do lockers provide visio~~~~,~~,,::? ~_~h~r ~reas of locker roams? 

Yes No_ 

-.'~';- .""!'.":" ...:~..;.~_ .... ,.~.~e, .... ~ ?-- .... 'f ••• ::;~~~.,..~7";.": .... :::'; ... '-::I!..·· "'l';':~~-;;' ~.- •• _ .-

I S. -Do students app\!ar' aware of "behavior Occurring in locker room? 

I 6. Do teachers appear aware of behavior occurring in locker room? 

Yes No 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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McARTHUR 

Following a.;re observational questions unique 'to NcArthur High School. 
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I 
I 
I 
I Day 

Da.te 

I Temperature 

Precipita.tion 

I Wind 

Pleasura.ble 

I 
I Routing ~ 

I 
Auto Parking [,ots 

Ticket Booths 

I 
Patios 

Bicycle Parking Areas 

Classl'Ooms 

I Restro01llS 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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~ ~ ~ (by portable classrooms) 

1. Are ticket b~Cths in areas that would otherwise constitute 
isolated arl~as or blind spots that would be difficult to survey? 

Yes No 

2. Are ticket booths in other types of areas? 

Ye!_ No 

a. ~ ill.. where? _______________________ _ 

3. How many ticket booths are there in all? ____________ _ 

4. Are ticket booths staffed during observation? Yes No _____ ___ 

S. Do s~~ents congregate around ticket booths? 

Yes_ No_ 

6. Does person staffing ticket booth appear aware of behavior occurring 
in nearby vicinity? 

Yes No 

7. During S-minute period. list number of students at ticket booth. 

Male, ___ _ Female, ____ _ 
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Class~ooms (CQrridors) 

l, Do classroom walls have windows? 

Yes No --- ---
2. Do classroom doors have new (bigger) windows? Yes No --

a. .!.E. YES, how many ? 

b. .!.E. YES, are windows covered? Yes No 

(1) .!.E. YES, how llla.ny ? 

S. Designate each window that is covered. -

4. Do persons in classrooms appear aware of behavior occurring in 
corridors? 

Yes __ _ No __ _ 

s. During observatio~ period does any'one pass by wL~dows in hallway? 

Yes __ _ No __ _ 

a. .!.E.~. how !IIany people ____ _ 

b. IF YES, how lllany look in ____ _ 
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Restrooms 

1. Does restroom have entrance doors? 

Yes No __ _ 

a. lE~. are they locked at time of observation? 

Yes No __ _ 

2. Is there unobstructed access to restrooms? 

Yes __ _ 

a.. .!!:.!!2,. explain. 

3. Does restroom have anteroom wallst 

Yes __ _ No __ _ 

4. Do persons in restroom appear aware of behavior occurring? 

Yes No ---
S. During S-minute period, count number of persons entering 

Men I s ____ and Women I s _____ res'trooms. 

6. Is there any anti-social ~bsceni'y in bathroom? 

Yes No __ ~ 

E-28 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

S. 

~~-~ -- ----

Is tnere a secure parking lot? 

"(es No 

a. li YES, is it fenced? Y'e$ No 

1. .!!:. YES, is fence intact? Yes No 

2. .!! YES, i::l it locked during observation? Yes No 

Is entire lot surveyable from outside pe~imeter? Yes No 

a. II NO, explain 

Is entire lot surveyable from within perimeter? Yes No 

a. £. NO, explain 

During S-minute period list number of persons entering secure parking 
lot. 

Male Students Female Students Adults 

Do persons in lot appear aware of behavior occurring throughout lot? 

Yes No 

Nonsecure Auto Parkin& Lot 

1. Is there a nonsecure parking lot? 

Yes No 

a. !l~, is it in an area with good natural surveillance? 

Yes No 

2. Is entire lot surveyable from outside pe~imeter? Yes No 

a. .E!. NO, expI ai\\. 
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Nonsecure Auto Parking !!?.!. (Cont.) 

3. Is entire lot surveyable from within perimeter? Yes No 

4. 

s. 

6. 

a. .!! NO, describe why not. 

During 5-minute period, list number of persons entering nonsecure 
parking lot. 

Male Students Female Students Adults 

Do pel":;ons in lot appear aware of '.1ehavior occurring throughout lot? 

Yes No 

Do vehicles have access to nonsecure parking area only through internal 
parts of school grounds? 

Yes No 
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2. 

N~er of students in patio at start of observation. 

Male Femal.e _ 

Do student groups congregate in a manner that interferes with orderly 
flow and/or preempts space? 

Yes No 

3. Are amenities positioned so as to create multiple entranceways/exitways? 

4. 

Yes No 

a. List number of accessways into patio. 
b. Does traffic flow ~ patio without impediment? Yes No 

Are amenities positioned so as to create multiple passageways with­
in patio? 

Yes No 
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L. 

BROWAIID COUNTY 'KEY':PERSON . INTERVIEW 

InterT'iewe~:, ______________________________________ __ 
Date= 

1. What do you think -vere some of the advantages of CPTED? 

2. What were some of the disadvantages of CPTED? __________ . _______ _ 

3. Can you c=ent on how CPTED was ilnpli!ll1ented: efficiently? 
of students, faculty administration? timeliness? 
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Broward County Key-Person Interview 
Page 2 

4. Was there any differencfJ in the way the CPTED program was implemented as 
COIIIPued to any other (a) sc:hool program and/or (b) building program? 

5. Do you think CPTED had some effect on any or all of the following. and if 
so, how? 
Crime _____________________________________________________________ __ 
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Broward County Key-Person Interview 
Page 3 

--Pear of Cr:1mc'--____________________ :--__ 

Student Morale ________________________ _ 

Faculty Morale'--______________________ _ 

Use of Space 
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BroWard County Key-Person Interview 
Page 4 

6. Is there anything that happened in the past two years. other than CPTED. 
which could have affected any of the above. for example. cbange in scho~,l 
administration. composition of student population, diSCipline, other rules 
and regulations? 
Crime. ____________________________________________________________ __ 

Fear of Cr1me~ ______________________________________________________ __ 

Student Morale~ ____________________________________________________ ___ 

Faculty Morale~ ____________________________________________________ ___ 
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Braward county Key-Person Interview 
Page 5 

Use of Space~ ______________________________________________________ ___ 

7. Principals: How would you rate the degree of safety and security in your 
school.'t 

How attra~tive-do you think your school is? ______________________________ __ 

What do you see as the major crime and safety problems which currently exist? 
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Broward County Key-person Interview 
Page 6 

What sor~ of reputation do you think your school bas? ____________________ _ 

In five 1ears~ do you think this school will be: 
a better p1aue~ ________ =_ __________________________________________ ___ 

no change~ __________________________________________________________ _ 

a worse place~ ______________________________________________________ __ 

8. What aspects of CPTED will remain in each (your) school? ________________ ___ 

9. What do you think will be adopted by other schools1 ________________ ~-----
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Broward County Key-Person Inten.lew 
Page 7 

10. If the CPTED prog1:'am wss to be done in some other school system. what would 
you suggest they should do? 

ll. Do you .think· a.CPTED prograJILShQuld.:be started 'in' (a1. othet:""schQols 'in the 
county and/or (b) schools elsewbere2 
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