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Abstract
This study examines the relationship between safety enhancing environmental design
attribute analysis and perceptions of safety using the Old City in Knoxville, Tennessee as
a case study. A detailed examination of the physical attributes of the area was used to
divide the area into zones from relatively unsafe to safe. Then an on-site survey was done
to evaluate actual perceptions of those same areas relative to one another. The results of
the environmental evaluation were then compared to the actual perceptions. The results
of the study were not sufficient to prove that safety enhancing environmental design
attribute analysis is unquestionably predictive of actual perceptions of safety. The study
concludes with the recommendation that the safety enhancing environmental design
analysis not be used in lieu of completing an actual perception of safety survey where

possible because of the amount of effort involved and the accuracy of results.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

The Problem

Fear of crime is a problem for practically everyone. None who live in a society can
escape the fact that others do not always share the same values and codes of behavior that
they do. It is always possible that a person may become the victim of a crime. The
amount of fear that one feels may be a function of many factors including personal
characteristics, previous victimization, location of residence or employment, the physical
environment, the time of day or night, beliefs about true crime rates, fears about specific
types of crime, and familiarity with an area. Whatever the level of fear that exists and
whatever the cause, it is important to understand that it is a problem not only for the

individual, but also for his or her society.

While the fear an individual feels may not directly affect anyone but the individual, it is
the effect of such fears that can have a drastic effect on the society. “Fear of crime keeps
people off the streets, especially after dark, and out of parks, plazas, and public transit. It
is a substantial barrier to participation in the public life of the city” (Wekerle and
Whitzman, 1995, 3). When fear of crime is significant enough to cause people to modify
their behavior, the effects can be extensive. Not only does society lose a degree of social
interaction, but feared areas, particularly downtowns, can also suffer an associated
economic loss. In a 1985 study of downtown safety and economic development Laurence
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A. Alexander, a downtown development consultant, said, “[Crime and fear of crime]
severely undercuts the economic vitality of downtowns, . . . drives shoppers away, . . .
frightens workers, . .. causes businesses to look toward the suburbs and . . . stifles the
interest of investors and developers relative to downtown projects” (Citizens Crime
Commission of New York City and Regional Plan Association, 1985, 2). The magnitude
of such economic loss could be dramatic, considering possible loss not only of individual
spending, but also of businesses that therefore do not hire as many employees, of
businesses that do not enter the market because of stagnant demand, and of lower than
possible property values, associated unrealized tax dollars, and so on. “When downtown
streets are empty of life at nights or on weekends, they are avoided, with disastrous social

and economic consequences for cities.” (Wekerle and Whitzman, 1995, 61)

Purpose of the Study

Because of the possible impact that fear of crime has on downtown urban areas, planners
and other responsible public agencies must recognize this, strive to understand its causes,
and seek solutions. While certainly not the cause of crime, the physical environment
provides the setting in which crime occurs. Criminals and potential victims consciously
and subconsciously read the environment for cues that signify environments in which
crime is more or less likely to occur. The study seeks an answer this question: “Can
safety enhancing environmental design attribute analysis accurately predict relative

perceptions of safety in downtown entertainment/retail redevelopment areas?” The

remaining sections of this chapter explain the perceptions that are tested, the type of area




studied, the meaning of ‘safety enhancing environmental design attributes’, and the

importance of answering this question for planning professionals.

Perceptions of Safety

This study makes a subtle distinction between perceptions of safety and fear of crime.
Fear of crime may include fear of property crime including auto theft or loss of other
personal possessions. While fear of property crimes may be relevant to other studies of
downtown crime, this study attempts to focus on the fear of personal crime. Fear of
property loss does not reach the most basic level of psychological environmental analysis
and that which thus has the greatest chance of causing people to alter behavior (Maslow,
1982). This study attempts to measure only . . . crimes associated with personal attack,

the crimes that make people fear the streets” (Jacobs, 1961, 32).

The tenets of much of the original literature in this field deal primarily with reduction of
levels of property crime. While there is certainly more room for study in this area, the
psychology of property crime is different from that of personal crime. Professional
recognition has grown that “. . . street crime, assault, and harassment may be less “visible’
than broken windows and stolen property, but have higher economic and social costs”
(Wekerle and Whitzman, 1995, 18). Much of the more recent literature has reflected this

realization and placed a higher degree of importance on the relationships between the

environment and personal crime.
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The intended meaning of ‘perceptions of safety’ or fear of crime refers to perceptions or
fears of criminal acts where the victim is present and may be subject to bodily harm as a
direct result of the criminal act. Although the test does not attempt to explain in detail
what is meant by ‘personal crime’, it is likely that test subjects will be able to intuitively
respond with a high degree of accuracy. “Fear of crime is often associated with fear for
one’s personal safety, especially safety from violent crime and harassment in public when

alone, especially after dark” (Wekerle and Whitzman, 1995, 2-3).

Downtown Entertainment/Retail Redevelopment Areas

The suburban boom and associated loss of businesses from central cities caused many
larger downtowns to develop blighted areas in sections that previously housed activities
including housing, retailing, or industrial uses. Years of disuse, lack of maintenance and
abandonment, and low property values have made some of these central downtown
locations attractive to investors. Favorable financial incentives offered by some city
governments have also contributed to the attractiveness of property use and

redevelopment in such areas.

One form of adaptive reuse involves creation of an area or district that houses a large
number of specialized and festive retail shops in combination with restaurants, bars, and
nightclubs. Success of specialized and unique establishments often relies on their ability
to draw consumers from a very wide area instead of a nearby residential base. Central

place theory (Christaller, 1966) suggests that central locations in or near the



downtown are a proper geographic location for such activity. This combination of
favorable location and an ability to obtain reasonable rents or land make downtown
Jocations a wise economic choice for investors interested in this type of development.
Many such areas have realized a degree of success, but they may not have reached full
economic potential. Recognition of and reduction of fear of crime are important factors
that, if adequately addressed, may help improve the likelihood that these areas thrive to

the highest degree possible.

Problem of Existing Urban Form

When these areas are redeveloped primarily with reuse of existing buildings and as single
parcels, the area’s exterior physical environment remains largely unaltered. While
individual business owners may not view this situation as a detriment, it does create
problems of parking and access that businesses and their patrons do not face to the same
degree in suburban developments. Subdivision of land and development in suburban
locations takes place after suitability analysis of open lands, planning for access to a site,
and design of buildings and parking facilities that fit the site and are appropriate for the

planned use.

Many central urban areas were platted during a time when the automobile did not play a
significant role in transportation. Therefore, land was subdivided, streets were laid out,
and parcels were developed in ways that do not provide a significant amount of space for

parking. Unless present-day property owners purchase adjacent parcels and remove



existing structures, they are often unable to provide enough on site parking to satisty the
needs of their patrons. The majority of space available for parking is on public streets, in
public lots, or in private but unassociated lots. Therefore patrons of an establishment ina
downtown entertainment/retail redevelopment area must often park some distance from
their ultimate destination and walk the remainder of the way. This indirect access, in
most cases, forces people who visit the area to traverse public and sometimes private
property that is part of the area but unassociated with their destination. People may be
compelled into situations and environments that introduce an unwelcome, unpleasant, and

undesirable perception: fear of crime.

Safety Enhancing Environmental Design Attributes

People have been subconsciously aware of relationships between the physical
environment and incidence of crime and perceptions of safety as long as people have
been aware of their surroundings. Academic recognition and study of this relationship
though is more recent. Perhaps the serious beginnings of such recognition came with
Jane Jacobs’ The Death and Life of Great American Cities (1961). Oscar Newman
introduced a more technical analysis in his book Defensible Space (1972) that linked
design elements to crime rates in New York City’s public housing. Since Newman’s
publication and recognition of the importance of his findings, Crime Prevention Through
Environmental Design (CPTED) has become an industry in and of itself (Wekerle and

Whitzman, 1995, 13).



Most of the initial work in this field deals with physical design in the residential
environment. More recent studies and proactive CPTED techniques attempt to address
crime in other environments including commercial, retail, and educational for example.
Later studies also attempt to understand how fear of crime is linked to true incidence of
crime and how it is affected by specific micro environmental indicators in specific
environments. A study was done, for example, on a university campus that attempted to
link students route choices to physical elements such as possible hiding spaces, path
width, and the distance from the path to hidden spaces (Nasar, Fisher, and Grannis,
1993). While many, if not most, studies mention the importance of fear of crime, few
involve more than anecdotal evidence of its importance. A thorough literature search has
not uncovered a previous attempt at the predictive environmental analysis undertaken in

this study.

Defensible Space and Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design research indicate
that physical environments can and do play a role in relative amounts of criminal activity.
Previous research, however, does not adequately address how safety enhancing
environmental design attributes affect perceptions of personal safety, especially in
primarily non-residential areas such as downtown entertainment/retail redevelopment
areas. While true incidence of crime is very important, success of such areas may depend
more heavily on perceptions than on reality. ... Many studies . . . showed downtowns
were not necessarily high-crime areas . . . nevertheless, shoppers, workers, bosses, and

bankers were all convinced that crime was rampant downtown” (Citizens Crime



Commission of New York City and Regional Plan Association, 1985, 2). No matter how
effective good environmental design may be at affecting the true incidence of crime, it is
perceptions that determine whether or not people will be willing to use a particular *
environment. “In urban areas, fear of crime is as much a problem as crime itself . . .”

(Wekerle and Whitzman, 1995, 2).

Importance for Planning and Planners

Planners and other public officials should be particularly attuned to the role that
perceptions play when considering the vitality of any public focus area. Underestimation
of the importance of the physical environment’s effect on perceptions of safety and
associated behavior patterns can lead to inefficient or misguided allocations of time,
money, and other resources. To most effectively support and enhance the growth of
downtown entertainment/retail redevelopment areas, planners need to understand the
value of safety enhancing environmental design attributes and their relationship to

perceptions of safety.

The goal of a public planner should be to improve the state of the community for which
he or she works. He or she must learn the facts about an area, know the rules and
standards of design and human interaction, and realize the best way to apply those
standards to a particular place. The results of this study should enhance planners

understanding of the rules and standards of design and human interaction.



A second reason planners need to understand the necessity of dealing appropriately with
physical design and human interaction is because of the possibility of legal action.
Society has become more litigious and the possibility that cities, planning departments,
planners and other public officials will face civil lawsuits based on negligence has
increased. “Practitioners who neglect to include design for urban safety in new or
retrofitted facilities leave themselves open to litigation. There is a responsibility to take
steps to prevent attacks if such attacks are foreseeable. Otherwise, design practitioners
and planners may be liable for negligence and assessed damages” (Wekerle and
Whitzman, 1995, 153). While the possibility of a lawsuit arising from fear of a crime is
highly unlikely, fear of crime can itself affect true crime rates. “Research suggests that
fear of crime through its negative effects on sense of community, social order, and
informal social control can increase actual crime” (Nasar, Fisher, and Grannis, 1993, 163-
164). Actual criminal attacks are much more likely to lead to lawsuits based on

negligence.

The next chapter examines the literature and identifies safety enhancing environmental
design attributes that pertain to downtown entertainment/retail redevelopment areas. It
also outlines the procedure that this study uses to evaluate the relative presence or

absence of these attributes.



Chapter 2

Safety Enhancing Environmental Design Attributes

Introduction

This chapter identifies the physical manifestations of safety enhancing environmental
design concepts. The result is guidelines that provide insight into how specific safety
enhancing environmental design attributes are to be examined, especially as they apply to
downtown entertainment/retail redevelopment areas. While the result is not an
exhaustive and comprehensive list of safety enhancing environmental design attributes

for all situations, it does provide guidance for examining specific attributes in any setting.

No existing work provides a comprehensive list of physical attributes that make a place
safe. Such a list would be infinite. Instead, the concepts include elements that describe
the nature of what makes an attribute good or bad regarding safety. At times it may seem
that the theoretical discussion drifts far from the physical attributes but the discussion of

why a physical attribute is significant is as important as recognition of the attribute itself.

For the purposes of this study, the safety enhancing environmental design attributes are
divided into the four primary conceptual elements identified in Oscar Newman’s book
Defensible Space (1972). Because the functional effects of specific attributes are
inseparably intertwined, and each supports and helps define the effectiveness of others,

this categorization is for simplicity only. The four categories used are territoriality,
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surveillance, image, and setting. Other studies have different categorizations such as the
Comprehensive Approach to Security Planning created by William Brill Associates
(1977). This technique includes a Site Security Analysis which calls for examination of
six criteria of a site: penetrability, territoriality, opportunities for surveillance, unassigned
space, design conflicts, and neighborhood influences. The categorization chosen for use
in this study is not the only way to define the conceptual elements, but it provides an

adequate framework for the discussion.

An important consideration must be kept in mind as one reads the following discussions.
The reason for this study is to determine the applicability of safety enhancing
environmental design attributes to the levels of perceptions of safety in a primarily public
environment. Since the original work in this area was done in relation to public housing,
a residential environment, many explanations are framed for a residential environment.
The strength of reactions to intruders or potential offenders in a residential environment is
likely to be the strongest. “It is common knowledge that the most meek person is fiercely
protective of the homefront” (Crowe, 1991, 99). However, that does not entirely discount
the potential reactions when a similar threat enters a permanent or temporary
nonresidential environment. “Humans . . . have a need to establish both temporary and
permanent ownership of space . . . Temporary custody of space is nearly as important as
permanent ownership” (Crowe, 1991, 98-102). People can spend considerable amounts

of time away from home either at work or during an evening of entertainment.
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The following sections introduce the four conceptual elements and detail the specific
attributes of each one. For each element the theory behind the importance of each one is
considered, the attributes are listed and discussed, and the method to examine the

presence and strength of the attributes is explained.

Attributes

Territoriality
Theory
Territoriality describes the psychological manifestation of people’s desire to protect their
own property or ideas. It is based on the assumption that people will exhibit behaviors
that physically or psychologically display proprietary attitudes toward those things or
ideas that they posses. It is the physical element that defines the boundaries, both real and
metaphorical of territorial possession. “The physical definition of ownership sets the

stage for the user’s enforcement of territorial prerogatives” (Crowe, 1991, 100).

There are several keys to the operation of such possessive behavior: possession,
identification, recognition, and action. Possession requires that something be possessed,
valued, and worth an effort at protection. Second, there must be some identification of
the possession so that outsiders realize that something is possessed. Third, whoever
possesses a thing or idea must be able to recognize when and if that thing or idea is in

jeopardy. Fourth, they must be able to initiate and follow through with some action that

12



attempts to stave off an impending negative situation or to stop a negative process that

has already begun.

As important as the territorial influence on the psyche of those that seek to protect
something is the effect that the physical elements representing this attitude have on those
who may violate its integrity. ... physical design can create or extend a sphere of
influence so that users develop a sense of proprietorship -- a sense of territorial influence
-- and potential offenders perceive that territorial influence” (Crowe, 1991, 31). Potential
offenders need to be aware of another’s possession, be wary of any offense being

detected, and be afraid of the potential actions of the possessor.

While the psychological basis of this conceptual element is somewhat self-evident, it is
the elements of the physical environment that make its manifestation possible. While the
actual elements will differ in categorically differing environments and in different places
within the same category, the ability to describe the functional features is not beyond
reach. Whether physical or psychological, overt or subtle, the essence of all the physical
elements is the representation of some kind of barrier that helps define the edges of
territorial influence. Barriers provide “. . . environmental suggestions as to how the site
should be entered or how traffic should move through it: . . . crossing . . . barriers
suggest[s] that [people] are entering someone’s environment” (William Brill Associates,

1977, 27).

13



Elements

For purposes of this study, physical barriers are those that are either impassable or
passable only with overt permission from those in control. Defensible space calls these
‘literal barriers’ (Newman, 1972, 64) while the CPTED literature classifies them as
‘mechanical access controls’ (Crowe, 1991, 30). In a distinctly public environment, such
as a downtown entertainment/retail redevelopment area, the use of many levels of
physical barriers is necessarily severely limited. Encouraging movement of all types
throughout designated public and quasi-public areas is important to the maintenance of a
desired atmosphere and for the support of surveillance, both of which will be discussed in
further sections of this chapter. Physical barriers can be man made and functional, man

made and additive, or natural.

Man made functional physical bmiers are those whose primary function is not as a
barrier. The best example of this is a building. A building or buildings define very strong
edges of territorial zones. Man-made additive barriers have access control as their
primary purpose. Examples include high walls, fences, and lockable doors and gates
(Newman, 1972, 63; Crowe, 1991, 30; William Brill Associates, 1977, 28). Natural

physical barriers include dramatic topographic changes and sizable bodies of water.

Psychological barriers serve the same primary function as physical barriers - “they force
an outsider to the realization that he is intruding on semiprivate domain, [they] prove very

effective in restricting behavior within the defined space...” (Newman, 1972, 63).
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Defensible space calls them ‘symbolic barriers” (Newman, 1972, 63) and CPTED refers
to them as ‘natural access controls’ (Crowe, 1991, 31). Psychological barriers are

“ ... interruptions in the sequence of movement along access paths [that] serve to create
perceptible zones of transition . . . ” (Newman, 1972, 63). They can also mark edges not
meant to be crossed, in places that have no relationship to intended access paths.
Examples of such barriers include low walls (Newman, 1972, 64), open gateways, light
standards, runs of steps, trees and bushes, flowers or gardens (William Brill Associates,
1977, 28), changes in surface texture (Newman, 1972, 63; William Brill Associates,
1977, 31), material, or color, audible cues (Crowe, 1991, 79), narrow water, and slight
changes in topography. Unlike the use of physical barriers, psychological barriers are
much more welcome in areas where movement is desired through multiple public spaces.
While the effectiveness of physical barriers depends almost entirely on physical attributes
such as strength, height, breadth, etc., the effectiveness of psychological barriers depends
on a more subtle mix of psychological operations. Newman describes four elements that
determine the effectiveness of a psychological barrier: “(1) the capacity of the intruder to
read the symbols for their intended meaning; (2) the evident capacity of the inhabitants of
the internally defined space, or their agent, to maintain controls and reinforce symbolic
space definition through surveillance; (3) the capacity of the internally defined space to
require that the intruder make obvious his intentions--that is, the space must have a low
tolerance for ambiguous use; and (4) the capacity of the inhabitants or their agent to
challenge the presence of the intruder and to take appropriate subsequent action if need

be” (Newman, 1972, 64).
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The simple existence of barriers does not necessarily create a place where positive
territorial control exists. Wekerle and Whitzman (1995) identify a situation in which
enclosure creates a potential problem. “Entrapment spots are small, confined areas,
adjacent or near a well-traveled route, that are shielded on three sides by some barrier,
such as walls or bushes” (Wekerle and Whitzman, 1995, 33). Small yards, rear building
access doors, loading docks, small undeveloped lots, and doorways of unoccupied

buildings could all be entrapment spots.

Examination

In examining the state of evident territoriality for a particular area, several factors must be
carefully considered. The focus of this paper and the first element that should be
examined is the existence of barriers. Secondly, the barriers need to be examined to
determine their strength, that is, to determine how effective they are at defining a zone of
influence and supporting the territorial influence within. The physical elements of such
an examination need to include the physical strength of the boundary including
completeness and the strength of each component, and the appropriateness of the
internally defined area. Examination of these elements of the physical environment
requires a basic understanding of the purpose and use of the particular study area.
Thorough examination of such factors, though important, is beyond the scope of this
study. An extremely precise understanding of psychological and social use and attitudes
is unlikely to yield results much different from those based on a simple understanding of

the same factors.
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Surveillance
Theory
Surveillance describes « . . . the ability to observe the public areas of one’s . . .
environment and to feel continually that one is under observation by [others] while [in
public areas] . . . ” (Newman, 1972, 78). It both supports the ability to exhibit
territoriality and acts alone as a psychological aid in signifying a safe environment. As
with territoriality, the underpinnings of this element are based on the human
psychological reactions to what is essentially a physical situation. Surveillance features
“. .. have important security implications because they provide ‘eyes and ears’ that can
hear or see if help is needed; they reassure people that they are not alone and isolated”
(William Brill Associates, 1977, 27). People feel safe when they believe they are under
the observation of others that share their interest in a safe environment or may sympathize
and come to their aid if a negative situation were to arise. The ability to observe one’s
surroundings, and others that use those spaces, allows people to gage and enhance the
safety of the public areas that they must also use. Just as important is the effect
surveillance has on the mind of a potential offender who may, rightfully, feel that he has a
higher probability of being caught or having his actions otherwise stymied if he is under
continual observation. “[Surveillance] features also deter criminal or anti-social
behavior, because, in many instances, people will not commit such acts where they can be
observed by others” (William Brill Associates, 1977, 27). This, of course, relies on the
belief that the criminal is rational and experiences the same psychological reactions as

other members of society.
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The net psychological effect may be greater than the sum of the beliefs of the three actors:

119

the potential victim, the observer, and the potential offender. “. .. surveillance has a
demonstrable effect in reducing irrational fears and anxieties in [people]. This may have
some self-fulfilling attributes in that [people], feeling that an area is secure, will make

more frequent use of it and so further improve its security by providing the safety which

comes with intensive use” (Newman, 1972, 78).

However great the potential implications of surveillance seem, there are conditions that

determine its overall effectiveness in any situation:

. “The extent to which the observer has a developed sense of his personal and
proprietary rights and is accustomed to defending them.

. The extent to which the activity observed is understood to be occurring in an area
within the sphere of influence of the observer.

. Identification of the observed behavior as being abnormal to the area in which it
occurs and therefore warranting response.

. The observer’s identification with either the victim or the property being
vandalized or stolen.

. The extent to which the observer feels he can effectively alter (by personal or
collective response) the course of events being observed” (Newman, 1972, 78-79).

As discussed previously, the importance of temporary ownership of space ensures that all

of the above conditions have applicability even in primarily public spaces.
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Elements

Where the manifestation of territoriality is primarily in placement of physical forms that
define boundaries of influence, surveillance relies less on the placement of physical
objects and more on the organization of the physical environment. The thrust of
surveillance is that people will be able to observe public spaces and the activity that
occurs there, during the course of normal human activity. Therefore the primary concern
is the location of places from which human monitoring can occur in relation to other
places where activity does or may occur. Monitoring involves the ability to detect
activity through sensory perception including both “ . . . visual and auditory . . . ” means

(Newman, 1972, 79).

In the physical sense of a public environment, this means that the placement of activity
streams, activity nodes, transition zones, intermediary objects, distances among all of
these, and ambient and sporadic sounds and sound levels are important. The
environmental situations that allow unaided ability to monitor based on organization of
activity and things are referred to in the CPTED literature as ‘natural surveillance.’
(Crowe, 1991, 30) The importance of the physical elements that contribute to surveillance
are not solely based on organization however. There are occasions during which the
organization of systems and elements are not enough to promote surveillance unaided.
‘Mechanical surveillance’ (Crowe, 1991, 30) elements are additive physical elements that
enhance human sensory perception. The most obvious of these is lighting to enhance

visibility during non-daylight hours. Defensible Space literature makes no descriptive
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distinction between the two surveillance elements, but it does discuss the significance of

each concurrently.

While natural elements can stand alone, at certain times their effectiveness is altered by
variables such as ambient light, and depends directly on the additive effects of mechanical
elements such as man-made light. “Street and project lighting can establish, by the
intensity and quality of lighting, nighttime walking zones through the project site that will
increase security and lengthen the time the site is used for . . . activities” (William Brill

Associates, 1977, 33).

Lighting alone is not necessarily sufficient to make a dark place safe. The appropriate
location of lighting is significant because it can play a large part in directing the
movement of individuals during non daylight hours. Lights that draw pedestrians along
paths that are in other ways unsafe may be more of a problem than an absence of lighting
in a particular space. Light levels should also be reasonable so that they do not blind
pedestrians or create contrastingly dark shadows in potential hiding spaces that would

otherwise be easily visible (Wekerle and Whitzman, 1995, 29).

Examination
Examination of the surveillance element begins with visual perception because it is the
most relevant. The limitations of lines of sight must be identified. This is done by

determining the locations of human activity and the areas that will naturally be visually
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monitored as a result of this activity. Next, it should be determined if the surveyed areas
fall under the influence of the nodes or paths from which they are observed. The
existence of mechanical elements needs to be noted and determination needs to be made
of the degree to which they supplement monitoring abilities that are reduced during times
when ambient conditions reduce the effectiveness of natural surveillance. After a
complete examination of the capacity for visual surveillance, a similar analysis should be

done to determine the capacity for other sensory monitoring, particularly auditory.

Theory

Newman defines image in the context of the defensible space concept as “the capacity of
design to influence the perception of a project’s uniqueness, isolation, and stigma”
(Newman, 1972, 102). Because the overall images of public housing projects were
viewed as negative, the discussion of the ‘image’ element is primarily framed negatively
in the defensible space literature. If a project’s “. . . distinctive image is ... negative,
the project will be stigmatized and its residents castigated and victimized” (Newman,
1972, 102). Basically, this literature argues that the most desirable physical image for
public housing is one that blends seamlessly into the existing urban residential fabric
because such integration minimizes the capacity for negative action based on the
sociological stigma attached to public or publically assisted housing. Newman lists four
ingredients that account for the physical differentiation of housing projects:

. “The distinctiveness resulting from interruptions of the urban circulation pattern;
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. The distinctiveness of building height, project size, materials, and amenities;
. The distinctiveness of interior finishes and furnishings;

. Design and life style symbolization” (Newman, 1972, 103-106).

Elements

Because of the purpose of a downtown entertainment/retail redevelopment area, the
elements noted as negatives above should not necessarily be viewed in the same manner.
By design, image enhancement of a downtown entertainment/retail redevelopment area
seeks differentiation from the surrounding environment. Some ingredients viewed
negatively in the case of public housing can be viewed positively in an environment that

seeks differentiation.

There are many cases where the distinctiveness that comes from interruption of vehicular
circulation patterns (street closures) is a major factor in the success of a designated
downtown entertainment/retail redevelopment area. Pearl Street in Boulder, Colorado,
Church Street Station in Orlando, Florida, and the 16" Street Mall in Denver, Colorado
are just a few examples of such places. In such areas, the safety lost through the loss of
constant vehicular traffic (Newman, 1972, 103) is replaced by that provided by intense

pedestrian use.

Distinctiveness also comes in the form of developments that . . . stand out very clearly

and identifiably from their surrounding community . . . ” (Newman, 1972, 103). Such
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visual differentiation in non-public housing and in developments carrying other uses does
not share the same stigma. Developments or buildings treated “. . . with high-quality
materials -- an expensive brick, precast concrete, or stone facing . . . [and] outdoor
balconies . . . ” (Newman, 1972, 104) can lend a distinctiveness that breeds a positive

image or one that is at least no worse than that of the surrounding community.

Interior physical elements in a downtown entertainment/retail redevelopment area are of
primary importance only to those who own or operate the buildings or their uses. In
public housing these spaces are still public and can be controlled as such. Beyond the
effects of historic preservation and design ordinances, the control of interior elements in
privately owned structures by the public is virtually nonexistent. In a downtown
entertainment/retail redevelopment area, the overall importance of interior elements is
negligible in the creation of a positive overall image. It is likely that private businesses
will provide exceptional or at least adequate interiors because they need to attract patrons

through creation of a positive impression.

The last of the four ingredients, design and life style symbolization, in its negative sense
refers to the institutional image created by traditional public housing design and the
inability of its residents to adequately personalize their residential environment. Because
a downtown entertainment/retail redevelopment area is not primarily residential, the
application of such concerns is negligible. Businesses are by definition more

institutional. Also, the market will drive businesses to provide design, both interior and

23



exterior, that adequately symbolizes the environment that visitors expect. “A store that is

attractive, well-lighted, and open is more appealing to customers . . .” (Crowe, 1991, 44).

Examination

Examination of the physical elements that create image is necessarily a fairly subjective
endeavor. While the importance of physical elements that create the image of a place are
obviously important, difficulty arises in objectively labeling such features as good, bad, or
neutral. Analysis must begin with an understanding of the desired nature of the area
under study. This is difficult because, unlike a large public development, a downtown
entertainment/retail redevelopment area includes a mix of many private and public
interests that are likely to be divergent in many respects. Uniform expression of a single
desired image is highly unlikely. Therefore, analysis of the study area must begin with a

generalization of desires and realities that are most prevalent in the area.

Even after a consensus has been made on what image is desirable, recognition of
appropriate supporting elements is not simple. However, adequate explanation can
support the categorization of specific elements with respect to their contribution to a
chosen image. Examination and categorization of specific elements should begin with
the largest and most obvious, including building size, shape, number, etc. and progress to
smaller and less obvious elements such as fixtures and treatments such as paint or trim

quality. Examination of building interiors is unnecessary except in cases where interiors
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are easily visible from exterior locations and to a degree where some level of detail is

commonly discernable beyond color.

Settin
Theory
“If particular urban areas, streets, or paths are recognized as being safe, adjoining areas
benefit from this safety in a real sense and also by association” (Newman, 1972, 108).
Essentially setting refers to the geographical situation of a place, that is, the placement of
an area in the urban environment relative to other places. The position of the defensible
space literature is based on the assumption that geographically contiguous places and
places that share easy access can share in the perceptions of safety that each exhibits
alone. The real and perceived safety of two adjacent areas are intertwined, especially at
the adjoining fringe. Newman discusses three physical elements that describe setting:
. “Juxtaposition of . . . areas with other ‘safe’ functional facilities: commercial,

institutional, industrial, and entertainment;

. Juxtaposition with safe public streets;
. The dimensions of juxtaposed areas” (Newman, 1972, 109-114).
Elements

Generally it is the nature and activity levels of adjacent functional areas that determine
whether a spill over effect will be positive or negative. “The reason identified for their

being safe involves the presence of many people engaged in like activities; thus providing
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a number of possible witnesses who might choose to come to the aid of a victim”
(Newman, 1972, 109). Areas identified as safe include “. . . heavily trafficked public
streets and arteries combining both intense vehicular and pedestrian movement;
commercial retailing areas during shopping hours; institutional areas; and government
offices” (Newman, 1972, 109). Depending on the size of the area, it may only be those
areas or buildings on the fringe that people identify as having enhanced safety as a result

of the adjoining use.

‘Safe public streets’ share the same safety enhancing properties as safe institutions for the
same reasons. In the residential environment, people rated buildings that have entrances
facing directly onto the street as safer than others, including those that face internal
project pathways (Newman, 1972, 114). Because of the pedestrian oriented atmosphere in
a downtown entertainment/retail redevelopment area, buildings facing internal pathways

may be viewed the same as public streets, at least during regular operating hours.

The dimension aspect is primarily concerned with the size of adjacent public facilities and
its effect on surveillance. Areas that exhibit the positive elements of surveillance
internally also provide users of adjacent areas increased ability to monitor those areas.
Specifically, parks that are too large in all dimensions without crossing vehicular traffic
diminish the ability of people to visually monitor the activities in their most internal

areas. “The success or failure of a particular configuration depends as much on the
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degree to which residents can identify with and survey activity in the related facility as it
does on the nature of the users of that facility and the activities they engage in” (Newman,

1972, 114).

Examination

Examination of the physical setting requires a basic understanding of the uses of
adjoining areas, their size both physically and metaphorically, their intensity of use, and
the extent (distance) to which their effects penetrate the study area. Essentially, such
examination involves a cataloguing of these features of adjoining areas and a rational
analysis of their activity relative to the study area and its specific features including
location of buildings, building facings, vehicular and pedestrian access paths, and ability

to survey adjacent areas.
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Chapter 3

The Old City

Introduction

This chapter identifies the study area and justifies its inclusion in the study as a
downtown entertainment/retail redevelopment area. The following sections briefly
describe the geographical location and setting of the Old City, its history, its current

makeup and some indications that fear of crime is worthy of attention in the area.

Location and Setting

The Old City is a four block area that is located in the northwest part of Knoxville’s
downtown (figure 1). It is part of the Metropolitan Planning Commission’s Central City
Sector, is zoned as part of the central business district, and is within the boundaries of the
Central Business Improvement District. It is bounded on the north by rail lines, on the
east by the James White Parkway overpass, on the south by Summit Hill Drive, and on
the west by Gay Street (figure 2). The majority of the area is topographically uneventful,
except for the area closest to Gay Street which has an elevation approximately 30 feet
higher than the rest of the Old City. There are seven points at which vehicular traffic can

enter the area, one of which is a small alley.
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History

The area now known as the Old City was originally developed after the civil war, mostly
around the 1880s, as a warehousing area focused on the railroad that serviced growth in
the wholesale trade and textile industries. The buildings that face Gay Street were part of
Knoxville’s market center and included such impressive structures as the 13 story Sterchi
Building (furniture company). The area fell largely into disuse and disrepair as the
railroads declined in importance and the importance of downtown commerce declined
throughout the suburban boom of the middle 20" century. Redevelopment in the area

began in the mid 1980s as developers realized the area’s potential value.

Current Status

Today, the area includes more than 15 restaurants, bars and nightclubs, and
approximately 20 specialized retail and service shops (Old City Neighborhood
Association, 1995). In 1995, after the area had grown in size and popularity, owners
created a voluntary non-profit public corporation called the Old City Neighborhood
Association to help further the goals of the area (Knoxville Police Department, 1996, 14).
This group is commonly recognized as the representative of the interests of the area and
for the area’s historic district. A majority of the structures in the Old City are included in
the National Register of Historic Places Southern Terminal and Warehouse Historic
District designated in 1985 (Bennett, 1997). The area is recognized as one of the most

lively nightspots in the Knoxville and includes a wide variety of opportunities for patrons.
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“The area is a party atmosphere where many special events (St. Patrick’s Day, New
Years Eve, Keemba, Folk Festival, and Mardi Gras) are held” (Knoxville Police

Department, 1996, 8a).

Indications of Problem

“Strong-arm robberies, vehicle burglaries and assaults have increased to the point that
police are ready to label the Old City a high-crime district, and merchants are worried
about public perceptions” (Jacobs, 96, Al). While the existence of crime is not
necessarily a good indicator of fear of crime, it does point to the fact that there is a good
possibility that fear does exist. Newspaper articles and other media reports about the
existence of crime in the area contribute to the possibility that the public may have a
perception of fear of crime in the Old City. Also, in studies unrelated to this area
specifically, people reported that they are afraid of conditional situations and places in
general (Wekerle and Whitzman, 1995, 4). Some of these exist in the Old City. Lastly,
61 percent of the respondents of a 1994 Security Survey by the Central Business
Improvement District reported that they felt the downtown area is not safe. Many of the
areas specifically cited by respondents in open ended questions are located in the Old City

(CBID, 1994, 1-2).

In addition to the academic suggestion that a problem does or may exist, personal
experience proves the most convincing to the author. Many personal conversations have

led to an unwavering belief that the fear of crime is a very significant problem in the area.
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The remaining chapters outline the methods used to test the relationship between safety
enhancing environmental design attributes and perceptions of safety, and discuss the

results of the study.
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Chapter 4

Research Methods and Findings

Introduction

This chapter describes the method used to perform the test in this study. The introduction
summarizes the entire process. The second and third sections provide detailed
description of the analysis of the Old City and the survey used to gather people’s
perceptions. The fourth section provides an overview of the data handling, manipulation,

presentation, and analysis procedures.

An outline of the entire procedure follows:

1. The first part involved an analysis of the Old City based on the safety enhancing
environmental design attribute concepts studied. This is called a safety enhancing
environmental design attribute analysis or SEEDA analysis.

a. The study area was examined for the presence of safety enhancing
environmental design attributes.

b. The area was then divided into safety enhancing environmental design
attribute zones, based on a logical similarity of presence or absence of
attributes as discovered in examination of the study area.

c. Each zone was then classified 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5 based on its richness of safety
enhancing environmental design attributes relative to all of the other
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zones. The zones most rich in safety enhancing environmental design
attributes were classified as a 1, those most lacking were classified as a 5.
An equal number of zones were classified in each category.

This information was then plotted on a map of the Old City.

The second part of the study involved a survey to gather information on people’s

perceptions of safety in the study area. This is called a perceptions of safety

survey or POS survey.

€.

Sixty two visitors to the Old City were asked to complete a survey in
which they identified personal characteristics and identified those areas of
the Old City in which they feel the most unsafe. They did so by outlining
the areas on a map of the Old City. The safety enhancing environmental
design attribute zones are not shown on the survey map.

After all the surveys were gathered, the survey maps were compared to the
safety enhancing environmental design attributes zone map. Each survey
was individually compared with the safety enhancing environmental
design attributes zone map by overlaying the survey map onto the zone
map. Each zone encircled by a response on the survey map was given one
negative response mark. This process was repeated for all of the survey
responses individually.

After all of the completed surveys had been compared to the safety

enhancing environmental design attributes zone map, the total number of

35



negative response marks were summed for each zone.

h. The zones were then classified 1-5 based on the total number of negative
response marks recorded for each zone. Those with the most marks were
categorized as a 5, those with the least were categorized as a 1. An equal
number of zones were assigned to each category.

i. This information was then plotted on a map of the Old City.

3. Once completed, the safety enhancing environmental design attributes zone map
and the perceptions of safety map were compared with one another. Such
comparison shows the relative relationships between the presence of safety
enhancing environmental design attributes and people’s perceptions of safety in

the Old City.

Safety Enhancing Environmental Design Attribute Analysis

The discussion in chapter 2 introduced the intuitive examination procedure that this study
follows to analyze the safety enhancing environmental design attributes of an area. A
significant part of this study involves analysis of the physical features of individual zones
within the study area. Quantifying physical features in this regard is no simple task.
Difficulties arise for several reasons: because of the differing roles that specific features
play in different situations, because of the variability that the effect of simple human
presence has on the relevance of certain physical elements, and because of a lack of

concrete objective measures for the existence of certain elements.
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While these difficulties admittedly cause concern for the precision of the test in this
study, they do not substantially affect the validity of the study. Other studies have shown
that a relationship between environmental design and perceptions does undoubtedly exist.
Reliability is addressed by using relative categorization of zones. Because the safety
enhancing environmental design attribute analysis is done based on the perceptions of an
individual, in this case the researcher, the absolute recognition of the degree to which
contributing elements exist may be different if the analysis were done by a different
individual. However, because this study analyzes each zone relative to other zones
within the study area, the safety enhancing environmental design attribute analysis

process should be replicable with a good degree of reliability (Babbie, 1994, 122-129).

Zone Creaticn and Categorization

The method used to create, analyze, and catagorize zones within the study area combined
use of a plan view map of the Old City and personal observation within the study area.
The initial creation of individual zones was based on a simple examination of logically
similar areas delineated by buildings, streets, or other boundaries, including a rational
separation of very large, unbroken spaces. The final delineation of zone boundaries was
arrived at after an iterative process based on the original zones but altered as necessary to
reflect the results of the detailed safety enhancing environmental design attribute analysis

of each zone. This process resulted in a total of 40 zones (figure 3).

37



'SISA[euY J0J Pas(] SOUO7Z :€ 31

1334 022 STVD3 \:oz_ m_,zo T// \ / /\ E ﬁ\l\ W@ ﬂ \
= s

/ \\ \ . N
Iy \\ S \\
\\..\\ P . W .
\\ e w - \k\\ 'z | A m 1
=7 e zz Le2
7 s | ze
0z
: 8l | L
€
L ol oc
|
Gl oz 0¢
¢ ; F \
<
L
’ R ===z
— e —]

38



Analysis of the zones was based on personal examination of each zone by the researcher
while present in the Old City. Part of this analysis was the completion of a sheet for each
zone that answers all of the questions found on the Zone Analysis Sheet (figure 4).
Although the answers to these questions alone certainly do not display a complete picture
of each zone, they do reflect a significant amount of detailed examination and are
sufficient to provide a basis on which to compare the zones. Examination of these forms
alone may not necessarily bring a reader who has not personally examined the area to the

same conclusions (appendix 1).

The analysis discussed above allowed the categorization of the zones. The 40 zones were
equally divided into five categories, 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5, resulting in eight zones per category.
A categorization of 1 represents the zones richest in safety enhancing environmental
design attributes. A categorization of 5 represents those most nearly devoid of safety
enhancing environmental design attributes. A table was created to show this relative
categorization of zones (table 1). Next a map was created that uses shades of grey to
visually represent safety enhancing environmental design attribute categorizations (figure
5). A1 is represented by a 10 percent shade, a 2 by a 30 percent shade, a 3 by a 50
percent shade, a 4 by a 70 percent shade, and a 5 by a 90 percent shade. The darkest areas
on the map, therefore, are those that the safety enhancing environmental design attribute

analysis determined to be the most unsafe.
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Zone Analysis Sheet

What percent of the zone is surrounded by a physical barrier?
How many openings are there towards the primary activity area?
How many openings are there away from the primary activity area?
What percentage of the zone is surrounded by a psychological barrier?
What elements are present that contribute to the psychological barrier (circle)?
Low walls/open gateways/light standards/runs of steps/foliage/ground

' surface/water/topographic changes/other

What percent of the zone seems to have little or no effective barrier?

Rate relatively how well is the internal activity defined by physical elements. 54321
What are the primary activities of the zone?
Does the zone appear to exhibit a sense of private permanent ownership? Y N

Rate the relative internal visibility. 54321

Rate the relative visibility into zone from areas related to the primary activity of the study area. 543
21

What blocks visibility into zone (circle)? Buildings/fencing/other structures/foliage

How many windows offer view into zone?

How many blind corners are there in zone or entering zone from primary activity area?

What percent of zone is adequately lit?

Does a street pass through or immediately adjacent to the zone? Y N

. If YES, rate the relative amount of natural observation from vehicle into zone. 54321

Does pedestrian traffic pass through or adjacent to the zone? Y N
If YES, rate the relative amount of natural observation from the pedestrian path into the zone. 543

P21

Rate the relative amount of non-travel activity in the zone (not to/from car). 54321
Rate the relative amount of activity in adjacent areas from which readily visible. 54321
How many significant entrapment spots are in the zone?

. If there are entrapment spots, are they adjacent to pedestrian paths? Y N

Is natural auditory ability notably diminished? Y N
If YES, by what?

" If this zone forms part of an entrance to the study area, is there a notable gateway between the study

area and the external area? Y N
Rate the relative degree to which the built environment of this zone matches the general image of the
entire study area. 54321

. If a street or streets pass through or adjacent to the zone, seemingly what portion of the traffic is

related to the use of the study area? most geared toward study area/about equal/most passes through

" Do buildings and their features in this zone appear substantially different than those in areas adjacent

to the study area? Y N

. Does it appear that adjacent buildings or businesses exert notable influence on adjacent areas within
i the zone as a result of individualized appearance or sounds? Y N

Does this zone share substantially in the activity generated by the DERRA? Y N
If there are building entrances in this zone, do they face immediately onto heavily trafficked paths,
vehicular or pedestrian? Y N

Figure 4: Zone Analysis Sheet.
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Table 1: Safety Enhancing Environmental Design Attribute zone categorizations.
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Testing Perceptions of Safety

The method used to measure perceptions of safety in this study is the creation of a
perceptions of safety map. It is based on the concept of a fear map (Newman 1972;
Nasar, Fisher, and Grannis, 1993, 166). Test subjects are given a plan view map of an
area and asked to indicate those areas in which they feel the most unsafe. All responses
are compiled onto one map with each response represented by a light shade of gray.
Those areas on the final map where responses overlap appear darker, showing the places
feared by the most people as the darkest. An example is the result from Newman’s
Defensible Space of a survey done of a New York City housing project (figure 6). The
perceptions of safety map was used in this study because it provides information that can

be graphically displayed and spatially analyzed.

Sampling Procedure

The population for this study is anyone who currently patronizes the businesses in the Old
City that are part of the downtown entertainment/retail redevelopment area. All sampling
was done on-site during evening and nighttime hours. Admittedly this procedure allows
for the possibility that a large portion of the population, those people who visit the area
very infrequently or during the day only, may be unaccounted for in the sampling
procedure. However, this method was chosen with good reason. All sampling was done
on-site in the Old City because it is likely that a much greater percentage of possible
respondents are able to give answers based on accurate knowledge of the environment.

Simple presence in the area proves that respondents are at least s/ightly familiar with the
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environment and that their perceptions are based on very recent experience (since they are

in the environment about which the survey inquires).

Sampling was done during evening and nighttime hours because of the likelihood that
people are more attuned to their environment during non-daylight hours. They “. . . have
a heightened concern for their personal safety . . .” (Nasar, Fisher, and Grannis, 1993,
166) during these times. Other studies have used surveys focused on non-daylight hours

for the same reason (Nasar, Fisher, and Grannis, 1993).

To combat the potential problem of time (or event) bias, all sampling was done during a
single Friday night (through Saturday morning). This was to reduce the possibility that
something different about the environment of the Old City would change the baseline
perceptions from one survey response to the next. For example, if half of the sampling
was completed on a Friday and on Saturday the news media reported that a serious crime
had been committed in the study area later that night, then any sampling done on Saturday

or at any later time could be biased by the media coverage of that event.

To ensure gender based statistical validity, the minimum sample size desired for this
study was 30 males and 30 females. A random sample was attained by selecting 6
different regions in the Old City, staying at each for approximately 20 minutes, and
asking every passing pedestrian to complete the survey. The regions were selected

because of their locations relative to parking availability and attractions within the Old
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City (figure 7). The six regions were then randomly ordered. Research began at
approximately 9:30 PM Friday in the first randomly chosen region and ended shortly after
12:30 AM Saturday. Approximately 20 minutes was spent in each region. The time
varied somewhat because there was either a lack of pedestrians to survey or so many that
those who agreed to fill out the survey within the 20 minutes were still doing so several
minutes later. There was about a ten minute break between the first two regions, the third
and fourth regions, and the fifth and sixth regions. The breaks between the second and
third regions and the fourth and fifth regions were approximately 20 minutes each.
Because there were fewer than 30 female responses at the end of this planned sampling
period, one of the six zones was chosen at random to sample again until then minimum

number of responses was obtained.

Every passing pedestrian was asked to complete the survey, individuals and those in
groups. They were told that the survey was for a research project dealing with
perceptions of safety, that their responses would remain anonymous, and that the survey
would only take a couple of minutes to complete. Three people, the researcher and two
assistants, solicited possible respondents so that pedestrians would not be skipped. This
method seemed to be effective, although a majority of pedestrians declined participation.
The Old City Perception of Safety Survey was used to collect information (figure 8). The
first part asks respondents to identify their gender, age, previous criminal victimization,
and familiarity with the Old City. The second section of the survey involves completion

of the perceptions of safety map and an approximation of the location where the
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respondent parked. The map does not show the safety enhancing environmental design
attribute zones. The last section asked for the day, time of day, and the number of people
in the group that the person was with. Questions about the nature of the research, about
how to fill out the map, and about orientation on the map were answered in full detail.
However, to avoid bias, questions about the meaning of the word “unsafe” were answered

by saying, “Just answer based on whatever you think unsafe means.” (Babbie, 1995).

An attempt was made to ensure that all of the information was filled out on every survey.
However, five chose not indicate where they parked. The information in the last section
on day, time, and group size was answered very sporadically, primarily because people
thought they were finished after they filled out the map. This information was considered
Jargely unimportant anyhow, so attempts to ensure its collection were halted after the first

20 minutes.

Data Handling

All of the data analysis and presentation was handled using a computer and various
software packages including Macromedia Freehand 5.0, Microsoft Excel 97, and Corel
WordPerfect 7. The steps involved were input of the raw data, conversion of the data into
zone specific responses, compilation of responses, categorization of perceptions of safety
zones based on compiled responses, comparison of perceptions of safety zones with the
safety enhancing environmental design attribute zones, display of the appropriate

statistics and comparisons on maps and in tabular format, and analysis of the results.
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After the sampling was complete, the information from each survey sheet was
individually entered into the computer (figure 9). A different layer was created for each
of the response sheets coded by gender, age, victimization status, and familiarity. All of
the outlined areas were accurately redrawn on the layer using the same base map that was
used to create the survey sheet map. This method allows the creation of maps isolating
the responses of individuals with any combination of personal characteristics (figures 10,
11). All of the spots where respondents indicated that they parked were then entered on a
separate layer (figure 12). This provides a map showing only parking spots that could be

compared to any of the other maps created from the survey information.

The next step involved conversion of outlined areas into zone specific responses. Each of
the individual survey responses was overlain on a map that shows the safety enhancing
environmental design attribute zone boundaries, also contained on a separate layer in the
same computer file. Where approximately 50 percent or more of a zone was encircled by
a survey response, the zone was given a negative response mark. Each outlined area
could encircle no, one, or multiple zones. Each survey response sheet could therefore

result in negative response marks for no zones, very few zones, or many zones.

After all responses had been coded in this way, the number of negative response marks

for each of the zones was totaled and entered into a spreadsheet that also breaks down the

totals by gender, age, victimization status, and familiarity (table 2). The variable specific
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response totals were then converted into percentage scores to facilitate comparison (table

3).

The next step involved categorization of the perception of safety zones (table 4). At this
point the study focuses only on the combined total responses and on gender based total
responses. The zones were sorted based on the total number of times each was cited.
The cumulative percentage of total scores was then determined beginning with the most
cited zone. This was done in order to allow examination of any clustering of total
responses in a small number of zones. The intent was to categorize perception of safety
zones by dividing the total number of zones into categories 1,2,3,4, or 5 based on their
relative position in the sorted list which would result in a total of eight zones per
category. The eight most cited would be categorized as a 5, the next eight (9-16) as a 4,
the next eight (17-24) as a 3, the next eight (25-32) as a 2, and the final eight asa 1. The
reason for this categorization is to convert the perception of safety responses into the
same relative categories that were used for the safety enhancing environmental design
attribute zones. Because of the response patterns however, intermediary perception of
safety categories had to be added. Where the eighth and ninth most cited zones were
cited the same number of times, for example, those zones were categorized as 4.5. Then

the next seven (10-16) were categorized as a 4, etc.

This information was then compiled onto a perception of safety map for all responses

combined (figure 13), for males (figure 14), and for females (figure 15). The maps show
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each zone shaded to represent its relative perception of safety categorization. A 1 is
represented by a ten percent shade of grey, a 1.5 is a 20 percent shade of grey, a 2 is a 30
percent shade of grey, etc. The darker the shade and the higher the perception of safety
categorization, the more unsafe the zone was perceived. The map uses the same shades
that are used on the safety enhancing environmental design attribute zone map to

facilitate comparison.

The next step involved comparison of the safety enhancing environmental design attribute
and perception of safety zone categorizations. A table was created showing the zone
numbers, their safety enhancing environmental design attribute numbers, their perception
of safety numbers, and the difference between the two (table 5). The results of this table
were then copied into a single table listing the difference for the combined total, for
males, and for females (table 6). This table allows easier comparison of the combined
and gender based responses as they relate to the safety enhancing environmental design

attribute analysis.

Two additional tables were then created from this information (table 6). One shows only
those zones that were perceived relatively more safe than the safety enhancing
environmental design analysis predicted and the second shows only those zones that were
perceived more unsafe. In both cases all of those zones that showed a difference of either
-0.5 or 0.5 were dropped. Any absolute difference less than 1 is categorically

indistinguishable from 0 because of the way frequency ties were handled when
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categorizing perception of safety zones. Individual maps were then created that use
shades of grey to represent these absolute differences. Three maps showing positive
differences only were created for combined (figure 16), male (figure 17), and female
responses (figure 18). These maps facilitate viewing of patterns of differences between
the perception of safety results and the safety enhancing environmental design attribute
analysis. A table verbally analyzes the patterns found on these maps (table 7). The same
series of maps and the associated table were also created to analyze the negative

differences (figures 19, 20, and 21; table 8).
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Chapter 5

Analysis of Results and Conclusions

Introduction

The first section of this chapter reports some of the more interesting statistics resulting
from the completed test, data manipulation, and comparison described in chapter 4. The
last section draws conclusions about the thesis in this study introduced in chapter 1 and

examines the effectiveness of the study technique.

Report of Results

The perceptions of safety survey involved a total of 62 responses, 32 male and 30 female.
There were a total of 225 areas identified as unsafe by the respondents, shown in figure 7.
Although there were two fewer females in the sample, the majority of these
identifications were made by females, who outlined a total of 124 areas (figure 9), or 55.1

percent of the total. Males identified only 101 areas (figure 8).

Not only did females indicate a higher number of areas, the areas they indicated resulted
in a higher number of individual zone identifications. The total number of times a zone
was identified as unsafe was 348. Females identified 211 of these, or 60.6 percent.

Males identified only 137 zones (table 2). These statistics corroborate the evidence of
other studies that suggest that women tend to be more fearful than men especially because

of the danger of sexual violence, and especially in urban public spaces (Wekerle and
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Whitzman, 1995, 3; Nasar, Fisher, and Grannis, 1993; Warr, 1990).

Responses tended to be highly clustered towards identification of those zones that were
classified as most unsafe. One hundred and three out of 348, or 29.6 percent of the
combined zone identifications indicated the top five zones. This clustering was slightly

greater for females (33.2 percent) than for males (27.7 percent).

Visual examination and comparison of figures 15 and 16, and 18 and 19 reveal very
similar patterns of differences between the survey results and the safety enhancing
environmental design attribute analysis. For the zones that were perceived relatively
more safe than the safety enhancing environmental design attribute analysis suggested,
two distinct types of characteristic patterns emerged (table 7). The first type are zones
that are generally not immediately adjacent to activity generators, are more distant from
primary activity areas than zones that are perceived relatively more unsafe, and are not
particularly visible from primary pathways. These characteristics suggest zones that are
not often cited as unsafe because visitors have no reason to use the areas, don’t know they
exist, or they exist outside of what the individual considers the boundary of the area. The
second general type are zones that are immediately adjacent to primary pathways and
activity generators, but are not heavily used. This characteristic pattern suggests that the
zones are not often cited as unsafe because they are not used but if they were a user would

be very visible.
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Three distinct zone types emerged for those zones that were perceived more unsafe than
safety enhancing environmental design attribute analysis suggested (table 8). Those that
exhibited the greatest negative difference are generally heavily used, are at or near the
boundary of the study area, and partly consist of a pathway that connects to areas outside
the Old City. These characteristics suggest that they are cited as unsafe because they are
heavily used and because escape for a criminal offender would be relatively unimpeded.
The second type is generally also heavily used and borders the boundary of the study area.
This suggests zones that are cited because of their possible association with those
unknown areas outside the Old City boundary. The third type is little used zones that do
not border the Old City boundary and are somewhat visible from adjacent pathways. This
suggests that they are cited as unsafe largely because they are somewhat visible yet

largely unused by others. It seems that they lack primarily an impetus of initial use.

Conclusion

The results of the test in this study were not sufficient to provide a definitive answer to
the research question introduced in chapter one, “Can safety enhancing environmental
design attribute analysis accurately predict relative perceptions of safety in downtown
entertainment/retail redevelopment areas?” The test method showed that 10 of the 40
perceptions of safety zones exhibited no relative difference from the safety enhancing
environmental design attribute analysis zones. It is evident though that the safety
enhancing environmental design attribute analysis done in this study could not substitute

for the relative accuracy gained through the perceptions of safety survey.
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Should safety enhancing environmental design attribute analysis be used in the future to
examine perception of safety issues when creating policy in downtown
entertainment/retail redevelopment areas? Probably not. The time and effort taken to
attempt an accurate safety enhancing environmental design analysis is greater than that
involved to do a perceptions of safety survey. Additionally the results of a well done
survey are undeniably statistically accurate and reliable while the results of a safety

enhancing environmental design attribute analysis are not.

However, if a safety enhancing environmental design analysis were undertaken, the
results of this study could be very important for improving the accuracy of the analysis in
this type of area. The generalized characteristic patterns of those perceptions of safety
zones that exhibit a difference from the safety enhancing environmental design attribute
analysis zones (tables 7 and 8) could be used to refine the importance of specific
conceptual attributes during the safety enhancing environmental design attribute analysis.
For example, it appears that the importance of the surveillance element is not as strong as
the literature suggests, at least in this type of area. It also can be assumed that more
distant or secluded areas within the study area that lack safety enhancing environmental
design attributes will not be perceived as unsafe if visitors have no reason to use these

areas.

The study of environmental effects on perceptions in general, and perceptions of safety in

particular, is valid. However, this study points to the fact that environmental analysis
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alone is not enough to predict perceptions. Planners, other government officials, and
concerned individuals need to attempt to understand the relationships between
environmental design and perceptions of safety. They need to use proper design concepts
to enhance perceptions of safety in places that are safe and to encourage safety in places
that are not. Professionals need to realize what proper environmental design can do . . .

and what it cannot do.
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What blocks visibility into zone {circie)? i whm

How many windows offer view into 20087 +

How mwsty blind cornars s thre in zone or eatering 2000 0w primary activiey area? §

What percest of om0 is adequacaly lic? 909,

Doss « strest pass throngh or immadiately sdjaosnt o the aoe (PN

£ YES, ratz the rolacive amosst of nacersl obesrvation from wehicle into aone. (§432 1
Du:maﬂcp-wadmnhm&“

If YES, rate the relative smount of aatural obesrvation from the podostrian peth into tho 2cse. (432 1
Rato the rolative acowst of aon-travel activity in the zoae (a0t «vfrom car). 321

Rate the reiative amount of actrvity in adjecamt afoss drom whick readily vieible. @3 2 1

How maay significant entrepment spots sre i she 20ne7_|
Uhonmmnﬁwlﬁmnm;d-?@

s namral waditory ability netably diszimshed? Y/

If YES, by wha”

If this 20ms formes part of sn extrance (o the sudy ares, is thers 2 notablo gmowsy between the stody eres end the m?YN@

MNMMwmmmmdﬁmmhMMdh-ﬁMm 321

I » street or mrosts puss through i to the zone, ssermingty what portion of the trafic is relatod 1o the use of the study aree?
most geawed towand stady pasecd through

Do buildimgs snd their fhanmes ia ummmhhhudmbhmwm??@
Doss it appesr thet adjecent buildings or businssses exert notable ifhuence on adjacent arees within the 2omc ag 8 result of

Doss this 2008 share subscansially in the ectivity generated by the DERRAXIN

1 there are building sntrances in this zoec, do they Mmhﬁbmm“«”ﬁ?@
Doms this 20ne border the edge of the sudy ares?

If YES. does it eppeur that activity i the zone is influsncnd by arces mxiemal (o the study ases? YOV

I YES, is the exiarnal aros imroadiasely acjacens to the 2oms raadily visible trom withist thy 20n0 YN,

I{ YES, are there substantial berriers to interaction with activity from cxtornal aress?

If'YES, list barriors:

MN_ME_EQQM s_otler wdfgczzm&

- Py acﬂ\ﬁbﬂ o 0
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Zone Analysls Sheet  JIETH-
What porcert of the 2000 is surrounded by a phvsical barrier? SO

How many openings are thero towards the primery activity area? | .:! L' ;

How many openings ane therg away from the primary activity area? | -
What percantags of the 20a0 is surrounded by 8 peychological bamer? <o
Whae alements are prescrt that contribute to the peychological barricr (circlc)?

Low waliw/open gateways/light standarde/russ of stepa/folige!| ic changes/glg” — ' |
What percent of the zon¢ seems to have littlo or 20 effective bemer? 20

Ratc relatively how well is the inemal activiy dafiosd by physical oiements. (F4321
What sre the primery activition of the zme?
DOoes the zonc apper 10 exchibit a senac of private X N

Rate the relative intornal visibitiey. 5@3 2 1

Rae the relative visibility inko zone from prisary activity of the siudy aren. SE)S 2 1
Whes blockn vissbility into 2one (circie) stctures/folinge

How many blind corners ase thers in zone or omering zone from primary sctivity area?_ 4

What peroont of zone is sdequately lic? g o 4

Does » street pase through or 3 3 ﬁmmhn@ﬂ

If YES, ratn the relative smomst of netursl obeervation flom vehicle imo 2one. (343 2 |

Doos pedestrian traffic pess through or adjacent to the zmeTY'N

HYES, rato the relacive smownt of netural observation from the pedestrian peth jaco the 2ome. (94 32 |
Ram the relative amoun of non-travel sctivity in the 2006 (not fo/from car). (@3 2 1

Rata the relative amount of activity in adjacest aroas from which teadily visible. 321

How masry significent entrapesent spots v in the z2om0?_2-

lanmmmMﬁlﬂwrwmnh‘@N
Is nstarsl sudicory ability aatably diminished?

Ifthin 20ne forzms pars of w0 eatrance fo the stxly srw, in are § nomable gaiewny betwees the sy sree end the eermal e TN (Ex7))

mmmmwwwbmmaummumwmxmmu. 54321

If a sroet or streots pess - bhm“ﬂy*mdbu&iwbb‘dhﬂu?
most geared toward stody pussss through
mﬁhduMEhmmm&hhﬁphmebﬁyn?Y@

Dosg it sppear that adjacont bustacanes cxert actable influmcs on adjacent areas within (he zone as & result of
individeskiasd apposrance or soonds’

Doas this aoae shsre substantially i the sctivity generated by the
l{MnmmhMmb%mwymwmeaMGJ
Dose this 2008 border the edge of the study srea PN
Hm.hhwhnﬁviyhlhmiwymwwmdhbm ?\@

I YES, is the extarnal ares inmpadistely adjacent o tivs 20ne readily vinible froen within tho zone'
gm.nmwmwmuﬂmmm-uﬂ@n )

YES, list barri

" drﬂg'h-es g H:Lg s_aﬂ.Lgﬂ,Ad_,_w bldy
Primery uses o arca nehude:  Steazd/ n-baas
Other notes: / [}

— pst Mﬁ‘t{ﬁ?& R e brsivess e pan
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What pereen of the zone is surrounded by 2 phveical beerier”?
How meny opeaings are there towards the primary activiey area?
How many openings are there away from the primary activity area?
Wmofbmhmmn&dhynmdnhﬁcdb&r&? Q
Wht cloments are presont that contributs t0 the peychological bamier (circlo)?

Low wallvlopen gatewsys/light standarde/rans of steps/oliaye/ground surface/water: changes/other
What peroont of the zone seams to have littic or 00 effective bamer?_22

Rats reiacively how well is the inernal activity defined by piveical elements, (3432 |
What are the privary activities of the z0ne? |
Dmhmmmuﬂiumofpﬁmmw?Y

Rata the relative imtornel visibility, $G33 |

Rasa the relative visibility into zone frors primary accivity of the stady wes. X332 |
What blocks visibility ato zone (civele stroctures/foliage
meﬂﬂmnhehmcuﬂmﬁunhynivﬁym? 5

* What perosnt of 20m¢ is adequacely (k79D e

Does 2 street paws theough o imemadiately adiaoe to the z000T DN _

£ YES, rane the relaive amouns of naeursi observation fhom vehicle inco 200¢. - 5903 2 |
mmmmmumwmm.’w
um,mhummdmmmummmmamﬁuu
Rae the relstive et of aow-travel activity i the aom0 (ot to/fom car). 5 4(P2 1

Rase the relstive amount of activity i adjacent areas from witich readily visible, 321

How many significant entrapement spots are i the zone?_4 +

If thare are entrapment spota, s they adjacont to i m?@d

Is natoral sedinary sbility notably dimimished? Y

U&mhmdamwhnﬂymhhumﬂhm“hnﬁyndh we? YNGQB)
Mhﬂﬁu@nﬂhﬁhmﬁmdﬁmnﬂ-hmwdhmm-u 321

If n street of si7ents pass through i to the zome, sesmiagly what portion of the traffic is related to the wee of the study ares?
most goavad towerd study passes through

Do buildings sad their festares in 2008 Wppear subscantially differeat (han thase in arces adiacont (o the study aros?

Dows it sppear that adjacent buikdings or businesses cxart natable influence on adiscent areos within the zone as 8 result

individoatized appowrance or

Doos this 2000 share substactially 1 the activity gensrsced by te DERRA? N
uunwmhum@mﬁwmwmmmﬁ.um@w
Does thiz 2one border the sdge of the study aros? Y

IFYES, doss it appear tkat activity in the zome is aotably influssccd by reas external to the stdy weq? YO

If'YES, is the external mea imesedistely adjecent to the 2one readsly visibie from within a:n?%
gYB.nmw‘ bemnezs to interaction wuhmvnybmmulmﬂé.

YES, list barriery:

ch;:‘N “Hméﬁs' E oﬂ.u' %‘Nﬁé S \d@[&u W dﬁ, M[muam
Primery wes in erea inclace:_ciinazd Ocd o | b
Other notes: /

- P&?La L\N\V-o“% w Shheed hare

- SL‘PM Lhr JA""IV\M.

- Mﬁwc,yc,h_ (wl-luar

Appendix 1: (continued) Zone Analysis Sheets (continued on next page).

90




- p———

Zane Anaiyis Sheet ﬂ.

What percent o the 200 is surrounded by a physical barrier? 45

How many openings me there lowards the primary sctivity area? |
mmmnmmﬁmmmmm‘!_a

What percantage of the 2000 is surmoundad by a pavehological barrier? S *
prescps thatcoueribute 1o the psychological barnier (circle)? .
wallfopen gapuayb/lig mormuﬂmmmwm
What percom of the S Sewrns b0 havo Littla or no efective barriee?

Rosa redasively how well s the imoemel activicy defined by physical elemants.(§43 2 {

What are the primary activicios duw?ﬁw

Docs the one appesr (0 exhibit a senae of pri owneraltip N

Rate the relacive imternad visibiity, (J4321 g7

Rase the relacive visibility isto zone; frons arces imary activity of the mydy area. § 4 3&)1
What blocks vieibility into 200 (circie)? Buildi structures/folings

How meny wirdows offer view ioto 200e?_D _
Mwbﬂmahimw“mmmm“? o
Wmdukmm?m'{o
Da-;nupuwci-dﬂyﬁmmbui@

1 YES, cace the relaive amom of natare! obearvasion from ghicla inso zome. 543 2f)

Does podestrian traffic pass through or adjacent to the zone?

IF YES, racs e relative smoust of natural obewrvatios from tho pederias path inio the aose. 3.4 3(E)
Rass the relative amowst of noo-travel activity in the zons (nox o/from car). 343

Rate thw relasive smount of activity in adjacent areas fram which readily visible. $

SHow many sigaificant catrapmens spota are in ho 2ome?_(O

If thers ame encrapemant spots, are Lhey adjacont o an paths? YN

1s natural seditory ability sotsbly divminished? Y

If YES, by what?.

1 this zome forms pirt o tn entrance ko the waxly area,is there  moiablo gaiowey batwoen the atucly sres wad the crawraal wrwe? YN GID
mmmm»mummam:uuﬂ-umwammmn 3432

If 2 sreet or stroets pass twough or adjecent to the ingly whet portion of the traffic i retsted 30 the uso of tha sy arce?
most gearsd toward stady ares/sbout

Do buildiegs and their fatures in this 2000 than thoss im areas adjeceat o the sy sres? Y ()
Mhmmmma%_ sxazt notable influence on adjscent aneas within the 2000 as 2 result of
mdividoslized sppesrancs or sownds?

Doce this 2088 share subscansially in the activity gasarated by the DERRA? (BN

f there ero building entrances in this zons, do hmmmmeGM?YN@
Dioss thiy 2008 border the edgs of the study sres’

I YES, doea it appeor that activity in the zoue is notably influenoed by sreas exioenei t the wdy 7Y®

If YES, is the exteraal area imsnedisiely adjacent 1o the zone readily visible from withjn the zone'

If YES, & thare ial barriers to interaction with activity from exiernal arces
IFYES, list barriers:
Descrigtion of
Bounds: N, Eza E_fernca s_&\CL,/S* w h}%
i avea inchde: k;
Sk
- oHeded M4

- ey apen [net wHrnnl L\adlﬁg\
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Zowne Analysls Sheet a
‘Wha pereent of the zone 3 ssTounded by 8 physical barrier?_/5

How many operngs are there towards the prmery sctivity ares”?_ | L—
How many openings are there awsy from the primsry activity area? _{
What parcartage of the 2000 is surrounded by a peychological barrier? T

Whax olomenta are present that contritare (o the peychological barrier (circlo)?

Low walls/open mxmam'wsmmwwm
Whet percent of the zome sosmns o have littia or 0o effective barrier?__Z-
Rate retatively how well is the internal activity defined by physical alements. (3 32 1
What are the primary activities of the zone?
Does the a0n0 sppear to exhibit 3 sanec of private permanent ownership? YN

Rate the relative insernal visibility, (SH 32 1

Rate the relative visibilizy into z0me frcen aroes relatad to the primary sctivity of the sudy area. S5 2 1825
‘What hincks visibility imse ame (circle)? Buildings/fencing/other structures/folinge

How many windows offer view into zone? .5 +

How masy bling corners are thero it Zonc ar extering zoae froee privary activity srm?_O

What parcene of zone is adequataly lit? Q0% ;

Doss & strest pass tvough or mmediacely adjacent to the 2008 YN

If YES, rats the relacive amouen of neural observation from vajucle ineo 2000 (F43 2 1

Doos pedastrian traffic pass through or adjscent 10 the zone Y N

If YES, rate the relacive amount of natural obsorvation from the pedesirian peth into m@&nl

Rae the relstive snount of noa-travel activity i the 2080 (a0t to/flom car). 543

Rass the relative amouxet of activicy in adjscent awes from which resdily visible. 5 1

How many vignificant cntzapment spots ore in the 20me? O

If there are extrspnent spocs, o they adjscent 0 i pacty? YN @D

s maturel sudivory ability notabiy dirirished? Y

I YES, by what?

1€ this acee forms part of s entrancs o the study ares, is thars a notsblo gaewsy betwoen the study mres snd the oxternsl sree? Y )
Rate the relauvo dogros to which the built eavironmest of this zone matches the general imags of the entire study srea. S 1

If 3 strost or streets pass j %0 tho 20me. scomingly whet portion of the waffic iy related 10 the use of the wres?
oaoxt goared cowad study pasem trough
Do buildings and thex feanwves mmmm&nh—hmmnobmym?‘@

Does it sppear that adjsoent buildings or businesses exert notsble influancs on adjecent arecs within the zone as a rosult of
Mwam‘?‘(@

Doss this 2006 share sebstantially in the activity ganarated by the DERRA? YD

I£ there aro buikding antrusoes iz this z0ns, do they face immediacely oaso leevity traffickad pachs, vehicuiar or pedestriaa? Y N (9
Doss this 2onc border the edgs of the study meaXYN

I YES, closs i appear thet activity in the zooe is actebly influenced by areas external to the study appe? YOO

I YES, s the external ares insnediately adjacent lo the zone readily visible fram within the 2one?|

If YES, ara thero substartial barriers to interaction with activity from external aress

If'YES, bist burriars: :

Description of one.

Bowsds: N__ {fanc. ERoupss s Loco w Lue,g#

Primary uses in srea inciade:__ Shreoot

Other nctes: ‘
- Ghaad past edge of oty buineg bm\:bugs )% pPer by
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Zeonme Analysis Sheet ”\
Wmdhmimddbylmmf%_

How many openingy are there towards the primasy sctivity area?
How cuaety openings are thare away froo: the primary activity area? L4 j: O
Low oralls/open gatrwayw/light standardaiuns of sops/faliagel/ground ic changes/other
Rate the relacive imernal visibitity. § 4 3 2(0) oy ity s gy w51
primary ares.
Dous 8 stroot pass through or immodissely acjecmnt 10 the zone
I£ YES, rate the relative acont of natural obsorvation fhom the padestrian path o ghe 200 $ 4 )1
How mey significee esrapansct spots an in the 20me?_§ +

What percantage of th 20me is surrounded by & psyehological barrier?_ (D
What olements are prosent that contributo 10 the prychological barrier (crele)?

What pareent of the 208 seeme o have littie or no effective barrier® _60

Rate relativaly how weil is the internal activity defined by physical s43 2D
What are the prisary activitios of the 20087 :h‘r Lﬁ 5“&&;; Z

Dots the zone appeer 10 exhibit & sense of prrvate cwnership? YD

Whet blocks visibiity iio zoue (circle) X uakdingifienciay

How may blind comers are thers in 2000 or antaring zooe from primary sctivity sres?_> +
What percemt of 2000 is adequately ﬁt?,zafb @

If YES, rats the reiacive smounx of nenzral cbeervasion. from vebicie into one. § 43 X1)
Doss pedastrian wraffic pase throngh or adjacut 0 the zone YN

Rate tho relutive smoust of aon-treve! activity o the xoms (uot to/from car). S 43

Rate the relative smoumt of activity ia adjacent sees from which readily visible. 3 1
1f there mse cxtrapnasns spots, are they adjacent 1o pedestrian paths? YD)

s naturs! auditory abilicy notably dinrin N

IFYES, by what?_oydf pags \wa

I this aioe for part of a0 emtrance o the stody are, i the o noxable gasewry between e sudy arce e the exteral arve? YO
luhmauuwuadnm-viu-no(ﬁsmnﬂ-hwmdhﬁ'm“ 543D
If & swent or strests pass through or adiacent 1o the zonc. seaming! what portion of the traffic is related 10 the use of the stdy area?
in thi Gamtiall diffrou than thows in wess acjecent 1 the stady arve? YR

Miwumm,am-nmihm_aum-mumnnmﬁ
WMCM"@

Doue this 2000 share substantially in the activity gecersind by the DERRA? Y&

1 there are building ontraaces in this zone, do imoadintaly onto hevily trafficked paths, wabienlar or pedestrian? Y()
Doss this acee bertier the odge of the stady e YN

£ YES, doss ic appear that activity in the acne is sotably influsnced by aroes extersai o the stady 'IY@
RmthmﬂnwmuhmmﬂyWMﬂhn?%

If YES, are thoro sobetamtial barrien to interaction with activity froe excomal sreas? Y0

If YRS, tiet barriers:; '

Desexiption of
Bownds: N g; E_Qm___s IV PN W LIA%

: - \,Lry ‘;nmlsf W
- poor s mhivince
Ceds ah e wnder WP

-
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Zoae Ansiysia Sheet  PRR_

i What parcene of the zone is sarrounded by & phwsical bamier® /S %>
i How raamy openings are there towards the pnmary activicy wen” | ‘ﬂ: 1

How many openings sre there sway from the primary activity area?
What percontage of the zrme is suroundsd by a psvehological barrier? 24
What clamwts e prossat that comenibute to the peychological barrier {cire!
Low walls/open gacewayw/light standards/runs of scopifTo -
‘What parcent of the 2000 sasms to bave jittie or no effective barrisr”
P Rate relaively bow wel i the intoonal activiy dofised by phvsical elements. (3432 |
s What sre the prmary activities of the zone? -
Does the 2oue appoar to exhibit a sense af owserstup{ TN r&fs:‘%ﬂ«i

Racr the relacive muorned visibitity. S221  Anr

Rago the ralativs visibulity into acoe fram primary activi vaes 543F) Anr
What blocks visivility imio 20n8 (circlec)? mw
Haw many windows offisr view inlo 20ne’ +
How masty bliad comers are there ia zone or antering 20ne (o primary ectivity aree? O
2K What parcon of zo0nc is adequately lit?_30%/>
D-Inﬁpm«hﬂdylﬁulb&eu‘@bl
K If YES, row the reativo smous: of asnural obesrvation fro yahicle ioeo zone. $ 4(3)2 1
| Doas padsstrian trafBc pase through or adjacent to the zone{YN
I YES, rato the rolative smount of natural observation Som the pedastrian path ko the 2o0e. S8 21
Rate the relasive amowst of son-ravel activity in the zons (aot to/from.car). 5 43 AT
Rasa the relative smoun: of activiky in adjacer aroas trom which readily visible, $ 4 38N
How sasnty sigeificarx antrapecnt spots arc i the zome?_1 + )
(€ thare are entrspmerst spots, are they adjscent to i ’ul-'!%
Is satuwal suxditory abilicy sotably dimmnsished? Y
If YES, by what?

-~ “4‘ -
oo

B 1 this 2000 Gorze part of an entrance w the stody ares. s there & noxable geteway batwees the stixdy ares end the eteroal arve? Y(0)
' Mhmmuﬂhbﬁhmdﬁammumh’dhﬂm-u 5436

1f » strest or strusts pass through or adjacon MERingly what portion of the waffic is reixsed 0 the wee of the stady ares?
Do buikdings and their fatures i this xoms appeer SEOVEREARY different then thoss it srees adjacerx 10 the stady sren? V()

Doss it appesr that adjsceat buildings gr businssses exert actsbie :fumce ar adjacens areas within the zone s & resuit of
individuniized appescsnce or soumds '

mummmhummwmmg@
If there ere buikiing entrasous in this zone, do imemedistely aneo heavtl rxffioked paths, vebicaler or pedestrian N
Dons this 2one border the edgs of the study aree?

£ YES, doss i sppeer thet activity in the 2004 is Rotably fluanced by aress extarsal o the study arey? V()

I 'YES, is the extenal ares inynodiately adjscent to the zons readily visible from wi 'hu?;é
um.umwuﬁxmmwﬁumm N

| W YES, i by __—{rogs /600
@:N_ﬁ@#&__a Blda, s _(ﬁ\:# w_Lneo
i Primery ume ia area incinde:__ P | a access

, Other notes: v

| ~very gpn Rl

- back C‘Suwl,b\) bad  keconse £ Muksl.s
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Zose Analysis SheesHEP.

I What porcen of the 200c is surrousded by a physical berricr?_70
I How many opcmungs are there towards the primerv activity arca? )
How many openings are there awrsy from the pronery sctivity area?_}
| What percentago of the 2cme is surrounded by 3 peyciwlogical barrier” 20
| What elements arc present that contributs 10 the peychological bamier (cxrelc)?
: wwwmwmcfn@mﬁl@wu&q
What percent of th zone soes lo heve littla orno effective bema?__ D
Raa relacively how swall is the incormal activizy defined by physical ciemens. $432 | oped Pvkig
Whae wre the primaty activities of the zone?__[xr k. | Pis
. Dooa the z0ne appesr 10 cxhibit & sense of private ownership YN

Rate the relative intarnal viaibiliey. 532 1
Rax the relative visibility imo 2000 from aregp rel
What blocks visibilisy into zome (ci

e primary activity of the swdy area. 54 331

How many biind cornecs are thers in 20n0 or eatering zone from primary activity sw?_|
* What peroent of zone is adequasely lit? £ ¢/,
. Dunlmp-w«w&nibbm?@lﬂ
:« um.mmmwdmm&u,ad.mm $438)1
Doas pedestrian traffic pass theough or adjacwnt 10 the 20ne XN
) If YES, rats the miative amowst of nstural obwervation from the pedesirian pach imto e z0me. $ 42 |
' Rate the celative amown of noo-travel activity in the mone (oot o/from car). 54 3
; Rase the relacive amount of gerivity in adjacent areas fhom which readily visible. $ 430}
i How marty significant entrapmeent spots are in the zom? _(D
! rrm-mmnu-ymnshm pabs? YN (OB
Is saural sudisory sbility notably dimimished? Y
! I YES, by what?

If this 200w forme part of an eatrance 1o the study s, is there s notabia gatrwRy between the stady ares i the exiernal arse? YN (75
!mlhddwdapuwwid:hhﬂtuviudﬁmmmminnpdhmhwyu 543@1

[f a strent or strests pans theough. i t0 the zons, seowingly what portion of the traffic is reisted 10 the tee of the study ses?
mot geweed toward study passn through

Do buldings anc their foatures ia 158 2008 appesr substantinily different then thoso i arees scjacent to the saudy arve? I

Doss it sppear that adjacest buildings or businesses exaet notabic influsace on adjaoent areas withia the zone as a result of
WWGMTY@

hummmhumwmwum;@

If thare are buikding entrances in this zo8e. 40 ey fge immedisizly oslo traffickad paths, veicolar o pedestrian? YN}
Doss this 20nc border the edge of the study sres?

IT'YES, doss it appear that activity ins the 200 is nkably influmnced by wces extormai to the scudy ares? Y1)

If YES, is the excarnal arve ismmadiataly adjeoen 1o the zons roadily visible from wisip the zcom? Y70
gm.::mmw' barrions to evleraction with activity MMNEN}

YES, m_&hﬁ_ﬁﬁmﬁ.‘# '

Duseription of
Bownda: N mm E_{oncs s_Lnce w TS;%

Primaasy uass in area inclode: e

Other notes:

- Yery thean M [RY: |
- appens = lu-lm.‘a, ® oy warebads, emw n Umdang
o cashar o,
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What percons of the aone is surrounded by a physical barnier?

How many openings are there away from the primary activity sres?

What percentage of the zone is surrounded by a psvchological barrier? 389 26
What clements ibate 1o the peychological barrior (cireie)?

What percont of the 2008 1o have littlo or so effective bameY I,
mm@-mmuuwmmw;m ° % 54X3!

What are the primary activities of the zono? sh fo i
Does the zone appear 10 exhibit a sense of priv. ownership’

Rate the rolazive internal visibiliey. 5 4 3G)1
Rate the rolative visibility into 2000 fross aregs relate primeny acaufy of the soudy ares. 5432 1
What blocks visibility into 20e (¢irele ) Buukig Sther structires il

How oany biind comers are there in zcac or sotering 2008 from primary activity srea? Z

What percent of 20us is adequasely lit?_70 %)

Does a street pass throngh or iremedintely sdiacems to tho zame? YD

If YES, rate the relative st of nasursl observation from velicle into 20ne. 34321 (B

Docs pasdostrian raffic pass throwgh or ncjacent t0 the acme?

If YES, rase the relacive mnoust of asturs] obwervetion from the pedestrian path into the 20me. 5432 ] @
Rago the reiacive amoust of mon-travel activity i the 200w (oot so/from ear). $ 41280

Raso tha relative amownt of activity 1a adjacent areas fram which resdily visible. S)32 1

How masy significant sstrapsent spots are in the zome?_2.

If there wre extrapment spot, are they adjscant 10 pahs

is natarsl snditory sbility actebly dincimished? Y

If YES, by what?

If thia 20me forms part of an etrance 1o che study ares, is thero a 2oablo gasoway between the study aree mnd the cxiernal woe? Y N ()

Rate the relativa degres 1o which the built environmest of this 200e matches the genersl image of the entire study see. 3 492 1
1f = strent ov strests pass through or adjacent 1o the 20ne, sewmingly ioes of the traffie is relsted to the wme of the study ares?
108 geard Lowsrd stdy ares’shout oqeal/most pasess through

Do buildings and their fantures in this zone sppesr substantially different then those in arons acjacont & the snady srea? Y

Does it appear that adjsceal i busiesses exert notable influance on adjacent arses within the 20ne as a result
individualized sppearance or sounds

uumammmnmﬁvwmwmnm:“@

1 thera are building entrances i this zona, do they {agg immediacely onto mmwamﬂm@
Doss this zone border the edge of the stndy sres?

1f YES, does i appear thet activity in the znae is aotably inflssnoed by erwes extornal 10 the study arwe? Y(L)

IC YES, is the cxtamal aves imunedistoly adjscont 10 the zons reedily visible from witkj mm?v@

If'YES, wo thore substantial bacriers 1 intersction with activity from cxiormal sress

IYES, limt barriars:___z0a Vlaclks  vaLility “ ploeve :

Pricnaty uscs in ares inchde: O+,
Other 80tes:

- ot wadafrad encagt Anmpir.

m_’h\%__“m E_otlu e ftge S rediningy ol W_ S ey
by fovec Llacotas
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Zone Amiysa Shest TGS
What percent of the zons is surousded by 2 physical barrier?_ 30
How many apertings are there towards the peimery activicy arco” 1
How many openings are there sway from the primary seuvity arca?_{
What percontage of the 2000 is surrounded by 3 psychological barrier” 10 .
Whet dloments arc sbwic to the peyshological barner (circle)?
Low standards/rans of stepe, foli surfaco/watkr/topographic changes/other

What percent of the zone satre 0 have little or 00 effective burier? &
Rate relagively how weil is the intanal activity defined by phvaical clements. 54 3 2D

What we the primary activitien of the zons?_o, |
Doos the aone appesr to exhibit & sense of private ip? Y,

Rato the relative internal visibility. § 4 X3!

How many biind comers are there in zoac or sniering 208 fiom primery activity srea? \

FF We parcanc ot 00w is sdoquately it? 209,

Ml“m“a“ﬂﬂbhm@“ Qachson

I YES, rate the relative amount of ostural observation from im0 2ome. 34327

Docs padestriun traffic pass through or sdjacent 10 the 2ome Qo cikan

If YES, rase the relative amouss of asturai obeervation from the pederian path itto the 200, $ 4 3 ()
Rate the reincivo amomat of now-cravel activity in the 2cms (oot w/from car). $ 4

Rage the relative smower of activity is adjacent sreas Srom which readily visibie. 21

How mamy significant sstrapment spots are in the zone?__Z,

If there arc eatrapmers spots, are they adjecent to iom pactu THN

Is aaturel suditory ability notebly dimsinighed? Y

i YES, by what?

If this zone frme part of o eetramce 10 the stdy ares, is there 3 noisblo gaowsy botween the study sros med the external area? Y N
Rass the reistiva degres 1o witich the built caviromnent of this 20ne matches the genorel image of the eatire sudy srea. 21
[f & strest oF strosts pess or o to the zons, sswsingly what portion of the traffic is related 10 the e of the smdy area?
most geared towand sudy pasuts throagh

Do beildings and their fastores’ mm-ﬁ.ﬂbdﬁhh&mhmdmnﬁomﬂm”@
Doss it sppear thet adjecent buildings o businassss exert notable influence on adjscant areas within the 200e a5 a resuit of
indtviduslized sppesrance or scemds? Y/

Duummmhuﬁvuywwmnm:@

If thare are building entrances in this zons, do they face immediately onto trafficked paths, vehicuias or pedestrian? Y N W)
Dous this 2008 border the edgs of the sy are? YN)
Um.MkmhﬁWhhmhmmwmwohMym?YN

I YES, is the @xzernal ares scenedistely acjacent to the zone readily visibic froes witkin the z20ms? Y N ‘

If YES, e there substantial barriars to interaction with activity form externsl areas? Y N

If YES, iist barriars: :

oot .
Bomdx N, merson 1 E_Bder S_dhengitvy WQM#

zlry”:::huw: 4|la‘¥ P:k;
~dley wowksrR (nr orie 0w Mf‘.)
ey ersy R 1ar fem  ded ot Qe
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Zows Ansiysis Sheet S5
What pereent of the zone is surrounded by a physicel bamicr? A

How marry opeaings are there towards the priary activity area?_|
How many openings are thore sway trom the primary activity ares? % '
What percentage of the zone s sarroundad by & psvchological bamier? 10

‘What clemerns are ibute to the peychologreal barrier (circle)?
Lwﬂwwaﬂw_dwh@—wwm

What percont of the 2006 secms o have little or to effoctive barrier?

Raue relatively how well is the internal activity by physical clerents. 321

What are the primasy activitics of the 208¢? ¢ ar_lsr rear Bldgy occass

Does the 20nc sppesr (0 exhibit 2 sonse of private ownership'

How masy windows offer view inco 20ne?_22
How many blind cormers are there in 20ne or ensering sons fom primary activity aree? 20

What porcent of 20me is adequatsly lie?_%0 0
Do-ump-waiudindydmm&ami@bl

If YES, race the rolative anmoont. of aamural observation. from vapicis imn acne. 5 4 3 2(0)
Dmmulﬂtp-wmeth

If YES, rate the relcive smsount of astural obesrvation ffom the pedestriars path ia the 200e. 5 4731
Inhm“&wmhhm(wmw)ﬁnl

Rase the selasive amoun of activity in adjacent arces from which readily visible. $ ¢ 731

How many significant entrapment spots are in the 2ome?_ 2,

If thare sse enrapensnt spots, are they adjscant ad-inpmt’\’@

Is nenaral sucisory dinsnished? N

If YES, by what” 248 " paniiX

Uﬁﬂhﬂpﬂld.mbﬁnﬂy-‘hhlmmmﬂlnﬂy“dhml-?YN @

MNMMthmmdﬁmmumwdu’-ﬂnsﬂyn 58321

H » mrest or sroets pess through b to the 2008, seemingly what portion of the trafflc is minted to the weo of the study ares?
1most geared Soward study are pamos through

Do buaidings and their foatures in (i 2000 wppeer subetantially diffien then thows in aroes adjacent 10 tho sy sree? YT
Do it appeer that adjecent buildings o businesses scert actable influsncs oo adjscmt arcas within the zone as & result af
individealized spposrance or soands?,

Does this 2008 share subscancially in the activity gowarated by the DERRAYSN

1f thare are buaing emtrances in thus 200e, do they fice insmediencly anto bervily trafficked pecb, vehicalar or pedestriea YN
Dows this 2000 border the adge of the saxdy ara? Y/N)
Uﬂ&hi!mhd@hbmi“&i&mﬂhmmﬂmbuﬂym?YN

If YRS, is the extomal aros immediasely adjacant to the 200 readily vissble from wichin the aone? Y N

IC'YES, arw there substantial basriers % interaction with sctivity from exterzal sress? Y N

Y YES, list baiers:

‘ . “
Bowee N agfcr b Eocce s_Fenc w_Bile

Promary ness in ares include:__ pa. gf
Other notes: '
ﬂvﬁw \L‘F& onT3ike

T g et 2
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What percent of the zone i survounded by & plysical barvier?
How many openings are thero wwards the primary activity arca?
How many openings are there awsy from the primary activity area? 2.

What peroentage of the zone is surrounded by a psychalogica!
What thas comtritnsic o the peychological

Rato relacively how wall is the interna! activity defined by plysical eiomenms. S ¢ 3 20
What are the primmary activitios of tho zone? [
Does the zonc appesr lo cxiubit & sense of private g7 Y|

Rato the relative imomal visibility. 5 4 3 2(])
Rate the relative visibility into z0ne from primery sctivity g
What blocks visibility into 2000 (cifcle) ructurgl/
How many windows offier view oo 2006"
meuidmnuehma—inm&umumymTfj

What percent of acne is sdequataly lit?_&p %/
Duamp“cwywmmu’l@)l
HYB.mbnﬁn“dmlmmsitbium. $431D

Doss pedostrien wraffic pass through or adjacent to the 2one XY N

[£ YES, rate the retative ssxumt of saturs] obssrvation rom the pedestrian path into the zone. S 432 ()
Rato the relative mnonnt of non-travel sctivity in the z0ne (not vfromcar). S4 72)

Rato the relative smount of activiry in adjacoat aross from which readily visible. 3% 3 2(f)

How mmry significant entrapment spots sre in the zome? _Z- .

[f theve aro entrepcasnt €pots, aro they sdjecom (o i puhﬂ@

Ts setursl suditory ahility notably diminished?

H YES, by what?

study erea. $432()

I this 200 formes pert of an emtrancs to the study aree, i thers a notable gakeway betwess the stady wrce and the extemal wea? YN G0
Rato the reistive degree tn which the duik aavirasment of this 200e matches the ganeral mmags of the catire stndy srea. 54 3
Iflln-tauup-m«dunblhm.wmmdhnﬂciam»h_dhwn@
neost geared toward study mren/about equal/most passes through

Do buildings and their features 1 this 20me appesr substantially ciffsrent than thoso is sroes adjscmt 10 the stady ares

Doos it appear that sdjacent truildings or pusi enort notable influsnce an adjecent srees within the 20me a1 8 rosukt of

individusiized sppoarsmce ar soands? Y] Rck don7

Dowa this 200¢ share substantially in the activity gsasrated by the DERRA? Y| .
um«mmaumbmhwmhﬂ@wmwam-w@
Dooa this xcne border the edge of the study ares? Y

M YES, does it appoar that activity in the zons is influenced by areas external to the study ares? Y N

I YES, is the extornal sen immediatoly adjscent to the zone readily visible from within the 2000 Y N

I YES, are there substantial berriers 1o iteraction with activity from exaornal eross? Y N

I YES, lmt barriers: :

Deseription of zone.
Bamds N__BLDC ___EMSM_WM_
Prisnacy uscs in area inclodk: ZA”M /Rare muﬂ/?h.
Othor noses: v o7 Y
~very Anterded - ne puinPes @
—can't el IJ\A Owires S’rqu_

- oy viidke €om BE om.
.& e are.a(mw)\«) 3 m,vm?j B
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Zoas Analyris Sheet Sy

mmammammmwso
Howmygdw.cthmmndnhnpﬁmydivizym?ﬂ 7

Howmnyop.ﬁnpmmlwyfmnhmmﬁym? i
Wumddnmkumnddbylnwuﬁa?ﬁ

What that contribute to the peychological iacie)?

growmlight ma% mmwam@swxrg,
What the 20n¢ seems 10 have htlo of no effettivo barrier?
Rase lacively how wel i the miarnal acivity delined by phyncal lomerss. $432()

What are the primary activitics of the zome?
Dows the zone sppesr to exhibit 2 sense of pri ownenship? YN)

Raic the relasive iotemal visbiiy. S {321
How many windows offer view o 2ono?_CJ
Mmbﬂmnhhnumﬁnmmmdﬂym?z

- What percont of zone is adequacely €725 _* /o @

Doos # stsoet pass throngh of imwnediately adjacent to the zone?

£ YES, rase the relative amount of natural obsarvation from jole into zone. 54321
Duumwwwwahm?

If YES, rate the relstive amout of satural obsarvation froo the podostrian path into the zonc. 5432160
Rato the reiative amownt of noo-travel activity in the zo0e (00 to/from car). 54321

Rato the relative amount of activity in adjecent arces from which readily visible. 543
meﬁmmw“iuhm? ]

I€ thers are entrapment spots, are they adjecont 10 i patha? Y N

s astursd sndisry ability notably diasivighed?

If YES, by what?,

1f thin zome formms part of an catrance t the study ares, s thare a notsbic gatsway betweos the sudy aree end the externsl arwe? ¥ N €
Rnehrdsﬁndwunwﬁehbbﬁknvmdﬁiwmumwdhd‘ﬂym 543
£ 8 stweet Or srmots pase theowgh or adjecent 10 the znne, seemsingly what portion of the trefic is raeted 10 the wes of the stady sres? &

thmumwammwmumﬂmmmm“mmd
quuﬁ?Y@

Duons thie 2080 share subacsetaly n the accivity gensretad by tho DERRA? ¥ {0

I here o Duikiing catrances in s zou, do they o immedisely onto bewvily trafficked path, vebicuar o pedemran? ¥ N (D)
Doos this aome border the edgo of the stady srea?

If YES, does it appesr that activity i the 2one is influanced by srees extornsl to the sady arca? Y N
KM“MWNWM”&MWWMW&&»!YN

If YES, are thero sobetantial barriers to isteraction with activity from exsernal arcas? Y N

If YES, kist berriers:

mm B iﬁ!ﬂ%:ﬁ!# 5 b% w_Seret SV

Primary sem in gres inciude: Poy krap

Qb o) bt free ot

=y '
s ek A Feca D el < it ol D

- .Mdg,qr wk«"hﬂrﬂ
- \Bn fon  roed
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Zaone Analysis Shoet M’
‘ What pereont of the 2000 is surrounded by & physical bamier? S0 # lg

How marny operings are there towards the pricnary activity ares? £
Mmmnhmﬁmhmwm‘?_z

‘What perceatage of the 2one is surroundod by & psychological bertier? 2.6
Whet thet contribrute to the peyehological barrier (circle)?

lopen gatowaye/Light standarda/runs of stepa/fols M“H
What of the 20mc seemms 10 have little or no effictive barrier? :

Rate relatively how well is the invernal activizy dafined by physical elements. 5 4 3 2(0)
What arc the primary activitics of the zone?

Doss the 20ne appear %0 exhibdit & sonac of priv. ownnbip'!@
Rato the relatve internal visibitity. $ 4 30
| Rase the relacive visibiliy inso zone from othe ey vy sty s sa32)
| What blocks visibility into 20me (circle ingfother
\ How raarry blind cornees are thero in zone or eutering 200 froen prienary activity area? >
i 3K What parcent of znno is adequately t? 40 %/

i Doss a street pass through or imenodiately adjecont to the ame Y N
! If YES, rass the relative amoun! of aatural obsorvation from velicis info zone. 3432 ()
: Doss pesivetrian traffic pase through or arjacent to the zome’
If YES, rato the relative amowst of netural cbservation from the pedosrian path inio the 2086,  § 4 3 2(f)
Rato the relstive pmount of non-travel activity in the acne (at io/from cxr). 5 43
Raic the relative smount of activity in adjecent sreas from whick readily visible, $ ]
; How mamy xignificant catrapment spots are in the zome?_| aé.z.%
if thare are entrapment spots, arc thoy adjecent jp pedsetrian TON
Is naters) suditovy ability notably diesisi

1f YES, by whai? Ju? L gags

1 this 2000 fioxes pert of an entreace to the stucly ares, is there a aolablc gaiewsy botwoen the stady ares and the exterasl srea? YN (W53
i Rato the relstive dogrea 1o which the built cnvironmest of this zon0 matchas the geners! insage of the entire stady aros. 5 4 32
} 1 8 streat of strests pass throngh.or-gd 0 the 20nc, sooxaingly what portion of the traffic is reigsed to the nse of the sdy s7ee?
Do buildings and their featren i this zore appear sebetansialy difforce than thase in s acjacont o the study srea? X3
Dows it appesr that sdjssont buildings or businesses exert natable influsnce an adjacont aress within the 2080 as s remlt of
individoalized sppearsacs or sounds? Y (T)

. Dons this 20n0 sharo substaatislly in tho activity geasrsted by the DERRA? Y
| If there arc building crxrances in this zone, do facs immadintoly anto mmm«mww@
Doss this 2000 border the ecge of the study ares?
I YES, doce it appes thet activicy in the 2000 s novably inflacaced by arees extamal 0 the study aroy? N
If YES, is the axsomal aros inumedissely sdjecent 10 the zons readily visibic from wi ‘hm‘?@
I£ YES, we thore substantial besriars 10 i jon with activity from exaernal ares?
‘ If YES, linc barriars; &

M:VNWBMS&M_W‘@M
Pricsary uses i1 enve inclade:
Other notex: :

- Alhd fam raad -t il

A 3 N Y

~ crenk- @ -ﬁlrw-'gt & 4\‘».
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Zons Amalysis Sheet %

What percent of the zonc is swrrounded by a physical beerier 2L
Hw-nym“mm&spﬁmmvigy'nm? ]

Hw-uymmhemh-mmmm?_z_ éw/ade over g%\

What 1o the psvchological basrier (circ
Wiiat pereent of the o have little or no effective berrier?

Rato relacively how wall s the insoenal activity defined by plysi . sQat
What sre the primary activitie of the 2000” -~
Docs the 20me apposr 1o exhibit 8 sease of private peroment YN

Rate the relative interne! visibikty. § &32°(

Rate the relativo visibility it 2000 fom pricaary activi 54 .
wwmmmm)rmuwm 6 "“’”’/‘DW

How mazy windows offer view ias0 zons? &
Hw-ybumuﬂ-'iumoruiummm-ﬁviyn? |

SK' What percent of 2000 is adequascly it? 5054,

Manmﬁ#w“nﬁﬂbum&

I YES, rate the rolative smoust of netaral obcrvation from ixo 20m. 5438

Does pedestris trafTic pase through or adjacent to the 2006

1f YES, rase the relative mnoust of asteral cbservacion fromt the pedostrian peth o the zome. 5 4 331
Rate the rolative amomnt of noo-travel activity in the anme (nat to/from car). 5435
mmuw“dmhmeﬁmdﬂyM 543@1

How numy siguificant entrapmert spots arc in the zom?_|

1 thore aro entragesent spots, are they adjecer o pedestrian pache?(PIN

Is nanural maditory sbility notsbly i

Hmwmv_a&p:‘ss- AP

Hﬁmbmd-mshuﬂymhm-uﬂhmmbw—dhmm?
n-mmm»mummaﬁmm-ummam-ﬁmm 3432

I 2 strest or streess pass throngh or %0 tho zons, ssermingly what portion of the traffic is relesed to the use of the study =347
most geased towad stady passes through

Do buildings and their features mmmuﬁmhc—“nﬂeﬂn?p
Does it sppesr that adjacent buildings or hysi et notable influsnce ox adjsoent arass witia the 2080 &8 & rosult
MWCM‘P@ ’

Doss this 2000 share sebsancially in the activity gerstod by the DERRA? Y &)

um«mmiummwwmmmmwﬁuuumnu €7

Dong (his 20ne bosder the edge of the study sroa
I1 YES, dows it appa tha activity i the zmc s notably influssced by arets axiemual 1o the sty ereg (DN
um.humuwmnmmwmmmmm?;@
gg.nmmmummmmmw-uw@

. bist basriers: :

Deacinion of o
Bounds: N E_JulPoerms s fence W_C%.

Muhnm:ﬁMMAng&m_u’_h_wM £ Sonitb i R
Other notes:
- R e Cenng [CCSE + oeapss

- loh & grkw‘@m BT 2 Close D lad ﬂacaf

* wnknoun m WM ff'd'-
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Zoue Analysis Sheet -y’,-
What percont of the zomes is serrosnded by  physicel barriee?_Z0

How many openings sre there lowards tho priamary activity srea”
le-/w-eﬁnlwﬁmhmuwuyu’
What paroenigge of the 20me is surrousded by a psychologioal barrier?
thmumummwhw

Low walls/open guieways/light stadards/rons -Aopographic changes/olher

Whmdhmmbhwhkwmm

Raeo relatively bow well is the insernal accivity defined by piy @321
‘What gre the primery sctivities of the zome?

Does the zouc appesr to exhibit £ saws of privaie ownership? Y,

Rato tho relative internal visibiliry. (343 2 1 e
Race the reiative visibility inso 20mo fom w the primary activity ofthe study wea. 54321 237
What bioeks visihility into zone (circle i
How raamy windows offer view into aone?_S ¥ .
How manty blind cormem are there in aons or aetering zone from primary activity ares? ]
2 Wit perccnt of 2000 is adequesdy K17 20 o
Doos & sroes pass throagh or smmodiesely adjncmt 10 the zone
HYES, mhmmdmmmm&mm 321
Does pedestrian traffic pess through or adjacsat 20 the 2000
HYES, rads the relative sseoust of oataral obeervation from the pedastrian path intg the 2008, (3432 1
Rate tho reistive sncun of aon-trevel activity i the zome (not to/from car). 5 4.3(21
Raso the relative anaunt of activity in adjacent arces fromn which readily visible. 321
How mamy significant catrapement spots arc i the zone?_|
uhmmmmm-ﬁmwmm7@l
Is setral suditory sbility sctably diminished? Y %)
HYES, by what”

ki e fomeparof e the study rs i hers 4 bl gy betee to sy r e xtcnal 2YNQD
Mhmmnﬂﬂubﬂmmdmﬁuwhuwwclhmswn

I » strest o strevts pass bﬁmwﬂmdhm-lﬁdwhmd& aree?
most geaved toward study

Do buikings and their foascros 18 mmuhnum»umu’v@
Dn-uw-duwhﬂdl. exort aotable influasce an adjacent gseas within the zone as & result of
individualized appoarance or sounds?

Dove this z0mo shero sobetantially i tho actvicy gemarated by the DERRAAJ N

11 thero are buiiding sntrances in this 20n¢, do they facs immedistely onto heavity trafficked pathe, vehiculsr or podostrisn? Y NGB
Dooa this 2008 border the adge of the study area? Y

IT'YES, does it appear that sotivity in the zone is notably inflacacad by areas exiernal o the study

If YES, ia the extomal srws imsnedintely sdincent to the aome resdily visible from within the acae?
uwanmmmwmmmmw-uw

HYES, List barriers:

m‘g@mg AT wW_a%.
Mnnm“,ﬂ/_&)aﬂ’- ‘M

Benk el [ HE it Fren manm prid codal
< A lﬂl\w;\ ares, ~ bad

Athat et Hagh Ioe F prhigg wnog
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! Zeue Analysis Shoot ~ Tt

{ What pesvent of the 200 is surrounded by a phvsical bemicr? £.O

I How manty opesings arc thare towards the primary activity area? 2

\ How maxy opemings are thore sway from the primary activity area? hr
Wumdmmhmwbyapwm7 lo}

i é”" - w| B 0 - 1
, Rac olacively how wel s the intornal actviey defined by plyysical eiomeres. (%32 1
" Wha sre the privaary sctivitics of the zome?
i Dacs the z0n0 appesr 1o exhibit 4 sonso of private onenh@d

4l

Raxe the relative itomal visibility. (94 32 1

} Raso the relative visibility into zonc from sross pricsary activity pih soudy are. 54 3()1
‘ What bilocks visibility inte: zone (circle)? h@m@
: How meny windows offer view into 200e? g
‘ *Mwybﬁﬂmu“hmuﬂnﬂm&mwﬂquﬁvﬂym? [»)
: What percent of 20m0 is adequatly iit? 40 %/
" Mlmmmwamyduumhm@
i IF YES. raso the rolative amours of nasural obvervatin from splcle iato zome. S 4 3(5)1
| Docs pedestrion traffic pass through or adiacent 10 the zone?
! If YES, rato the relacive amount of astural oheervation from the podestrian path into ghe 200c. 5433y
Rato the relstive amourt of nom-travel activity i the zne (not to/from car). 5435
, Race the roluive amoure of activiy in adjacont arvas from which readily visible, (SH3 2 1
) How many significent cotrepmocat spots are in tho zoms? ()
| lfhnmmnuqmwmmm a5

1f this 2000 forma part of an cotrance to the sy &7oa. i there a solable gasway between (he stucy aros and tho external wga? YN G
Rndmdlﬁndqumwﬁdﬂnhitmﬁnmﬂdﬁsmmﬁuhmﬂinmdbaﬁnm-u 54321
| If a sroet or streets pam ) mmmwmmdhmimwhmdﬂ:wwm?
‘ most geared towand stadv pasecs trough
Do bukdings and their catures i has 20mo epposr sebetamtialy diffarece than those in aroes adjaceet to the study ares? YD)
Does it appoer thar adjacent buildings or, exert aotable influence on sdjacont arcas within the zono as a result of
iﬁvwwww?ﬂ§ '

DuhmMMﬂyhhwﬁvﬂymdbth&RRA?@N

If there are buikling oatrances in this zone, do icodiatzly onto heavily trafficked paths, vehicular or pedestrian? Y N @
Does this 20me barder the edge of the study anes?

Uf YES, does it appoer that activity in the zone is influcnced by artes extomal ta the study arge? YO

If YES, is the external sros imemediacely adjacent to the 2ome readily visibic from withig the zonc?

i I YES, are there ] ) interaction with activity from exiernal acoss
i i YES, list barriexs: i < )

1
| Doacripeion of
i Bosb N, Speak E 1Z creek s SHIl BR.  wdewalk
i i i : el

mmmw_#p&b/

. —QIW nouky l.m’.-}mr becauw of hegler
| - atdednct boch . kac prrait ﬂﬁ
“ el wseh
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Zane Analysis Sheet Pt

What pereent of the 20n¢ is surrounded by a physical bamier?_S0

How many openings are there towards the primary activiry area? 1

How murty openings are there away from the primary activily arca?

What percentage of the zone is suroundod by & peychotogical barrier?_40) ZZ

clements.ac coggributs 10 the peychological barrier (circlo)?
/g0 g ojlight mandards/nums of mm@/m
: Little or no offcctive barmier?,

pero o - 710

Ratc relatively how well is the intermal sctivity defined by phvsical (94321
Wha sre the priroary activitios of the 2onc? <

Docs the zone appear io exhibit a senso of privaic pemanens cwhership

Ratc the relative itcraal visibsiliy. S 4 31

Rate the relative visibility into 20nc from arcas related to the pri
What blocks visibility into a00e (circio)? Biding
How many windows offer view in1o zone? " IX'3
How many bind coraers are there in zone or catering zone from primary activity arca? ]

v activity of the studv area. @3 21

K What percent of zone is adequately fit?

Doos & street pass through o immodistoly adysoent to the zone?

IFYES, rato the relative amount of aarurai observation from yehicle izto zone. 54032 1

Does padestrian eraffic pass through ar adjacent to the zone!

' YES, rate the relative amowst of astural observation from fhe podestrian path iio the zone, @321
Rase the relstive anount of mon-travel sctivity in the zone (not to/from car). 5@321
Mhrd&iwmoflﬁvizyindmwnanwﬁchmdﬂym@énl

How mary significent entraptnent spots are in the 2ome? 2

I thore are cntrapment spota, arc they adiacont 0 ian patha TEN

s notural auditory ability notabiy diminished? Y(

If YES, by what? '

If this acme forms part of an entrance: to the study aree. is there a notable gatoway botwoee dhe stady arcs and the N
mmmmmmummmaummhmwgummm. 321

Ifa

Dy taking aad thes wmmmammmmhmmmmmmzz@
it appoar that sdjacent buildings or businesses exert notable influence an adjscent arcss within the zone &5 a renilt
ividualized appestance or sounds ] YN '

Does this zonc shars substautially in the activicy genaratad by the DERRAY(SIN
thaembﬂdiumbﬁimdo%wymmﬂym&bdm vﬁaﬂnam@.‘i
Does this aone border the edge of the sady area?

IF YES, does iz appear that activie in the z00x s ootably influenced by arces exceral to the study area? V(%)

£ YES, in dhe exsornal arcs insuodinicly adjscent 10 the zome readily visible from within the 20ne

If YES, are there substantial bareiers to inieraction with activity from extorae] arcas? Y(J)

If'YES, list barriers:

soticn of 20mc.
Bowsds: N ,:zm‘ E .S s+m_&t£_énn) W a#l,uaé
Primary uass in ares inchude: €m4asésri_u, .&#@cex

Other notes:

— gy e
< ans bhx vth @by
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-
Zone Analysis Sheet JBE
Wha percent of the zonc is surrounded by a physical bamier?_50
How many openings are there (owards the primary activity area?_| o
menyopuiwndmncyﬁmd:phn-ymmym?_j__ g
What peroentags of the zoue is surrounded by a psvchological basrier? 10

peveent of the zOBE RS 1o b barnier? —
Rage relacively how well i the incemal activity dafined by pltysical dements. S 2 |
What are the primary activitics of the zone? |
Does the 2onc appoar 10 exhibiz 2 sense of privi awnership

- Mxﬁvﬂlyot%lmﬂym sefh21

Mwbwmnhehmumhgmﬂmm.yn&vﬁym? d‘

¢ What percent of zome is adequaccly ) 80%>

Does 1 strect pase Laroagh o immediately adjacent to the zonc?EN
KYB.mhMmdmﬂMmMWimm. 54y

Doss pedestrian traffic pass through or adjacent to the zone?

IF'YES, rte the relative smount of natural obeervation from the pedostrian pach into the zone. s¢p1
Rage the relstive amsout of non-ravel activity in the zooe (act to/from car). 3 4

Rate the relative amount of activity in adjacent sress from which readily visible. 21

How many significant cotrapmont wots &¢ in the zone? 3

1F there arc cntraprsent spots. arc thoy adiacent 1o ian paths? Y|

Is naturai suditory ability notably dicninished? Y

If YES, by what?

Iftllismﬁ:mpmd‘nmbhﬂ#mhl&:lnﬂﬁhmbﬂmhwmﬂhm-‘?YN
mummmmmmmdﬁ-mmhmmowmmmm 54331

[£ 2 stroet or strosts pass throngh 5 to the 20n0. socningly wiast portion of the traffic is rolated 10 the use of the study area?
most goared toward study passcs through

Do bualings and their Soatures i i 5060 appear subwasstially ifforont the (hows in areas adjecmt 1o the study arca? ¥ 0)
Does it appear thet adjacent buildi busineases exert aotable infhuence on adjacent arves within the 20n¢ a6 a resuit of
el o b

Dacs this zons share ssbetantially m (ho activity gomeratad by the DERRA

If there ore buikding eatrances in this zone, do face immediately onto heavily trafScked patha, vohicular of podestrian? Y N @

Do this 2000 bander the cdge of the snady erca'

If YES, does it appesr that activity in the zone is influenced by arcas extornal to the study 7\'@
H YES, is the cxsernal sros immediately sdjacent to the zons readily visible from withy zone'

If YES, are there subsantial barricrs to insaraction with activity from external arcas

If YES, list bamiers:__ e 53

M:-N_%\AFJN' E_Mmsdenly s By w_aﬂuw_-,[iw_d
Primary wecs in arcs inclde: (O Kiu /
Other ootes: J 24

~ b dunypsie

~ oumership LJ"\"V +uras back.

~viible o3 edw OC.

Appendix 1: (continued) Zone Analysis Sheets (continued on next page).

106



How many openings are ther sway from tho primary activity arca?_J
Wumdwmhmmw:mubm'u? 50

What olernents arg presct g contribute 1o the paychologica! barriar (gircle)?
What percent of the 2008 W58 little or no effective baicr”_ 2.0

Rate relatively bow well is the intemal activity defined
What arc the primary activitios of the zonc?

What percont of the zone is surrounded by a physical barrier? 20
How many openings are there towards the primary activity arca? 2- Z[‘ {

Ranc the relstive intevmal visibiliry. 5 4(32 1

Ratc the rolative visibility into zons from arcas to the primary activity of 54321
WMVWMM(M)?%M@%
How many windows offer view into 20m¢” +

How many biind comers ace there in z00c or cnteving zone from primary activily arcs?_ 2

5K Wast peroent of zmc is adequately 1?0 * /o

Dass a sizoet pase throngh or smmediastely adiscmt to the

I YES, raso the relacive smount of natural obsorvation from into zone. 5@321
hmn&mhwudmwhm@*

I YES, rate the relative amoust of natural observation from ihe podeatrien pach o the zooe. (34032 1
Rate the relative smount of non-trevel activity in the 2000 (n0t to/from car). 54 3

Rate the relative amount of activity in adjscent arces from which readily visible. S £32 1

How manv significant entrepment spots arc m the 20007_()

If there are entrapenent spots, are they adjaceat to i paths? Y N @

iy o A% Sompaie, spotn, &0 Uy ,_Y@'*-'"

If YES, by what?

If this 2006 forms part of sn exrance to the study arca, is there 3 notablo gaiowey between the study ares and the cxiernal area?
Mhmw&mﬁdhhﬂzmmddﬁmmﬂsummdhmmwm 343

If & stroet or mircety pess through. i to the zone, seamingly what partion of the traffic is related to the ase of the study ares”
mogt geared toward shudy pazsos throagh-

Do buildings and their fisstures’s uw“ﬂyﬁﬂﬂhhhmnﬁnﬂbhnﬂym?Y@
Dows it appear that sdjscent buildiags or businesses exert nocable influence on adjacent areas within the zone a6 & result of
individoatiaed appesrance or

Docs this zome share substmsially i tho activicy genaratod by the DERRAYDN

1 thero &rv buikding cutrasass in this zonc, do izmedisaoty oren heavily trafficked paths, vehicudar o podestrian? Y N (FAD

Docs this zone barder the odge of the study wres’

1f YES, does it appear that activity in the zone is notsbly influgnced by areas cxtarnal (0 the study ?Y@
If YES, is the extersal sres ammedistely adjscont to the zone readily visibie from withig the 2000 (PN
lfYFS.nMMdbniﬂlwhmm.ﬂivhy&mmﬂulm

If YES, list barnicm: Somp T Bl

mﬁ/gg___sﬁ_wuﬁ_s Strag w_l,ld\,a,
Primsry usee in area inchude:
wm,o;m Leel

- Amart iuwhn
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mwhm%

What percor of the 20ne is surrovnded by a piysical barrier? 10 2,
How nuenty apertings aro there iowards the primary activity arca? |
How many openings arx: there away from the prisnery activity aroa?_2

What peroertage of the zoae is surrounded by a paychological baiar? 305,

What clemonts that coutribute (o the peyehological barmier (g

Y
peicways/hgix standarde/runs of mﬁd@m
‘Whet percent Zono scoms lo have Little ar no effective barner”
Rate rolacrvely how woll is the insornal activicy defined By physical ckencats. 5 452 1
What arc the primary activities of the zone? y T
Does the z0nc apposr 1o exhibit & scasc of private parmalient ownership? YN )

Raww tho relstive intoroal visialiey. (33 2 1

Rate the rolncive viaibility into zons om 10 the primary activity of the study srea. 5 4 {3t
How meny blind corners are there in 2000 or entering 20uc from primary activity area? O
What percent of 20nc is adequately 1it?4 0

h-mw“«hﬁyﬂmwhm’@ﬁ

If YES, raso the rolative amoust of natursl obecrvation fom vehicle into zome. $ 4. 39N

Does pexiestrian tadlic pass through or adjacont 1o the aone

H YES, raio the relativo amomst of nsisral cheervetios from thc padoutrisn path im0 the 20me. § 4
Rate the roiativo smount of now-trsvel activity in the aone (a0t to/from car). 54 3

Race the rolative smount of activity in adjacent areos from which readily visible. S 43(2)

How meny significant entrspoaent spots are in the zome”

If shars are oncrapmest spets, are thoy adjacent to jan paths? Y N
bm-ﬁmmmwvé;

HYES, by what?

IF this zone forms part of s entrance to the etudy ares, is there s notable gatewsy botwosn the study arce snd the extoraal ares? Y N
mmmm»mnmmuum“bmwdmmmm sS4
[f 3 strent of sroess through or adjecont to the zonc, sesrmingly what portion of the tralffic ia related to the uss of the study srea?

Dioge this zone shars substantially in lhe activity geeersted by the DERRA? Y(R)

If thevo aro building estrances in this zone, do they mmedintoly onta heavily wrafficked paths, vehiculer or padestrian? Y N
Doss this zone border the edge of the study aren?

I'YES, does it appear that activity in the 20m0 is influcacod by areas extarsal 1o the study ares? Y N

I YES, is the exsarna) ssce isomoedistely sdjacent ¢o the 2ome readily visiblo from withia the 20me? Y N

If YES, arc thors substantial basriers to interactios with activity from exzoraal mress? Y N

If YES, list barrian;

Descripoion of
Boads: N

_ag'&&__z_&m,&u_u_s TReos W_Shag)

Oxher noles;

- Clweh dmar, bd nir Wbie
- k?éqr N »A?&rd‘/mv{ vﬂ!"* ‘Hu:\ 0‘“..,( rka_
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Zame Auslysis Sheet ﬁ

What percent of the zonc is sumoundad by & plrymeal barrior? D S5 -
Manhmdem“? 2 m
How masy openinys sre there away from the primary activity area?_|
What perosntage of the zona is surroundad by a peychological berrier” e
Whet clesnents are prosont that comribuic 10 the payehological barmer (cincio)?

Low ight standiarde/runs of steps/foli ‘ground surfacc/ water/topographic changes/other
What parcent of the s {o have littlo or no effective barrier?
Rate relatively how well is tho intermal activity defined by pliysicai clomants. 34 2 |
wunummdum_%ﬁ% £ 5
Does the zons appoer 1o exhibit a senso of private ownership?

Rate the reletive internal visibiiicy. S 432 |

Ramoth rltiv viaiilty o 000 fom erce. gt the priry acsivity of 0 sy weea 54320
blocks visibility into 20me (circie)? Enikiingl)ind of/lolisge )

How many windows offor view into zone?

How many dlind cormers arc there in OF emtoring zome frore primery ectivity sroa? 4

‘What pereont of z00s is sdoquately i?

Doee 8 stroct pass throngh o immedissely adjacent to the 2ome? Y(L)

I'YES, rese the relative amoust of natzrsl observation from vebscle into 200e. $432 1

Doce pedesirian traffic pass through or adjacont to the acne? V7

If YES, ruse the relative sxxoumt of satiral obeervation from the pedostrian path into the 200e. 5432 |

Rate the relstive smonnt of non-traval sctivity in the 2008 (e W/from car). $ 4 3 XD

Rate the relacive amount of activity in adjsosn: sreas from which visible. $4320)

How many significant entrapment spots soin the zom0?_ [ (lle:

IF there aro entrapessnt spots, are they adjacent lo X pdu?é{ alley T gith sostte§

haﬂimytﬁym&yﬁiﬂd‘?w

If YES, by what?

If titis z20me foreas part of an entrance to the study arom, is there s notsble gatswuy between the study ares sd the exiemal area? Y N
mumm»mmmw«m&mmhmﬁmm&mmm 54@2!
lfluuull—mm«“bhmwﬂnﬁdbtﬂiwbﬁ-dhuﬁvn‘?
most geared toward study ares/sbout equal/most pasacs through
mmummn&mmmmumumm»ﬁm.ﬂ@
Does it apposr that adjscent buildings or busi cxart aotablo infivence o adjacant aress within the wone as & rerult of

Dow i spos e

Dmﬂﬁuﬁnmnthuﬁmmbymmng

Hf thers aro building crtrances in this zone, do thoy £jo0 immadiasely onto M&dpﬂ;vﬁﬁnaM?Y@
Doos this z08e barder the odgs of the siudy ares?
EmhnwhﬁWihmimeymmahnHyHuTYN

If YES, is the exsarnal ares imengdissely adjacent to the aone resdily visible from witkin the zone” Y N
EM-.MMWEM@MMM.—?YN

HYES, List barriers:
Descriptice of zone. ,
N WP6
Bounds: N_% E_E\_,]m’élg;, S cr‘fa 2ong. W MLinA-L
Pricery uses in area incinde; AL T

W VAL Whoek | ven Fow HAgS.
'eaf‘kcd wire on e,
- No Vitw frow  Jucksun
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Zone Analysis Sheet /ga

What perccnt of the 20ne is surronded by # physical barmier? 0

How nuatty openings arc thore towards the pricaary activity srea?_1

How many opanings are there away from the primary activity arca?__[

mmwumnwmww Z7

Wl-ld—mun 10 the psychological bermier )?
Mmdwbuymuwmmwm

thpumdﬂ:mmwhwmbwnm

Rale relatively how well is the intormal activity by physical clomaents. 5 4 3GA

What arc the primury activitios of the zone? 2

Dutkmmwaﬂiuu-cdpﬂmﬁnmmﬂpﬂ'@

Rt tho reistive imerna! viaiitity. S@P21 Ao

Rats the relative viaibilicy into 20m¢ from Lo the primary activity of the sndy arca. 5 4321
thhduvﬂduymm(aﬂ:)m«hww

How many windows offer view into zone? 5§ £

How meny blind comen erc thore in 20n¢ or enteriag zonc from prinary activity area? !‘S

—F Whal porcent of aonc is adequately 1760

Doos a strect pass through or immodistely adjacent 10 the zome

I YES, rate the relative smunt of natarsl observation from &kmm 5437D Ntk

Docs pedostrian traffic pass through or adjacent to the aone’

If YES, rage the relstive amount of astral obscrvation froa the pedcstrian path into Jhe acoe. 4321 glort”
Rato the relative smonmt of non-travel setivity in the 2one (not io/from cer). 5 4
mmmumam-mmmmmlym

How many significant entrapma spots arc in the zone? (D

IF thore are canlrapascnt wpots, are thoy adjacent pathe? YN (@D

T e

Uhmhmdnmwhmm-h-ﬂbmhmhmﬁmdhm-zYN w®
4

Mhuwﬂumwuhmmdm“mhmwonhmm“ s
asrego pugh or adjscont to the aomc, soringty what portion of the traffic is reistod (o the weo of tho study arca?

id Mitbres i this zone spposr substantinlly different than those in arces wdisooet 10 the study sree? Y|
Mnmumwummmmmaqwmmmmmw
MWuM‘!Y@

Doce this zono shere substastielly in the activity genorated by the DERRA? Y

I there ave building cotrances in this zone, do they fape immodiately auto hosvily tafficked paths, vehicular or pedestrian? YN (B>

Docs this zone border the edge of the stady arca? Y

If YES, doos it sppear that activity in the 20m¢ is notably influsaced by arcas cxtamal 10 the stady aroa? ¥ N
I YES, is the external ares immodistely adjacent 10 the 2000 readily visihic fom within the zons? Y N
umanmwmmmmmmmm?w

IF'YES, list barriers:
Description of aosne.
Bowsda: N_BLDG E__sfegy S___®9q W_ o2 /8106 EDGE
i i inchade: )
oy e _ate
- bm\,

SowebrS Viucked, By ek packed o(s)
‘C‘NA oas %Lnug\ b et sany da
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*WW“'“"M“:F

Zoue Anslysis Shost  FEZT)

wnmpmmmnmnm-urmmu-/-pn.yui\mbu-rir.rt'_azT

How many openings are there sowards the primary acovity srea? |-

How many openings arc thero sway from the prisaary activity erca? | L.Z/g

thﬁhmimwbyuwm?é

Whet elemonts are prosent thet contribute to the peychologics! barrier (circic)?
WMW@MMN'M%MW@

What peroont of the zone soams 10 heve lietle or no effective berrior?

Rass rolatively how well is the interuat activity defined by phveical eloswmts. S8 2 1

What arc the primery sctivities of tho zone? )

Doacs the 2000 sppoar 10 cxhibi a sensc of private ownershin? Yy

Rate the relative inermel visibiity. (343 2 |

Rate the relative visibality ingo 200¢ from 10 the primery activity of the stdy eres. (3313 2 1
Whaee blocks visibility isto 2000 (ci i structaren/fobisge
How many windows offer view into z0ne”

Howr ousny biind comers are there in 20ne or entering zonc from primary activity srca?_ 2~

Does 2 strect pees thecugh or v acyacenx 10 the eeXPN

If YES, raee the reletive amou of nacural obssrvation trom vahicle into zone. $432 1

Does pedestrian traffic pass throngh or adjscent 1o the xono?
Ifﬂ&rnhﬁwmdmmmhphﬂnpd ﬁem@dszl
Rate the relative smount of noa-trvel setivity ia the sme (act to/from oer). § 4321

Rae the reistivo amount of activity in adjscent aress from which readily visible. 21

How mamy significant satoapencat spots are in the aome? (O

If thero arc crtrapsment spota, ar: thcy adjaoont to podastrian pathe? ¥ N (D
hmmﬁwmwvd;

If YES, by what?

If thia 20me forms part of an entrance 10 the stady arca, is there a notable gaiowny betweca the stody arce s the extarnal groa? Y N G

mmmmummmmammmh”mdh-ﬁ-mm 321
1f u stroet or strosts pass the 2080, semningly whet portion of the trafiic is releted to the we of the study grea?
most gesred loward study passss thromgh

Do buildings and their festores & umM&hhhhm“thn‘?Y@
Does it appesr thet sdjecent buildings i exext notable influnce an adjsoout acess within the 20me &3 & ramik of
individslizod sppearance or sounds? ’

Doxs this 2000 shars substestialy i the activiey gencrsied by the DERRATDN
HMquhMmhM%memmWGM?YN @
Doss this 2000 barder the edge of tho study ssea? Y
rm.mkmummumumm-ubymmuumnvw
umhhmumwnmmmwmmumw

If YES, aro there substantisl barriers t0 intarsction with activity ffom extomal areas? Y N

IF YES, List barriars: :

Bound: VN i&m E_bAs S‘QZMQ_W HA#
whhnww
notes: !

~V¢1’y V?l‘b‘-( ‘Ror\ d :

sl feels )ik clee A Staaat walike  Pesv
PWLA% Laat2-%Y
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Zone Analysis Sheet

What peroeat of the z00¢ is swroundad by & physical barrier? 757 f
22

How many openings are therg towards tho primary activity ares?_|
How many openings are there sway from the primary activity srea?_|
Wha poroentags of the zome is surrounded by & peychological barrie? O
What cloments are proscnt that contribute % the peychological bamier (circke)?
Low wallaiopen gacowoyn/light standarda/muns of sicpw/folinge/ground surface/waterfiopographic changes/other
What percent of the zome seems to heve little or oo effective barrier? 5%
Ra relstively how wall is the interal activity defined by physical iemens. 3@ 2 |

What aro the primery activition of the zone? wam o TV
Dors the 2onc sppear t0 exhibit a sense of private permanent ip? Y|

Rete tho relative imternal visibility. S (32 1

Rato the relative visibility into 2006 from to the pri jvi ofthnnjvm s4320
What blacks visibility into zone (circle)? hﬁl@ﬂm/ O ]
How many windows offer view into z00e?

How axny blind cornors are there in z0m0 or i mﬁmw&ymny-u"_ﬂ_
% Al

What percent of 20me is adequately lit

m-mmwammbum@l

If YES, cats the relative smount of nagural cbesrvtioe: from mto 2000 3403021

Dovs pedostrien eraffic pass throngh or adjacest to the 20007 YN °

1 YES, rata the relativo amount of sanral observation fram the pedestrisn peth into the zona. 54

Rasto the relative smsoumt of non-ravel activity i the 200¢ (ot to/fiom cxr). $ 4 32D

Rate the relstive smouet of sctivity in adjsoemnt aress from which visible. 543

How exmy significwn entrapmont spots aro in the 200e? Jf O fAam S ) g2l el
If therc aro entrapsosnt spotz, are they adjacent 1o isn pache’

Is naturs! maditory ability notably dimmimished?

If this 20m0 forms part of an entranoe 10 the stady arcs, is theve 3 notsblo grewny betwown the study arca and the external ares? ¥ N
Rato the relative degres to which the bult evironment of this zone maiches the ganoral image of the antire study aree. 21
If & street or strects pase Ywough ar adjscent o the zone, seontingly what partion of the treffic is seleted to the use of the stady ares?
et pesved 80 ...‘._‘..

Docs this z0n0 share substantially in the activity geserated by the DERRA? YD

U there sre building mhﬁimbdwfaw ; oo heavily trafficked paths, vehicular or pedestrian? Y N
Doas this zone border the edge of the study srea? Y

IFYES, doos it appear thet activity m the 2000 is notably influenced by arees external 1o the study ame? Y N

I£ YES, ts the oxtarnal sres inunodistely aciacent 10 the 20n0 readify visible from within the zons”? Y N

LEYES. are thero subatantial bariors to incraction with activity from external srems? Y N

H'YES, list berriers: .
Description of zone.

Bownds: N_J¢ £ o) E DG S_Pageyd Lor s W BLDG
Primmery uers in arse iachode._ S22 €T/ Duea P STRLS : .
Other notes: r

15 ATeD PrEL
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IE"' A 2 I KA Y ] Ll el TP TEp——

: Zone Analysis Sheet ﬁ'

Wh‘pmof&:miwbylwm'l_ﬂg

| How manv openings iro thore iowards the primery activity erea’

‘ lhwmym-ethcmﬁmlhmﬁviym? a 3&

‘ Whst parcantage of the 2w is svounded by & psychological barriar? [te)

; ‘What clomenis aro 1o the peychological barrier (circie)?

' Low walls/s i MJWMW@
; ‘What peroant of the Gthe or 0o eficctive barice?_ L)

Rato reistively bow well is the intormal activity defined by physical eiements. X832 1
Wint ars the primery sctivitios of the zone?
Docs tho 20me sppear to exhibit & senso of priv ownerstap YN

Rato tho ratative imiermel visiility. $ 432 1
What bocks visibilisy ingo 20me (circ] B
How many windows offer view inlo e[
Mmbﬁmntﬁnhmauﬁhnmmm“? c
E, 3 What persert of zone is adequamsly l?_L0)
Dove & strest paos thecugh cx ismmodistey adjacemt 10 the acme KI N
If YES, ate the relative amownt of nsters! obssrvation from yehiclo imo aone. $4320
Doos pedestrien traffic pass through or adiacent to the N
I YES, raso the relacive tmoust of natarsl obssrvation from the pedostrian path intg the 200 se320)
Rave the selative amount of non-travel activity is the 20me (nol to/from car). 34 L1
Rate the relative amcunt of sctivity in adjscent sroms from which readily visible. 54
How many tignifichst eotrapment spots s in the zone” >
If there are entrupmeent spols, arc thoy adiscot 50 3 pdu??@
1s nanrsl suditery ability notably diminished?
H YES, by whet”

lfmﬂhumd-“bbm-uhhunﬁnmmum-udbw ?YN@
mmmmmmmmmdmmwhmmd&ammm L] 1

I a strest Or strosts past throagh o 10 the 2one, sewsingly what portion of the traffic is reisted to the ues of the aee?
most geared owand soudy pesnacs through

Do buildings snd thei mmmmm-mm»mmunﬂ
Doss i appeer that adjacent businssses cxert actable influencs on adjacent sroes within the 20ne e & result of
ndividualized sppoarsace or sounds’

mummmhuwwmwmow;z:@

i theee are building entrances in this 2000, do they immadistely anto WMQMNM?Y@
Duoes this zone border the edge of the wtudy sree?
uvss.uuwm.dmhumumwbymmmmmmwN

If YES, is the sxternal ares inwnediately scisowst (o the zone readily visibie from within the ms? Y N

{T'YES, are thers substarstial basriers Lo intoraction with activity from extornal sreas? YN

f YES, kst barriers:

m“ﬁz 0 E L]A@c s Ll%ﬁ W, Hcl#ﬁﬁ&
&M;huuw_#bk%ﬁm&&_&b___—
- arcess 2

-viible 'Fp« p,.i‘fd_
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Zose Anatysia Shoet  SRGE

What percent of the xone it surraunded by a physical barrier? 30 %
How many openings are there towards the primary activity ares”_Z- 3’
How meny openings gre there sway from the primary activity sroa?_2Z
Wmdhmimwawbniﬂla
What clements are preacat that coneribute 10 the peychological bastier (circie)?

Low wai ight standarde/runs of iage/ground surface/\watee/\opographic changes/cther
What percent of the z2me little or oo effective barrier?

Rats relatively how wel is the interna! scivity defined by phyzical elemenia. 12)3 2 |
What are the primary activitios of the zone?  Trr)e 1.
Does the zone sppesr tn exhibit § sense of privaie ownership?| BLDeg S’\am\...‘\ma;

Rato the relative imornal visibility. 321

Raze tha relasive viaibaliy inko 200 From 10 the pri jeity of the study arca. S q0R 1
Wa blocks visibility into zme (cirole)? . /s B33
How mamy windows offor viow inio zone?

How many biind comers ar thore in aomg or aeteriag 20m0 from primery sctivity area? &
Wmdmiwhw

Mn“m“«hﬂu@dﬂbbmm

IF VES, rase the relative amount of aasural obscrvation from vebicko i 20me. 4332 1

Doea podcatrian traffic pass through or adjacent to the zonc

£ YES, rate the relative smoun of xsusal obscrvation Irons the pedestrien path into the 208e. s@azl
Rato the rolative smount of non-travel activity in the 20n¢ (oot 1o/from cer). S 4 3

Rute the relative smownt of 00z vity in adjacent srves tom which readily visible. $ 4¥2)1

How masty signifitant extrapmment spors are in the 200e? 3 (coevr

if there sre extrapment spota, are they adjacent 10 isn puthe

In neturel auditory ability notably dissinished’ TY@M

IC YES, by what?

lfﬁneﬁ:npmo(-mwbmqmbh-mmmbm“ﬁhmuu?YN
Mhmm»mudeﬁmmhmmﬁ&&le @321

1 OX BiTRete Dagg thro awwhmwmmd&-uﬂhmnhmuﬂhwﬂym?
Do buildings sad their festu m in this acue appesr submtsutislly diffarnet thaw thosc in sress adjsoont to the study aroa?

Dose 1t appasr that adjacent i @ﬁ—mm%-dmmmummm

ey

pposzance or sounds?

Does this 20n0 share substantinlly in the activity gmorated by the DERRA?

H there arc building entrances in this 20ns, do thoy fige inunediscly anto walficked pathe, vohicalar or padcatrian? Y )
Doss thus zone bosder the edge of the study arca?
Hm.hkmunﬁwyhhmumww-‘lw»bm“?YN
Hm,ihmuWMbhmmﬁl&ﬂumhm?YN
um.nmwumwmmmmm-u?m

{f YES, list barriary:

:e.me‘} Zoar  hind JFG
. A‘.g.’&\bn gi ?k lar .*b I"Jue Cone ST ‘&I‘ Mm\y(n
- VTt ‘hj\ *c‘_ﬁr\ ﬁ!d) q" (‘RS‘)‘ ﬂa{
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What perosat of the zone is surrouaded by » piysical beier? 75 %
waymnﬁmﬁtmﬂuyu?
ku-ymnmwbmﬂiemmmm? Z ,
Wt percentage of the 20n¢ is surrounded by a peychologicat barrier”
thmnmhmnhmwm(enhﬁ

Low walls/opea gateways/light standards/rans of ic chenges/ather
What peroent of the 20mc ssoms to have littic o no sffective berrier?
Rasc relatively how well s the inenmal activity dafined by physical eloments. S@)32 1
What are the primary activitios of the zone?

Doss the 2080 appesr 10 exhibit a sense of privae Mrp?@z

Rate the rolstrve internal visibitizy, (S¥32 1

Rate the rclative visibility into zooe frora o the primary sctivity of the stuly wea. SR 21
What blocks visibility into zone (¢ madfol

How masy windows offer view into 2008

mehﬁmnhvnmcmmﬁumﬂmm? Zz

P Waat pevoant of zono is adoquasely ? Z0F b

Dots a strost pass throngh or imossdintely adiscent to the zome

I YES, race the relative smonet of nstural chservation from imoone 3@B21

Doos podustrian traffic pess through or adjacent 0 the zoac'

I YES. zate the reiative smownt of astars! obesrvation tvor the pedestrian path into the 20me. 5@21
Rato the relmive amoont of noe-travel sctivity in the zone (aot to/from oar). $ 43 2|

Rate the relative amonnt of activity in adjecent aroes from which roadily visibis. §
meﬂmwwnmhm?_a_
Uhnmmnhww pd-‘.‘YN@

Is nmural sudicory sbility notably diménished? é;

lthmh-md-n—whm-unhnmwmw—uuﬂmdhm ?YN @

MNMMwmhh&Mdhmmm—ﬁwdmmuﬂym 54
lrun- o umumhm—wymnmdhu&unuuu-otb—tycm

oot nuummmuum-—qmnmmmn@
Mlmhmm muﬂth“mwﬂuﬂnmuamd
ncdividualiasd sppearance or sounds?

Dous this zoes share substantiaBy in the setivity ganarstad by the DERRA?

1€ thare are building ontrances in this 20ne, do they Mymh@nﬁdmmcm’ YN @

Docs this a0ne border the adge of the study arca? Y/

If YES, doos it appear that activity ix the 2one is influmeed by aress extersal to the study ares? Y N
IFYES, is the extornal ares immedistely adjacent o the 20ne readily vigihie from within the a0ne? ¥ N
HMnMmemwﬁmmm-mwN

If YES, lit bariars;

Description of 2000. STATE

Bounds:N___ R\ E_SwWifY S _BDG w_Bidg
h—yuu—nd-k PG,

- aciy et (L b&rm\ly d fedwes,
“Br " fae, pria Ak anens.
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Zose Analynis Sheet ﬁ-

What percent of the 200¢ i surrounded by 3 physical barrier? 215
How many oposings sre thers towards the prmary actwity area?_|

How nuey openings sre there sway from the primary activity sron?_| 3’;

What perceutage of the zono is surrounded by s paychological barrier? _ |

What cicenoras are proseat thet contribute to the paychalogical berrier (circie)?

What percent of the little or no effective barier?

Rate rolatively how well is the intermal activity defined by physical elsasents. 5@321

Whas are the primaxry activitios of the zone?

Docs the 20ne sppesr to cxhibit s sense of private ownershin? Y

Rae the relative imtormal visibility. $ 4 3

Rato the relative visibility into 2000 fram aress related (o the prizmry activity of the sudy wes. 543 2D
‘What blocks visibility mio 20me (circle)? Buildings/fancing/other structwen/folinge

How masy windows offier view into rone?_"3

* How many biind comers are there in zoac or entering 2000 from prienary activicy ares? 7

What percent of 20nc is sdequatetv tit?_] 0 %lo

Doos & stract pams through or inwedistely adjacest 0 the 200e? (N

{£ YES, race the elative smount of aetural obeervation trom vehyglo into zona, (4321

Docs podestrion waffic pass through or adjacent to the zone? ¥
Hm.mhmguuotmdah-uiuh-ﬂnpd-ﬁumm m@ﬂ!l
Mhﬁnmdwmhhmm&mw}. 543

Rars tho relative amownt of sctvity in adjacont wees fhom which readily visible. 3 45 (1)

How mmey significant extrapment spots azc in the zo00”_ 2

If there aro cntrapmen spocs, are thoy adiacet 10 podoscrian pathe ?EON

In astursl maditory ability notably dimsisrished? Y

If YES, by what?

I this scme forme part of an entrsnce % the stady aro, i there s nctablo gaeway betwoe the shdy arcs amd the cxternel rea? Y N (UAD

Ruhﬂﬁvs&y-w“iﬁhhﬁmﬁudﬁmmhmmdhdum@m MJ@I'
et.orstrasts.pass thecagh or adjacent 10 the zons, scomingly what portion-of the traffic is related to the wes of the stdy sres?
e through

I

va”agnnmmMummmMmuam

hummmmuwwwum:rg

H thero are building catrances ic: this 2008, 4o they face ixmnedisscly oot walficked pathe, vedicolar or pedestrisa? Y(J
Dioos this 2000 barder the arige of the stady srea? YN

I YES, doss iz appoar that activity in the 20n¢ is nocebly inflacaced by areas cxamal to the study arce? Y N

If YES, is tho extarnal arce istmediately adjscent 10 tho 200 readily visible from within the zom? ¥ N

£ YES, are thare substantial barriors to isseraction with activizy froes external arcas? ¥ N

H YES, list berriers: :

Bounds; N dé.!% E_Shad” (Smie) S_E\AQSMW 4)1,#
Primary usos in eres include: ﬁ\[cj
Other notos: ;

_)m-d7 anry W /Nr{b\)
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Zeoe Anslysis Sheet - FEE

What percsat of the zouc is surrownded by a physical barrice? 7.5

wl
How many opeings are thero away from the primary activity arca? i
Wmdhmhmwbynmwwﬁ_r? ]

ic changes/other

Race rolatively how well is the inamal activity definad by physicl clemengs. 54821
What are the primary activitics of the 2one? _ Fa/ k. b
Docs the zone appesr (o exhibit 4 sensc of pri

Rate the relative internal visibility. ($%3 2 |
Ratc the relstive visibiliy ioeo 20m0 T sreas rotaend to the primary actvity of tho suudy ares. {072 1
What blocks visibility o zoae (circle)? Buildings/feacing/other strucourea/folinge
How manzy windows offir view into 200c?_ O
How many blind camers are theve in 20ne or entering zone fom primery activity arva?_2-
* Whmo‘mihﬂyl'ﬂ?’/o .
Dase » sirost pess through or i ﬁ—nmhm&.‘
ITYES, raty the relative amount of nacural obscrvation from vabicle into zoae. $ 4 34D
Does pedestrian traffic pass through or adiacent 10 the zome
If YES, e the rlacive mmacunt of natarel obeervation frors the pedestrian peib inko the acae. ()32 |
Rato tho relative smour of noa-travell autivity in the 2000 (ot lo/from car). S 43 2(1)
Rate the rolsive acacunt. of actvity in adjacoes aross trom which readily visible. 5 43 2(7)
How many significant ontrapescat spots are in the 20007 _|
rrmammmm“www@
Is natural sudicory ebility notably dicninished”

1 this 20me forme part of an entramoe to the stody area, 1e there & antable gateway botwom the stixdy aree and the extornel ares? Y N @

mummummmma&mmhmwdhmmm 543
[£ 2 wiroet or strests pase throagh o adjmoet (3 RS’y what portion of the traffic is related 10 the uee of the stady a76e?

Do builings and thei foaturcs i this 20me apPBRF SH6ancial dfforvm thas thosc 2 arves acjacoms 1o the stdy aew? Y(T)
Dosa it appeer thet adjacent businessas exort notabe influence on adjacent areas within the 3000 a8 ¢ rasult of
Svidusiized o

Doos this 200¢ share ssbetantially in the activity gnerand by the DERRA? Y(()
umnnwuqumhmmbmgwmmwwmumwu@
Docs this zoue bordar the edgs of the study area? Y
IF YES, doos it appoar that activiy in the 2une i notably infhuenced by srwes exiomal © the stady agea? Y &)
Hm.hh-ﬂuwmwhmwmh-mhnﬂ@
gm.nﬁu-mmmummmmw-?@

YES, it basriers: -

mdﬁm% E Eg&&;gg S_SIDEuALIK W_3LDG

Primery uses in ares inchade;

PR piede freleded B ad e,
- dRtar fom i uses.
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Zone Ansinsis Shot  PZFL

Whet parcont of the 20n0 is sarrounded by 2 physical barrier? 7.<
How many oponings are thore towards the primary activiy area’?
How manry oponings are there sway trom the primary activity srea? S+ gg
What percentage of the zoue is surrounded by a peychological barrier” O
What clemexts aro prascnt that contribuic 10 the prvehological barvier (cicle)?
Low walla/open gmewaya/light standantia/ruas of step/Tolisge/ground surfacs/waterfopographic changea(@ihgy 7ot
What percent of the 2one seems 10 heve ittle or no effective baier? 75
What sme the pramary activitiss of the aone”?

Rate the rolacive intermal visibility, $ 4 3@

Rate the relative visibility into cone from to tho primary activity of the study wea. 5 4320
WMMM@(&)’%

How mazy windows offor view into zone? | -

¥mmw“th%mmmmmn7_5_

What pesoent of zose is adequesely iit?

Do & strmat pass thwongh ar imemedistaly adjaoent 10 the 2oncXP N

1€ YES, rate th relutive amoums of satura! cbesrvation from wghicle into 20na. S 2 1

Docs podestrisn traffic pass through or adjacent to the 2000

T YES, rate the relative amount of natural obeervation from the pedestrian path inio m@tul
Rate the reistive amount of aoa-travel astivity & the 2008 (n0c to/tham car). 54325

Ram the relstive smount of activity in adjacer arees fhoem which readily visidle. () 3 2 |

How many significant extrapment spots arc ins the zone”_ 2}
um-umm.nmp_imwum@

lﬂhiuuutanp-nd’-mbhﬂdyuitmumﬂhmhmhndyndhﬂmﬂnﬂ@
Rane the rolative dagroo 10 which the built eavirosment of this zone meichos the gencral image of the ectire study ares. 5 4 301

If » strovt or strests pass through or adjacont gty what portion of the traffic is relmted 10 the 8o of the study aroa?
most geared towsrd suady area/about

Do buildings and their featores i thia 2onc sppear &wum&m“uummvp
Doos it appear that adjacest buildings or husi exert notable influonce on adjacect sress within the zone 28 & resalt
individualiasd appesrance or sounds? ’

Docs this zone share substantislly in the activity generated by the DERRA? '

If thars ave building cecrances in this axe, do immediacely oato trafficiced paths, vehicular or pedestrianTIN
Does this acne border the odge of the study area TP :

IF YES, doos it sppor that activity in the acu is motably iaflucnoed by arems cxtoral o the sudy srsa{ N
lrmhummammuummmwmm@

I YES, are thoro substaatial barricrs to imeraction with activity from exsarnel arves? Y@

If YES, list basriers: chread -

B ¥ L'I%, E_<tradk s_ s4post W_o%.
Primary uses in wres include: S Thg 4:&“%! buﬂ Alcegs
Other sots: :
~ undafred ama ((ma/‘)y)
- pess '}')\/bnbln o At offe wavbers parhé pm 0C
- ms 0Th [,J/ wdroe Tan 6 C.
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Zone Analysis Sheet aq‘

Whet porcent of the 20u¢ is surrounded by & plvsical berrier? 62
How many openings are thero lowards the primary activity ares?_ 2 36
How meny opentings aro theee away from the primary activity area? (0 :
Whumofbmumnbdbylwmtﬂ -0

Whae alements are prosent that contribute to the peyohological barigsdcr

Low wallsopen gatewrysTigh standarde/rons of mepeliolisgiigroved mx hos watdDpographic s Al Fhas

‘What percent of the zone sosmns 10 havo little or g0 effoctive bams?_ ST

Rate relatively how wall ia the inlerns! activity by physical dlements. S 43 20
What are the primary activities of the zone? _ < 7 \

Doss tho 20n¢ sppour to exhibit 3 sense of privaie permeacs ip?

Rase the rolative internal visibility. S#32 1

Rane the relagive visibility into zonc from arcas relsted 1o the primary study wea, 54320
‘What blocks visibility a0 zoms (circie)? wm@
Hnmm@'mum'l
hwwmnhnmcmmﬁwmmu?

K What peromnt of zomo is adequately lt? £

Dunmmm‘ri—ﬁnlyiwwum@

H YES, rate the rulative amount of astural obsorvation from ineo zome. @1321

Doos pedostrian traffic pass through or adjacent 30 the zone|

If YES, rate the relative smsomwnt of natural ohesrvation from mmwhm @ﬂﬂ
Rate the relative arscont of nos-trrvel activity in the 2000 (ot lo/Eron car). 5 4 3 XD
M&Mmdmw-wmmmmm 12
Hnmy-pfwmmmnhm?
lfthnnmqw.nl&y“ pnh?YN@
hwﬂmmm

If YES, by what?

1 this 200e forms past of an entrance 10 the study aree, is there a sotabis gatowsy between the study anca and (he cxsernal aren?
Rater the relstive degreo 1o which the built saviromment of txs 2006 matohos the general image of the antire stody ares. 5432

Hlmumpwww y y whet partion of the tzaffic is seletad to the use of the stady sea?
Dehﬂﬁ.lﬂﬁ-"hluildilm ™ iﬁdhhuﬂﬁ_nhﬁdyn??@
Dioss it appesr that adjacent buildings or. MMMQﬂmmmhm.aMﬂd
individusiized spposrance or sounds?

Does thes zome share sebetantially in the sctivity generatod by the DERRA'

If there e building antrances in thia 2008, do Mmh@“m“«&m’?YN@

Dows this a0ne bosder the adge of the shady wee'

1€ YES, doos it appenr thix acxivity in the 2080 i sotsbly influcmcod by areas extemal 50 the study seeaON
I YES, nmmuwmwhmnﬂymhmhm
Eﬂ&nmmmmwmmmuymmm?

If YES, list barviers:

M:.Nm% E_Streut s_ gt w_Shaod

Brienary wees in arcq inchde: __ <t il K
Other notes:
- Undifned Lt
- \r&.l‘\.{ V\"\'.LI( ﬁw ‘u,\,\m'.?‘}\'\” LJQTTLO‘MA

~ heort Ji<lb;1.‘£7 W0k A o
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j Zoss Anaiysis Sheet g

| What percent of the zone s suroundod by a physical barrier? Lt

| ! mewu@npmhemx&hpﬁmﬁviqm?ﬂ
How meny openings are thore sway from the primary activicy arca? 7. g
Wmofhmimddbylnww_&

‘What olomonts arc ibute 10 the psychological barrier (circle)?
Low s stanclrca/rns of n’f.ﬂ@h
What percant of the zoae scoms to have Jittle or no effective barries?_[)

i Rate retativaly how well is the internal aciivily deiined by M@QBZI
! What sre the primary activisics of the zone” b -
: Does the aonc sppoer to exhibit a sense of private ownership’

Rae the rolacive intermal visibility., 432 1
; llhllll’dﬂwnﬁihy.hmﬂmmﬂ.dbﬂ:mm study sroa. 543@
| What blocks visibility into xone (eircic)? WI\M&
i How manty windows offer view izo zone? +
| How sy blind corners are thers in zone or entoring zone from primary activity srea? S
‘ S What percant of acne is sdequataly it? 79 °lp -
Docs & street pass through or immmediatoly adjscent o the zon0? @N
: £ YES, rats the reiative smount of astaral observacion from: vebicle into zone. 5 4(3)2 1
| Does pedestrisa traffic pass through of adiacont to the aome?( LA
‘ 1E YES, rats the relative anout of natural observation Som the pedeatriss path into tho zone. $ 4 X2)1
Rate the relative amormt of noe-travel activity in the 20me (not to/from car). 143
Rt the rolacive emouns of activity s adjacont aress thom which readily vishble. 5 4 {31
How mamy significant oatrapmees spots s i the 20me?_ )
if there are entrapment spots, are they adjscont 10 i pdu?@u
is natorsl suditory ability sotably dinirighed? Y,
If YES, by what?

If this 20n0 forms part of a1 eatrance 1o the study aces, is there & notable gsiowey between the stady arca snd the extornal asce? YD
Rato the relative degroo to which the buils eavironmens of this 2one meiches the goneral image of the entire study ares. 3 432 |
f a strees or streats pas through or adiscent to the Zoue jingly what portion of the traffic is relatod to the nee of the study area?
‘ Do buikdings ead ther fracres i this 20 appesr ARSIy diffarone thas thoss in arces adjacent 1o the scady ares? Y ()
, Doss it appesr that adjacent buildings or businesass exert actable inflaenoce on adjacent areas within the 20ne as & resait of
individostised sppesrance or sounds 7Y N '

! Does this acme sharo substsatially in the activiey generated by the DERRA? Y(®)

| 3 If there are building cntranves i this 20m6, do they, Cace izemodiaesly 00so boanily trafBicked paths, vekicular or pedestrim YN
; Doas tkis zoe0 border the adge of the study ces ¥ N

If YES, does it sppoar that activisy in the z0nc in intbucacndt by arces extoraal o the sy ! Y3}

‘ I YES. is the extomal aros imsmedistely adjacent 10 the zone readily visible from withi lhu.’;@

‘ If YES, ave thero substantial barriers &0 ilaraction, with activity from cxtarnal aress? £+
| IF YES. list barmiers: __S1Pagy /ey S SN i
3 Co/ >
of zme. ,
Bowde N U Dus/oley & decotdob vane s hass  w dew o mes
Prismary usos in s include e areess

Other notes:

* - ks7 vn pngp

-a\l!* Gw hariy  oavCA

\ h Iv’ﬁ\e anbd.\l;ﬁ
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e e v o

Zowe Analysis Shaet g'

Wmdhuimwamwﬁs
How mamy openings are there towards the pamary activity area? 2. (‘fw W"D
Hw_yomhymhlmﬁmdzmwyiyn?. | 8

ic changea/other

What parcontage of the zone is surrounded by a peychological

What clements are presont } to the peychological barrier (circlo
Low standards/rime of stops/foli
What percent of the zonc scoms little or mo effective barnier? O

Rate relatively how well is the intoemal activi by pvsical clomesie. 54 3G
What are 1ho primary activities of the 20ne” P
Mhnmmuﬂkumd“w&wﬁﬁ?@

Rate the rolative intornal visibility. S 4

Rats the relacive vimtaliy imko z00c [rom drcas related 1o the priory activity of the study wea. 43 2
What blocks visibility into rome (circle)? Buildings/fencing/other structuree/lolimge

How maxy windows offer view into one?_(

% Hw..yﬂhdmnt.vinmumiumﬁwpﬁmyﬁviyn? é

What pescent of 200 it sdequately lit? \od %

Doas a sereet pase thvough or immediaiely sdjacent 10 the zone!

I YES, ras the relative amoust of natral obsarvation from ioco ame (4321

Docs podestrisn trafiic poss through or adjacent to the aone?

I YES, ren tho odative aoumt of saural obeervation from the pedotriss path inio the 200, § 43 2 (N
Reto th relative smount of son-travel activity in the 2ome (not to/from car). S 4 32

Rate the ralative smoumt of accivity ic adjscent arees froxn which readily visible. 5 4 Y 31"

How many significant extzapment spots are i the zome? S 4

If there are entrapment spats, arc they adiscsnt 10 isn pathe! YIN

In nuturs) suditory abibity notebly dirinished? Y

I YES, by what?

If this zone forme part of an oatrence to the study ares, is there & notablo gateway botween the study aos sad the extoraal eres? ¥ N
Mhmmuﬂﬂhm:ﬁmoﬁnu“hmwdm-hndyn 543@
Knmammwaaﬁaubhm-ﬁymmdhuﬂbm»h-dhmﬂ?
cqual/most pasevs through

R the iﬁnmmM&ﬁnﬁ-MbmﬁmmhMNTY

Does it sppesr that adjacent buildings or busi exert potsble nflusncs on adjsocnt sram within the 206 45 & result
individusliaed appeacance or sounda? Y| '

Dous this 20n0 share substantially in the activity genersted by the DERRA? Y&

M chere are building entrancos in this 2000, do they wmwmmvﬁuham?@
Doss this 2000 border the adge of the study sron?
Hm.“tmumm:hmhuﬂyilﬂmdbymmwum-?YN

If YES, is the cxctornal ares imanodistely adjecont 10 the 20ne readily visibls fhom withis the xne? Y N
gm;mwm»mmmmm.—wu

YES, list basriers: :

Description of zone,
MNM%«%LLM____‘B S_M#&WMM
g e o alley »

= Virhally ua wred

XL ey anbined

Appendix 1: (continued) Zone Analysis Sheets (continued on next page).
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Zowe Anplysis Sheet *

Wit porcent of the zone is surroundad by a physical barries? 15
How many opeaings are there towapds the primary activity area? Sp’

How mmny openings arc thare swsy from the primasy activity arca?

What percentage of the zone is surrouaded by s psvchologioal barrier”? g

What elemenits aro preseat ibuts to the peychological basmier (circle)?
Low light standerde/runs of F ater/\opographic changes/other

What percent of the to have little or no effective bamier?

Rate relatively how well is the interaal sczivity by physical elemomte. 543 2D
What are the primary actvitics of the aone? N
Does the zone appesr to exhibic & scnse of private ovwnership?

Rass the relerive imtarnal visiility. S 4 3 240

Raic the relative visibility into 2one from 1o the primary activity of the study area. 543 2(7)
What blacks visibility mto 200 (cincle)? i struchres/foliage

bb-wuum-uunhmu;mmmmmn? 2+

¥ What percons of 200 i adoquately it 9° o

D-nmp-hqhai-m,lﬁmmhu?@

H YES, rate the miative soount of nateral observation from imo 2000, 4 Dk

Dom pedestrian tzaffic pam through or adjacont 10 the 20ne?

If YES, rate the relative amownt of netaral obesrvatian trom the pedestrion path ioeo the aono. {43)2 |
Rate tho rolative moount of non-avel activity in the zo0s (not to/fom car). S {32 1

Rane the rolative ansound. of activity in adjacont arces from which readily visibie. S 4 3 2(0)
Hawmmemnhhm?_“_?‘ig‘]

IF thore are cntraprsent spots, are they adjacent & i pathy

Is natral gudicory sbility aotably disnissished?

If YES, by what?

I this 2008 forms part of an entrance to the shady ares, is there & noteble gateway between the study ares and the extornal ren? Y N
hhMmeuth-mahmm&Mi.’dhuhwyu. 543
If's soest or through or edjaceat 1o the zonc, sewningly what portion of the traffic is related to the nse of the stady sree?

Does this 200 share substastially is the activiey gemeratad by tho DERRA?@N
I there arc building evtrances in this 200, do they w«-»w:mmm«m@e
Does thin 2008 border the cdgo of the study zres?
£ YES, does it appesr that activily in the ane is notably influsaced by arces cxtomal & the study area? Y N
If YES, is the extornal arca immodistely adiacent 10 the zome readily visibic from within the 2one? ¥ N
Eygss.ndﬂcwbminmmmmﬁwmm?YN

, list barriers: :

o N cwon P E_BUX. sg"’h’i"‘/ge dag B
G el fped nccen

< dack/Aop b kenally Vi

- LhSY at dees.

Appendix 1: (continued) Zone Analysis Sheets (continued on next page).
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»

Zoas Analysis Sheet  FIER

What peroont of the zonc is surrounded by a physical barrier? SO

How many openings are there iowards the primary activity area?__|

How mansy openings src thers sway from the primary activity area” ) a

What percentage of the zone is surousded by 1 psyveholagical barier? Fo

What clersenca arc present that contribute to the peychologiesl berrier (ciroie)?
mwmmzmdmrwmmwmw

What peroont of the 20n6 soems to have little or o cffective barrier? ¥}

Rate relativoly how well ia the internal activity by physical clenencs. 32t
What are the primary activities of the 20nc?
Mhmmmﬂhnmdﬂmmm‘ N

Rate tho relative imtornal visbility. {332 1

Rate the relative visibility into zome fiaen thMd&Mm@tiZl
Whhﬁvﬁhwmn(m)%m
How many windows offer view into aonc? R
Mmbﬂmnhhmcuﬁmﬁuwﬁquﬁvﬂym? 2

Whe? paroast of 20m¢ is adoquataly 1it? Q0

Does 3 strect pass through or ismmediscoly acjacent 1o the 20meX DN
umwmm“dmmﬁmmmm.@uzx

Doss pedastrian truffic pess through or adjecent 10 the zome'
um.-mm«-mammmmumm' u:::@nzx
hhwmﬁwmibm(umu). s 1

Ram the relative smount of activity in adjecont sreas from which readily vigible. /9432 1
Howwyimmwnhhn?_g_

[£ there arc cotraprment spots, are they adjacent to i plﬂn?@‘l

I YES, by what?

Kﬁimb—md‘-“bhmmhhnnﬂbm“h”-—-ﬂhmﬂmﬂ'@
mumm»mmmmamﬁpmummdmnmm 14!

[f'a straut or strests pans through or adjaces pewEgly what portion of the traffic is rolatod 10 the use of the study arce?
most goaned towsrd study sroa/abowt o

Do boikdings and their foatures ix this 2000 WY wstatial a&numnm-ﬁmwhmn7ﬁ
Does it appesr that adjacent bildings i exert notable influsnce an adjecont aress withia the 20ne as & resalt
ndividustiad sppesrmes or sounds'

hmmmmuhmmwmmg@

If thers are beiling anwrences in this 2000, do imnedistoly octo heavly raffickad pahs, vebicular ot pedestriaal PN
Doos this 200 border the adge of the study wos

If YES, doos t appoar that activicy i the zome s nocebly inflacscod by arces exkemai i the stacly gron XN

IT'YES, is tho exsomal orca immcdistely adjsomnt o the zons readily visibie from withia m’@

I YES, ase thero substaxtial baeviors to itoraction with activity from cxternal aress?

I YES, ki berriars: ’

Duscription of zone. X
M:N_ﬁ#i:gj E LH%:S s_aT. W_Sheet

Primary uses in arca inchade: 5%%!5!5;«.&; + buﬁ zelriwb
Qther notes; B

ol ~fuire A-uy'ftw actvity
~ et rmw h "‘76&"’\0 "(C”F} ‘Yk‘)« Afd“(kqan

Appendix 1: (continued) Zone Analysis Sheets.

123




Vita
Dan Johnson was born in October 1969 in Cincinnati, Ohio. He was raised in Wyoming,
a suburb of Cincinnati and attended the public schools there until 1988. He attended
Miami University in Oxford, Ohio for two years but received his Bachelor of Arts in
Geography from the University of Florida in August 1992. He worked as a professional
cartographer for two years in Cincinnati before he matriculated at the Graduate School of
Planning at the University of Tennessee, Knoxville in August 1995. He officially

graduated in December of 1997.

124



