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ABSTRACT 

Research has shown that women perceive, use, and experience space differently 

than men. in part, because of gender issues and fear of victimization for violent crimes. 

Recent research has focused on the built environment, violence against women, and the 

social context of a university. The research study described here investigated women's 

perception of and actual safety from assault and rape on The University of Arizona 

campus. Sites perceived as safe and unsafe were identified from responses of 100 women 

students and administrators. Police reports of 132 campus assaults of women were used 

to identify sites of past rapes and assaults. Two outdoor sites were assessed in a 

preliminary study of two envirormiental audit methods. Findings from this study indicated 

that respondents perceived the campus as being very safe during the day but unsafe at 

night. Sites of previous assaults on women overlapped little with the areas women 

associated with fear. 
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INTRODUCTION 

In the research literature of landscape architecture, much has been written about 

the human perception of landscape and the behaviors people adopt within various types of 

environments. Recognized more recently as investigative phenomena have been I) the 

affect of gender on perception and behavior. 2) the use of outdoor spaces by women, 

3) the environmental characteristics of urban spaces in relation to the perceived and actual 

safety of women users, and 4) the influences of architecture and planning policies on 

public life, public spaces, and particularly on the lives of urban women (Wekerle and 

Whitzman 1995; Henderson 1994; Gardner 1990; Weisman 1992; Mozingo 1989; 

METRAC 1991, 1989, 1987; Milroy I99I; Hayden 1980; Wilson 1991; Brill 1989). In 

addition to visual perception and behavior, we develop internal narratives about the 

landscapes around us and about those places we know only in our minds. As Riley points 

out, "we appropriate landscapes into our psyche, weave them into fantasies . .. and 

landscape images" and then rework these seen landscapes in self-told stories (1994, 154). 

It is the commonness of these internal narratives that we are made subject to by novelists 

and advertisers who rely on them as cues to our response (Riley 1994). 

We come to our images of and responses to landscapes through a complex process 

of accumulated learning and experience (Riley 1994; Cooper-Marcus 1992; Mazy and Lee 

1983; Riley 1994; Stanko 1990). Research indicates that women perceive, use and 

experience space differently than men, in part, because of issues of gender and women's 
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fears of victimization for violent crimes (Gardner 1990: Mazy and Lee 1983). The data 

repeatedly show that women report fears of criminal viaimization with much greater 

frequency than do men, even though statistics indicate women are less often than men 

victims of violent crime (Riger and Gordon 1988; Mazy and Lee 1983). Women are. 

however, the nearly exclusive victims of rape (Flowers 1994; Gordon et al. 1980). Warr 

suggests that the widely reported fear found among women arises from a 'core" fear of 

rape that is provoked by perception of the envirormient (1984). In his study, women of all 

age groups regarded rape as almost equal in seriousness to murder. Of crimes, women 

aged 19-35 most feared rape; those aged 36-50 feared it second most. The ranking of 

rape as a feared crime declined as women's ages increased, although the fear of it 

remained high (1984). Warr also reported an extremely strong correlation between 

women's fear of rape and their perceived risk of it happening (1984). As explained by 

Stanko in her research on criminal victimization, women and men differ in how they 

understand safety, with men thinking of it in physical terms only and women knowing it to 

be sexual as well (1990). Such knowledge women acquire from an early age on through 

first-hand experience, second-hand stories, and cues given by the society at large. 

The sensitivity of women to criminal violence is translated into behaviors and 

precautionary actions that limit their experiencing of the environment in which they live 

and their participation in public life (Riger and Gordon 1988; Ahrentzen 1992). Such 

limitations have become, as Stanko notes, expectations by the public in general. "We 

expect sensible people, particularly women, to follow prudent rules of self-restriction as 

evidence of their caution" (Stanko 1990, p. 50). The coping and precautionary behaviors 
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advised to and taken by women as strategies for avoiding victimization requires them to 

anticipate danger and to take many unnecessary and often contrived observances each day. 

The behaviors women adopt range from appearing not to be alone, dressing so as not to 

evoke interest, walking in the middle of a street at nighL carrying keys defensively in hand, 

and mentally mapping safe routes, "dangerous" times or "dangerous" places, to avoiding 

coming home alone or going out altogether (Gardner 1990, p. 316-323; Riger. Gordon 

and LeBailly 1982). The concern, apprehension, and self-imposed behavioral restrictions 

of women are, as Riger and Gordon note, "destructive of the social fabric of our nation" 

(1988. p. 312). The public status of women they must possess an increased 

concern with crime spoils not the public places for women only but "in some larger sense, 

men for women and women for men and public places for everyone" (Gardner 1990. 

p. 325 ). 

Variables affecting women's risk of assault and rape include age, race, economic 

status, place of residence (city, suburban, rural), type of residence (single-family dwelling, 

apartment house, dormitory, etc.), residence status (living alone or with others), time of 

day, and relationship to the offender (Flowers 1994). The likelihood of experiencing fear 

appears most related to gender, age, race and social class, what Gordon and Riger refer to 

as the "sodal cleavages" that mark the inequalities within sodety (1989, p. 118). As the 

authors stated, "Those with the fewest resources to cope with victimization - the elderly, 

African Americans, and Hispanics, women with low incomes and less formal education -

were those who bore the heaviest burden of fear" (Riger and Gordon 1988, pp. 307-8). 
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The body of literature that concerns women and their safety in the environment has 

but rarely been integrated into the design or planning of the urban landscape; however, a 

growing awareness of the impact of the designed and planned environment on the lives of 

women is being taken up by researchers in geography, environment and behavior. leisure 

studies, architecture, and planning (Henderson 1994; Gardner 1990; Wekerle and 

Whitzman 1995; Wekerle 1984,1986; Whitzman 1992; Hayden 1980; Nasar and Fisher 

1991; Stoks 1982 ; METRAC 1991. 1989. 1987; Milroy 1991; Michelson 1994; Valentine 

1989; Ritzdorf 1986). 

Some recent inquiry has focused on the relationship between the built environment, 

violence against women, and the social relations on university campuses (Klodawsky and 

Lundy 1994). The unique social and physical environment defining a university campus, 

the increase in fears reported on them, the legal precedents holding universities responsible 

for foreseeable criminal incidents within their boundaries, and the Congressional mandate 

requiring universities to publicly report crimes (Klodawsky and Lundy 1994; Roark 1987: 

Smith and Fossey 1995; Wekerle and Whitzman 1995) present the university campus as an 

appropriate setting for looking at violence against women and the context of fear. In 

1995, 32 percent of the U.S. population aged 17 to 24 were listed as enrolled in higher 

educational programs (U.S. National Center for Educational Statistics 1995). By age, this 

segment of the population comprises the greatest number of rape victims and sexual 

offenders. A large number of educational rape prevention efforts are also targeted at this 

group (Koss 1988). 
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The focus of this study on the campus of The University of Arizona was the 

relationship between women's reported perception of safety in the outdoor campus 

environment and reported campus assaults of women. Questions proposed for the 

research described here were these: 

• Are there identifiable sites on campus that women perceive as particularly safe 

or unsafe? 

• If so. do these correlate with the places where women have been assaulted or 

raped? 

• What environmental features characterize those places perceived by women as 

being safe or unsafe? Are any features shared among them? 

• What environmental features characterize the sites of previous assaults or rapes 

of women on campus? Are any common features found among these? 

• Is there a correlation between perceived and actual safety of campus places? 

• Can a safety audit checklist developed in Canada for use on university 

campuses be efifeaively applied at The University of Arizona? 

• Could it be modified for better use in a very differently vegetated and arid 

environment? 

• What implications for design can be found at the sites where previous assaults 

have occurred and those settings where women report feeling particularly safe 

or unsafe? 
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• What design concepts could a landscape architect/planner broadly apply to 

places on campus that might make women feel more safe from assault or rape? 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

Women and Urban Space 

Rosenberg's rereading of Jane Jacobs' The Death and Life of Great American 

Cities {\96\) argues that Jacobs' imaging of the city is largely assumed from a woman's 

experience of everyday domestic life (Rosenberg 1994). In this perspective the private 

realm fundamentally interconneas with the public realm through a spatial mixing of uses 

that reconcile the split worlds of family and work and hence redefine "public life" 

(Rosenberg 1994. p. 139). Rosenberg argues that rendering a gender theme unto Jacobs' 

work brings forth the isolating implications for women and children of spatially separated 

land uses. In place of the detached and individuated home as refuge, Jacobs' city street 

emerges as a broader landscape rendered safe because of the activity it is home to and the 

eyes upon it that provide surveillance. The complexity of its users, their interactions and 

inter-relatedness depict the vitality and "how-ness' of the way cities actually work. .•Xs 

Rosenberg states. Jacobs "recognizes that a true public life on the street depends upon a 

sense of accessibility and openness, which in turn presupposes a basic perception of 

safety" (Rosenberg 1994, p. 140-1). 

Walzer defines public space as that space "we share with strangers, people who 

aren't our relatives, fnends or work associates" and distinguishes two different but 

commonly known types - single-minded space and open-minded space. In single-minded 

space we hurry through only; in open-minded space we loiter, experience and often 

tolerate the use by others (1986, 470). For women, the uses that must be tolerated can 
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include an array of behaviors by men that "profoundly affects their [women's] sense of 

security in public" (Hanmer and Saunders 1984, p. 386). The net effect of the potential 

behaviors of men is an insecurity for women that requires them to devise ways for 

negotiating their way in public space (Valentine 1989; Gardner. 1990). 

Mozingo, through systematic observing and surveying of users in two downtown 

San Francisco parks, identified very different ways that men and women perceive and use 

public open space. In her study women responded more acutely than men to perceived 

environmental stresses - noise, crowding, dirt, and traflBc - and to feelings of spatial and 

group control, viewing by others, and territoriality (1989). Conflicts for women resulted 

from the design of both the individual spaces and the environmental elements. Mozingo 

cited specific elements and characteristics, such as steps and sitting blocks not easily 

negotiated when in a skirt and the visual intrusion on persons within a space, as posing 

potential problems for women (1989). These problems, identified also in Whyte's classic 

study of urban plazas in New York (1980), in part, determine whether public places 

welcome use by women. As Whyte noted, plazas with few women are city places with 

problems. Women, he and others have said, function as the canaries of a city - follow 

them and one can find the way to safe places (Whyte 1980a). 

Other factors have also been identified as supporting or not supporting public use 

of space by women. These include the original intentions that guided the development of 

individual public places, their location - including age, context, and scale (block, 

neighborhood, region) - time of day, the characteristic users and use. and the formal and 

informal security of a place (Franck and Paxson 1989; Valentine 1989). Riger and 
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Gordon identified "community-related attitudes" as having impact on women's fear of 

crime (1988). They found that women who reported feeling closely tied to the community 

in which they lived reported the least fear. In addition^ they noted that perceived disorder, 

media reports, and stories told by others affected the level of fear reported. 

Noted as a factor influencing the environmental realm of women is public blame of 

female victims for inappropriate or dangerous choices of behavior, place, or time. Such 

blame restricts the options for women and denies their preferences for use of public space 

(Valentine 1989; Mozingo 1989). As stated by Michelson, 'Research studies must 

produce evidence of which contexts are typically dangerous and hence require either more 

policing or alternative forms of amelioration. It is not a matter of blaming women for the 

outcomes of their new daily lives any more than the elderly are at fault for wanting to go 

out after dark. It is again a pragmatic matter of assessing where the problem now lies, so 

as to do something appropriate" (1994, pp. 37-38). Valentine conjectures that when 

blame is placed on women who were victimized in public places it encourages other 

women to perceive not men as holding a threat but the particular public spaces themselves 

(1989). Such a supposition is not so far afield fi-om the knowledge that women acquire as 

to what places possess potential dangers for them, in particular, for sexual assault 

(Valentine 1989). Bridges cited studies by several other researchers that showed blame 

tended to be applied more readily to victims of date rape than victims of stranger rape 

(Bridges 1991; L'Armand and Pepitone 1982; Tetreault and Baraett 1987). Bridges own 

work found more blame directed by males than females toward the victim than toward the 

rapist (1991). 
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Wekerle's observation a decade ago that "the spatial and planning component of 

public violence is nearly invisible" remains in part true (1986, p. 28). For years the 

victimization of women, its aflfect on them, and their consequent use of public space failed 

to attract much attention from joumaiists or femim'sts (Wekerie 1986). Despite this lack 

of interest, researchers progressively developed a body of knowledge about the public 

problems faced by women. Women planners and architects have identified some of the 

spatial limitations imposed on contemporary American women because of zoning, land use 

policies, housing forms, and urban design (Wekerie and Whitzman 1995; METRAC 1991, 

1989, 1987; Ritzdorf 1986; Hayden 1980; Franck and Paxson 1989). Other research has 

defined the environmental context of women's routine behaviors and activities (Michelson. 

1994). Still other studies have questioned how criminal victimization affects the quality of 

life of urban women (Gordon et al. 1980; Riger and Gordon 1988; Stanko 1990). Many 

of these studies and reports have focused on women as a special user group (e.g.. 

Peterson 1987). This perspective is largely framed by a built environment that ignores the 

unique needs of women. Such needs exist because women by circumstance or physical 

bearing are largely less mobile, more vulnerable, and often less physically able to fend off 

an attacker than are men. The largely necessary use of public transportation by urban 

women, the restrictions placed on them by limited economic resources, and their primary 

role in caring for children, the elderly, and the less able expose them to a greater risk of 

victimization for personal crimes (Matrix 1984; Michelson 1994). 

The geography of a woman's life that includes a mix of caring and support 

responsibilities often necessitates travel to and from paid employment, day care, shopping. 



non-emergency medical care, as well as leisure activities. Studies have established that 

women take public transportation more often and for shorter distances than men, and 

more typically in the company of children, while coping with less physical safety and 

greater risk of encountering stress while en route (Rosenbloom 1978; Zelinsky. Monk & 

Hanson 1982; Michelson 1984). The changes that have altered contemporary women's 

lives brings them to more varied places and more public spaces than before, at different 

times of the day, and often when alone (Michelson 1994). 

Women. Crime and Public Space 

One approach to violence is the acceptance of it as an ordinary part of life, not 

good or natural but simply that "modem social conditions make danger a reality" (Stanko 

1990, p. 5). This approach implies that people learn to "manage" danger consciously and 

sometimes routinely (Stanko 1990. p. 7). Considering that the average woman is as likely 

to experience sexual assault as she is cancer or divorce (Johnson 1980), precautionary 

behaviors are well warranted. As Brownmiller argued years ago, rape may be a crime 

committed against one woman, but it is also a crime that affects the lives of all others 

(Brownmiller 1975). 

Stanko. a sociologist specializing in criminology and criminal justice and whose 

teaching and writing focuses on the viaimization of women, cites the absence of research 

on women and violence in criminological literature (1990). Feminist research, she notes, 

well documents the thread of violence and intimidation that women experience everyday. 

Women's fear of victimization acts to make them more apprehensive about their 



20 

environment than men. As reported by Gordon and colle^ues. 49 percent of women as 

compared with 7.5 percent of men feel "very unsafe" or 'somewhat unsafe" when alone at 

night in their own neighborhoods (Gordon et al. 1980). Stanko's research on everyday 

violence and how women and men experience sexual and physical danger articulates 

women's "contunon sense" protective behaviors (Stanko 1990. p. II). The range of 

behaviors women adopt as strategies varies depending upon age, race, sexuality, physical 

ability, past experiences, living situation, and area of residence within a city (Stanko 

1990). 

The City of Toronto has been at the forefront of research and action on violence 

against women and children as it relates to urban design. The city's effort in this area 

began in response to public outcry after a half dozen brutal attacks on women and children 

in the summer of 1982. An appointed task force was charged with investigating ways 

women could "feel more secure as they went about their daily lives," including 

recommending changes in the urban form to increase personal security, proposed planning 

and design guidelines, and ways for putting those guidelines into practice (Wekerle 1984, 

p. 5). A subcommittee chaired by a Toronto planning consultant and including expert 

women planners, architects, and transportation associates obtained environmental data on 

and visited each of 29 sites where violent assaults on women had occurred. The 

subcommittee's final report stated that a number of post-war planning praaices have 

created environments that increase the risk to women of victimization from assault 

because of reduced street activity and consequent surveillance. Examples of such planning 

practices include the grouping of retail and service business into shopping centers 
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surrounded by large parking areas, the locating of these centers outside of residential 

areas, the design of large arterial streets that isolate internal routes and pathways, the 

design and location of parks, transit stops and entrances, playgrounds, parking lots and 

garages away from active centers and consequent surveillance (Wekerle 1984). The 

research and advocacy process undertaken by the City of Toronto that focused on urban 

forms and issues as they affect women was modeled on the mid-1980s Women Plan 

London project, an effort of the Women's Committee of the Greater London Council 

(Peterson 1987). Besides these efforts, most of the other published work on women's 

safety in urban environments has chronicled programs in The Netherlands and other 

municipalities in Great Britain and Canada (METRAC 1991). 

Some people come to understand that their personal risk of criminal victimization 

relates to characteristics that define them: race, sex, or economic status. Others 

understand crime as arbitrary and random, acts that may be both frightening and pointless 

(Stanko 1990). Stanko notes recent estimates that five out of six adults will experience 

within their lifetime an attempted or completed violent crime. The residue of these acts, 

the report continues, will "filter into most adults' daily routines" (U.S. Dept. of Justice 

1988). Stanko writes that managing danger "is a continuing, conscious, although most 

routine, process" (1990, p. 7). Despite the absence of aggregate statistics, data from 

studies of adult women indicate that 46 percent will be threatened by a serious sexual 

assault at one time in their lives (Stanko 1990). The reality of sexual assault quite 

rightfully becomes a significant part of women's understanding of their personal safety 

(Stanko 1990). 



Gender Issues and Public Space 

Henderson defines gender as "a set of socially constructed relationships which are 

produced and reproduced through people's actions" (1994, p. 119). She proposes that 

using gender as an organizing framework for research in leisure studies may "'give insight 

into understanding other aspects of the human condition such as race, class, sexual 

orientation, physical ability, and aging. . . in a world that is becoming increasingly 

complex" (1994, pp. 134-5). Addressing leisure research specifically, Henderson writes 

that the future of it depends largely on its ability to derive inclusive theories of behavior 

built "from a broad base of cultural perspectives and support.. . that address the lived 

experiences ofboth women and men" (1994, p. 134). 

It is the lived experiences to which Henderson refers that rise in importance when 

one looks at the public-ness of public spaces. In reviewing recent feminist research related 

to planning concerns, Milroy pointed to gender relations as influencing the development of 

space. Her review focused on the evidential influences of work (paid, domestic, and 

voluntary community labor), families (as both a private and a social form), and association 

(the individual within the greater society) on plarming theory and practices (Milroy 1991). 

In summarizing the gender-sensitive themes listed above, she concluded, 

"A gender-sensitive theory of spatial development would be based in an 
understanding of why the common conceptualizations ofpolitical life rarely 
stretch to the substantive concerns of women, such as male violence, men's 
determination of women's needs, silence, and the tension amongforms of work. 
It would bolster civil society, the part standing independent of government, in 
order to deal not only with issues of equal rights but also with the forms and 
practices of society collectively" (Milroy 1991, p. 12). 
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The vitality of cities is founded largely on its inhabitants' uses of urban space. 

Dead, unused spaces can create voids that deter rather than invite people to them. In fact. 

the location of crimes such as rape is often in those places where people fail to be 

expected or found (Stoks 1982). 

The experience of Toronto and its implementation of broad changes in policies and 

services stem from the city's analysis of root issues. This analysis has come to define a 

"Toronto School" of plaiming and design. What has set the city apart from others with 

like problems are its efforts 1) to treat both incidents of crime and fear of crime as 

gendered phenomena, 2) to rely in the research and evaluation process upon the people 

most affected for identifying the problems and suggesting solutions, and 3) to integrate the 

city's improvement through design with its development as a community (Whitzman 

1992). As Whitzman noted about the process and eflforts made in Toronto: 

"The fact that women are more likely to limit their lives because offear of crime, 
the fact that women's fear of crime is directly linked to the prevalence of sexual 
assault in our society, and the fact that public violence is only one part of a 
continuum of acts that harm women (Gordon and Riger 1989) are all givens in 
the research and action " (Whitzman 1992, p. 170). 

The initial inquiry of the Toronto task force organized to address women's security issues 

resulted in the creation of an advocacy agency charged with ensuring that the 

recommendations made by the task force in its final report would be instituted. One of the 

design recommendations was the improvement of data collection and analysis by police of 

the public sites of sexual assault (Whitzman 1992). 
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Women and the University Campus 

Klodawsky and Lundy report research interest within universities has begun to 

move from sexual harassment to include campus violence in the context of social relations 

(1994). It is known that women on university campuses exhibit fears of personal safety 

similar to those expressed by women elsewhere and that the same environmental areas are 

found as fearful both inside and outside university campuses. Physical features of these 

areas include poor lighting, isolation, few passers by. possible hiding places, and an 

absence of an escape route (Hayden 1984; Leach et al. 1986). 

It is known that areas adjacent to central business districts are "high crime areas 

generally and rape zones specifically' (Mazey and Lee 1983, p. 40). More detailed 

characteristics of these areas include poor lighting, weak citizen or police surveillance, and 

a large number of vacant dwellings. Districts that report above average incidences of rape 

are those with a high population density in which young women make up a large 

percentage of the population and in which socio-economic conditions are below average 

(Mazey and Lee 1983). Nearly all of these descriptors could apply to areas surrounding 

and including The University of Arizona campus. Additionally, crime statistics issued by 

the U.S. Department of Justice support that the university population is at higher risk than 

average for victimization from personal crimes. Cited in the reports is that the highest rate 

of victimization of women for crimes of violence are for females 16 years to 24 years of 

age. In 1992 this group was three times more likely than other women to be viaimized 

(U.S. Dept. of Justice 1992). 



One of the largest research studies of sexual aggression in the college population 

was done by Koss and colleagues for Ms. Magazine and involved 6,159 male and female 

students in 32 colleges and universities across the United States. From responses given by 

the 3,187 women included in the study, an incidence rate for sexual assault (according to 

the legal definitions of rape and attempted rape) was found to be 83/1,000 during a six-

month period (Koss 1988). The profile emerging fi"om Koss' data showed rape victims to 

have a mean age of 18.5 years with 84 percent of the offenders known to the victims and 

57 percent of the offenders being dates. Most typically, the location of the reported rapes 

were off'-campus (86 percent), divided equally between the house or car of either the 

victim or offender (1988). In addition to rape and attempted rape, the incidence and 

profiles of lesser degrees of sexual victimization - sexual contact by verbal coercion, by 

misuse of authority or by threat or force - were also reported by Koss (1988). Although 

the victimization rate for the lesser degrees of sexual contact were not listed, Koss did 

report a total of 2.025 incidents involving 886 victims. (That some respondents reported 

being victimized more than once accounts for the difference in numbers between incidents 

and victims.) Unlike the rapes or attempted rapes, incidents involving less severe sexual 

aggression tended to involve dating couples (70-86 percent for lesser degrees of sexual 

assault vs. 57 percent for rape/attempted rape). Analysis of other associated factors 

showed that men who committed rapes were more often reported by their victims as 

drinking alcohol (73 percent for rape, 35-64 percent for lesser degrees of sexual assault) 

and more often using violence (64 percent for rape, 41 percent for attempted rape, 

10 percent for lesser degrees of sexual assault). Also noteworthy was that only 42 percent 
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of the women reporting victimization in Koss' study told another person about their 

assaults. Only 8 percent of those women who did tell someone else reported the incident 

to the police. Koss calculated that this number corresponded to 5 percent of all rape 

victims (1988). 

Other recent studies estimate that 20 to 25 percent of female students may be 

sexually assaulted while in college (Bohmer and Parrott 1993). In comparison, a 1992 

report by the U.S. Department of Justice on criminal victimization estimated that 132,172 

women were raped each year between 1987 and 1991, or one woman for every 600 in the 

nation (U.S. Department of Justice 1992). Estimates made by another government agency 

suggest that as many as three to 10 times as many rapes occur as are reported (Law 

Enforcement Assistance Administration 1974). 

In Klodawsky and Lundy's report on the perceived personal safety of women at 

Carleton University, women students and faculty expressed widely felt fear of safety at 

night on campus, identifying parking lots and pedestrian tunnels as particularly 

troublesome (1994). Female students living on campus reported curtailing their night 

movement as a result of fear. Female graduate students and female faculty members also 

reported an even higher level of concern for their personal safety on campus than did 

urban women who were surveyed about their feelings of safety when walking alone in 

their own neighborhoods at night (Klodawsky and Lundy 1994). These findings are in 

direct contrast with the responses given by Carleton campus men who expressed little 

concern for their personal safety while on the university grounds at night. As the 

researchers summarily noted, universities are not "bastions of safety" for the women inside 
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them. Instead they present to women the same problems facing them in the society 

outside (Klodawsky and Lundy 1994, p. 134). However, fear of assault in university 

women who are pursuing education may be further compromising as seif-imposed 

restrictions may limit their participation in campus life and, consequently, their educational 

opportunities. 

Crime and Environmental Criminology 

The present day interest in and research on crime prevention through 

environmental design owes much to the pioneering and thoughtful work of Jane Jacobs 

(1961) and Oscar Newman (1972). Their work proceeds from a perception of crime as 

causally connected to the physical envirormient, a belief that has been expressed in 

civilizations for centuries - from the building of walled cities to the clearing from Medieval 

highways of cover used in ambush, to eighteenth century street lamps (Gold 1970; 

Plucknett I960) and the gates of contemporary communities. What pointed to the 

environment as the decisive factor in the occurrence of crime has since evolved to 

acknowledge crime as a complex behavior and event. This perception of crime accepts it 

as involving perception of the environment and the opportunities within it as well as the 

state of mind and motivation of the criminal (Brantingham & Brantingham 1993). 

Brantingham and Brantingham (1993) encompass within their definition of crime 

human behaviors resulting from an array of causes and incentives. They identify the locale 

chosen for the commission of a crime as one being "comfortable" to the criminal and 

allowing a degree of certainty that the crime itself can happen. It is, they state, a place 
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that appropriately "fits" a crime template constructed by the criminal for selecting the 

target or person and for deciding the place and time. This mental image fits together "the 

right place and the right victim for the crime" (Ibid., pp.5-T). The criminal's search for the 

target is thought to be intentional and the location chosen as near the criminal's routinely 

taken routes and fi-equented places. Criminal strategies seem to involve looking at where 

the criminal himself or herself happens to be. the areas or specific sites known well, and 

the areas found understandable and predictable (Ibid.). 

Other researchers along with Brantingham and Brantingham( 1978, 1981. 1991 

now view crimes as site and situation specific (Felson 1987; Barlow 1990; Gottfredson & 

Hirschi 1990) with the individual influenced by and influencing both the location and the 

circumstances. In one model, surrounding influences and influenced elements are seen by 

criminologists as the crime's "environmental backcloth" constantly in flux (Brantingham & 

Brantingham 1993, pp. 6-7). 

Landscape Perception 

Research on landscape perception and fear of urban landscapes indicate the 

importance of certain environmental characteristics in the perception of safety. Some of 

the characteristics identified include visibility of entrances and exits, landscape and 

architectural design and maintenance, traffic flow, mixed use, territoriality, lighting, and 

number of pedestrian users (Anderson and Stokes 1989; Talbot and Kaplan 1984; Nasar 

1981-2; Fisher and Nasar 1992; Shaffer and Anderson 1983). According to Zube, Sell 

and Taylor, landscapes possess unique qualities that affect emotional responses in the 
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people who view them. Viewers of a landscape, the authors contend, are surrounded by it 

and receive much more visual information than they can use (1982). Applying the 

perceptual model proposed by the authors to the study of women and public space might 

contribute to a better understanding of a core measure of women's quality of life - fear. 

Yi-Fu Tuan, in Landscapes of Fear, an exploration of human fear and its 

identification with the landscape, defined the feeling as a complex one involving two 

discernible variations - alarm and anxiety (1979). Alarm, he wrote, which efifeas the 

impulse of fight or flight, is triggered by a direct event. Anxiety is permeated with the 

feeling of dread and is based on the presumption that one can anticipate what may follow, 

which in the case of fear, is threat to being. Tuan identified the landscapes that spark such 

emotion as nearly limitless. "In a sense, every human construction - whether mental or 

material - is a component in a landscape of fear because it exists to contain chaos" (Tuan 

1979, p.6). Such chaos, Tuan wrote, was of both natural and human making. In cities, 

where original forms were meant to perfect order, the chaos contained was that of 

wheeled forms and loose livestock, uncontrollable fires and contagious disease, a 

cacophony of noises and rampant crime, public rebellion and the desperation of the poor. 

The countryside offered fear in the forms and cycles of famine and feast, roving bandits 

and armies, the disparate lives of lords and peasants, oppressions and migrant work, and 

the harsh wildness of winters (Tuan 1979). 

Recent research on the perception of the physical landscape has looked at 

prospect, escape and refiige, particularly prospect and escape for the victim and refixge for 
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the oflfender. as a framework for understanding the kinds of environmental features that 

affect the perception of safety (Fisher and Nasar 1992). Assumed by Fisher and Nasar as 

affecting the perception of safety was Appleton's theory of prospect and refuge, which 

was founded on the idea that human survival fi"om the dangers of other animals and 

humans depended upon land from which one could survey the surrounds without being 

seen, upon land that one could defend if required to do so. and on places in which one 

could take protection or haven (1975). The hypothesis tested by Fisher and Nasar was 

that greater prospect and escape for the victim and less possibility of refuge for the 

offender would be associated with higher levels of perceived safety (1992). The authors 

concluded from the study that areas providing refuge for an offender yet limiting prospect 

for the victim related to lower levels of perceived safety. Areas offering few avenues for 

escape were also associated with less perceived safety. Alternately, places having greater 

prospect for the victim and reduced refuge for an offender offered better perceived safety 

(Fisher and Nasar 1992). 
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METHODOLCXIY 

Methods of inquiry 

Gordon and colleagues interviewed 299 women and 68 men in Chicago, 

Philadelphia and San Francisco in a large-scale study of women's fear, the relationship 

between fear and risk of rape victimization, and the consequences of crime and fear of 

crime on a woman's life (1980). The question asked of respondents in their study, and 

considered the most widely used measure of fear by researchers, was "How safe do you 

feel being out alone in your neighborhood at night: very safe, reasonably safe, somewhat 

unsafe, or very unsafe?" In addition to this base question, a physical vulnerability index 

and a self-rating of perceived risk of rape were used also, with the men being asked to rate 

the risk to women. Precautionary behaviors were assessed by the use of open-ended 

questions (Gordon et al. 1980). Some researchers have assessed women's fear of crime 

using primarily open-ended questions and in-depth interviews (Stanko 1990). Still others 

who have looked at women's behavior in public places have utilized surveys and behavior 

mapping (Mozingo 1989). Perkins and colleagues in their research of the physical context 

of urban residential crime, utilized perceptual data, reported crimes, and surveyed 

victimization rates as measures of crime (1993). In reporting their findings, which 

somewhat contradicted previous research, the authors suggested the need for future 

research to employ different subjective and objective measures of the environment and to 

investigate any differences found. Suggested by the author as an approach was the 



combining of quantitative survey data, environmental data, and historical data with 

qualitative on-site observations and in-depth interviews with local residents/users . 

Thesis Studv Flow Diagram 

Illustration LI outlines the sequence of inquiry followed in this study. 

Universitv of Arizona Police Department Assault Records 

The approach taken in this study im'tially sought to identify unsafe sites on The 

University of Arizona main campus solely through review of the assault and rape reports 

of the university police. The author's initial request for review of records for this study 

was denied by police personnel in January 1996. Subsequently, official permission to 

obtain copies of the reports was given on February 8, 1996 by the Special Counsel to the 

President of the university. Copies of police records of sexual assaults and rapes involving 

women and occurring on campus were then requested for the previous ten years. 

Mandates that require the police to retain records for six years only resulted in a review of 

just those cases for which records were still available. The dates of the review period 

included in this study extend fi-om January 1, 1989, the first day of the records retained, to 

August 15, 1996, the date when copies of the final reports were given to the author. 

It was apparent fi"om the summary numbers of the sexual assaults and rapes 

reported to The University of Arizona Police Department that total incidents might be 

grossly underreported. In addition, most all of the sexual assaults and rapes reported on 

campus occurred inside fraternities and dormitories. As this study was focused on the 



ILLUSTRATION 2.1 Thesis study flow diagrum 

Administer Pilot Survey 

Literature review 

Pilot test Toronto Safely Audit and Open Fonnat Audit 

Develop survey foriu 
yioal: to identify 'safe' and 
'unsafe' sites on campus & their 
perceived characteristics 

U of A Police Department crime data 
goaf; to identify actual sites of past 
assaults; to ascertain actual rates of 
reported crimes against women on campus 

Analysis ot data 
goal: to determine if any relationship exists between places perceived as dangemus and 
reported crime & design audit results; to determine validity of using safely audit guide 

identify design issues associated with areas perceived as safe/unsafe 
goal: lo summarize findings regarding feelings of comfort discomfort, safety vuhwrabHtly and appmaches lo design of public space 

Administer survey to campus women 
goal: to identify perceptions of several subpopulations of University of Arizona 
women (sorority'landscape architecture'administrators'Escort Sen'ice Si-IFE-
RIDE users) re: places considered safe or unsafe & characteristics of those places 

Identify sites perceived as safe/unsafe 
goal: lo find if there exist places times on campus commonly peiveived as dangerous or safe; 
to gain some insight about perceptions'behavior; "where" may hint at "why" 

Administer Toronto Safety Audit and Open Fonnat Audit 
goal: to inventor}' environmental characteristics of two sites fmiuently identified in sinvey and police data as unsafe; 
lo determine if Toronto variables resemble those in Tucson dl- applicable to city campus design hem 
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outdoor physical environment, the request for records was expanded to include all 

assaults, both sexual and non-sexual, in which women were involved for the period from 

January I, 1989 to August 15, 1996. 

The police case reports yielded the following information, which was entered into 

a Microsoft Access for Windows, version 7.0. database; type of assault; date and time of 

incident; date and time of reporting; location; contributing circumstances; age. student 

status and race of victim and suspect; relationship of victim to suspect; use of a weapon; 

and description of the incident. 

Campus Survey 

Because it was feared that the assault reports might not reveal the site information 

needed to identify unsafe places on the university campus, a survey of campus users was 

conducted. The survey attempted to uncover specific areas and places on the main 

campus perceived as being particularly safe or unsafe. The assumption made by the author 

was that if a person perceived a place as being safe or unsafe then that panicular place 

actually had such potential. As in the research projects of Women Plan Toronto and 

Henderson, this research took women's experience as the starting point for study, change 

(Whitzman 1992), and understanding (Henderson 1994). 

Survey data on the perceived safety of the campus was obtained from an 

opportunity sample of students and administrators (Appendix C). Respondents were 

asked to reply to questions regarding their feelings of safety on campus during week days 

and nights, on weekends, and during intersession when the university offices close. They 



were also asked to identify the characteristics of places that make them feel safe or unsafe. 

In addition, respondents were asked to map their use of campus and to mark those places 

where they experience feelings of safety or fear. The mapped responses were coded using 

a grid overlaid on the campus maps (Appendix D; Appendix E). Both the written and 

coded responses were then entered into a database created with Microsoft Access for 

Windows, version 7.0. 

The survey used to assess campus women's fear of assault or rape was designed in 

accordance with the question most used by researchers who have looked at fear - how 

safe does a woman feel when walking alone in her own neighborhood at night (Taylor 

1988; Fowler and Mangione 1974). This survey attempted to measure respondents' 

feelings of safety or fear using the following base question and five-point scale: 

How safe do you feel walking on campus alone during the day? 
very safe 
somewhat safe 
neither safe nor unsafe 
somewhat unsafe 
very unsafe 

Similarly worded questions were asked concerning the respondent's feeling of safety when 

walking alone at night, during the day on weekends, at night on weekends, during the day 

during intersession when the university is closed, and at night during intersession when 

the university is closed 

Particular places associated with feelings of safety and places associated with 

feelings of fear were identified by replies to the mapping request and three-point response 

scale reprinted below: 
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fndi'cate on the map an\' places where you feel particularly safe when alone during the day. 
1= very safe 
2= moderately safe 
3= somewhat safe 

Indicate on the map any places where you feel particularly vulnerable/unsafe when alone 
during the day. 
1= very vulnerable/unsafe 
2= moderately vulnerable/unsafe 
3= somewhat vulnerable/unsafe 

Again, similarly worded questions asked the respondents to grade their feelings of safety 

and feelings of vulnerability when alone at night. 

Mapped responses were coded according to their placement within a grid cell of 

the overlay used. This code was entered in the database along with a text description of 

each respondent's mapping. For each mapping, counts were made of the individual 

marked cells of each respondent group (sorority women (So), administrators (A), 

Landscape Architecture females (LF), Landscape Architecture males responding with 

female in mind (LMF), Landscape Architecture males responding as males (LMM), and 

UA Escort Service SAFERIDE participants (Sa). Summary cell counts were then made of 

the total female responses and the total male responses. 

Pilot Studv 

The survey instrument was administered to four university women staff members 

in the College of Architecture and in the Landscape Architecture Program prior to the 

distribution to study participants. Their responses were used to refine the wording of 

questions and the directions given for marking the maps. 



Participant Selection 

The respondents sampled for this survey included members of the Chi Omega 

sorority, female admirustrators associated with campus design or women-associated 

programs, female and male landscape architecture students, and nighttime riders of the 

SAFERJDDE program van. 

The Chi Omega members were selected because their sorority house lies outside 

the boundary of the main campus and because it severely lacks on-site parking for its 

residents. The survey was given by the author to the sorority members during one of their 

weekly evening meetings at the end of the Spring 1996 semester. All completed surveys 

were immediately returned. 

The landscape architecture students included in this study were selected by virtue 

of their being present in the Landscape Architecture studio at the same time as the author 

during the final week of classes in May 1996. Most of the landscape architecture students 

who completed the survey did so immediately; a few returned it to the author's studio 

mailbox within one week. Following the study example of Gordon et.al. (1980), the male 

landscape architecture respondents were asked to reply to the survey questions with 

concem for a female in mind (i.e. girlfriend, sister, mother, etc.). Several males also 

completed a second questionnaire, replying as themselves - as males. In research reported 

by Riger and Gordon, men's levels of fear were found to be associated with their 

perception of a woman's risk of rape in their own neighborhood. In fact, the male 

respondents perceived a higher risk than the women themselves who were surveyed (Riger 

and Gordon, 1988). 
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The survey made in this study was individually handed to the Escort Service 

participants during the last week of classes in May 1996 by the drivers of the evening 

SAFERIDE program vans. Those riders who responded returned the survey to the author 

within one week in a stamped envelope included with the questionnaire. 

The survey was sent to the university administrators the first week of June 1996 

through campus mail with a cover letter fi"om Susan Bartlett. Environmental Planner with 

The University of Arizona Campus and Facilities Planning. She identified the sample of 

women administrators based on their position and campus responsibilities. Returned 

surveys were sent to the Campus and Facilities Planning office and then to the author. 

The last of these surveys was returned in July. 

Selection of Sites for Environmental Safety Audit 

Using summary counts of the grid cells of several mapped survey questions 

(perception of a place as safe during the day or as safe at night; perception of a place as 

unsafe during the day or as unsafe at night) and a summary count of the mapped assault 

and rape incidents occurring within the individual grid cells, comparison was made of all 

parts of the campus with regard to perceived feelings of safety or vulnerability and actual 

reported incidents (Table 4.2). The six cells shown in Table 5.1 are those that showed a 

high degree of agreement or a high degree of disagreement between perception and 

reported assaults, were perceived as being particularly safe or particularly unsafe, or 

contained the place where a reported sexual assault occurred outside a campus building. 

Of these six identified cells two were selected for an environmental audit, one cell because 
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of it being perceived as having the least safe areas and the other cell because of it being 

home to the greatest number of reported assaults of women on campus. The audit 

entailed an assessment of physical features that do or do not support a safe environment 

for women at night. 

The author, five of the admim'strators, and two women landscape architecture 

students who participated in the survey and volunteered for inclusion in a focus groups 

performed an environmental audit of the two selected sites on two weekday nights. The 

women administrators included a senior program coordinator for community development, 

an associate dean of students, the university campus planner, the director of parking and 

transportation, and a university attorney. At one of the sites, the individual women were 

asked to list those concerns each had while evaluating the particular places for their safety. 

These concerns were then discussed as a group (see Appendbc G). At the second site, the 

Safety Audit for Colleges and Universities developed by a consortium of Canadian 

universities was used to guide the physical assessment (METRAC et.al. 1991; see 

Appendix H). The volunteers were divided into two groups according to when each 

person was available and visited the two different sites on separate nights and in opposite 

order, discussing and recording observations of the first area in an open format and then 

utilizing the Safety Audit for Colleges and Universities for assessment of the second area 

(nius. 3.1 and 3.2). 
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{lESULTS 

Campus Assaults on Women 

A total of 135 case reports of rapes and assaults involving women on The 

University of Arizona campus were obtained for this study from the university's police 

depanment. Of these cases, 26 were sexual assaults, nine were aggravated assaults, and 

97 were minor assaults. One report was eliminated because it lacked an offense code 

number. Two reports were eliminated because they did not contain needed information 

(for example, the sex of the victim). 

The sexual assault cases were of forcible rapes and attempted rapes. The 

aggravated assault cases included personal assaults, assaults on police ofiBcers, assaults 

with a weapon, and domestic violence, including incidents involving injury and those 

without resulting injury. Minor assault cases also included those with and without injury 

and comprised a gamut of individuals' actions, some involving other misdemeanors-

intentional vandalism, or domestic violence. Tables 1.2, 1.3 and 1.4 record the summary 

counts for the information gleaned from the individual case records of reported sexual 

assaults, aggravated assaults, and minor assaults. Summary counts for the individual 

offense codes by which the police records are categorized are included in Appendix B. 

Information on sexual assaults, aggravated assaults, and minor assaults appears in Tables 

1.2, 1.3 or 1.4. Because of their significance, these three assault categories are discussed 

here in greater detail. 



Sexual Assaults 

Two of the cases categorized in this study as sexual assaults were assigned oSense 

code numbers different from the others. The majority of the cases were coded as 02-01 

Sexual Assault/Forcible Rape, Female and 02-03 Sexual Assault/Attempted Rape, Female. 

The two differing cases were coded as 17-06 Sexual Offense, Other (Past Rape) and 

61-02 Miscellaneous, Public (Date Rape). The offense code numbers used by The 

University of Arizona Police Department (UAPD) begin with the initial numbers 01 for 

murder, followed by 02 for rape. The initial two-digit offense code numbers ascend 

numerically and indicate by their order the seriousness accorded each crime, with murder 

considered the most serious of all crimes, followed second by rape (The University of 

Arizona Police Department). The differing code numbers for the two other sexual assault 

cases were not explained on the copies of the first two record pages received by the 

author. The case reported as 17-06 Sexual Offense, Other (Past Rape) was reported one 

year and eight months following the incident upon advice of the victim's therapist. The 

longest period that elapsed before the reporting of the 02-01 or 02-03 cases was 142 days. 

Table 1.1 shows the total number of reported campus rapes and assaults for each 

year included in the study and also lists the number of aggravated and minor assaults 

involving women. Because all reported rapes and sexual assault cases were assaults of 

females, a separate line for the number of cases involving women is not reiterated in the 

table. One male was injured when coming to aid a female who was being assaulted. 
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TABLE 1.1 Summary of Reported 
Assaults 
University of Arizona Police 
Department Reports 
1/1/89 to 8/10/96 

1/1/89 TO 8/10/96 
RAPES/SEXUAL ASSAULTS 

# OF CASES REPORTED: 26 
AGGRAVATED ASSAULTS: 

# OF CASES INVOLVING FEMALES: 
iVIiNOR ASSAULTS: 

# OF CASES INVOLVING FEIVLVLES: 

1989 
E^pes/Sexual Assaults 

total; 3 
Aggravated Assaults 

total: 10 
3 involved females 

Minor Assaults 
total: 47 
17 involved females 

1990 
Rapes/Sexual Assaults 

total: 4 
Aggravated Assaults 

total: 11 
1 involved females 

Minor Assaults 
total: 34 
9 involved females 

1991 
Rapes/Sexual Assaults 

total: 4 
Aggravated Assaults 

total: 6 
1 involved females 

Minor Assaults 
total: 35 
8 involved females 

1992 
Rapes/Sexual Assaults 

total: 0 
Aggravated Assaults 

total: 2 
0 involved females 

Minor Assaults 
total: 44 
12 involved females 

97 

1993 
Rapes/Sexual Assaults 

total: 5 
Aggravated Assaults 

total: 11 
1 involved females 

Minor Assaults 
total: 46 
14 involved females 

1994 
Rapes/Sexual Assaults 

total: 7 
Aggravated Assaults 

total: 7 
0 involved females 

Minor Assaults 
total: 41 
14 involved females 

1995 
Rapes/Sexual Assaults 

total: 3 
Aggravated Assaults 

total: 17 
2 involved females 

Minor Assaults 
total: 41 
18 involved females 

1996 (1/1/96 to 8/10/96) 
Rapes/Sexual Assaults 

total: 0 
Aggravated Assaults 

total: 3 
1 involved females 

Minor Assaults 
total: 19 
5 involved females 
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TABLE 1.2 Summary: Sexual of victims (total 27) 
1 26 

1 (male) Assault Case Reports 
1 
2 

26 
1 (male) 

more than 2 0 
Us and dates aee of victimfs) 

1989 3 less than 18 1 (17 years old) 
1990 4 18 9 
1991 4 19 10 
1992 0 20 3 (I male - injured 
1993 5 while aiding female 
1994 7 victim) 
1995 3 21 I 
1996 0 22 to 25 0 
TOTAL# 16 26 to 30 0 

if more than one tvpe / incident 31 to 40 I 
1989 41+ 0 
1990 1+bui^ary/kidnap/robberv- not recorded 2 

1+ robbery/nusc. race of victimfs I 
1991 Oriental 0 
1992 Hispamc I 
1993 African American I 
1994 Caucasian 22 f including 1 malei 
1995 American Indian 0 
1996 not recorded 3 

time of occurrence number of susoects Ctotal 26) 
0000 to 0600 12 1 26 
0600 to 1200 1 2 0 
1200 to 1800 I a£eCs) ofsusoectCs) 
1800 to 2400 9 less than 18 0 
not recorded 3 18 2 

time elaosed between occurrence and renortine •'18-19" 1 
less than 1 hour 7 19 4 
1 to 2 hours 3 20 I 
2 to 6 hours 2 21 2 
6 to 12 hours 0 -20s'" 3 
12 to 24 hours 4 -20-25" 3 
more than one day 8 -30s'" 1 
not recorded 2 41+ 0 

contributine circumstances * not recorded 9 
ALCH 2 RSOR 2 sex ofsusnect/'s) 
(ALCH) 10 UAS 8 INNF 1 ^ male 26 

location female 0 
donnitory of victim 4 race of susnectTs) 
dormitory of suspect 5 Oriental 0 
fraternity 10 Hispanic 1 
campus building 1 African American 3 
open space 2 Caucasian 12 
apartment of victim 1 American Indian 0 
apartment of suspect 1 not recorded 10 
reports unclear 2 relationship of victimCs) to susnectf s i 

student status of victims known 16 
student 25 Cincluding 1 male) not known 9 
Qon-student 1 not recorded I 
not recorded 1 student status of susnect/s) 

'See Table 2.1 for list ofknovn abbrevtattons and acronyms 
that were noted on the case records. 

Student 
non-student 

16 
3 not knoHTi 



44 

TABLE 1.3 Summary: Aggravated 
Assault Case Reports 

#s and dates 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
TOTAL # 9 

if more than one type / incident 
1989 1+ other misdemeanors 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 

tune ot'occurrence 
0000 to 0600 5 
0600 to 1200 2 
1200 to 1800 0 
1800 to 2400 2 

time elapsed between occurrence and reporting 
less than 1 hour 8 
1 to 2 hours 1 
2 to 6 hours 0 
6 to 12 hours 0 
12 to 24 hours 0 
more than one day 0 

contnbuting circumstances 
ALCH 2 WEAP 1 
(ALCH) 1 WPSI I 
UAE I SATH I 
UAS 1 

location 
dormitory of victim 1 
dormitory of suspect I 
fraternity 0 
campus building I 
open space I 
ofT-campus parking lot 4 
parking garage I 

student status of victims 
student 6 
non-student 1 
employee 2 
not kno\\ii 1 

tf of victims (total 10) 
1 8 

2 1 
more than 2 0 

age of victimfs) 
less than 18 I (17 years old) 
18 2 
19 I 
20 f) 
21 0 
22to25 4 
26 to 30 0 
31 to 40 2 
41+ 0 

raceofvictim(si 
Oriental 1 
Hispanic 2 
African American 0 
Caucasian 6 
American Indian 0 
not recorded 1 

number of suspects (total 9) 
1 9 
2 0 
more than 2 0 

aeefs) of suspect^s) 
less than 18 0 
18 2 
19 1 
"19-22" 1 
22 to 25 1 
26 to 30 2 
31 to 40 1 
41+ 0 
not recorded I 

sex of suspectfs) 
male 8 
female I 

race of suspectCs) 
Oriental 1 
Hispanic I 
African American 0 
Caucasian 6 
American Indian 0 
not recorded I 

relationship of victimfs) to suspectts) 
known 7 
unknown 2 

student status of suspectf si 
student 5 non-student 3 
employee 0 not known 1 
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TABLE 1.4 Summary: Minor 
Assault Case Reports 

Its and dates 
1989 17 
1990 9 
1991 8 
1992 12 
1993 14 
1994 14 
1995 18 
1996 5 
TOTAL # 97 

if more than one tvne / incident 
1989 2 (1-H}ther misdemeanors: 

1+ other felonies) 
1990 2(1+ other misdemeanors: 

l-t- criminal damage/vandalism) 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 

tmie of occurrence 
0000 to 0600 18 
0600 to 1200 11 
1200 to 1800 36 
1800 to 2400 30 
not recorded 2 

time elapsed between occurrence and retorting 
less than 1 hour 66 
1 to 2 hours 4 
2 to 6 hours 7 
6 to 12 hours 0 
12 to 24 hours 2 
more than one day 16 
unclear 2 

contributing circxmistances 
(ALCH) 6 SAUP I NROT 1 
UAS 14 INHF I UABT 1 
IHFMR 1 RSSOR1 DMRU1 

location 
dormitory of victim 10 
dormitoiy of suspect I 
dormitoiy of suspect & victim I 
fraternity 3 
campus building 20 

open space 51 
other 6 
unclear 3 

student status of victims 
student 80 
non-student 13 
employee 11 
not recorded 6 

tf of victims (total 110) 
1 38 
2 11 

age of victim(s) 
less than 18 6 
18 19 
19 19 
20 10 
-^Os" 1 
21 7 
22to25 21 
26 to 30 7 
31to40 11 
41+ 3 
not recorded 6 

race of victimfs) 
Oriental 4 
Hispanic 10 
African American 11 
Caucasian 68 
American Indian 1 
not recorded 16 

number of sustaects i total 110) 
tt9 
4 

more than 2 3(3: 4:6) 
aee^ s) of susnect^ s) 

less than 18 3 
18 7 18-23 - 1 
19 10 19-21 - 1 
20 11 20s-3 
21 2 20-22 - 1 
22 to 25 17 20-25 - 1 
26 to 30 6 late 20s -
31 to 40 11 
41+ 8 
not recorded 27 

sex of suspectfs) 
male 90 
female 20 

race ofsuspectCs) 
Oriental 4 
Hispanic 11 
African American 26 
Caucasian 59 
American Indian 2 
not recorded 8 

relationship of victimfs) to susnectf s) 
known 49 
unknown 57 
not recorded 4 

student status of susoectfs) 
student 35 non-student 
employee 5 not known 38 
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This male is included in the summary counts of victims and the information about them: 

however, any individual count that includes him is indicated as such. 

Table 1.2 summarizes the data collected on all of the reported sexual assault cases. 

As shown in the summary, no sexual assaults were reported in 1992 or 1996. The number 

of rapes or attempted rapes in the other years covered in this study ranged from three to 

seven. 

One of the rapes and one of the attempted rapes in 1990 were committed along 

with other offenses. The rape involved burglary, iddnapping and robbery charges and was 

committed inside the Steward Observatory building. The attempted rape case involved 

robbery, also, and was one of two of the total number of sexual assaults that occurred 

outside a campus building. In 21 cases the sexual assaults took place between the hours 

of 6 p.m. (1800 hours) and 6 a.m. (0600 hours). In three cases the time of occurrence 

was not noted. Twelve cases were reported within six hours of their taking place; four 

more were reported within 24 hours. Eight cases were reported more than one day after 

their occurring (2 days to 142 days). In two cases the time of reporting was not given. 

Twelve of the 26 sexual assault cases involved the prior ingestion of alcohol by the 

victim and/or suspect. On two of the records, the reporting officer noted alcohol use as a 

contributing circumstance. In 10 cases information that the victim and/or suspect had 

consumed alcohol prior to the incident was part of the narrative. The notation of alcohol 

use in the narrative portion only of the case record for sexual assaults, aggravated assaults, 

and minor assaults is indicated on the summary table and individual offense code summary 
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tables by the parentheses-enclosed abbreviation (ALCH). Meanings of some of the other 

contributing circumstance abbreviations and other acronyms that appear on the case 

records are listed in Table 2.1. The police records ofiBce specialist who identified and 

copied the case records used in this study stated to the author that the meaning of 

abbreviations not included in Table 2.1 but written on the individual case reports were 

unknown (Johnson, conversation, 8/11/96). Such abbreviations, she said, were not 

officially defined by the UAPD and were used by individual officers with no systematic 

reterence; any certainty of meaning rested with the reporting officer only (Johnson, 

conversation, 8/11/96). 

Overwhelmingly, sexual assaults took place inside fi-atemities (10 cases) or the 

dormitory of the victim or suspect (9 cases). Twenty-four of the 26 viaims were 

students. Twenty victims were 19 years or younger. Twenty-two were Caucasian. 

Information about the suspects is less certain because 9 of the 16 perpetrators 

were strangers to the viaim. All suspects were male. The relationship between one 

victim and suspect was not recorded. Ages of the suspects ranged fi'om 18 years to the 

"30s". The ages of 9 suspects were not recorded on the case records. Sixteen of the 26 

men were students. Twelve suspeas were Caucasian, 3 were African American. I was 

Eiispanic. The races of 10 suspects was not recorded. 
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TABLE 2.1 Abbreviations used by The University of Arizona 
Police Department 

88C 88 Crime 
ALCH Alcohol involvement 
ATF Alcohol. Tobacco and FirearmsTriggerlock Program incident 
CURF Violation of Pima County Curfew Ordinance 
DOMV Domestic violence 
DRUG Drug-related circumstances 
EOD Threat with explosive device 
FAR Federal aviation regulation 
GANG Suspected gang activity 
GUN Firearm involvement 
HATE Hate-related incident 
NOID No vehicle identification number or plate available 
NR Additional information needed for release 
NSLE No suspects, leads or evidence 
RPREC Report received by records 
SAFE Operation Safe Streets case 
STLK Stalking incident 
SUSP Suspect information in narrative 
UAE UA/Pima Community College employee involved 
UAS UA/Pima Community College student involvement 
VICTN Victim rights asserted 
VROJ Vehicle recovery for other jurisdiction 
WPUA Weapon involved 
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Aggravated Assaults 

Table 1.3 shows the summarized information of all the reported aggravated assauk 

cases included in this study. As shown, no aggravated assaults involving women were 

reported in 1992 or 1994, and in only two years did more than one case occur - 3 cases in 

1989, 2 cases in 1995. Five of the 9 cases occurred between midnight and 6 a.m. (0000 to 

0600 hours), 2 more cases each between the hours of 6 a.m. and noon (0600 to 1200 

hours) and between 6 p.m. and midnight (1800 to 2400 hours). All cases were reported 

within two hours of occurrence, 7 of these within one hour. Alcohol was involved in 3 of 

the 9 cases. Four of the assaults took place in parking lots. Six of the 10 victims were 

students; 2 were employees. Six victims were Caucasian; 2 were EBspanic; 1 was Oriental. 

One of the 9 suspects was female. Six suspects were Caucasian. Seven suspects were 

known to their victims. Five suspects were students. 

Minor Assaults 

Most numerous of all the reported cases were minor assaults, which totaled 97. 

Their incidence per year included in this study ranged from 5 cases in the first 8 months of 

1996 to 18 cases in 1995 (Table 1.4). Sixty-six of the 97 cases occurred between noon 

and midnight (1200 to 2400 hours). Sixty-six cases also were reported within one hour of 

taking place. Fifty-one of the 97 cases took place in open space locations outside of 

campus buildings. Eighty of 110 victims were students; 11 were employees. 
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Campus Survey Respondents 

The persons who responded to the survey questionnaire totaled 117. Of these 17 

were administrative women whose mean known age was 43.5 years (range 32 to 57 

years); 63 were women members of Chi Omega Sorority, mean age 19.3 years (18 to 21 

years); 16 were female landscape architecture students, mean age 33.9 years (22 to 45 

years); 13 were male landscape architecture students, mean age 27.6 years (22 to 44 

years), who responded with a female in mind; 4 were male landscape architecture students, 

mean age 30.0 years (22 to 44 years), who responded for themselves; and 4 were female 

users of the UA Escort Service SAFERIDE, mean age 19.0 years (18 to 20 years). 

Twenty-two surveys were distributed to administrators, and 17 or 77 percent of 

them responded. Seventy surveys were distributed to Chi Omega Sorority members; 63 of 

these, or 90 percent, were returned completed. Seventeen surveys were given to female 

landscape architecture students, with 16 surveys returned, a response rate of 94 percent. 

Seventeen surveys were given to male landscape architecture students who were asked to 

respond with a female in mind. Thirteen of these surveys, or 76 percent were returned. 

Surveys were given to 6 of the male landscape architecture students who responded for 

themselves. Four of these, or 67 percent, were returned completed. Seventy surveys 

were distributed to SAFERIDE users by the night drivers of the service van. Four of the 

70 were returned, a response rate of 6 percent. 

Demographics about the survey group as a whole and about its different sub-

populations are given in Appendix C. Of note is that 58 of the 90 females who listed their 
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ages were between 18 and 21 years old. All of the males were between the ages of 22 and 

44. Certainly, the field of study most represented by the surveyed students was landscape 

architecture. These students, however, comprise but 33 of the 96 students included. 

Other fields of study represented by the students were business and management, 

education, fine arts, communication, journalism, media arts, psychology, nursing, 

mathematics, agriculture, anthropology, and biological, health, and exercise sciences. 

Eight of the women surveyed noted previous experiences that influenced the way 

they experienced the landscape around them in terms of personal safety. These ranged 

fi"om having been previously assaulted or abused to being deaf in one ear to volunteering 

at the Tucson Elape Crisis Center to having a brown belt in Tai-kwon-do. 

Sixty-seven of the 117 survey respondents lived oflf-campus. Even though they did 

not reply to the question regarding residence, six of the administrators are included in this 

number because no housing exists on campus for faculty or staff. Twenty-four of the off-

campus residents lived within a mile of the university itself Forty-seven respondents 

commuted by car, 22 by bicycle, and 16 by foot. Thirty-nine females and 1 male were 

users of the university Escort Service. A number of these wrote exclamation marks and 

positive expressions beside their response to the Escort Service question. Of those who 

did not use the service, some wrote either question marks beside their reply or indicated 

that they had no idea such a program existed on campus. 



TABLE 3.1 SUMMARY OF SURVEY RESPONSES 

Tulal Responseii All Sunvy Groups (ii=l 17; (100) women, (17) men) 

Personal prcdlspusitlon; 
• wiillut stolen, previously ussuuUcd 
• volunteer ut 1'ucson Rope Crisis 
• "1 don't like elevators. I wus assaulted in an elevator when 1 was young" 
• "I've been stalked before. The guy is still around." 
• Hushed once while running, now much more observant .. ." 
• "just the opposite -1 feel safer due to having a brown belt in Tui-kwon-do. 
• deaf in one year 
• "bud childhood experiences (abuse, not feeling sufe, etc.)" 
• "about my girlfriend" 
• (mule - uses a wheelchair; not seen by hin\ us u predisposi(ioi\| 

Daytime campus use 
yes 100 females (17 mules) 
no 0 

How safe feel walking alunc on campus during day 
very safe 
somewhat sufe 
neither safe not unsafe 
somewhat unsafe 
very imsafe 
no reply 

87 females 
12 females 
0 females 
0 females 
1 female 
0 females 

(12 mules) 
(4 males) 
(I male) 
(fl mules) 
(0 mules) 
(0 mules) 

How frequently last semester feel unsafe when alune un campus during 
the day 

never 66 females (10 mules) 
seldom 34 females (6 males) 
often 0 females (0 mules) 
no reply 0 femules (I mule) 

Night time campus use 
yes 79 females (15 males) 
no 18 females (2 mules) 
no reply 3 femules (0 males) 

How safe feel walking alone on campus at night 
very safe I females (2 ntales) 
"ver>' safe/ soiuewhut sufe" I female (4 mules) 
somewhat safe 2K females (3 mules) 
neither sufe nor unsufe 10 females (5 mules) 
somewhat unsafe 31 females (I mule) 
ver) unsufe 7 femules (0 mules) 
no reply 6 femules (0 males) 
ii/u 16 femules (2 mules) 

How frequently last semester feel unsafe when alune un campus at night 
never 4 iemules (2 males) 
seldom 47 females (12 mules) 
ol\en 27 females (1 mule) 
no reply 5 females (0 mules) 
nl\x 16 females (2mules) 
other 1 femule (0 mules) 

How safe feel when alone on campus during day on weekends 
very safe 59 females (11 males) 
someuhul sufe 33 females (5 mules) 
neither sufe nor unsufe 2 females (1 male) 
somewhul unsufe 0 females (0 mules) 
ver)' unsafe 0 females (0 mules) 
no reply 5 females (" mules) 
n/a 1 femule (0 mules) 

lyi N» 



How Huftt fed when alone on cumpm at night un wcckcnilii 
very safe 2 females (2 mules) 
somewhat safe I'J females (7 mules) 
neither safe nor unsafe 11 females (1 mule) 
somewhat unsafe 36 fenmles (6 mules) 
"somewhat unsofe/ very unsafe" 1 female (0 mules) 
very unsafe 24 females (1 mule) 
no reply 5 lemules (0 mules) 
it/u 2 females (0 mules) 

How safe feel when alone on campus during day during intersession 
very safe 40 females (8 mules) 
somewhat safe 28 females (4 males) 
neither safe nor unsafe 12 femules (1 male) 
somewhat unsafe 8 females (2 males) 
ver)' unsafe 0 females (1 mule) 
no reply 8 females (0 males) 
n/u 4 females (1 mule) 

How safe feel when alone on campus al night during intersessiun 
very safe 1 female (3 mules) 
somewhat safe 14 females (3 mules) 
neither safe nor unsafe Ifl femules (1 mule) 
somewhat unsafe 29 femules (5 mules) 
very unsafe 31 females (3 males) 
no reply 10 females (0 mules) 
n/u 5 females (2 males) 

1» 14 femules (0 mules) 
19 19 femules (0 mules) 
20 21 females (0 mules) 
21 4 femules (0 males) 
22-30 5 females (10 mules) 
31-40 12 femules (4 mules) 
41-50 9 females (2 mules) 
51-60 6 lemules (0 mules) 
no re|)l> 10 femules (1 mule) 

female 100 mule 17 

freslnnun 22 femules (0 mules) gruduutc 12 femules 
sophomore 24 females (0 mules) (5 males) 
junior 12 femoles (0 mules) stufl" 13 females 
senior 4 females (12 mules) (0 mules) 

fucult) 3 female; 
(0 mules) 

no rcpl) 9 Icinulcs (0 niulc.s) 

Major inciiidcs: l.AK -16 fcniulcs (17 males); |ull reniuining nunil>cr.s 
refer to fcinttles oiily| uccounting-l; busincss-6; economics-l; ex:is-3, 
cducuiion-3', inicrobiology-4; communicalion$-3; polilicui scicncc-2, 
jounmiisni-l; psychology-1; nursing-1; agriculture-1; retail-1; 
munugcment-l; mnrketing-l; mUhropo\ogy-l; finance-l, fine nHs-2, 
pre-phunnucy-1; mulh-l; niediu-l; sociology-1; dietetics-1; Imnily 
studies-1; enviromncntal science-] 

Facully/Slaff postilions 
University AUomcy; Associate Dean of Students, Manager, I'rintiug 
and Publications; Director, Parking & Transportation; Physical 
Therapist Center for Disabilities; Research Specialist, Decision &. 
Planning Support; Program Coordinator Comnninity Services; 
Assistant Director Facilities; Deputy Vice President for i'ticilitics. 
Childciire Initiatives Cuordinalor 

1-/I 
U) 



Rcsidvnce on cuinpus sorority 16 ruiimlcs (0 mules) 
(Chi Omegu-15; Pi Belu Phi-1) 

on cumpiis donn 24 funmles (0 mules) 
(Covonudo-R; Gila-2, l.u Puz-l; Stadium-l, 
Apachc/Santu Cru7.-2; Munuinita/Mohuvc-3; 
Kuibub-2; Ari/onu/Sonoru-l; Muricopu-I; 
nut numed-3) 

ofl'cumpus donn 1 femule (0 mules) 
(Corleone Apts -1) 

otT cumpus upt/house 44 lemules (17 mules) 
no reply 13 t'emules (0 males) 

Dislancc O-'/t mile 55 t'emules ((I (nules) 
'/i+-l mile 5 femules (4 males) 
I -3 miles 11 femules (6 mules) 
5-10 miles 6 females (2 males) 
11-20miles 6 femules (I mule) 
21+miles 2 females (0 males) 
no repi) 15 femules (4 mules) 

Hon gel tu university 
cur 39 femules (8 mules) hike 13 femules (9 mules) 
motorcycle I) females (I mule) bus I femule (0 males) 
wulk 12 femules (4 males) 
no reply 44 fenwles (I mule) 

Use escort scr>'ice 
yes 39 femules (1 mule) 
no 46 femules (16 mules)  
no reply 15 females (0 males) 
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Perceived Security 

A summary of all the responses made to the survey questions is shown in Table 3 .1. 

Response summaries for the individual sub-populations appears in Appendix C. As stated 

above, completed responses were obtained from 100 women and 17 men. After review of 

these data with a statistical consultant and faculty advisors, it was decided that the sample 

of 17 males was not large enough to make significant comparisons with female 

respondents. The analysis, therefore, is confined to the 100 female respondents. 

All the women who responded to the survey used the university campus during the 

day. Eighty-seven of them viewed the campus environment as very safe during the day; 

however, only one of them considered the campus to be very safe at night. Those women 

who used the campus at night and responded to the question about how they felt walking 

alone rated campus nighttime safety as follows: I - very safe, I - very safe/somewhat safe, 

28 - somewhat safe, 10 - neither safe nor unsafe, 31 - somewhat unsafe, and 7 - very 

unsafe. Twenty-seven women replied that during the last semester they often felt unsafe 

on campus when alone at night. Only 4 reported never having felt unsafe when alone on 

campus at night during the last semester. 

For each of the paired questions regarding feelings of safety in daytime and 

nighttime for weekdays, weekends and intersession, the number of women who rated the 

campus as being very safe dropped significantly for the respective night times (Table 3 .2). 

The safety perceived at night on weekends and during intersession dropped again in 

comparison with the perception of safety at night during the school week. A total of 38 

women considered the campus somewhat to very unsafe on week nights, whereas 61 
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TABLE 3.2 Female responses to questions rating feelings of safety 
when walking alone. 

week day 

very safe 87 
somewhat safe 12 
neither safe nor unsafe 0 
somewhat unsafe 0 
very unsafe 1 

weekend day intercession day 

59 40 
33 28 
2 12 
0 8 
0 0 

week night weekend night intercession night 

very safe I 2 1 
"very safe/somewhat safe" 1 0 0 
somewhat safe 28 19 14 
neither safe nor unsafe 10 11 10 
somewhat unsafe 31 36 29 
"somewhat unsafe/very unsafe" 0 I 0 
very unsafe 7 24 31 
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women perceived it to be somewhat to very unsafe on weekend nights and 60 women 

perceived it to be very unsafe on intersession nights. 

The areas of campus most used during the day by the female respondents 

coincided with the entry to campus at Mountain and Speedway fanmng east and west at 

Second Street and then south at Olive and Cherry avenues to Fourth Street (Daytime 

Movement Map, Appendix E). No particular areas stood out as being consciously 

avoided during the day (Places Avoided - Daytime Map, Appendix E). 

The mail, which forms the east-west spine of the campus and extends from Park 

Avenue on the west to Campbell Avenue on the east, was by far the area of campus 

perceived by most respondents as feeling safe during the daytime. The area north of the 

central mall and defined as cells B3, C3, C4 and C5 on the map grid overlays included in 

Appendix D was marked the second most frequently as perceived safe in the day time 

(Safe Places - Daytime Map, Appendix E). This area is roughly described as being 

marked on the north-northwest by the Architecture building, on the north-northeast by the 

Electrical Engineering building, south by the Hillel Center near Second Street and the alley 

west of Mountain Avenue, and east by the intersection of Second Street and Cherry 

Avenue. In this survey as areas extended further out on the main campus from the central 

mall in front of the Student Union, progressively fewer women identified them as being 

safe during the daytime hours. 

The three areas most frequently marked by female respondents as feeling unsafe 

during the day were in cells C4, E5 and E6 (Unsafe Places - Daytime Map, Appendix E). 

The particular areas identified within these cells were the areas near the Administration 
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and Main Library paridng garages and the surface paricing lots and practice field areas 

north, east and west of the football stadium. 

The nighttime movement of respondents extended primarily fi-om the area of 

Speedway and Mountain south to the mall, fi-om the flagpole west of Old Main to Cherry 

Avenue (Nighttime Movement Map, Appendix E). Again, the places most marked by the 

women as feeling safe at nighttime were along the central mall of the main campus fi"om 

the flagpole on the west to the Ina Gittings building on the east (Safe Places - Nighttime 

Map, Appendix E). 

Those women who used the campus at night identified as the areas they most 

fi"equently avoided places located within map cells C4, E3 and E4. Cited specifically were 

the area behind the Student Union extending north to the intersection of Mountain Avenue 

and North Campus Drive, the space surrounding the Facilities, Design and Construction 

buildings between Fourth and Fifth streets and east of Highland Drive, and the open plaza 

area south of the Gould-Simpson building on Fourth Street (Places Avoided - Nighttime 

Map, Appendix E). 

The places marked as feeling unsafe at nighttime were in located in cells C3, C4 

and E3. Specifically, the identified places were located along North Campus Drive fi^om 

Yuma hall past Mountain to the Administration building and along Fourth Street and the 

eastern end of the Gould-Simpson plaza (Unsafe Place - Nighttime Map, Appendix E). 



TABLE 4.1 Survey responses and crime incident data. 
*( Because of incomplete police records and incidents occurring outside of the main 
University of Arizona campus, the total number of listed crimes may not correspond with 
total number of crimes reported.) 

Map 
CELL 
# 

PERCEIVED 
SAFE PLACES 
DAY & MIGHT 

1 Females (Males) 

PERCEIVED 
UNSAFE PLACES 
DAY & NICHT 
Females (Males) 

REPORTED 
CRIMES 
DAY & NIGHT 
Rapes (Assaults) 

A1 18(0)  1(0)  0(0)  

A2 20 (2) 13 (6) 0 (2) 

A3 24(0)  12(3)  0(0)  

A4 35(3)  11(5)  0 (0) 

A5 30(11)  9(4)  0(0)  

A6 20(0)  4(6)  0(0)  

A7 18(0)  4(3)  2(3)  

BI 18(0)  1(0)  2(0)  

B2 30 (2) 6(4)  2(1)  

83 37(2)  14 (2) 0(0)  

84 29 (3)  15(2)  0(2)  

85 23 (I)  7(2)  0(0)  

B6 22(1)  7(2)  3(1)  

87 19(0)  5(0)  0(1)  

CI 23(1)  2(0)  0(0)  

C2 30(6)  6(4)  1(2)  

C3 40 (7) 19(6)  1(2)  

C4 43 (5) 27 (10) 0(8)  

C5 38 (8) 7(3)  1(7)  

C6 25 (2) 4(3)  0(3)  
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MAP PERCEIVES 
CELL SAFE PLACES 
# DAY & NIGHT 

Females (Males) 

PERCEIVED 
UNSAFE PLACES 
DAY & NIGBT 
Females (Males) 

REPORTED 
CRIMES 
DAY&NtGHT 
Rapes (Assaults) 

C7 

Dl 

D2 

D3 

D4 

D5 

D6 

D7 

El 

E2 

E3 

E4 

E5 

E6 

E7 

FI 

F2 

F3 

F4 

F5 

F6 

F7 

21 (I)  5(0) 0(1) 

23 (3) 2(0) 0(0) 

43(7) 8(5) 0(1) 

63 (16) 12(5) 0(3) 

98 (20) 11(0) 0(1) 

70 (21) 15(4) 0(5) 

47 (13) 12(4) 0(3) 

38 (9) 9(1) 0(1) 

25(1) 1(1) 4(16) 

24(1) 7(7) 0(0) 

29(2) 16(6) 0(3) 

23(2) 18 (5) 0(2) 

32(1) 21(11) 1(6) 

30(1) 19(13) 0(1) 

21(1) 7(3) 0(2) 

19(0) 2(3) 0(1) 

19(1) 9(3) 0(2) 

22(0) 15(4) 0(4) 

22(1) 14(4) 0(1) 

25(0) 17(8) 2(5) 

22(1) 12 (7) 1(0) 

17(1) 6(4) 0(0) 
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MAP PERCETVED PERCEIVED REPORTED 
CELL SAFE PLACES UNSAFE PLACES CRIMES 
# DAY & NIGHT DAY & NIGHT DAY & NIGHT 

Females (Males) Females (Males) Rapes (Assaults) 

G5 16(0) 1 (0) 0(0) 

06 17 (0) 1 (0) 0(0) 

07 17 (0) 1 (0) 0(0) 

H5 17(0) 3(1) 0(0) 

H6 17 (2) 2(1) 0(0) 

H7 17(0) 1 (2) 0(0) 

11 16 (0) 1(0) 0(0) 

12 16 (0) 1(2) 0(0) 

13 16 (0) 1(2) 0(0) 

14 16 (0) 1 (2) 0(0) 

15 17(0) 3(2) 0(0) 

[6 17(1) 2(0) 0(0) 

17 17(0) 1 (0) 0(2) 

Jl 16 (0) 1 (I)  0(0) 

J2 16(0) 2(1) 0(0) 

J3 16 (0) 2(2) 0(0) 

J4 16 (0) 2(2) 0(0) 

J5 16(0) 1(2) 0(0) 

J6 16 (0) 1(2) 0(0) 

J7 16 (0) 1(2) 0(0) 

Kl 16 (0) 1(0) 0(0) 

K2 16 (0) 1(0) 0(0) 



MAP 
CELL 
# 

PERCEIVED 
SAFE PLACES 
DAY& NIGHT 
Fenales (Males) 

PERCEIVED 
UNSAFE PLACES 
DAY &NIGHR 
Females (Males) 

REPORTED 
CRIMES 
DAY & NIGHT 
Rapes (Assaults) 

BG 16(0)  2(0)  0(0)  

K4 16(0)  2(0)  0(0)  

FC5 
i 

16(0)  1(0)  0(0)  

K6 16(0)  1(0)  0(0)  

K7 16(0)  1(0)  0(0)  

LI 16 (0) 1(0)  0(0)  

L2 16(0)  1(0)  0(0)  

L3 16(0)  1(0)  0(0)  

L4 16(0)  1(0)  0(0)  

L5 16(0)  1(0)  0(0)  

L6 16(0)  1(0)  0(0)  

i 
L7 16(0)  1(0)  0(0)  
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TABLE 4.2 Perception of safety and reported crimes using mapped ceil response 
and crime incident data. 
*( Because of incomplete police records and incidents occurring outside of the main 
University of Arizona campus, the total number of listed crimes may not correspond with 
total number of crimes reported.) 

Map PERCEIVED PERCEIVED REPORTED PERCEIVED PERCEIVED REPORTED 
CELL SAFE PLACES UNSAFE PLACES CRIMES SAFE PLACES UNSAFE PLACES CRIMES 
» DAYTIME DAYTIME DAYTIME NIGHTTIME VLGHTTIME NIGHTTIME 

Females Females Rapes Females Females Rapes 
(Males) (Males) (Assaults) (Males) (Males) (Assaults) 

A1 16 (0) 0(0) 0(0) 2(0) 1 (0) 0 (0) 

A2 17(2) 3(1)  0(1) 3(0) 10 (5) 0(1) 

A3 20 (0) 2(2) 0(0) 4(0) 10(1) 0 (0) 

A4 30 (2) 2(2) 0(0) 5(1) 9(3) 0(0) 

A5 23 (5) 2(2) 0(0) 7(6) 7(2) 0(0) 

A6 18 (0) 0(2) 0(0) 2(0) 4(4) 0(0) 

A7 17(0) 2(2) 0(0) 1(0) 2(1) 2(3) 

Bl 16 (0) 0(0) 0(0) 2(0) 1(0) 2(0) 

B2 25(1) 2(0) 0(0) 5(1) 4(4) 2(1) 

83 30(1) 2(1)  0(0) 7(1) 12(1) 0(0) 

84 25 (2) 3 (1) 0(0) 4(1)  12(1)  0 (2) 

85 22 (0) 1(1)  0(0) 1(1)  6(1)  0(0) 

86 20(0) 2(1) 0(1) 2(1) 5(1) 3 (0) 

87 18(0) 2(0) 0(0) 1(0) 3(0) 0(1) 

CI 18(1) 1(0) 0(0) 5(0) 1(0) 0(0) 

C2 26(4) 1(1) 0(0) 4(2) 5(3) 1(2) 

C3 33(4) 3(4) 0(1) 7(3) 16 (2) Ul) 

C4 30 (4) 9(3) 0(3) 13(1) 18(7) 0(5) 

C5 31(7) 1(1) 0(6) 7(1) 6(2) 1(1) 
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!VIap PERCEIVED 
CELL SAFE PLACES 
# DAYTIME 

Females 
(Males) 

PERCEIVED REPORTED 
UNSAFEPLACES CRIMES 
DAYTIME DAYTIME 
Females Rapes 
(Males) (Assaults) 

PERCEIVED PERCEIVED REPORTED 
SAFE PLACES UNSAFEPLACES CRIMES 
NIGHTTIME NIGHTTIME NIGHTTIME 
Females Females Rapes 
(Males) (Males) (Assaults) 

C6 19(1) l ( l)  0(2) 6(1) 3(2) 0(1) 

C7 18(1) 3 (0) 0(0) 3(0) 2(0) 0(1) 

Dl 17 (2) 0(0) 0(0) 6(1) 2(0) 0(0) 

D2 34 (4) 0(1) 0(1) 9(3) 8(4) 0(0) 

D3 46(10) 0(2) 0(2) 17(6) 12(3) 0(1) 

D4 63 (13) 1(0) 0(1) 35(7) 10(0) 0(0) 

D5 47(11) 4(0) 0(4) 23 (10) 11(4) 0(1) 

D6 30 (7) 2(0) 0(2) 17(6) 10(4) 0(1) 

D7 29 (4) 3(1) 0(1) 9(5) 6(0) 0(0) 

El 20(0) 0(0) 0(3) 5(1) l ( l )  4(13) 

E2 22(1) 0(1) 0(0) 2(0) 7(6) 0(0) 

E3 26 (2) 0(1) 0(2) 3(0) 16(5) 0(1) 

E4 21(2) 2(2) 0(1) 2(0) 9(3) 0(1) 

E5 28(1) 8(4) 0(1) 4(0) 13 (7) 1 (5) 

E6 26(0) 11(7) 0(0) 4(1) 8(6) 0(1) 

E7 19(0) 2(2) 0(1) 2(1) 5(1) 0(1) 

Fl 17(0) l ( l )  0(0) 2(0) 1(2) 0(1) 

F2 18(1) 1(1) 0(1) 1 (0) 8(2) 0(1) 

F3 21(0) 2(1) 0(3) 1(0) 13(3) 0(1) 

F4 19(1) 2(1) 0(1) 3(0) 12 (3) 0(0) 

F5 21(0) 7(4) 0(4) 4(0) 10(4) 2(1) 

F6 20(0) 6(3) 0(0) 2(1) 6(4) 1 (0) 
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iVIap PERCEIVED 
CELL SAFE PLACES 
# DAYTIME 

Females 
(Males) 

PERCEIVED REPORTED 
UNSAFE PLACES CRIMES 
DAYTIME DAYTIME 
FemaUes Rapes 
Gtfales) (Assaults) 

PERCEIVED PERCEIVED REPORTED 
SAFE PLACES UNSAFE PLACES CRIMES 
NIGHTTIME NIGHTTIME NIGHTTIME 
Females Females Rapes 
(Males) (Males) (Assaults) 

F7 16(0) 1(2) 0(0) I d )  5(2) 0(0) 

G5 16(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 1(0) 0(0) 

G6 16(0) 0(0) 0(0) I (0) 1(0) 0(0) 

07 16(0) 0(0) 0(0) I (0) I (0) 0 (0) 

H5 16 (0) 0(1) 0(0) 1 (0) 3(0) 0(0) 

H6 16 (I)  0(1) 0(0) 1(0) 2(0) 0(0) 

H7 16(0) 0(2) 0(0) 1(0) 1(0) 0(0) 

II 16(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 1(0) 0(0) 

12 16(0) 0(1) 0(0) 0(0) I d )  0(0) 

13 16(0) 0(1) 0(0) 0(0) I d )  0(0) 

14 16(0) 0(1) 0(0) 0(0) I d )  0(0) 

15 16(0) I d )  0(0) 1(0) 2(1) 0(0) 

16 16(1) 0(0) 0(0) I (0) 2(0) 0(0) 

17 16(0) 0(0) 0(0) I (0) 1(0) 0(2) 

J1 16(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) I d )  0(0) 

J2 16(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 2(1) 0(0) 

J3 16 (0) 0(1) 0(0) 0(0) 2(1) 0(0) 

J4 16(0) 0(1) 0(0) 0(0) 2(1) 0(0) 

J5 16(0) 0(1) 0(0) 0(0) I d )  0(0) 

J6 16(0) 0(1) 0(0) 0(0) 1(1) 0(0) 

J7 16(0) 0(1) 0(0) 0(0) I d )  0(0) 
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Map PERCEIVED 
CELL SAFE PLACES 

DAYTIME 
Females 
(Males) 

PERCEIVED REPORTED 
UNSAFE PLACES CRIMES 
DAYTIME DAYTIME 
Females Rapes 
(Males) (Asnalls) 

PERCEIVED PERCEIVED REPORTED 
SAFE PLACES UNSAFE PLACES CRIMES 
NIGHTTIME NICHITIME NIGHTTIME 
Females Females Rapes 
(Males) (Males) (Anauits) 

K1 

K2 

K3 

K4 

K5 

K6 

K1 

LI 

L2 

L3 

L4 

L5 

L6 

L7 

16(0) 

16(0) 

16(0) 

16(0) 

16(0) 

16(0)  

16(0) 

16 (0) 

16(0) 

16(0) 

16(0) 

16(0) 

16(0) 

16(0)  

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0 (0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

1(0) 

1(0) 

2(0) 

2(0) 

1(0) 

1(0) 

1(0) 

1(0) 

1(0) 

1(0) 

1(0) 

1(0) 

1(0) 

1 (0) 

0(0) 

0(0)  

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0) 

0(0)  

0(0) 

0(0)  

0(0) 
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Correlation Between Location of Past Assaults and Perception of Safety 

Crimes occurring on campus during the daytime and nighttime hours were plotted 

on campus maps and overlaid with the same grids as used for the survey response maps. 

When mapped, the crimes clustered into fairly well defined areas. Summary counts of the 

reported crimes for each map cell are listed in Table 4.1 along with summary cell counts 

for the day and night maps of perceived safe and unsafe places. It should be noted that the 

North Campus map included on the survey questionnaire overlapped with the Main 

Campus map in cells JI-7, Kl-7 and Ll-7. These cells were not used in plotting assault 

locations. They were used in the fi-equency counts of perceived safety because of their 

being included on the questionnaire maps. 

The most frequent occurrence of daytime crimes, which were fewer in number and 

scattered in 20 of the 42 cells of the main campus map, was within the area defined by the 

cell C5 (Reported Crimes - Daytime Map, Appendix F). The 6 daytime assaults that 

occurred here were all committed within the buildings surrounding the Modem Languages 

plaza (Table 5.1). The area itself was perceived by women who completed the survey as 

part of the second tier of the most safe areas of campus (Safe Places - Daytime Map, 

Appendix E). 

Nighttime crimes reported on campus occurred in 27 of the 42 grid cells used to 

divide the main campus map. Overwhelmingly, the most fi'equent locations of nighttime 

crimes were within the grid cell El. which is on the southwestern edge of campus located 

roughly between Fourth Street and Fifth Street and between Euclid Avenue and Park 

Avenue (Reported Crimes - Nighttime Map, Appendix F). The cell area has located 
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TABLE 5.1 PERCEIVED SAFETY AND ACTUAL CRIME OF SELECTED MAPPED CELLS 

males 

0 

PERCEIVED AS MOST SAFE IN DAY AND AT NIGHT 

D4 The boundary corners of this ceil are the foiiowing: NW - near the pedestrian walkway into 
the Student Union just east of ASUA bookstore; NE - pedestrian path east of Administration 
at point parallel with south face of Modem Languages; SE - 4*  ̂Street across from midpoint 
of Graham dormitory; SW - midpoint of Shantz buUdin  ̂

total reported crimes: 0 Rapes, 1 Assault 
females 

perceived as safe in day 63 
perceived as safe at night 35 
perceived as unsafe in day I 
perceived as unsafe at night LO 

# day crimes reported location 

1 assault construction site 
(Chemistiy-Biological Sciences) 

# night crimes reported location 

PERCEIVED AS MOST UNSAFE IN DAY 

E6 The defining comers of this cell are the following: NW - 4*  ̂Street at a point just west 
of the west face of the Main Library; NE - to the northwest of the middle of McKale 
Center; SE - to the northwest of the middle of Sancet Field; and SW - near the front 
middle of the eastside section of Arizona stadium. 

li_ 1^.1 
total crimes: 0 Rapes, 1 Assault 

13 

females males 
perceived as safe in day 26 (0) 
perceived as safe at night 4 (I) 
perceived as unsafe in day 11 (7) 
perceived as unsafe at night 8 (6) 

# day crimes reported location 

# night crimes reported location 

I assault northwest of stadium 

c. mr 
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PERCEIVED AS MOST UNSAFE AT NIGHT WITH THE 3RD MOST NIGHT CRIMES 

C4 The boundary corners of this cell are the rollowing: NW - the northwest side of Hillei: NE 
the parfdng lane inside the lot west of Kappa Kappa Gamma; SC - pedestrian and bicycle 
path east of the Administration building coinciding with a line along the back face of the 
Student Union; SW - at the midpoint of the ASUA Bookstore coinciding with a line along 
the back front face of the Student Uw'on. 

total crimes: 0 Rapes, 8 Assaults 
females males 

perceived as safe in day 30 (4) 
perceived as safe at night 13 (I) 
perceived as unsafe in day 9 (3) 
perceived as unsafe at night 18 (7) 

# day crimes reported location 

2 assaults Student Union 
I assault Administration building 

# night crimes reported location 

4 assaults Student Union 
I assault Student Union (north side) 

L^lIB 

ji 
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MOST REPORTED CRIMES IN DAY 

CS The iMMindary corners of this ceil are the following: NW - midpoint of parking lot to west of 
Kappa Kappa Gamma on 2*  ̂Street at point aligned with north wall of sorority; NE - west 
of northeast comer of sorority at Cherry and 2"  ̂Street; SE - north of southeast comer of 
Student Health Center off of Cherry Avenue; SW - pedestrian walk east of Administration 
at point parallel with south face of Modem Languages. 

total crimes: 1 Rape, 7 Assaults 
females males 

perceived as safe in day 31 (7) 
perceived as safe at night 7 (I)  
perceived as unsafe in day I (I)  
perceived as unsafe at night 6 (2) 

# day crimes reponed location 

1 assault Modem Languages building 
3 assaults Psychology building 
2 assaults Education building 

# night crimes reported location 

I rape Steward Observatory 
1 assault Education building (north side) 

> 



2"° MOST REPORTED NIGHTTIME CRIMES 

E5 The boundary comers of this cell are the following: NW - 4** Street across from 
midpoint of Graham dormitory; NE - 4*  ̂Street just west of Cherry; SE - near the 
front middle of the lower eastside section of Arizona Stadium; SW - near midpoint 
of southern court of Santa Cruz dormitory. 

total crimes: 1 Rape, 6 Assaults 
females males 

perceived as safe in day 28 (I) 
perceived as safe at night 4 (0) 
perceived as unsafe in day 8 (4) 
perceived as unsafe at night 13 (7) 

# day crimes reported location 

I assault Apache/Santa Cruz dorm 

# night crimes reported location 

1 rape Graham/Hopi dorm 
2 assaults Graham/Hopi dorm 
2 assaults Apache/Santa Cruz dorm 
I assault Graham/Greenlee courtyard 



MOST REPORTED CRIMES AT \IGHT: SITE OF OUTDOOR RAPE 

El The boundary corners of this cell are the following: NW - 4*  ̂Street and Euclid 
Avenue; NE - 4*  ̂Street and one-half block west of Park; SE - one-half block west of 
Park just north of alleyway between S** and 6*  ̂streets; SW - Euclid Avenue just 
north of alleyway between and 6*  ̂streets. 

total crimes: 4 Rapes, 16 Assaults 

perceived as safe in day 
perceived as safe at night 
perceived as unsafe in day 
perceived as unsafe at night 

# day crimes repotted location 

females 
20 
5 
0 
I 

1 assault Arizona/Sonora dorm 
I assault Kaibab/Huachuca dorm 
I assault Coronado dorm 

# night crimes reported location 

males 
(0) 
( I )  
(0) 
(I)  

2 rapes Coronado dorm 
L rape Kaibab/Huachuca dorm 
1 rape 5"* Street East of Euclid Avenue 
1 assault Tyndall Ave. between Coronado 

& Arizona/Sonora dorms 
2 assaults Parking lot north of 

Coronado dorm 
1 assault Paridng lot. NE comer of 

4"' Street and Tyndall Avenue 
6 assaults Coronado dorm 
2 assaults Arizona/Sonora dorm 
I assault 5"* Street & Euclid Avenue 



SITE OF OUTDOOR RAPE 

C2 The boundary cornen of this cell are the following: NW - west end of north wall of 
bank on Park at V* Street; NE - Olive Avenue across from Coconino dorm 
entrance; SE - west of the southwest comer of Speech building; SW - west end of 
pedestrian walkway north of Arixont Bookstore on Park Avenue. 

total crimes: I Rape, 2 Assaults 
females males 

perceived as safe in day 26 (4) 
perceived as safe at night 4 2) 
perceived as unsafe in day I (I)  
perceived as unsafe at night 5 (3) 

# day crimes reported locatioa 

# night crimes reported location 

1 rape 
I assault 
I assault 

Gila dorm (North Side) 
Gila dorm 
Maricopa dorm 
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within it Coronado dormitory and most of Arizona-Sonora and Kaibab-Huachuca 

dormitories as well as a block-square sur&ce parking lot just off of Euclid Avenue, which 

is a major vehicular artery on the western edge of campus. The nighttime crimes reported 

here included 2 rapes inside Coronado dormitory, 1 inside Kaibab-Huachuca dormitory, I 

attempted rape on Fifth Street east of Euclid Avenue, and 13 assaults inside dormitory 

rooms and outside the dormitory buildings in the parking lots and along the streets (Table 

5.1). The only other reported attempted rape that occurred not inside a dormitory or 

fraternity was in cell C2 or on the north side of Gila dormitory near a trash dumpster 

(Table 5.1). 

The two cells with the next most numerous nighttime assaults were E5 and C4 

(Reported Crimes - Nighttime Map, Appendix F). Of the summary counts of women's 

survey responses identifying unsafe nighttime places, cell C4 received the most replies 

(Unsafe Places - Nighttime Map, Appendix E). Cell E5 received the fourth-most replies. 

Only I of the nighttime assaults reported in cell C4 occurred outside - on the north side of 

the Student Union. The 3 other assaults took place within the Student Union building 

itself In cell E5. 1 rape and 2 assaults were reported as happening inside Graham-Hopi 

dormitory; 2 other assaults occurred in Apache-Santa Cruz dormitory; I assault occurred 

in the Graham-Greenlee dormitory courtyard (Table 5.1). 



Landscape Characteristics Associated with Feelings of Safety and Fear 

Survey respondents were asked as part of the survey to list the characteristics of 

places that evoke feelings of comfort and safety and also those features they associate with 

places wherein they feel uncomfortable or unsafe. The frequency listings of elicited 

responses from the total population and from each of the subgroups for both perceived 

safe and unsafe places are shown in Tables 6.1 and 7.1. Table 6.2 lists all of the elicited 

responses associated with safe places and breaks these out for the individual sub-

populations. Table 7.2 shows all of the replies generated by the question regarding 

characteristics of unsafe places and breaks out the responses by sub-groups. 

There was overwhelming agreement that good lighting and the presence of other 

people were qualities of safe places (Tables 6.1 and 6.2). Seventy of the 100 females 

listed good lighting; 56 of them listed other people. Less frequently did they identify as 

contributing to a feeling of safety the qualities of openness and spaciousness (22 females), 

characteristic activity (15 females), or the presence of emergency telephones (13 females). 

Eleven females listed visible security as being associated with a feeling of safety; however, 

no male mentioned this. 

The two most frequently cited qualities associated with unsafe places were the 

inverse of those qualities associated with safe places - poor lighting and few. if any, people 

(Tables 7.1 and 7.2). Fifty-nine females listed poor lighting or pools of darkness; 39 listed 

the presence of only a few people. Of note, 16 females and no males listed the presence of 

loitering, suspicious, single, threatening or transient people as making one feel vulnerable 

or unsafe. The two next most cited characteristics were comers, blind areas or hiding 
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places (12 females), and narrow, confined or enclosed spaces (11 females). Isolation was 

noted by 10 females; dark comers, streets and alleys was listed by 9 females. Large or 

dense shrubs or barriers was cited by 7 females. Just walking alone at night was listed by 

6 females as making a place feel unsafe. 
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TABLE 6.1 SUMMARY: Characteristics Associated with Safe Places 

TOTAL RESPONSES, ALL GROUPS (N=L 17; FEMALES=100; MALES=17) 
(ORDERED BY FEMALE RESPONSES) 

I good lighting 70 females (15 males) 
2 other people 56 females (10 males) 
3 openness/spaciousness 22 females (8 males) 
4 activity 15 females (2 males) 
5 emergency telephones 13 females (1 male) 
6 visible security/police neaiby 11 females (0 males) 
7 good visibility/sight lines 9 females (5 males) 
8-9 familiarity 5 females (3 males) 
8-9 no nooks & crannies/hiding places 5 females (0 males) 
10 being with someone 4 females (2 males) 

SAFE CHARACTERISTICS: 
ADNUMSTRATORS (N=17) 

1 good lighting (16) 
2 other people (10) 
3 openness/spaciousness (8) 
4-5 visible security/police nearby (5) 
4-5 activity (5) 

SAFE CHARACTERISTICS: 
LAR WOMEN (N=16) 

1 good lighting (15) 
2 other people (10) 
3 openness/spaciousness (8) 
4 good visibility/sight lines (6) 
5 activity (5) 

SAFE CHARACTERISTICS: 
LAR MALES RESPONDING 
w/ FEMALE IN MIND (N=16) 

1 good lighting (11) 
2 other people (8) 
3 openness/spaciousness (6) 
4 good visibility/sight lines (4) 
5-6 activity (2) 
5-6 familiarity (2) 

SAFE CHARACTERISTICS: 
LAR MALES RESPONDING FOR SELF 
(N=4) 

I good lighting (4) 
2 other people (2) 
3 openness/spaciousness (2) 
4-10 good visibility/sight lines (1) 
4-10 good access in all 

directions (1) 
4-10 few shrubs, barriers (1) 
4-10 familiari^ (1) 
4-10 sense of confinement/can see 

but notbe seen (1) 
4-10 escort service available (1) 
4-10 being with someone (I) 
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SAFE CHARACTERISTICS: 
CHI OMEGA SORORITY (N=63) 

1 good lighting (36) 
2 other people (33) 
3-6 visible security/police nearby (5) 
3-6 activity (5) 
3-6 openness/spaciousness (5) 
3-6 emergency telephones (5) 

SAFE CHARACTERISTICS: 
SAFE RIDE (N=4) 

I good lighting (3) 
2 other people (3) 
3-4 no nooks & cnumies/ 

hiding places (2) 
3-4 can hear voices ( 2) 
5-10 openness/spaciousness (1) 
5-10 emergency telephones (1) 
5-10 good access in all 

directions (1) 
5-10 nearby businesses (1) 
5-10 not secluded (1) 
5-10 places of refuge (1) 
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TABLE 6.2 Listing of Characteristics Associated with Safe Places 

Safe Characteriatica Admin. LARF LAR MF LARMM Sororitv SAFE 
(listing as recorded on survey records, no specific ordering) 

good ligtiting 16 15 11 4 36 3 

visible security/ 5 I 0 0 5 0 
police nearby 

other people 10 10 8 2 33 '% 
J 

activity 5 5 2 0 5 0 

openness/spaciousness S S 6 2 5 I 

aesthetics I 0 0 0 0 0 

well maintained/clean 2 0 0 0 I 0 

emergency phones 4 3 1 0 5 I 

good visibility/sight lines 3 6 4 I 0 0 

good access in ail 2 0 0 I 0 I 
directions 

obvious accessibility 0 1 0 0 0 0 

accessible only by foot 1 0 0 0 0 0 

wide, paved pathways 2 0 0 0 I 0 

few shrubs, barriers I 1 I I 1 0 

shuttles/public I 1 0 0 0 0 
transportation 

no loiterers I 0 0 0 0 0 

shade L 0 0 0 0 0 

signage I 0 0 0 0 0 

easy access from car 1 0 0 0 0 0 
to building 

friendly people 1 0 0 0 0 0 

familiarity 1 4 2 1 0 0 

no nooks & craimies/ I 2 0 0 0 2 
hiding places 
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Safe Characteristics Admin. LARF LAR MF LARMM Sorority SAFE 

sense of confinement. 0 
can see but not be seen 

not crowded 0 

escort service available 0 

being with someone 0 

color 0 

noise 0 

windows/not solid wails 0 

can hear voices 0 

nearby businesses 0 

not secluded 0 

places of refuge 0 

daytime 0 

joggers & walkers 0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

I 

I 

I 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

I 

I 

I 

I 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

I 

I 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

4 

0 

0 

0 

0 

I 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
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TABLE 7.1 Characteristics Associated with Unsafe Places 
TOTAL RESPONSES, ALL GROUPS (N=117; FEI\LU.ES=LOO; .\LVLES=17) 
(ORDERED BY FEMALE RESPONSES) 

I poor lighting/pools of darkness 59 females (13 males) 
2 few. if any. people 39 females (4 males) 
3 loitering/suspicious/single/threatening/transient people 16 females (0 males) 
4 comers/blind areas/hiding places 12 females (8 males) 
5 narrow/confined/enclosed spaces 11 females (4 males) 
6 secluded/remote 10 females (2 males) 
7 dark comers/streets/alleys 9 females (1 male) 
8 large or dense shrubs/barriers 7 females (0 males) 
9 walking alone at night 6 females (0 males) 
10 nighttime 4 females (1 male) 

UNSAFE CEURACTERISTICS: 
ADMINISTRATORS (N=17) 

1 poor lighting/pools of darkness (S) 
2 few. if any, people (6) 
3 comers/blind areas/hiding places (3) 
4-5 narrow paths/walkways bounded 

by shrubs (2) 
4-5 rough crowds (2) 

UNSAFE CILVRACTERISTICS: 
LAR FE.VTALES (N=i6) 

1 poor lighting/ 
pools of darkness (13) 

2 few. if any. people (9) 
3 narrow/confined/ 

enclosed spaces (8) 
4 loitering/suspicious/single/ 

threatening/transient 
people (6) 

5-6 comers/blind areas/ 
hiding places (5) 

5-6 large or dense shrubs/ 
barriers (5) 

UNSAFE CHARACTERISTICS: 
LAR MALES RESPONDING W/ FEMALE IN MIND 
(N=13) 

1 
2 
3 
4-5 
4-5 

poor lighting/pools of darkness (10) 
comers/blind areas/hiding places (5) 
few. if any. people (4) 
narrow/confined/enclosed spaces (3) 
parked cars/parking garage/paridng lot (3) 

UNSAFE CHARACTERISTICS: 
LAR MALES RESPONDING A^ 
SELF (N=4) 

1 poor lighting/pools of 
darkness (3) 

2 comers/blind areas/ 
hiding places (3) 

3-8 narrow /confined/ 
enclosed spaces (I) 

3-8 secluded/remote (1) 
3-8 narrow paths/walkways 

bounded by shrubs (I) 
3-8 poor visibility from street (I) 
3-8 access to a building (1) 
3-8 poor reputation of an area (1) 
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UNSAFE CHARACTERISTICS: 
Cm OMEGA SORORITY 
(N=63) 

1 
2 
3 

4 
5 

poor lighting/poois of darkness (35) 
few. if any. people (23) 
loitering/'suspicious/single/threatening/ 

transient people (9) 
seciuded/remote (7) 
dark comers/streets/alleyways (7) 

UNSAFE CILVRACTERISTICS: 
SAFE RIDE 
0i=4) 

1 poor lighting/poois of 
darkness (3) 

2 comers/blind areas/ 
hiding places (2) 

3-6 few. if any. people (I) 
3-6 seciuded/remote (1) 
3-6 loitering/suspicious/single/ 

threatening/transient 
people (I) 

3-6 dark comers/streets/ 
allevwavs (I) 
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TABLE 7.2 Listing of Characteristics Associated with Unsafe Places 

Unsafe Characteristica Admin. LAR F LAR MF LARMM Sororitv SAFE 
(listing as recorded on survey records, no specific ordering  ̂

poor/little lighting/ 8 13 10 3 35 3 
pools of darkness 

little activity 1 0 0 0 1 0 

few, if any. people 6 9 4 0 23 1 

narrow/confined/ 1 S 3 1 2 0 
enclosed spaces 

comers/blind areas/ 3 5 5 3 2 2 
hiding places 

secluded/remote 0 2 I 1 7 1 

no visible security 1 0 0 0 2 0 

no emergency' phones 0 0 0 0 3 0 

narrow paths/walkways 2 0 2 1 1 0 
bound by shrubs 

ioitering/suspicious/single/ 0 6 0 0 9 I 
threatening/transient 
people 

poorly maintained/presence 0 0 0 0 3 0 
of grafGti 

parked cars/parking 0 0 3 0 2 0 
garage/parking lot 

large or dense shrubs/ 0 5 0 0 2 0 
barriers 

limited access/shared 0 1 1 0 0 0 
entrance & exit/ 
no escape route 

rough crowds 2 0 0 0 0 0 

service/delivery areas 1 0 0 0 0 0 

underground parking garages 1 2 0 0 0 0 
with no attendants 

evening I I 1 0 2 0 

disability 0 0 0 0 1 0 

outside of dorms 0 0 0 0 1 0 

walking alone at night 0 0 0 0 6 0 



Unsafe Characteristics Admin. LARF LARMF LARMM Sororitv s 

where students don't 0 0 0 0 2 0 
hangout 

no sidewalks 0 0 0 0 1 0 

dark comers/streets/ 0 1 I 0 7 I 
alleyways 

outside of the mall 0 0 0 0 1 0 

underpasses 0 I 0 0 I 0 

quiet 0 0 0 0 I 0 

cIosed-oGT areas 0 0 0 0 1 0 

few pedestrians 0 0 0 0 I 0 

lots of walls 0 0 1 0 0 0 

imtamiliar place 0 1 0 0 1 0 

short/limited view sheds 0 I I 0 0 0 

poor %nsibility from street 0 0 0 1 0 0 

streets w/ slow moving cars 0 0 1 0 0 0 

access to a building 0 0 0 1 0 0 

Univ. Blvd. & Park Ave, 0 0 0 0 1 0 

crowds 0 0 I 0 0 0 

poor reputation of area 0 1 0 I 0 0 
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Environmental Audit 

The safety and environmental audits of the two selected sites on campus were 

done by a total of 8 women, including the author. All of these women, excepting the 

author, had completed the survey given in conjunction with this study and volunteered for 

inclusion on the audit teams. Each site was audited once by each of the two teams - one 

time using the open-audit format and another time using the safety checklist developed by 

METRAC and a consortium of Ontario colleges and universities (Appendices G & H). 

The fiill audit responses are contained in Appendix I. A summary of them follows here. 

The Coronado dormitory area described below was the site of a previous night time 

assault of a female student. The greater area shown on the orientation map included with 

the audit forms (Illustration 3.1) is the area identified as El in the crime and perception 

maps and tables. This was the area in which the greatest number of reported assaults and 

rapes occurred during the period studied. The area behind the Student Union (Illustration 

3.2), which was the second of the audit sites, is identified as C3 in the grid overlay and in 

the crime and perception maps and tables. This was the area identified by the most 

respondents as feeling unsafe at night (n=l8). Nearly as many (n=I3) respondents 

considered it to be safe; however, this area ranked fifth of all those marked by respondents 

as feeling safe at night. The particular space that was audited was the area most 

frequently mapped within the cell as a place that was avoided or perceived as being unsafe 

at night. 

The responses elicited by the open-format audit questions about the area just east 

of Coronado dormitory described the site as being traflRcked, transient, inconsistently 
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ILLUSTRATION 3.1 Coronado dorm vicinity and audited space 
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ILLUSTRATION 3.2 Student Union vicinity and audited space 
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lighted, heavily residential with few overtures for personal ownership, as well as harsh and 

cold. Notable physical charactenstics included a sea of bikes, congested parking areas, 

no curb cut, bike parking situated away from the populated dormitory entrance, poor 

signage, open sight lines, and many potential hiding places. Concerns mentioned about the 

greater area itself were the uneven asphalt in the major parking lot to the north that made 

walking somewhat diflBcult, poor illumination in the recreation area to the north of 

Arizona-Sonora dormitories, and the use by Coronado residents of the sidewalk area 

across the street from the dormitory as a place for smoking. Notes made on the 

orientation maps cited the narrow walk beside the bicycle parking along with the visual 

clutter and low lighting as making the area feel unsafe. Also mentioned in the map notes 

were the very small spot lights mounted on the comers of Kaibab dormitory. Discussions 

about the Coronado area during both the METRAC and open-format audits voiced 

concerns about the disparity of illumination levels present in the overall site. Almost all of 

the dormitory areas, surrounding streets, and smaller parking lots were dark or very 

poorly lighted with many pools of darkness. The major surface parking lot, however, was 

very brightly illuminated. 

Responses from the audit checklist noted more specific details about the Coronado 

dormitory area primarily because of the questions listed. For example, visibUity was 

judged according to the question as to whether a person's face could be identified at 25 

meters. The sections of the audit brought responses about audio distances, maintenance 

and enforcement that were not mentioned with the other audit survey. Overall, details and 

general impressions about each site that were written on the individual survey forms seem 
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to correspond more to each person's orientation and professional responsibilities at the 

university than to the audit format used. 

Responses made during the two audits of the area behind the Student Union 

proximate to the intersection of North Campus Drive and Mountain Avenue again varied 

between groups and the audit procedure used. On the open-format audit surveyors 

described it as poor place for pedestrians at night, dark, with blinding oncoming traffic, 

without signage, and with paths leading to a dark, deserted loading area with many hiding 

places. The mature olive trees that line the east-west North Campus Drive were described 

as having shadowy trunks, mysterious forms, and as obscuring the too few low-voltage 

street lights. Physical characteristics included noise, darkness, concealed places, and 

traffic, with no signs of ownership and only transient use. The parking garage on the 

northeast side whose stairway spills out at the intersection was noted to be used by 

nighttime audiences of Centennial Hall events. With no visible signage, poor illumination, 

fast moving traffic, and seemingly unpopulated buildings, the site was considered a poor 

link to the inner part of campus. Interestingly, Mountain Avenue, which leads into this 

site from the north, has at its comer with Speedway (a major city arterial), the only green 

traffic arrow leading into campus from the north. This intersection, which is by design a 

major entr3rTvay into campus, lacks a number of significant items - signage, lighting, 

activity, traffic-calming. All these issues were contained in the open-format dialogue that 

occurred on site. 

The audit checklist described environmental characteristics of the area behind the 

Student Union with a few more specific details (i.e. distances to help or phones) that were 



part of the questions listed on the audit form. The individually written descriptors that 

were given on this audit and the other both interestingly cited the area as a "backdoor. " 

Other replies to the audit checiclist did not vary much in general content and collective 

description from the open-format audit also done at the site. 
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DISCUSSION 

The author's aim in conducting this research was to identify characteristics of the 

designed environment that relate to women's perception of and their actual safety from 

assault and rape. The main campus of The University of Arizona was used as a site on 

which to research these concerns for several reasons: its discrete boundaries, the 

demographics of its population, the accessibility to its police records, and the potential for 

serious consideration and implementation of any significant findings of the study. 

According to Peterson, the search for design guidelines to help make public spaces 

more safe for women needs to begin with an analysis of environments where crimes are 

committed (1987). By looking at sites on the main campus of The University of Arizona 

that women perceive as fearful or safe and correlating these sites with available crime 

incident data, it was hoped that specific design features could be identified, which, if 

manipulated, might affect women's perception of safety as well as their actual safety from 

assault and rape. The campus, which comprises 345 acres, is itself a small community 

where thousands of people have business everyday and where many of these individuals 

reside. As a discrete physical place with its own security force and a primarily young 

population at risk for being victims of personal crimes, the university offered for this study 

a small-scale but fairly diverse site for seeking answer to some of the author's concerns 

about safety and the designed landscape as it affects women in particular. 

The findings of this study showed that although nearly all the surveyed users of 

The University of Arizona campus regarded it as being safe during the daytime hours, their 
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perception of campus nighttime safety dropped dramatically. Reported sexual assaults of 

women on campus have been relatively few, and almost all of these have occurred inside 

dormitories or fraternities. Far more numerous have been the cases of aggravated and 

minor assaults of women. Although many of these also occurred inside the victim's or 

suspect's place of residence, more than half occurred outdoors in open spaces and parking 

lots and along streets and paths frequented by students both day and night. 

Cited by a number of researchers looking at the interplay of environment and crime 

is the tendency of crimes of all types - murder, rape, assault, theft, burglary or vandalism -

to be spatially concentrated (Wilcox 1973; Wilson 1981; Wise & Stoks 1981; 

Brantingham & Brantingham 1984; Rengert & Wasilchick 1985; Sherman et al. 1989; 

Wikstrom 1991). This tendency was apparent in the aggregation of crimes reported in 

the present study. Fifty of the 112 crimes reported on campus occurred in only five of the 

42 cells dividing the main campus map (Table 4.1). Nearly 1,500 students live in the one 

cell (El) on the southwestern edge of campus where the highest number of rapes and 

assaults were reported. This area has the highest density of residential units on campus. It 

also has one of the largest unsecured surface parking lots. The other four cells (C4. C5, 

E5, and F5) have located within them main activity nodes or heavily used academic or 

residential buildings (i.e. the Student Union in C4; the Education, Modem Languages and 

Psychology buildings in C5, parking lots, most of the football stadium, and parts of Santa 

Cruz, La Paz, Graham, and Hopi dorms in E5; and the Student Recreation Center, parking 

lots, and Pinal and Navajo dorms in F5). Cited by Brantingham and Brantingham as being 

loci where crime typically clusters were those areas with high activity nodes, those along 
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major paths, and those along edges (1993). The authors noted also that personal crimes 

tended to cluster in residential areas and near establishments that serve alcohol (1993). As 

shown on the gridded campus map, cells El. E5 and F5 are all located along major paths 

and on the southern edge of campus where there exist a very large number of residential 

structures and nodes of high use. Other research has found greater risk of criminal activity 

associated with areas near schools and fast food restaurants (Roncek and Lobosco 1983; 

Brantingham & Brantingham 1981-82). Similarly, the location of cell El is proximate to a 

major urban high school in Tucson. While it has been noted that most criminals commit 

their crimes near to where they live (Turner 1969), other spatial patterns have been 

discerned for particular individual crime categories (Rand 1986). 

Reported Sexual Assaults on Campus 

One concern of the author's is the discrepancy between the number of reported 

sexual assaults of women on this university campus and the incidence of sexual assaults of 

college women published elsewhere (Matthews 1993; Koss 1988). As previously noted, 

in the seven years and eight months included within this study, only 26 sexual assault cases 

were reported as occurring on The University of Arizona campus. This number seems 

incongruously low when compared with findings from a survey of almost 6,000 students 

fi-om 32 colleges in the United States in which one of every sbc female students surveyed 

reported being victimized by a rape or attempted rape in the previous year (Matthews 

1993). 
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Statistics from the Tucson Rape Crisis Center for July L 1995 to June 30, 1996 

recorded 100 calls from University of Arizona students reporting incidents of sexual 

assault (Tucson Rape Crisis Center 1996). Categorized in this number could be reports of 

adult or child incest or molestation, acquaintance or stranger rape, sexual assault. 

domestic violence, stalking, harassment or other sexual abuse. The number of University 

of Arizona student-related crisis center calls may also be artificially low because the local 

crisis center records do not note student status of the victim or caller unless that 

information is offered (Tucson Rape Crisis Center, conversation 10/29/96). 

According to Harry Hueston 0. a Ph.D. candidate studying how institutions of 

higher learning deal with rape and the associate director of The University of Arizona 

Police Department, no one can reliably estimate the extent of the problem of sexual 

assaults on university campuses as no statistical evidence exists for unreported sexual 

assaults. He cited the frequently referenced research by Mary Koss as oflfering a glimpse 

of the potential magnitude of campus sexual assaults. He said her surveys of 2,900 and 

7,200 college-age students (aged 17 to 22 years) across the United States in 1985 and 

1989, respectively, showed that one in four experienced some type of sexual coercion 

within the prior year (Hueston, conversation 10/29/96). 

In Hueston's research of three Research I division universities in the southwestern 

United States, the typical, reported campus sexual assault involved a Caucasian female 

victim between 18 and 19 years of age, 80 percent of whom met the suspect shortly before 

the assault or was a stranger to him (Hueston, conversation 10/29/96). In 40 percent of 

the cases studied, alcohol had been used by either the victim or the suspect. The primary 
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assault site was inside a residence hall (64 percent) or fratenuty (19 percent); the 

remaining 17 percent of sexual assaults took place in other academic buildings or outdoors 

(Hueston, conversation 10/29/96). The greatest number of assauhs occurred between 

midnight and 4 a.m., with most occurring early Sunday morning and the next most 

occurring early Saturday morning (Hueston, conversation 10/29/96). 

The small number of sexual assaults included in this author's study support 

Hueston's profile of the typical victim's sex. age and race, primary location and time of 

day of the assault, and the involvement of alcohol. Although day of the week in which the 

rapes or attempted rapes occurred was not tracked, the most fi"equent hours of occurrence 

were between midnight and 6 a.m., with acquaintances accounting for most of the 

assaults. Alcohol was involved in 12 of the 26 reported cases. 

Aggravated and minor assaults showed variations of the typical sexual assault 

victim, with aggravated assaults being most numerous for Caucasian females between 21 

and 25 years of age. Six of the nine aggravated assault cases reported took place in 

parking lots or open space, most usually between the hours of midnight and 6 a.m.. Seven 

of the nine assaults were perpetrated by persons known to the victims. In three of the 

incidents, use of alcohol by the victun or suspect was noted. 

Minor assaults, again, typically involved Caucasian females between 18 and 19 

years of age. Fifty-one of the 97 reported cases took place in open spaces on campus; 36 

of the incidents occurred between noon and 6 p.m. and another 30 between 6 p.m. and 

midnight. Strangers were suspeas in more than half (n=57) of the cases. Alcohol use was 

cited in only six of the incidents reported. 
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Perceived Security 

Responses from the survey done in this study showed an almost unanimous sense 

of daytime safety that gave way to a significantly lower sense of security at night. Specific 

places marked by the women as producing feelings of safety during hours of darkness 

were along the central mall, especially the area just in front of the Student Union and 

Gallagher Theater. This area, though not audited, is perhaps the most widely and 

consistently illuminated space on campus as well as being one of the most active. 

Students meet, jog, and generally populate the area for most hours of the day and night. 

The three areas of campus identified by the female respondents as providing the 

least sense of security were the area just west and north of the Student Union and mall, the 

south central area of campus that contains the football stadium, and the area that extends 

from Fourth Street to Sixth Street between Bio-Sciences West and Facilities. Design and 

Construction. The nighttime characteristics of these places, the last two of which were 

not audited in this study, include sparse use, little pedestrian traflSc, large areas of relative 

darkness, and unsecured surface parking lots. 

A study of Toronto that was jointly undertaken by METRAC. Women Plan 

Toronto, and The Faculty of Environmental Studies at York University found that a small 

range of characteristics contributed to women's feelings of vulnerability (METRAC 

1987). In the WISE report, the places listed by women as feeling uncomfortable at night 

were parking lots (49 percent), streets (46 percent), public transit (41 percent), and parks 

and ravines (26 percent) (METRAC 1987). The specific design characteristics of places 



most feared by the women surveyed were dark areas with poor lighting (62 percent), 

deserted places (39 percent), those without access to help (30 percent), and those not 

visible to others (26 percent) (METRAC 1987). 

The women students in Klodawsky and Lundy's study of perception of safety on 

the Carleton University campus reported most fear occurring at night (1994). Places 

identified as most concerning were parking lots and pedestrian tunnels. The authors' 

findings pointed to the disparate feelings of safety between those reported by campus men 

and women. Women at Carleton reported adopting precautionary behaviors and 

restricting their participation in campus activities because of concern for personal safety 

(Klodawsky and Lundy 1994). 

Correlation between Location of Past Assaults and Perceived Safetv 

Two studies referred to previously attempted to identify the physical 

characteristics that provide opportunities for sexual assault in public places; Stoks' study 

of rape sites in Seattle and the assessment of public rape sites in Toronto done by a task 

force subcommittee (Stoks 1982; METRAC 1991). The Toronto sites, like those Stoks 

warned of in Seattle, were isolated spaces, "ambiguous in nature," "leftover" fi-om other 

nearby buildings, and without easy surveillance. The places were created by "a gap in the 

building frontage along the street, at school yards, ravine entrances, beside vacant lots, in 

spaces beside apartment buildings, on a university campus" (METRAC 1991, p. 22) - in 

other words, places conrmionly found in urban and campus environments. 
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Based on the historical crime data and the survey data obtained for this study. 

there appeared to be little overlap in the locations of past assaults and the areas on campus 

that women associate with fear. In fact, survey responses that indicated perception of 

safety or lack of fear in high activity areas, especiaUy that near Coronado dormitory, 

conflict with the actual safety of the area as measured by the number of reported crimes. 

Indeed, the campus is large, the police reports of assaults occurring out of doors were 

relatively few. and the mapped survey replies were gross in scale. A more refined 

identification of the sites of past assaults and the places women fear could perhaps answer 

better the question of whether sites of crime and spaces feared are the same. 

A few things can be said about the data from this study (see Table 5.1). One, the 

area perceived as most safe in both day and night had only one reported assault of a 

woman, and that incident occurred on a construction site and involved an employee of the 

construction company and her husband. Two, the area perceived as most unsafe in the 

day has also been the site of only one reported assault. Three, the area perceived as most 

unsafe at night had the third-most reported nighttime assaults of women. Only one of 

these incidents occurred outside a campus building. 

The following statements are based on the reported crime data. Of the 42 cells 

used to divide the main campus map, the area with the most reported daytime crimes 

ranked sbcth in perceived safety (n=31). Only one female respondent considered it unsafe 

during the day. Of the actual crimes that occurred there (seven assaults and one rape), 

only one took place outside. Of the area that had the most reported nighttime crimes 
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(four rapes, 16 assaults), only one female respondent considered it unsafe at night and 

five considered it safe. One of the rapes and five of the assaults there were outdoors. 

Landscape Characteristics of Audited Sites 

As identified by Valentine and others, women possess a heightened sensitivity to 

their surroundings and focus on the micro design features of an environment (Valentine 

1989; Mozingo 1989). They 

'adjust their pace and path accordingly: running past or crossing the road to 
avoid alleyways, indented doorways, over-grown bushes and other perceived 
shadowy areas... 'When you 're alone you suddenly realise how bad the lighting 
is, or the kind of road you 're walking down, whether it's fairly well lit or got lots 
of trees and things. You're just so aware. But you don't notice it if you're with 
somebody' (Lower Early young woman) " (Valentine 1989, p. 387). 

The environmental audits used in this study attempted to identify some of the 

micro design features found in an area where a previous assault of a woman occurred 

outdoors and in another area that many women perceive to be unsafe. The features found 

in these two places cannot be said to occur elsewhere on The University of Arizona 

campus as only the two sites were looked at in detail. 

Design Implications and the Environmental Safetv Audits 

The study by Klodawsky and Lundy resulted in the adoption of a number of 

proposals aimed at increasing women's perception of safety and their actual safety at 

Carleton University (1994). The measures adopted there included emergency telephones, 

improved lighting and security patrol of parking lots, a student-run nighttime escort 
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service, and nighttime van transport to parking areas and transit stops. Also included was 

the incorporation of personal safety concerns in all campus planning decisions (Klodawsky 

and Lundy 1994). 

Prevention measures like those adopted at Carleton, which address women's safety 

on the university campus, have been identified elsewhere (OflHce of Education Services 

1985) - appropriate lighting, accessibility to parking areas and emergency phones, 

availability of escort services, clear sight lines, elimination of potential hiding places, 

landscape maintenance limiting shrub growth near buildings, enhanced foot patrols, and 

improved building security hardware and locking policies (OflSce of Education Services 

1985). The recent evidence linking parking lots to increasing assaults of women and the 

number of assaults in parking lots recorded at The University of Arizona point to the 

importance of carefully thinking through the design decisions concerning security of 

parking garages and parking lots on this campus as well. 

Designers, planners and administrators should be concerned with fear in public 

spaces as these are the places wherein individuals give up much personal control over their 

own safety and where public officials must assume responsibility for providing a safe 

environment for all (Hassinger 1985). Likewise, third-party litigation citing design 

decisions as evidence of neglect are beginning to press upon architects, planners, engineers 

and other design professionals as a consequence of the victim's rights movement 
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(Kennedy 1993). As quoted by Kennedy in a review of architectural security concerns. 

Nydele stated 

"[I]t is becoming increasingly clear that the corporate facility itself, the building, 
parking, setting, landscaping, floor plan and materials, are all design elements that can 
assist in containing and limiting crime. The challenge is to provide protection while 
meeting other objectives - such as an environment that attracts people " (1986. p. 37). 

Legal arguments about obligation or duty to provide security hold that the more 

foreseeable the crime, the greater is the responsibility for providing for secure premises 

(Kermedy 1993). Such foreseeability can extend to site selection as well as to site and 

element design. tCstorical crime data, assessments of the physical-social conditions of an 

area, and other concepts of environmental criminology (criminal mobility, criminal 

displacement, etc.) and Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) can 

be used by design professionals in addressing the foreseeability of crime and user security 

(Kennedy 1993). 

Designing against crime, however, may not be the same as designing for perceived 

safety. The two campus sites that were audited in this study were selected because survey 

respondents identified the one as feeling most unsafe and police reports showed the other 

to be the most unsafe. For these two sites, perceived safety and actual safety did not 

overlap. The lack of symbolic ownership of the area surrounding Coronado dormitory 

(the area of the most crimes), which was a response noted in the environmental audit, 

might be contributing to the crime occurring there. As Kennedy stated, " 

"If people can be made to believe, through real or symbolic markers that they are 
responsible for and a property responsible to them, this property will be defended. It is 
further expected the potential criminal will also sense this fact, through a reading of 
those same markers, and reconsider any plans to intrude " (1993. p. 117). 
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Greater mixing of public and private space, as in the newer designed La Paz dormitory, 

should lead to a greater natural surveillance of surrounding areas. Such intention could be 

included in buildings other than residential halls and used to affect the feeling of the spaces 

surrounding them. 

The qualities that survey respondents listed as being associated with places feared 

and places considered safe reemphasize the findings by others already mentioned 

(METRAC 1991; Klodawsky and Lundy 1994). Widespread was the perception in the 

opportunity sample used in this study that safe places are those with good lighting and 

other people. Less broadly shared were feelings of safety associated with characteristics 

of openness, activity, and the presence of emergency telephones and visible security. For 

designers and planners, understanding the association of safety with these features is 

necessary for the provision of them. Most of these characteristics, however, would 

probably be included as part of any good design. Perhaps more useful might be the 

complete listings of characteristics that respondents said make a place feel safe or unsafe. 

These lists ofifer gestalt images of safe and unsafe places, which might in the end be of the 

most value to those involved in the design of outdoor spaces. 

Two further design issues warrant mention here. One is that there exist general 

and specific research findings on visual needs and perception of environments as related to 

personal safety (Gifford and Fan Ng 1982; Lozano 1974; Im 1984). It would be of 

interest to this author to uncover the contribution of sounds to a person's perception of 

safety or fear. One understands in designing landscapes how variation in ground surface 

materials influences the experience of place - grass vs. stone vs. concrete vs. asphalt. Of 
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potential influence on perceived safety in desert environments such as the Sonoran Desert, 

where rock and tough groundcovers are often used for aesthetic or functional reasons, 

might be the type of groundcover used as far as it contributes to one's hearing and ability 

to ascertain the movement of another person that might otherwise be concealed. It might 

be of value to apply the prediction made by Anderson et.al. that the interaction of acoustic 

and other features of a particular setting depends upon the appropriateness of sounds 

themselves (Anderson & Shroeder 1983). 

The second issue is that the environmental audits described previously were 

performed as a preliminary study of the two methods themselves. Because of the 

limitations of the audits, their findings provide but a snapshot assessment of the different 

sites - they were a pair of observations of two small areas done on two different clear 

nights within the same season. As Nasar and colleagues have written, we experience our 

surrounding landscapes intermittently and over time (1983). To determine accurately how 

environments on this campus influence users, any assessment must seek to gauge repeated 

and intermittent exposure. The Canadian audit, from which the one checklist used in this 

study was drawn, outlines a suggested process for more fully evaluating an entire campus 

environment (METRAC et.al. 1991). 

The results of the environmental safety audits conducted as a pilot study in this 

research project do point to ways in which a more complete audit of the campus might be 

best accomplished. Several things can be said of the audit findings. One, in the open 

format audit questions were listed for the surveyors to consider when evaluating each site. 

Included also were large blank spaces for noting impressions, features, and concerns. 
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Four surveyors responded to the questions themselves, even though they were not 

intended for such use. The replies given were evocative; indeed, the women of one team 

commented that such questions helped direct their review. It was thought that additional 

questions might improve the assessment process. Certainly, the large blank spaces given 

for comments were well used, as were the maps of the individual sites. 

Some of the other comments regarded the more structured audit checklist. Some 

of the surveyors noted that particular parts of the content included in the checklist seemed 

not directly applicable to this campus, although most of the categories that guided the 

audit were good. One person suggested that an audit format be developed by assessing 

one or two sites and then testing that format elsewhere to determine any additional needs. 

From using the two formats in this brief study, it seems that a hybrid audit form 

might be better than either individual format. Shortcomings of the checklist were the 

limited optional replies (i.e. yes/no/don't icnow; a range of very poor to very good). 

Although reasonable and easily responded to, the answers themselves didn't help much in 

characterizing the individual sites or noting what made them unique or similar to one 

another. Perhaps by not including any expected responses, the ones elicited might be 

more descriptive and site specific. 

Two, during each of the audits, the specific site was discussed for a time by the 

whole group and then individual responses were written. It was of interest to this author 

that although many site characteristics were discussed and seemingly agreed to exist, one 

or two completed audits done for the same site on the same night contained replies that 

contradicted another written audit obtained fi'om the same group. (For example, two 
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people said the Coronado site did not feel isolated but another person replied that it did.) 

Having seen the written responses, it seems that the discussions need to be made inclusive 

enough to pick up differences in each person's perspective so that the sites can be viewed 

with each of these in mind. By doing this, perhaps the specific features that individuals 

perceive as contributing to the variation in perceptions can be identified. 

Also, as recommended by the Canadian authors, a tape recording of the audit 

would prove usefiil. A tape recorder was not used during the pilot audits done here, and 

the author regrets that one was not used. Spontaneous detailed statements about the 

individual sites would have been better recorded by tape. The recalled experiences and 

feelings shared by group members during one series of the audits were remarkable for 

their insights, instruction, and convergence with the findings reported in other studies. 

Anecdotes such as these might be usefiil when organizing an audit team and trying to 

create a mind fi^me for looking at personal safety and the campus from the perspective of 

women users. 

Ensuring diverse perspectives in the makeup of the survey team was made obvious 

in the audits done for this study. The author firmly sought to engage as team members the 

administrators who volunteered to participate. Their diverse perspectives showed in the 

individual site details that were noted. It seems obvious now that audit team members do 

need to be the people whose campus responsibilities intersect directly with the personal 

safety issues that guide the audit itself be they environmental, physical, legal, student, or 

community centered. 
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One final recommendation was made by the Canadian authors, but it was not 

feasible for this research. This is that the review encompass the entire physical campus 

environment as it affects women's safety from assault and sexual harassment. This means 

the assessment of classrooms, locker rooms, library study areas, pathways, parking lots, 

residence halls, and campus grounds. Looking at the strategies employed by the university 

to keep the campus safe along with a review of the physical environment as it affects 

perceived safety would allow a more complete view of the campus than any one (or 

collection of) individual site audit(s) could make. 

Design concepts that a landscape architect might broadly apply to places on 

campus to make women feel more safe from assault or rape might vary, but of central 

concern would be the sensory characteristics of a place and its connection to the areas 

surrounding it. These would include clear sight lines, even illumination, audio 

interferences and distances to help, ground surface treatments, mental mapping, signage 

and wayfinding, relationship of exterior and interior spaces, entrances, exits, porches, and 

windows, bikes and vehicular parking, as well as the buildings or spaces across the street 

and beyond. The physical buildings that comprise the university change and grow in 

number. That any new design acknowledge what buildings, paths, streets and activities 

exist nearby is essential to maintaining a safe and comprehensible place. Setting down a 

garage, a parking lot, a classroom building, or a residence hall requires an architectural 

nestling into a given space. The campus is primarily experienced as a pedestrian. Any 
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building design must acknowledge that those passing by are influenced by it as much as 

are those who come inside. 

Fisher and Nasar's findings regarding prospect refuge and escape don't 

necessarily begin at a building's skin. Doors make for physical passings through as 

windows do for vision. Trees, shrubs, waUs, and fences, openings, screenings, light, and 

sound all make for design decisions. Consideration of them with respect to personal and 

psychological safety must be incorporated into all campus planning and design decision

making. 

Concerns and Future Review 

Besides the suspected underreporting of sexual assaults, the location of fi^temities 

and dormitories as sites for rapes or attempted rapes, the high use of alcohol in the 

reported assaults, and the uncertain funding of the volunteer campus escort service raise 

concern in this author for the physical safety and health of this university's women. 

Certainly, efforts to help students learn how to relate and respect one another's 

sexual desires and limits, how to handle their own aggression as well as that of others, and 

how to think defensively and safely when on campus will be of potential use in stenmiing 

the incidence of ail types of personal assaults. As iterated by Roark, characteristics that 

define college students explain, in part, their risks of experiencing victimization and 

campus violence (1987). The vulnerabih'ty of students is linked largely to their being 

"in a new setting with a variety of environmental stressors, away from direct 
parental supervision and old support systems, and at an age when sexual impulses 
are making insistent demands. They are under pressure, their identities are not 
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yet firm, their competence is not yet established, and they often have mistaken 
beliefs about their invincibility. They live among others who are experimenting 
with new freedoms" (1987, p. 169). 

This listing underlines the importance of considering personal safety issues in the 

physical design decisions for a campus and of making efforts to engage students in 

informational and educational programs about strategies for dealing with interpersonal 

conflicts and about sexual assault - including both stranger rape and date rape. 

As to the low number of reported rapes and attempted rapes on campus, there are 

several services that have begun a dialogue with students about sexual assaults. The 

OASIS Center for Sexual Assault & Relationship Violence, a newly formed resource 

service offered at the university, now provides crisis counseling, safety planning, walk-in 

and telephone assistance, as well as information, confidential reporting, and educational 

training for the campus community. The center is in the early stages of establishing 

centralized data collection of sexual incidents and assauhs involving university men and 

women. Also, the Student Health Service, with support fi-om the associated students 

organization, sponsors a peer education program directed at acquaintance rape. This 

program trains group facilitators within a two-unit university course offered through the 

university's Health Promotion and Preventive Service. In addition, the Women's 

Resource Center, a volunteer supported service on campus, offers self-defense classes and 

support groups for victims of incest or rape, providing information and referral to other 

campus and community services as well. 

One aspect of concern resulting fi'om the research done for this study regards 

future appraisal of women's environmental safety on campus. Across locales, police 
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reports share little standard terminoiogy and record little site-specific information. This 

makes it diflBcuIt to glean from them definitive profiles of the physical places where rapes 

occur, [f university poh'ce records were to be used again as a source for detemiimng 

unsafe places on the university campus, it would be helpful if they contained a more 

descriptive statement of location than a particular address or nearby cross streets. A 

better recording of this information could be usefiil later in locating the exact places where 

crimes have occurred so that the specific sites and their unique features could be assessed. 

Two studies of rape and assault sites done elsewhere were able to identify some 

consistent environmental features using police records or the police ofiBcers themselves. 

In Stoks' assessment of 65 public place rape sites in urban Seattle, the sites of rapes were 

found to be small (less than 100 square feet) and very well defined. In more than 75 

percent of the places investigated, the woman was trapped in three or more directions and 

vegetation often obscured the sites themselves. In more than 30 percent of the cases, 

vegetation blocked two of four possible directions of escape (Stoks 1982). The 

microspatial data collected from 29 sexual assault sites in Toronto by the subcommittee 

focusing on urban design and planning found rape sites to be typically poorly lighted and 

isolated without anything to attract people to them. The Toronto data suggested again 

what was found by Stoks - that areas "fiagmented, unused, ambiguous and unclaimed" 

and without natural surveillance pose special danger to women (METRAC 1991, p. 22). 

It should be noted that Stoks' environmental assessments were done in conjunction with 

the reporting oflBcer for each case. The Toronto study, on the other hand, noted that the 
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lack of environmental data included within the police reports required the committee to do 

later fieldwork to assess the physical environments themselves (METRAC 1991). 

Limitations of the Current Study 

The design of this study tends to limit its generalizations and to make them 

applicable primarily for the campus on which it was conducted. Although the subjects 

surveyed constituted an opportunity sample of several subgroups, each had a varying 

vested interest in the research itself. Those interests, as well as other factors, seemingly 

worked in favor of the survey and study. Most of the respondents gave a serious 

investment in both time and attention to completing the survey. Maps were quite detailed 

as were many comments. Response rates and the level and quantity of information given 

were considerably better than expected. It is suspected that these response rates resulted 

from most all of the respondents being known to the author herself or introduced to her by 

a respected member of the particular sub-group. The good will extended by the audit 

team members and the seriousness with which they addressed its purpose reflect well on 

the interest of campus administrators and students in the safety of university women. 
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CONCLUSION 

The aim of this study was to identify places on The University of Arizona campus 

that were assodated with perceived or actual risk of women for victimization by assauk or 

rape. Findings from this research are consistent with those of Klodawsky and Lundy 

(1994) and METRAC (1987, 1991) in regard to landscape characteristics and time of day 

associated with fear in campus women - poor lighting, isolatioru few passersby, hiding 

places, parking lots, garages, and nighttime in general. Support is also contained within 

this study for the findings of Brantingham and Brantingham that assaults and rapes (as 

well as other crimes) tend to be spatially concentrated (1993). Consistent with the above 

mentioned study is the tendency of the crimes on this campus to cluster near high activity 

nodes and along major paths and edges. Also supported by the results described here are 

the profiles of the typical sexual assault and sexual assault victim as identified by Hueston 

(1996). 

Not supported by this study is the incidence of rape and attempted rape described 

by Koss (1988). Whether the incidence of sexual assault on this campus actually 

approaches that found by Koss carmot be judged by this study alone as only the sexual 

assault records of The University of Arizona police were utilized and respondents were 

not queried about their histories. The majority of students attending The University of 

Arizona live ofF-campus. Any reporting of rape or assault outside the confines and 

jurisdiction of the university would be taken by the City of Tucson Police Department. 
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The reemphasis of a few issues is appropriate in closing. As stated by Milroy. 

planning and spatial development theory should jointly consider "how space is developed 

and how it should be developed, by placing discussions of desires and vision - as distinct 

from system goal statements - at the start of the plaiming process. Its epistemological 

position, in part, would be that facts depend on values and value-informed theories, and 

that objectivity is contextually and historically shaped" (Milroy 1991, p. 12). To use 

values, objectivity, and context as well as history and vision in the development of public 

landscapes would suggest that any resulting design make possible the experiencing by 

society at large. 

Designers and planners are beginning to realize through the impact of civil suits 

brought against them that their professional responsibility includes ensuring the safety of 

users (Kennedy 1993). Criticism of designed landscapes and places needs to be expanded 

beyond function, aesthetics and accessibility. Either the definition of accessibility needs to 

be expanded or an entirely new area of needs must be included to incorporate a holistic 

consideration of personal safety. Such consideration is not for women only, but for the 

many for whom no protection is legally mandated for their special needs - our children, 

our parents and elders, and those of us who are transiently or somewhat infirm or 

burdened. The pleasure of public spaces should not be designed first for those who are 

the most able-bodied and second for all others. The inequity within the design of many 

public spaces needs to be rethought. Public-ness infers an accessibility to all. It should 

include an equal potential for the experiencing of place to those also who are small, elder, 

less able, or female. 
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APPENDIX A: INTRODUCTORY SURVEY STATEMENT AND QUESTIONNAIRE 

This is a survey to identify places on The University of Arizona campus where 
women feel particuiariy safe or unsafe and the characteristics of those places that 
contribute to that feeling. When the word "safe" is used, it means free from 
feelings of fear of assault, rape or harassment. When the words "unsafe" or 
"vulnerable" are used, they mean feelings of fear of assault, rape or harassment. 
Thank you for participating. 

Debra Kay Huffman 

University of Arizona Master's Candidate, Landscape Architecture 
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DAY Use OF The UNIVEBSITY OF Amzona CAMPUS 

IS cnere anvtmnq aoauc you sersonaily (an «xoenence or a 
oisaoilicv. 'or examoiel cnac oredisooses -/ou co (edinq 
vulneraoie/unsafe/ i> so. wnac.' 

So you use cne camous aunng '^yhgnc nours.' 
yes 
no (sicio cms cage and cne next sage) 

How safe ao yoo 'eel /vaikmg m camous Jione ttunnq trm 
dayf 

'erv sa<e 
somewnac Tate 
neicner sate nor unsafe 
soniewcuc unsafe 

__ wery unsafe 

How freouentty last semester aid you feei /ulneraaie/unsate 
wfien on camous ^lone during rne asy? 

never 
seldom 
often 

Oo you avoid goinq co any ssecific olaces wnen on camous 
along during tf>« dayi if so. draw a dasned line on 
cne mao around any glaces you avoid. 

indicaw on CM mao any slaces w/iare you feel oarticulany 
safe wnen alone during the day-
Ptease race tnese areas according co now safe you feel. 

J « very safe 
2 • moderately safe 
3 a somewnac safe 

Indicate on the mao any places wnere you feel oarciculariv. 
vuinaraMa/unsafa wnen alone during at* day. 
Please rate tnese areas according to how vulneraOle/unsafe 
you feel. 

A s very vulneraoleAinsafe 
9 * moderatefy vufneraoieAjnsafe 
C a somewhat vulnerableAinsafe 

Draw lines on cne mao chat reoresent your general oattems 
of movement when on camous during ma day. 

Us* a highlighter o<n co outline the area on the mao where 
you soend most of your time when on camous during the 
dayt 
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NIGHT USE OF THEUNR/SSRRR OF ASIZCMA CA.MPUS 

Oo vou use cne camous "Sunncj •vemnq nours?. 
ves 
no (go CO tne last oaqel 

How safe do you feel walking on camous tiom sr nignt! 
very ia»e 
somewnat safe 
neiiner sale nor unsaie 
somewnat ansa re 
«» unsafe 
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r-ow irecuenciv 'ast semester '3fO yOu .*ee* rfutneracie/unsafe 
wnen on camous alone at mghti 

never 
seldom 
olten 

Oo you avoid going to any soeolic oiaces wnen on camous 
alone jr mgttti if so. indicate witn a dasned line on 
cne second mao any oiaces cnat you avoid. 

indtcats on cne mao anv oiaces wnere you feel oanicuiariv 
tuf» wnen aiooe ai night. 
Please rate tnese areas according to now sate you feel, 

t « very safe 
2 > moderately safe 
3 • somewhat safe 

Indicate on cne mao anv oiaces where you feel oarriculariy 
vuineraala/unsafa when alone ar nignt. 
Please rate cnese areas according to now vutneraoie/unsare 
you feel. 

A m very vulneraBieAjnsafe 
3 « moderately vuineraeieA<nsafe 
C • somewnat vulneraeieAjnsafe 

Draw lines on cne mao cr<at reoresent your general oattems 
of movement wnen on camous alone at nignt. 

Us* a MgNighter oen to outline cne area on the mao where 
you soend most of your ame when on camous at mgnt. 
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What general condicions/elemencs or ct^ractenstics of a place make you -eel comfnrraom/safe? 

Whac general conditians/eiements or characterisocs of a place make you M uncomfortabMunsafe'! 

How safe do you feel walking on campus alone during thm dav an WMtenesP 

very safe 
somewhat safe 
neither safe nor unsafe 
somewhat unsafe 

"very unsafe 

How safe do you feel walking on campus aldna on wmakmndsf 

very safe 
somewhat safe 
neither safe nor unsafe 
somewhat unsafe 
wef/ unsafe 





M(jw Mft <lo you feel walking on camous alone aurinf the da'f during intercession -Mhen tfie university is dosed? 

very safe 
somewhat safe 
neittier safe nor unsafe 
somewhat unsafe 
ver^ unsafe 

How safe do you feel walking on camous alone at night during intercession when the universiiY is dosed? 

very safe 
somewhat safe 
neither safe nor unsafe 
somewhat unsafe 
very unsafe 

safe? 

Cammencs? 

Name (optional) 
Age 
Sex female male 
Class freshman __ sopfwmore __ jtmior __ sentor 

graduate staff faculty 
Maior 

(On-campus sorority) name of sorority " 
(On-campus dorm) r^une of dorm 
(Off-campus dorm) name of dorm 
(Off-campuskaparanent/house); Distance from campus 

If you live off-campus, how do you get to the university? 
car ___ bicycle ___ bus ____ walls _____ 

Do you use the UA Escort Service for ride assistance at night? yes no 
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APPENDIX B: INDIVIDUAL OFFENSE CODE SUMMARIES DRAWN FROM 

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA POLICE DEPARTMENT CASE REPORTS 
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02-01 SEXUAL ASSAULT/FORCIBLE 
RAPE FEMALE 

#s and dates 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 

1 
2 
4 
0 
5 
5 
2 
0 

TOTAL# ii 
if more than one tvpe / incident 

1989 0 
1990 I + burglary/kidnap/robbery 
1991 0 
1992 0 
1993 0 
1994 0 
1995 0 
1996 0 

time of occurrence 
0000 to 0600 8 
0600 to 1200 1 
1200 to 1800 1 
1800 to 2400 6 
not recorded 3 

time elapsed between occurrence and reporting 
less than 1 hour 5 
1 to 2 hours 2 
2 to 6 hours 2 
6 to 12 hours 
12 to 24 hours 3 
more than one day 5 
(1-115 days I -4 days 
1-20 days 2-2 days) 
not reported 2 

contributing ciromistances 
ALCH 2 
(ALCH) 8 
INNF 1 
RSOR 2 
UAS 7 

location 
dorm room of victim 2 
dorm room of suspect 4 
firatemity 8 
campus building 

Steward Observ 1 
apartment of suspect 1 
apartment of victim 1 
reports unclear 2 

student status of victims 
student 18 (I grad. 17 undergrad) 
non-student i 

it of victims i total 19') 
1 
2 

ageofvictintfs^ 
less than 18 
18 

19 
20 
21 
22 to 25 
26 to 30 
31 to 40 
41+ 
not reported 

raceofvictintfs) 
Oriental 
Hispanic 
Airican American 
Caucasian 
American Indian 
not reported 

number of suspects (total 19^ 
1 
2 

agef" s^ of suspectf s^ 
less than 18 
18 
19 
20 
21 

•lOs" 
to 25^' 

26 to 30 
31 to 40 
41+ 
not recorded 

sex ofsuspectfs) 
male 
female 

raceofsusnectfs) 
Oriental 
Hispanic 
Afhcan American 
Caucasian 
American Indian 

19  

0 

1  (17 vears old') 
6 
8 
I 
1 
0 
0 
1  (33 years old") 
0 
1 

0 
1 
1 
15  

0 
2 

19  

0 

0 
2 
4 
0 
2 
1  

3 
0 
0 

0 
7 

19  

0 

0 
I 
1 
9  

0 
not iaiown/reported 8 

relationship of victimfs) to susvectts) 
known 12 

date 5 
doim mates 1 
other 6 

unknown 6 
not recorded 1 

student status of suspect 
student 13 not known 6 
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02-03 SEXUAL ASSAULT/ATTEMPTED 
RAPE FEMALE 

#s and dates 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 

TOTAL# 5 
if more than one tvue / incident 

1989 0 
1990 1+ robbery/misc 
1991 0 
1992 0 
1993 0 
1994 0 
1995 0 
1996 0 

tune ot" occurrence 
0000 to 0600 3 
0600 to 1200 0 
1200 to 1800 0 
1800 to 2400 2 

time elapsed between occurrence and reporting 
less than 1 hour 2 
1 to 2 hours 1 
2 to 6 hours 0 
6 to 12 hours 0 
12 to 24 hours 0 
more than one day 2 

1 - 142 days 
1 - 39 days 

contributing circumstances 
(ALCH) 1 

location 
dorm room of victim 1 
dorm room of suspect 1 
fraternity 1 
campus building 0 
open space 2 

(S*" E of Euclid; Gila dorm 
North exit by dimipster) 

student status of victims 
student 5 (1 male) 
non-student 1 

if of victims (total 6) 
1 4 
2 I (I female & I male 

assaulted when came to aid of 
female victim) 

age of victimfs) 
less than 18 U 
18 3 
19 2 
20 1 (male) 
21 0 
22to25 0 
26 to 30 0 
31 to 40 0 
41+ 0 

race of victimfs) 
Oriental 0 
ECspanic 0 
African American 0 
Caucasian 6 (1 male i 
American Indian 0 

niimher of suspects (total 51 
1 5 
2 0 

age<^s) of susnectTs) 
less than 18 0 
18 0 
19 0 
20 1 
21 0 -20s" 2 
22 to 25 0 -30s'" 1 
26 to 30 0 
31 to 40 0 
41+ 0 
not recorded 1 

sex of suspectfs) 
male 5 
female 0 

race of suspectf si 
Oriental 0 
Hispamc 0 
African Amencan 2 
Caucasian 2 
American Indian 0 
not reported 1 

relationship of victimfs) to suspectrsi 
known 2 

boyfnend/girlfnend 0 
dorm mates 0 
classmates 0 
other 2 

(1 - date; 1 acquaintance) 
unknown 3 

student status of susoectfs) 
student 2 
non-student 0 
not recorded 3 
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04-02 AGGRAVATED ASSAULT/ 
PEACE OFFICER, NON SERIOUS 

its and dates 
1989 1 
1990 0 
1991 0 
1992 0 
1993 0 
1994 0 
1995 0 
1996 0 

TOTAL # i 

if more than one tvpe / incident 
1989 0 
1990 0 
1991 0 
1992 0 
1993 0 
1994 0 
1995 0 
1996 0 

time of occurrence 
0000 to 0600 
0600 to 1200 
1200 to 1800 
1800 to 2400 

time elapsed between occurrence and reporting 
less than 1 hour I 
1 to 2 hours 0 
2 to 6 hours 0 
6 to 12 hours 0 
12 to 24 hours 0 
more than one day 0 

contributing circtmistances 

location 
donnitory of victim 0 
dormitory of suspect 0 
fraternity 0 
campus building 0 
open space 1 

other 
(parking lot (& Christopher Citv - 1) 

0 

student status of victims 
student 1 
not known 1 
non-student 0 

§ of victims (total 2) 
1 0 
2 1 

more than 2 0 
ageofvictim(s) 

less than 18 0 
18 0 
19 0 
20 0 
21 0 
22to25 2 
26 to 30 0 
31 to 40 0 
41+ 0 

race of victim(s) 
Oriental 0 
Hispamc 0 
African Amencan o 
Caucasian 2 
American Indian 0 

number of sust)ects (total H 
1 1 
2 0 
more than 2 0 

aze( s) of susnectf s) 
less than 18 0 
18 0 
19 0 
20 0 
21 0 
22 to 25 1 
26 to 30 0 
31to40 0 
41+ 0 

sex of susoectf^s) 
male I 
female 0 

raceofsusoectfs) 
Oriental 0 
ECspanic 0 
African American 0 
Caucasian 1 
American Indian 0 

relationship of victim(s) to suspectf's) 
known 

boyfriend/girlfriend 
doim mates 
classmates 
other 

unknown 
student status of suspect 

student 0 
non-student 1 

1 
0 
0 
0 
I (spouse of I victim I 

0 
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04-03 AGGRAVATED ASSAULT/OTHER 

#s and dates 
1989 0 
1990 I 
1991 0 
1992 0 
1993 0 
1994 0 
1995 0 
1996 0 

TOTAL # i 

if more than one tvpe / incident 
1989 0 
1990 0 
1991 0 
1992 0 
1993 0 
1994 0 
1995 0 
1996 0 

tune of occurrence 
0000 to 0600 
0600 to 1200 
1200 to 1800 
1800 to 2400 

time elapsed between occurrence and reporting 
less than 1 hour I 
1 to 2 hours 0 
2 to 6 hours 0 
6 to 12 hours 0 
12 to 24 hours 0 
more than one day 0 

contributing circumstances 

location 
dormitory of victim 0 
dormitory of suspect 0 
fraternity 0 
campus building 0 
open space 1 

(parking lot Christopher Cit\- - 1) 
other 0 

student status of victims 
student 1 
non-student 0 

i of victims (total 2) 
1 0 
2 1 
more than 2 0 

age of victimCs't 
less than 18 0 
18 0 
19 0 
20 0 
21 0 
22 to 25 2 
26 to 30 0 
31 to 40 0 
41+ 0 

race of victimf s) 
Oriental 0 
Hispanic 0 
African American 0 
Caucasian 2 
American Indian 0 

number of suspects (total I i 
1 1 
2 0 
more than 2 0 

aeefs) of susnectfs^ 
less than 18 0 
18 0 
19 0 
20 0 
21 0 
22 to 25 I 
26 to 30 0 
31 to 40 0 
41+ 0 

sexofsuspectCs) 
male 1 
female 0 

raceofsuspectf^s') 
Oriental 0 
Hispanic 0 
Afhcan American 0 
Caucasian I 
American Indian 0 

relationship of victimfs) to suspectfs i 
known 

boyfnend/girlfhend 
dorm mates 
classmates 
other 

unknown 
student status of suspect 

student 0 
non-student I 
unknown 0 

I 
0 
0 
0 
1 (spouse of 1 victun i 
0 
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04-07 AGGRAVATED ASSAULT. 
SERIOUS INJURY 

Its and dates 
1989 0 
1990 0 
1991 0 
1992 0 
1993 0 
1994 0 
1995 0 
1996 1 
TOTAL# 1 

if more than one tvne / incident 
1989 0 
1990 0 
1991 0 
1992 0 
1993 0 
1994 0 
1995 0 
1996 0 

time of occurrence 
0000 to 0600 I 
0600 to 1200 0 
1200 to 1800 0 
1800 to 2400 0 

time elapsed between occurrence and reporting 
less than 1 hour 1 
1 to 2 hours 0 
2 to 6 hours 0 
6 to 12 hours 0 
12 to 24 hours 0 
more than one day 0 

contributing circumstances 
ALCH 1 

location 
dorm room of victim 
dorm room of suspect 
tratemity 
campus building 
open space 
other 

student status of victims 
student I 
non-student 0 

n of nctuns (total 1) 
1 I 
2 0 
more than 2 0 

age of victimf s) 
less than IS 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 to 25 
26 to 30 
31to40 
41+ 

race of victiml's i 
Oriental 
Hispanic 
African American 
Caucasian 
American Indian 

number of suspects i total 1) 
1 
2 
more than 2 

aeeT s) of suspectf s) 
less than 18 
18 

19 
20 
21 
22 to 25 
26 to 30 
31 to 40 
41+ 

sex ofsuspectCs) 
male 
female 

raceofsuspectfsi 
Oriental 
Hispanic 
Alhcan American 
Caucasian 
American Indian 

I (17 years old) 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

I 
0 

1 

0 
0 

0 
I 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

1 

1) 

0 

0 

1 
0 

1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

relationship of victimfsl to suspectfs) 
known 1 

boyfnend/girlfriend 0 
dorm mates 1 
classmates 0 
other 0 

unknown 0 
student status of suspect 

student 1 
non-student 0 
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04-13 AGGRAVATED ASSAULT, 
DOMESTIC VIOLENCE 

Ks and dates 
1989 2 
1990 0 
1991 0 
1992 0 
1993 0 
1994 0 
1995 0 
1996 0 

TOTAL# 2 

if more than one tvpe / inrident 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 

tune ot" occurrence 
COCO to 0600 
0600 to 1200 
1200 to 1800 
1800 to 2400 

time elapsed between occurrence and reporting 

1 ( 1 +  o t h e r  m i s d e m e a n o r s )  
0 
I) 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

2 
0 
0 
0 

less than 1 hour 
1 to 2 hours 
2 to 6 hours 
6 to 12 hours 
12 to 24 hours 
more than one day 0 

contributing circumstances 
(ALCH) 1 

location 
dormitory of victim 
dormitory of suspect 
fhttemity 
campus building 
open space 
other 

(Christopher Cit\' apartments - 2) 
student status of victims 

student 
non-student 
employee 

of victims (total 2) 
1 
2 
more than 2 

0 
1 
1 

2 
0 
0 

age of victimfsi 
less than 18 0 
18 0 
19 0 
20 0 
21 0 
22to25 1 
26 to 30 0 
31to40 1 
41+ 0 

race of victim(s) 
Oriental I 
Hispanic I 
African American 0 
Caucasian 0 
American Indian 0 

number of sust)ects (total 2) 
1 2 

2 0 
more than 2 0 

age(s)ofsuspect(s) 
less than 18 0 
18 0 
19 0 
20 0 
21 0 
22 to 25 1 
26 to 30 1 
31 to 40 {) 
41+ 0 

sex of suspectfs) 
male 2 
female 0 

raceofsuspecti's) 
Oriental 1 
Hispanic 0 
African Amencan 0 
Caucasian I 
American Indian 0 

relationship of victim(s) to suspecti s i 
known 2 

boyfriend/girlfriend 0 
dorm mates 0 
classmates 0 
other 2 (spouses' 

unknown 0 
student status of suspects 

students 2 
non-student 0 

2i 



04-22 AGGRAVATED ASSAULT 
W/ KNIFE, NO INJURY 

Us and dates 
1989 0 
1990 0 
1991 1 
1992 0 
1993 0 
1994 0 
1995 I 
1996 0 

TOTAL# 2 

if more than one tvpe / incident 
1989 0 
1990 0 
1991 0 
1992 0 
1993 0 
1994 0 
1995 0 
1996 0 

time of occurrence 
0000 to 0600 
0600 to 1200 
1200 to 1800 
1800 to 2400 

time elapsed between occurrence and retwrting 
less than 1 hour 2 

1 to 2 hours 0 
2 to 6 hours 0 
6 to 12 hours 0 
12 to 24 hours 0 
more than one day 0 

contributing circumstances 
SATH 1 
WPSI 1 
UAS 1 
WEAP ( 

location 
dorm room of victim 0 
dorm room of suspect 1 
ftatemity 0 
campus building 0 
open space 0 
other I 

(Park Avenue parking garage) 
student status of victims 

student 2 
non-student 0 

tf of victims (total 2) 
1 2 
2 0 
more than 2 0 

age of victimf 
less than 18 0 
18 1 
19 0 
20 0 
21 0 
22to25 1 
26 to 30 0 
31to40 0 
41+ 0 

race of victimf s) 
Oriental 0 
Hispanic 0 
African American 0 
Caucasian 1 
American Indian 0 
not recorded 1 

number of suspects (total 2) 
1 2 
2 0 
more than 2 0 

agef s) of suspectf s) 
less than 18 0 
18 I 
19 0 
20 0 
21 0 
22 to 25 0 
26 to 30 0 
31 to 40 0 
41+ 0 
not recorded 1 

sex of suspectf s) 
male 2 
female () 

race of suspectf si 
Oriental 0 
Hispanic 0 
African American 0 
Caucasian 1 
American Indian 0 
not recorded 1 

relationship of victimfsl to susnectfs) 
known 

boyfriend/girlfriend 
dorm mates 
other 

unknown 
student status of suspects 

student 1 
not known I 



04-41 AGGRAVATED ASSAULT. 
PEACE OFNCER, NO/MINOR INJURY 

and dates 
1989 0 
1990 0 
1991 0 
1992 0 
1993 1 
1994 0 
1995 I 
1996 0 
TOTAL s? 2 

if more than one tvoe / incident 
1989 0 
1990 0 
1991 0 
1992 0 
1993 0 
1994 0 
1995 0 
1996 0 

time of occurrence 
0000 to 0600 1 
0600 to 1200 I 
1200 to 1800 0 
1800 to 2400 0 

time elapsed between occurrence and reporting 
less than 1 hour 2 
1 to 2 hours 0 
2 to 6 hours 0 
6 to 12 hours 0 
12 to 24 hours 0 
more than one day 0 

contributing circumstances 
ALCH 1 
UAE 1 

location 
dormitory of victim 0 
dormitory of suspect 0 
fraternity 0 
campus building 1 

Coronado dorm (not victim's or 
suspect's room or dorm) 

open space 1 
(W ofUAPD) 

other 0 
student status of victims 

student 1 
employee 1 
non-student 0 

# of victims (total 2) 
1 2 
2 0 
more than 2 0 

ageofvictim(s) 
less than 18 0 
18 1 
19 0 
20 0 
21 0 
22 to 25 0 
26 to 30 0 
31 to 40 1 
41+ 0 

race of victim(s) 
Oriental 0 
Eiispamc ii 
African Amencan 0 
Caucasian 2 
American Indian 0 

ninnber of suspects 
1 2 

2 0 
more than 2 0 

aeef's) ofsuspectCs^ 
less than 18 0 
18 0 
19 1 
20 0 
21 0 
22 to 25 0 
26 to 30 I 
31 to 40 0 
41+ 0 

sexofsusnectTs) 
male 2 
fhnale 0 

raceofsuspectfs) 
Oriental 0 
FCspanic 1 
African American 0 
Caucasian I 
American Indian 0 

relationship of victim(s) to susoectTs) 
known 

boyfriend/girlfriend 
dorm mates 
classmates 
other 

unknown 
student status of suspect 

student I 
non-student 1 
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09-01 OTHER ASSAULT, 
MINOR INJURY 

Us and dates 
1989 5 
1990 4 
1991 6 
1992 4 
1993 0 
1994 3 
1995 5 
1996 4 

TOTAL# 31 

it" more than one tvne / incident 
1989 0 
1990 n 
1991 0 
1992 0 
1993 0 
1994 0 
1995 0 
1996 0 

time ot" occurrence 
0000 to 0600 8 
0600 to 1200 3 
1200 to 1800 7 
1800 to 2400 12 
not recorded 1 

tune elapsed between occurrence and reporting 

student status ot" victims 
student 
employee 

a of victims (40 total) 
1 
2 

age of victim(s> 
less than 18 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 to 25 
26 to 30 
31 to 40 
41+ 
not recorded 

race of victim^ s) 
Oriental 
Hispanic 
African American 
Caucasian 
American Indian 
not recorded 

number of suspects 
1 

2 
more than 2 

38 
2 (UAPD1 

22 
9 

2 (17 years old) 
12 (1 male) 
9(1 male) 

4 

1 
2 (1 male) 
4 
26 (Imalei 
0 
-7 

26 
2 
2(l-#3: l-#6) 

less than 1 hour 
1 to 2 hours 
2 to 6 hours 
6 to 12 hours 
12 to 24 hours 

17 
4 
3 
0 
I 

agefs) of suspectfs) (43 total) 

more than one day 6 
(2-2 days. 1 - 3 days. 2-4 days. 
1 - 8 days) 

contributing circumstances 
(ALCH) 2 
UAS 7 

UABT I 

less than 18 2 (2 - 17 years old) 
18 4 
19 4 -20s'" 
20 4 -18-23"" 
21 2 -20-25"" 
22 to 25 3 ~I9-2r" 
26 to 30 1 (29+) ••23-24-" 
31 to 40 1 (30s) 
40+ 0 
not recorded 14 

location 
dorm room of victim 
dorm room of suspect 
dorm room suspect & victim 
campus building 

Student Union 
Psychology 
Mod Lang 
open space 

(parking lots - 5) 
other 
unclear 

2 
1 
3 
4 
2 
1 
I 
16 

3 
1 

sex of suspect(s) 
male 35 
female 8 

race of suspectCs) 
Oriental 0 
Eiispanic 2 
African American 15 
Caucasian 24 
American Indian 0 
not reported 2 



09-01 OTHER ASSAULT, 
IVIINOR INJURY (cont.) 

relationship of victinns i to suspectfs) 
known 

f ex)&boylriend/girI&iend 
doim mates 
classmates 
other 

unknowTi 
not recorded 

student status of suspectfsi 
student 
non-student 
not recorded 

12 
6 
25 
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09-02 OTHER ASSAULT, 
NO INJURY 

its and dates 
1989 9 
1990 3 
1991 1 
1992 8 
1993 12 
1994 7 
1995 II 
1996 1 

TOTAL # 52 

if more than one tvue / incident 
1989 2 (I-other misdemeanors: 

I-other felonies) 
1990 I (othermisdemeanors) 
1991 0 
1992 0 
1993 0 
1994 0 
1995 0 
1996 0 

location (cone > 
open space 25 
(including Babcock-U Bookstore/ N Campus 
Dr-l; SU-1: Stadium-1; Old Main-U 
Tumacoc-l: McKIale-1; Ina Gittings-2: 
Education-1: Library-1: Streei-2: 
parking lots-3: Tunnel-1: AZ/Son-1) 

unclear 3 

student status of victims 
student 37 
non-student 8 

employee 
not reported 4 

tf of victims (total 56) 
1 38 
2 2(1- 1 male/1 female) 

time of occurrence 
0000 to 0600 7 
0600 to 1200 6 
1200 to 1800 24 
1800 to 2400 15 

time elapsed between occurrence and reporting 
less than 1 hour 39 
1 to 2 hours 0 
2 to 6 hours 3 
6 to 12 hours 0 
12 to 24 hours 1 
more than one day 8 
(1-8 days; 1-17 days;I-lday; 
3-2days; 1 -6days; 1-10 days) 
unclear I 

contributing circtmistances 
(ALCH) I RSSOR I 
UAS 6 SAUP 1 

less 

location 
dorm room of victim 6 
dorm room of suspect 0 
fraternity victim's dorm 3 
campus building 15 
(Park Stud Ctr-1; McKale-2;SU-3: 
Library-3,Rec-1 :Admin-1 ;SS-1 ;UMC-2; 
Psychology-1) 

ase of victimi s) 
less than 18 3(11 v.o.:15 V.O.: .n 
18 7 
19 8 
20 5 
•*20s" 1 
21 3 
22 to 25 14 
26 to 30 5 
31 to 40 8 
41+ 2 

race of victim(s) 
Oriental 2 
Hispanic 7 
African American 5 
Caucasian 35 
American Indian 0 
not recorded 7 

number of suspects (total 53^ 
1 51 
2 1 
more than 2 0 

aeeCs) of susoectTs) 
less than 18 1 (16 vears old) 
18 3 
19 5 
20 5 ••20s" 2 
21 0 "20-22" 1 
22 to 25 7 "late 20s" I 
26 to 30 4 
31 to 40 7 
41+ 4 
not recorded 13 
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09-02 OTHER ASSAULT, 
NO INJURY (cont.) 

s&x of susoectfs) 
male 42 
female 11 

raceofsuspectfs) 
Oriental 2 
Hispanic 8 
Afiican American 9 
Caucasian 2' 
American Indian I 
not recorded 6 

relationship of victim(s) to susoectfs) 
knouTi 21 

boy/girlfnend 3 
dorm mates 0 
classmates 1 

unknown 26 (1 stalker) 
not recorded 2 

student status of suspectfs) 
student 22 
non-smdent 15 
employee 4 
not recorded 12 
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09-11 DOMESTIC ASSAULT, 
iVIINOR INJURY 

#s and dates 
1989 3 
1990 I 
1991 1 
1992 0 
1993 1 
1994 2 
1995 1 
1996 0 

TOTAL# 9 

if more than one type / incident 
1989 0 
1990 I (14-02 criminal damage/ 

mtentional vandalism) 
1991 0 
1992 0 
1993 0 
1994 0 
1995 0 
1996 0 

tune of occurrence 
0000 to 0600 3 
0600 to 1200 2 
1200 to 1800 2 
1800 to 2400 2 

time elapsed between occurrence and reporting 
less than 1 hour 
1 to 2 hours 
2 to 6 hours 
6 to 12 hours 
12 to 24 hours 
more than one day 1 (4 Idays) 

contributing circumstances 
(ALCH) 3 IHFMR 1 
UAS 1 DMRU 1 
NROT 1 INHF 1 

location 
dorm room of victim 1 
dorm room of suspect 0 
fraternity 0 
campus building 1 

(construction site - 1) 
open space 6 

(Yavapai, fraternity, LIMC, parking lot. 
mall. Main Library) 

other I 
student status of victims 

student 3 
non-student 4 
employee 1 
not recorded I 

# of victims (total 9) 
1 9 
2 0 
more than 2 0 

age of victimfs i 
less than 18 0 
18 0 
19 1 
20 I 
21 I 
22to25 1 
26 to 30 0 
31 to 40 3 
41+ 0 
not recorded 2 

race of victim! S I 
Oriental I 
Hispanic 0 
African American 1 
Caucasian 5 
American Indian I 
not recorded 1 

number of suspects (total 10) 
1 8 
2 1 

more than 2 0 
agefs) of suspectfs^ 

less than 18 0 
18 0 
19 0 
20 1 
21 0 
22 to 25 3 
26 to 30 1 
31 to 40 2 
41+ 3 

sex ofsuspectfs) 
male 9 
female I 

raceofsuspectCs) 
Oriental 2 
Hispamc 1 
African American 1 
Caucasian 5 
American Indian 1 

relationship of victimfs^ to suspect(s) 
known 9 

spouse 3 
boyfriend/girlfriend/fiancee 5 
other 2 (parents of victim) 

unknown 0 
student status of suspecti"s) 

student 1 
non-student 9 
employee 0 
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09-12 DOMESTIC ASSAULT. 
NO INJURY 

#s and dates 
1989 0 
1990 I 
1991 0 
1992 0 
1993 I 
1994 I 
1995 0 
1996 0 

TOTAL# 3 

if more than one tvue / incident 
1989 0 
1990 0 
1991 0 
1992 0 
1993 0 
1994 0 
1995 0 
1996 0 

time of occurrence 
0000 to 0600 0 
0600 to 1200 0 
1200 to 1800 2 
1800 to 2400 1 

time elapsed between occurrence and reporting 
less than 1 hour 3 
1 to 2 hours 0 
2 to 6 hours 0 
6 to 12 hours 0 
12 to 24 hours 0 
more than one day 0 

contributing circumstances 

location 
dormitory of victim 0 
dormitory of suspect 0 
frateniit\- 0 
campus building 0 
open space 3 

(l-parking lot: 1-street: 1-mall) 
other 

student status of victims 
student 
non-student 
not recorded 

K of victims (total 3) 
1 
2 
more than 2 

0 

age of victinrfsi 
less than 18 0 
18 0 
19 I 
20 0 
21 0 
22to25 0 
26 to 30 0 
31 to 40 0 
41+ 1 
not recorded 1 

race of victimfs^ 
Oriental 0 
FCspanic 1 
African American 1 
Caucasian 1 
American Indian 0 

number of suspects (total 3i 
1 3 
2 0 
more than 2 0 

ageCs) of suspect^s) 
less than 18 0 
18 0 

19 0 
20 I 
21 0 
22 to 25 0 
26 to 30 0 
31 to 40 I 
41+ I 

sex of suspectfs) 
male 3 
female 0 

race of suspectfs) 
Oriental 0 
Hispanic 0 
African American 1 
Caucasian 2 
American Indian 0 

relationship of victimfs) to suspecu^s) 
known 3 

boy/girlfriend 1 
other 2 

unknown 0 
student status of suspectr 

student 0 
non-student 1 
employee 1 
not recorded I 



134 

17-06 SEXUAL OFFENSE, OTHER 
(PAST RAPE) 

#s and dates 
1989 I 
1990 0 
1991 0 
1992 0 
1993 0 
1994 0 
1995 0 
1996 0 
TOTAL # i 

if more than one type / incident 
1989 0 
1990 0 
1991 0 
1992 0 
1993 0 
1994 0 
1995 0 
1996 0 

time of occurrence 
0000 to 0600 I 
0600 to 1200 0 
1200 to 1800 0 
1800 to 2400 0 

time elapsed between occurrence and reporting 
less than 1 hour 0 
1 to 2 hours 0 
2 to 6 hours 0 
6 to 12 hours 0 
12 to 24 hours 0 
more than one day I 

(1 year & 8 months) 
contributing circumstances 

location 
dorm room of victim 1 
dorm room of suspect 0 
fraternity 0 
campus building 0 
open space 0 
other 0 

student status of victims 
student 1 
non-student 0 

# of victims (total 1) 
1 I 
2 0 
more than 2 0 

age of victimfsi 
less than 18 0 
18 0 
19 0 
20 1 
21 0 
22to25 0 
26 to 30 0 
31to40 0 
41+ 0 

race of victim^s^ 
Oriental 0 
Hispanic 0 
African American 0 
Caucasian 1 
American Indian 0 

number of suspects ( total 1) 
1 I 
2 0 
more than 2 0 

ageCs) ofsuspectfs) 
less than 18 0 
18 0 
"18-19'" I 
19 0 
20 0 
21 0 
22 to 25 0 
26 to 30 0 
31to40 0 
41+ 0 

sex of suspectTs) 
male I 
female 0 

raceofsuspectfs) 
Oriental 0 
Hispamc 0 
African American 0 
Caucasian 1 
American Indian 0 

relationship of victimCs) to suspectfsi 
known 

boyfriend/girlfriend 
dorm mates 
other 

unknown 
student status of suspectfsi 

student I 
non-student 0 

1 

0 
0 
1 
0 
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26-05 OTHER OFFENSE, 
MISDEMEANOR 

#s and dates 
1989 0 
1990 0 
1991 0 
1992 0 
1993 0 
1994 1 
1995 0 
1996 0 

TOTAL# i 

if more than one type / incident 
1989 0 
1990 0 
1991 0 
1992 0 
1993 0 
1994 0 
1995 0 
1996 0 

time of occurrence 
0000 to 0600 0 
0600 to 1200 0 
1200 to 1800 1 
1800 to 2400 1) 

time elapsed between occurrence a 
less than 1 hour 0 
1 to 2 hours 0 
2 to 6 hours 0 
6 to 12 hours 0 
12 to 24 hours 0 
more than one dav 1 

[ reportmg 

contributing circumstances 

location 
dorm room of victim 
dorm room of suspect 
fraternity 
campus building 
open space 
other 

student status of victims 
student 1 
non-student 0 

it of victitns (total 1) 
1 1 
2 0 
more than 2 0 

(4 days) 

1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

age of victim(s) 
less than 18 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 to 25 
26 to 30 
31 to 40 
41+ 

raceofvictimfs) 
CDriental 
Hispanic 
African American 
Caucasian 
American Indian 
not recorded 

number of suspects 
1 
2 
more than 2 

agefs) ofsuspectfs) 
less than 18 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 to 25 
26 to 30 
31 to 40 
41+ 

sex of suspectfs) 
male 
female 

race ofsuspectTsl 
Oriental 
Eiispanic 
Afiican Amencan 
Caucasian 
American Indian 

relationship of victim(s) to stispectf^sl 
known I 

(ex) boyfriend/girlfriend I 

1 (17 years old) 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
I) 

I 

1 

0 
0 

I) 

0 

I 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 

1 
0 

0 
0 
0 

1 
0 

dorm mates 
classmates 
other 

unknown 
student status of susDect(s) 

student 
non-student 
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56-03 SUSPICIOUS ACnvmES/ 
OTHER 

its and dates 
1989 0 
1990 0 
1991 0 
1992 0 
1993 0 
1994 0 
1995 I 
1996 0 
TOTAL i 

if more than one type / incident 
1989 0 
1990 0 
1991 II 
1992 0 
1993 0 
1994 0 
1995 0 
1996 0 

tmie of occurrence 
0000 to 0600 0 
0600 to 1200 0 
1200 to 1800 0 
1800 to 2400 0 
not recorded 1 

time elapsed between occurrence a 
less than 1 hour 0 
1 to 2 hours 0 
2 to 6 hours 0 
6 to 12 hours 0 
12 to 24 hours 0 
more than one day 0 
unclear 1 

contributing circimistances 

location 
dormitory of victim 
dormitory of suspect 
fraternity 
campus building 
open space 

(near fraternity) 
other 

student status of victims 
0 
0 
I 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

age of victimts^ 
less than 18 
Ig 
19 
20 
21 
22 to 25 
26 to 30 
31 to 40 
41+ 
not recorded 

race of victimfs) 
Oriental 
Hispanic 
African American 
Caucasian 
American Indian 

number of suspects 
1 
2 
more than 2 

agef st of stispectT s) 
less than 18 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 to 25 
26 to 30 
31 to 40 
41+ 
not recorded 

sexofsuspect/s^ 
male 
female 

race of suspectTs) 
Oriental 
Hispamc 
African American 
Caucasian 
American Indian 
not recorded 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 

0 

I 
0 
0 
0 

1 

0 
0 

0 
0 
I) 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

student 
non-student 
employee 

# of victims 
1 

2 
more than 2 

relationship of victimfs> to suspectf s i 
loiown 

boyfriend/girlfriend 
doim mates 
classmates 
other 

unknown 
student status of suspects si 

student 0 
non-student 0 
employee 0 
not known 1 



61-02 MISCELLANEOUS - PUBUC 
(DATE RAPE) 

its and dates 
1989 0 
1990 0 
1991 0 
1992 0 
1993 0 
1994 1 
1995 0 
1996 0 

TOTAL# i 

if more than one tvpe / incident 
1989 0 
1990 0 
1991 0 
1992 0 
1993 0 
1994 0 
1995 0 
1996 0 

time of occurrence 
0000 to 0600 0 
0600 to 1200 0 
1200 to 1800 0 
1800 to 2400 1 

time elapsed between occuirence and reporting 
less than 1 hour 0 
1 to 2 hours 0 
2 to 6 hours 0 
6 to 12 hours 1 
12 to 24 hours 0 
more than one day 0 

contributing circumstances 
(ALCH) 1 
UAS 1 

location 
dormitory of victim 
dormitory of suspect 
frateniit\' 
campus building 
open space 
other 

student status of victims 
student 0 
non-student 0 
employee 0 
not recorded I 

It of victims 
1 I 
2 0 
more than 2 0 

0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 

ageofvictimfs) 
less than 18 0 
18 0 
19 0 
20 0 
21 0 
22 to 25 0 
26 to 30 0 
31 to 40 0 
41+ 0 
not recorded 1 

race of victimfsi 
Oriental 0 
Hispanic 0 
African American 0 
Caucasian 0 
American Indian 0 
not recorded 1 

number of suspects 
1 1 
2 0 
more than 2 0 

ageCsl ofsuspectfs) 
less than 18 0 

18 0 
19 0 
20 0 
21 0 
22 to 25 0 
26 to 30 0 
31to40 0 
41+ 0 

not recorded 1 
sex ofsuspectfs) 

male I 
female 0 

race ofsuspectfs) 
Oriental 0 
Hispanic 0 
African American 0 
Caucasian 0 
American Indian 0 
not recorded I 

relationship of victimfs) to suspectTs) 
known 1 

boyfiiend/girlfriend 0 
dorm mates 0 
classmates 0 
other 1 ("date •) 

unknown 0 
student status of susoectTs) 

student 0 not recorded 
non-student 0 employee 
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APPENDIX C; SUMMARIES OF QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES 



139 

Survey Group Administrators (n= IT) 

Penonal predisposition: 
• wallet stolen, previously assaulted 
• volunteer at Tucson Rape Crisis 

Daytime campus use 
yes 17 
no 0 

How safe feel walking alone on campus during day 
very safe 17 
somewhat sate I 

(also vs "usually") 
neither safe nor unsafe 0 
somewhat unsafe 0 
very unsafe 0 

no reply 0 
How frequently last semester feel unsafe when 
alone on campus during the day 

never 12 
seldom 5 
often 0 

no reply 0 
Night time campus use 

yes 14 
no 3 

no reply 0 
How safe feel walking alone on campus at night 

very safe 0 
somewhat safe 5 
neither safe nor unsafe 1 
somewhat unsafe 7 
very unsate 0 

no reply 1 
n/a 3 

How frequently last semester feel unsafe when 
alone on campus at night 

never 1 
seldom 7 
often 4 

no reply 1 n/a 3 
other 1 ("notalone...) 

How safe feet when alone on campus during day 
on weekends 

very safe 
somewhat safe 
neither safe nor unsafe 
somewhat unsate 
very unsafe 

no reply 
n/a 1 

How safe feel when alone on campus at night on 
weekends 

very safe 0 
somewhat safe 2 
neither safe nor imsafe 3 
somewhat unsafe 9 
very unsafe 2 

no reply 0 n/a I 
How safe feci when alone on campus during day 
during intercession 

very safe 11 
somewhat safe 4 
neither safe nor unsafe 0 
somewhat unsate 2 
very unsafe 0 

no reply 0 
How safe feel when alone on campus at night 
during intercession 

very safe 0 
somewhat safe 4 
neither safe nor unsafe 0 
somewhat unsafe 6 
very unsafe 6 

no reply 0 n/a 1 
Age 30-35 2 36-40 3 4M5 3 

46-50 2 51-55 5 56-60 I 
no reply i 

Sex female 17 male 0 
Class treshman 0 graduate 1) 

sophomore 0 faculty 3 
junior 0 staff 13 
senior 0 no reply 1 

Major includes: Univ Attonie>'; Assoc Dean of 
Students: Mgr Printing and Publications: 
Dir Parking & Transportation: Physical 
Therapist Center for Disabilities: Research 
Specialist Decision Program Coord 
Community Services: Asst Dir Facilities & 
Planning; Dep VP for Facilities & Plannmg: 
Childcare Initiatives Coordinator 

Residence on campus sorority 0 
on campus dorm 0 
off campus dorm 0 
off campus apt/house 11 

no reply 6 
Distance 

9 O-'/j mile 0 '/I+-1 mile 0 

6 1-5 miles 3 5-10 miles 2 

1 11-20 miles 4 21+miles 0 

0 no reply S 

0 How get to university 

0 car 17 bike 1 bus 0 0 
walk 0 no reply 0 

Use escort service yes 0 
no 17 ('\vhat escort service?'! 
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Survey Group LAR Women (n=I6) 

Personal predisposition: 
• flashed once while running; now much more 

observant...." 
• "just the opposite -1 feel safer due to having a 

brown belt in tai...." 
• deaf in one year 
• "bad childhood e.xperiences (abuse, not feeling 

safe, etc.)" 
• [uses a w/c - male -not seen as a predisposition | 
Daytime campus use 

yes 16 
no 0 

How safe feel walking alone on campus during day 
very safe 15 
somewhat sate 1 
neither sale nor unsafe 0 
somewhat unsafe 0 
very unsafe 0 

no reply 0 
How frequently last semester feel unsafe when 
alone on campus during the day 

never 14 
seldom 2 
often 0 

no reply 0 
Night time campus use 

yes 11 
no 4 

no reply I 
How safe feel walking alone on campus at night 

very safe 1 
somewhat safe 5 
neither sate nor unsafe 1 
somewhat unsafe 4 
very unsafe 0 

no reply I n/a 4 
How frequently last semester feel unsafe when 
alone on campus at night 

never 2 
seldom 6 
often 3 

no reply 1 n/a 4 
How safe feel when alone on campus during day 
on weekends 

very safe 12 
somewhat safe 4 
neither safe nor unsafe 0 
somewhat unsafe 0 
very unsafe 0 

no reply 0 

How safe feel when alone on campus at night on 
weekends 

very safe 0 
somewhat safe S 
neither safe nor unsafe 2 
somewhat unsafe 6 
very unsafe 3 

no reply 0 
How safe feel when alone on campus during day 
during intercession 

very safe 10 
somewhat safe 3 
neither safe nor unsate 2 
somewhat unsafe 0 
very unsafe 0 

no reply I 
How safe feel when alone on campus at night 
during intercession 

very safe 0 
somewhat safe 4 
neither safe nor unsafe 1 
somewhat unsafe 6 
very unsafe 3 

no reply 2 

Age 1-22 2-23 1-24 1-26 1-31 1-32 1-33 
1-36 1-39 2^0 Ml I-J3 l_44 1-45 

Sex female 16 male 0 
Class freshman 0 graduate 12 

sophomore 0 facultv' 0 
junior 0 staff 0 
senior 4 no reply 0 

Major LAR-15 
Enviroiunental Education - I 

Residence on campus soront\ 
on campus dorm 
off campus dorm 
off campus apt/house 

no reply 
Distance O-'/imile 3 '/2+-1 mile 0 

I-5 miles 5 5-10 miles 4 
II-20 miles 2 21+miles 2 
no reply 0 

How get to university 
car 13 bike 6 
walk 2 no reply 0 

Use escort service 
yes 2 
no 14 
no reply 0 

(I 

0 

0 
16 

0 

bus U 
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Survey Group LARMF (n=l3) 

Personal predisposition: 
• (no reply but uses a wheelchair) 
• ""about my gfrlfnend" 

Daytime campus use 
yes 13 
no 0 

How safe feel walking alone on campus during day 
very safe 9 
somewhat safe 3 
neither sate nor unsafe 1 
somewhat unsafe 0 
very unsafe 0 

no reply 0 
How frequently last semester feel unsafe when 
alone on campus during the day 

never 7 
seldom 5 
often 0 

no reply I 
Night time campus use 

yes 11 
no 2 

no reply 0 
How safe feel walking alone on campus at night 

very safe 0 
somewhat safe 4 
neither safe nor unsafe I 
somewhat unsafe 3 
very unsafe 1 

no reply 0 n/a 2 
How frequently last semester feel unsafe when 
alone on campus at night 

never 0 
seldom 10 
otlen 1 

no reply 0 n/a 2 
How safe feel when alone on campus during day 
on weekends 

very safe 7 
somewhat safe 5 
neither safe nor unsafe 1 
somewhat unsafe 0 
very unsafe 0 

no reply 0 

How safe feel when alone on campus during day 
during intercession 

very safe 4 
somewhat safe 4 
neither safe nor unsafe I 
somewhat unsafe 2 
very unsafe I 

no reply 0 n/a I 
How safe feel when alone on campus at night 
during intercession 

very safe 0 
somewhat safe 2 
neither safe nor unsate I 
somewhat unsafe 5 
very unsafe 3 

no reply 0 n/a 2 

Age 2-22 1-23 1-25 1-28 1-29 2-30 1-32 
1-35 1-39 1-44 l-no reply 

Sex female 0 male 13 
Class freshman 0 graduate 4 

sophomore 0 faculty 0 
junior 0 staff 0 
semor 9 no reply 0 

Major LAR-13 
Residence on campus sororitv' 0 

on campus dorm U 
ofT campus dorm 0 
off campus apt/house 13 

no reply 0 
Distance 0-54 mile 0 '/2+-I nule 3 

I-5 miles 4 5-10 miles I 
II-20 miles 1 21+miles 0 
no reply 4 

How get to universit>' 
car 6 bike 7 bus 0 
motorc\cle 1 walk 2 no reply I 

Use escort service 
yes 1 
no 9 
no reply 3 

How safe feel when alone on campus at night on 
weekends 

very safe 0 
somewhat safe 5 
neither safe nor unsafe I 
somewhat unsafe 6 
very unsafe 1 

no reply 0 
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Survey Group LAR MM (n=4) 

Penonai predisposition: 
• (no reply but uses a wheelchair) 

Daytime campus use 
yes 4 
no 0 

How safe feel walking alone on campus during day 
very safe 3 
somewhat sate I 
neither sale nor unsate 0 
somewhat unsafe 0 
very unsafe 0 

no reply 0 
How frequently last semester feel unsafe when 
alone on campus during the day 

never 3 
seldom I 
often 0 

no reply 0 
Night time campus use 

yes 4 
no 0 

no reply 0 
How safe feel walking alone on campus at night 

very safe 2 
somewhat safe 0 
neither safe nor unsafe 2 
somewhat unsafe 0 
very unsafe 0 

no reply 0 
How frequently last semester feel unsafe when 
alone on campus at night 

never 2 
seldom 2 
often 0 

no reply 0 
How safe feel when alone on campus during day 
on weekends 

very safe 4 
somewhat sale 0 
neither safe nor unsafe 0 
somewhat unsafe 0 
very unsafe 0 

no reply 0 

How safe feel when alone on campus during day 
during intercession 

very safe 4 
somewhat safe 0 
neither sale nor unsafe 0 
somewhat unsafe 0 
veryimsafe 0 

no reply 0 
How safe feei when alone on campus at night 
during intercession 

very safe 3 
somewhat safe I 
neither safe nor unsafe 0 
somewhat unsafe 0 
very unsafe 0 

no reply 0 

Age 2-22 1-32 1-44 
Sex female 0 male 4 
Class freshman 0 graduate 1 

sophomore 0 tacultv 0 
junior 0 staff ' 0 
senior *» J no reply 0 

Major LAR -4 
Residence 

Distance 

on campus sorority 
on campus dorm 
off campus dorm 
off campus apt/house 

no reply 

0 
0 
0 
4 
0 

0-'/j mile 
1-5 miles 
11-20 miles 0 
no reply 

How get to university 
car 2 
bus 0 
no reply 0 

Use escort service 
yes 0 
no 3 
no reply 1 

0 

'/z+-l mile I 
5-10 miles I 
21+miles 0 

bike 2 
walk 2 

How safe feel when alone on campus at night on 
weekends 

very safe 2 
somewhat safe 2 
neither safe nor unsafe 0 
somewhat unsafe 0 
very unsafe 0 

no reply 0 
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Survey Group 
(n=63) 

Chi Omega Sorority How safe feel wheo alone on campus at night on 
weekends 

Personal predisposition: 
• 'I don't like elevators. I was assaulted in an 

elevator when I was young" 
• -rve been stalked before. The guy is still 

around." 

Daytime campus use 
yes 63 
no 0 

How safe feel walking alone on campus during day 
very safe 52 
somewfaat safe tO 
neither safe nor unsafe 0 
somewhat unsafe 0 
very unsafe 1 

no reply 0 
How frequently last semester feel unsafe when 
alone on campus during the day 

never 36 
seldom 27 
often 0 

no reply 0 
Night time campus use 

yes 50 
no 11 

no reply 2 
How safe feel walldng alone on campus at night 

very safe 0 
veiy safe & somewhat safe 1 
somewhat safe 17 
neither safe nor unsafe S 
somewhat unsafe 19 
very unsafe 6 

no reply 3 n/a 9 
How frequently last semester feel unsafe when 
alone on campus at night 

never 1 
seldom 33 
often 17 

no reply 3 n/a 9 
How safe feel when alone on campus during day 
on weekends 

very safe 36 
somewhat safe 21 
neither safe nor unsafe 1 
somewhat unsafe 0 
very unsafe 0 

no reply 5 

very safe 2 
somewhat safe 12 
neither safe nor unsafe 6 
someuiiat unsafe 19 
somewhat unsafe & very unsafe 1 
very unsafe 17 
no reply 5 n/a I 

How safe feel when alone on campus during day 
during intercession 

very safe 19 
somewhat safe 17 
neither safe nor unsafe 10 
somewhat unsafe 6 
very unsafe 0 

no reply 7 n/a 4 
How safe feel when alone on campus at night 
during intercession 

very safe I 
somewhat safe 6 
neither safe nor unsafe 9 
somewhat unsafe 16 
very unsafe 19 

no reply 8 n/a 

Age 12-18 19-19 19-20 4-21 9-no reply 
Sex female 63 male 0 
Class Q^hman 21 graduate 0 

sophomore 21 faculty 0 
junior 12 staff 0 
senior 0 no reply 9 

Major business-5; economics-1: e.xss-3: educauon-
3; nucrobiology-4-. coramunications-3: 
political science-2: journalism-1: 
psychology-!; nursing-1; agriculture-1: 
retail-l; management-1: marketing-k 
anthropology-1: finance-1: fine arts-4: pre-
pharmacy-1: math-1; media-1: sociology-1, 
dietetics-1: family studies-1: environmental 
science-1 

Residence 
on campus sorority 15 

(Chi Omega; 
on campus dorm 22 

(La Paz-1; Stadium-1; Coronado-7: 
Apache/ Santa Cruz-2: Manzanita/ 
Mohave -3; Kaibab-2; Arizona/Sonora-I: 
Maricopa-1; Gila-1: not named-3) 

off campus dorm 0 
off campus apt/house 17 

no reply 9 
Distance O-'/imile 2 14+-1 mile 5 

I-5 miles 3 5-10 miles 0 
II-20 miles 0 21+miles 0 
no reply 53 



Survey Group Chi Omega Sorority 
(cont.) 

How get to university 
car 9 bike 6 bus 
walk 10 no reply 40 

Use escort service 
yes 33 
no 19 
no reply 11 
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Survey Group SAFE (n=4) 

Penonai predisposition: 

Daytime campus use 
yes 4 
no 0 

How safe feel walldng aione on campus during day 
very safe 3 
somewhat safe I 
neither safe nor unsafe 0 
somewhat unsafe 0 
very unsafe 0 

no reply 0 
How frequently last semester feel unsafe when 
alone on campus during the day 

never 4 
seldom 0 
often 0 

no reply 0 
Night time campus use 

yes 4 
no 0 

no reply 0 
How safe feel walldng alone on campus at night 

very safe 0 
somewhat safe 1 
neither safe nor unsafe 0 
somewhat unsafe i 
very unsafe I 

no reply I 
How frequently last semester feel unsafe when 
alone on campus at night 

never 0 
seldom I 
often 3 

no reply 0 
How safe feel when alone on campus during day 
on weekends 

very safe 2 
somewhat safe 2 
neither safe nor unsafe 0 
somewhat unsafe 0 
very unsafe 0 

no reply 0 
How safe feel when alone on campus at night on 
weekends 

very safe 0 
somewhat safe 0 
neither safe nor unsafe 0 
somewhat unsafe 2 
very unsafe 2 

no reply 0 

How safe feel when alone on campus during day 
during intercession 

very safe 0 
somewhat safe 4 
neither safe nor unsafe 0 
somewhat unsafe 0 
very unsafe 0 

no reply 0 
How safe feel when alone on campus at night 
during intercession 

very safe 0 
somewhat safe 0 
neither safe nor unsafe 0 
somewhat unsafe 1 
very unsafe 3 

no reply 0 

Age 2-18 2-20 
Sex female 
Class freshman 

sophomore 
junior 
senior 

Major music, business; tine arts; accounting 
Residence 

on campus sorority 1 
(Pi Beta Phi) 

on campus dorm 2 
(Gila, Coronado) 

off campus dorm 1 
(Corleone apts.) 

off campus apt/house U 
no reply 0 

Distance 
0-!4mile i) '/:+-! mile 0 
1-5 miles 0 5-10 miles i) 
11-20 miles 0 21+miles 0 
no reply 4 

How get to univenity 
car 0 bike 0 bus 0 
walk 0 no reply 4 

Use escort servicc 
yes 4 
no 0 

4 male 0 
I graduate 0 
3 faculty 0 
0 staff 0 
0 no reply 0 
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APPENDIX D: MAP GRID OVERLA.Y 
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APPENDIX E: MAPPED SURVEY RESPONSES 



PLACES AVOIDED - DAI rriME TOTAL -#FO [ALE RESPONSES (M ÎALE RI SPONSES) 

A1 total 1(0) 

So I 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM -
Sa 

A2 total 2(0) 

2 

A3 total 2(0) 

2 

A4 total 1(0) 

I 

A5 total 1(0) 

I 

B1 total 0(0) 

So 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM -
Sa 

B2 total 0(0) B3 total 2(0) 

I 
I 

B4 total 1(0) 

I 

BS total 1(0) 

CI total 0(0) 

So 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM -
Sa 

C2 total 2(1) 

2 

I 

C3 total 1(1) 

1 

I 

C4 total 1(1) 

1 

1 

C5 total 0(0) 

D1 total 0(0) 

So 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM -
Sa 

D2 total 2(1) 

I 
1 

1 

D3 total 2(1) 

I 
I 

1 

D4 total 1(0) 

I 

DS total 2(0) 

I 
1 

EI total 0(0) 

So 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM -
Sa 

E2 total 1(0) 

I 

E3 total 2(0) 

I 
1 

E4 total 2(0) 

I 
1 

ES total 3(1) 

1 
2 

1 

FI total 0(0) 

So 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM -
Sa 

F2 total 3(0)  ̂

2 
1 

F3 total 3(0) 

2 
I 

F4 total 3(0) 

2 
1 

FS total 5(1) 

3 
2 

I 





^ONSES (#MALE RESPONSES) 

total 2(0) A4 total 1(0) 

t 

AS total 1(0) A6 total 0(0) A7 total 0(0) 

total 2(0) B4 total 1(0) 

I 

BS total 1(0) 

I 

B6 total 0(0) B7 total 0(0) 

total 1(1) C4 total 1(1) 

1 

I 

CS total 0(0) C6 total 0(0) C7 total 0(0) 

total 2(1) D4 total 1(0) 

1 

DS total 2(0) 

I 
1 

D6 total 1(0) 

1 

D7 total 0(0) 

total 2(0) E4 total 2(0) 

1 
1 

ES total 3(1) 

1 
2 

I 

E6 total 3(1) 

2 
I 

I 

E7 total 0(0) 

total 3(0) F4 total 3(0) 

2 • 
1 

FS total 5(1) 

3 
2 

1 

,F6 total 4(0) 

3 
I 

F7 total 2(0) 

2 





PLACES AVOIDED - DAYTIME 

G1 

So 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM 
Sa 

G2 G3 G4 OS total 0(0) 

HI 

So 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM 
Sa 

H2 H3 H4 H5 total 0(0) 

II total 0(0) 

So 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM 
Sa 

12 total 0(0) 13 total 0(0) 14 total 0(0) IS total 0(0) 

JI total 0(0) 

So 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM 
Sa 

J2 total 0(0) J3 total 0(0) J4 total 0(0) JS total 0(0) 

KA total 0(0) 

So 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM 
Sa 

K2 total 0(0) K3 total 0(0) K4 total 0(0) K5 total 0(0) 

LI total 0(0) 

So 
A" 
LF 
LMF 
LMXi 
Sa 

L2 tout 0(0) L3 total 0(0) L4 total 0(0) L5 total 0(0) 
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G4 G5 total 0(0) G6 total 0(0) G7 total 0(0) 

H4 HS toUl0(0) H6 total 0(0) H7 total 0(0) 

|| 0(0) 14 total 0(0) [5 total 0(0) 16 total 0(0) 17 total 0(0) 

tl 0(0) J4 total 0(0) J5 total 0(0) J6 total 0(0) J7 total 0(0) 

)l 0(0) K4 total 0(0) K5 total 0(0) BC6 total 0(0) K7 total 0(0) 

10(0) L4 total 0(0) L5 total 0(0) L6 total 0(0) L7 total 0(0) 





SAFE PLACES DAYTIME TOTAL » RFSPONSES (OMALE RESPONSES) 
vs s ss vs s ss vs S S5 vs s ss vs s ss vs 

A1 total 16(0) 
sabtotal 15 1 0 
S o  8  . . .  
A S 1 -
LF 2 - -
LMF 
LMM -
Sa - - -

A2 total 17(2) 
17 1 1 
8 
5 I 
3 
I - I 

A3 total 20(0) 
18 2 0 
8 1 
6 I 
4 

A4 total 30(2) 
28 4 0 
17 2 
6 I 
4 
I 1 

A5 total 23(5) 
25 3 0 
8 1 
6 I 
7 

• 2 - • -
2 1 

M 
17 
8 
5' 
4 

BI total 16(0) 
sabtotal 15 1 0 
So 8 - -
A 5 1 -
LF 2 - -
LMF 
LMM -
Sa - - -

82 total 25(1) 
24 2 0 
10 
7 1 
4 
1 

2 I 

B3 total 30(1) 
24 7 0 
14 3 
6 1 
3 2 
1 

I 

84 total 25(2) 
23 4 0 
11 2 
6 1 
5 
1 I 

BS total 22(0) 
19 3 0 
8 1 
6 1 
5 I 

B6 
19 
8 
7 
4 

CI total 18(1) 
sabtotal 16 2 1 
So 8 - -
A 6 2 -
LF 2 - . 
LMF - - 1 
LMM -
Sa - - -

C2 total 26(4) 
23 6 1 
10 1 
7 1 
4 2 
1 2 1 

I 

C3 total 33(4) 
31 6 0 
14 1 
9 2 
4 1 
2 2 

2 

C4 total 30(4) 
28 6 0 
10 2 
8 2 
6 1 
2 1 
1 
1 

C5 total 31(7) 
33 5 0 
12 
8 2 
7 I 
5 2 

1 

C6 
19 
8 
7 
3 
1 

DI total 17(2) 
subtotal 17 1 1 
So 8 - . 
A 6 I • 
LF 2 - -
LMF 1 - I 
LMM -
Sa - - -

D2 total 34(4) 
28 10 0 
11 4 
7 1 
7 1 
2 2 

1 2 

D3 total 46(10) 
48 8 0 
22 I 
10 2 
8 1 
6 3 
1 0 
1 1 

D4 total 63(13) 
71 5 0 
35 
12 2 
11 
9 2 
2 
2 1 

D5 total 47(11) 
51 6 1 
20 2 1 
10 2 
9 . - . -
8 1 
2 
2 I 

D6 
32 
11 
8 
6 
6 
1 

EI total 20(0) 
subtotal 19 1 0 
So 11 -
A 6 I -
LF 2 - -
LMF 
LMM -
Sa - - -

E2 total 22(1) 
21 2 0 
9 
7 I 
4 
I 

1 

E3 total 26(2) 
23 S 0 
10 1 
7 1 
6 

2 

1 

E4 total 21(2) 
20 3 0 
9 I 
7 I 
3 
I I 

ES total 28(1) 
20 5 4 
8 1 3 
7 1 
5 1 

I 

1 1 

E6 
21 
8 
7 
5 

1 

FI total 17(0) 
subtotal 16 1 0 
So "8 -
A 6 I -
LF 2 - . 
LMF 
LMM -
Sa - - -

F2 total 18(1) 
17 I I 
8 -  ̂ • 
6 I 
2 
I 

1 

F3 total 21(0) 
18 2 1 
8 1 
7 1 
3 

1 

F4 total 19(1) 
19 1 0 
8 
7 1 
2 
1 

1 

FS total 21(0) 
18 3 0 
8 1 
7 I -
2 I 

1 

ij 

F6 
17 
8 
7 
2 





}>'SES (#MAU: RESPONSES) 
s ss vs s ss vs $ ss vs s ss vs s ss 

3 total 20(0) 
i 2 0 

I 
I 

A4 total 30(2) 
28 4 0 
17 2. 
6 I 
4 
I 1 

A5 total 23(5) 
25 3 0 
8 I 
6 1 
7 
2 
2 1 

A6 total 18(0) 
17 1 0 
8 
5 1 
4 

A7 total 17(0) 
16 1 0 
8 
5 1 
3 

3 total 30(1) 
t 7 0 

3 
1 
2 

1 

B4 total 25(2) 
23 4 0 
U 2 
6 1 
5 
1 I 

B5 total 22(0) 
19 3 0 
8 1 

- 6 I 
5 1 

B6 total 20(0) 
19 1 0 
8 
7 1 
4 

B7 total 18(0) 
17 1 0 
8 
6 1 
3 

3 toUl 33(4) 
6 0 

1 I 
2 
1 
2 

C4 total 30(4) 
28 6 0 
10 2 
8 2 
6 1 
2 I 
1 
1 

C5 total 31(7) 
33 5 0 
12 
8 2 
7 I 
5 2 

1 

C6 total 19(1) 
19 I 0 
8 
7 1 
3 
1 

C7 total 18(1) 
18 1 0 
8 
6 1 
3 
1 

3 toUl 46(10) 
8 0 
1 

1 2 
1 
3 
0 
I 

D4 total 63(13) 
71 S 0 
35 
12 2 
U 
9 2 
2 
2 I 

D5 total 47(11) 
51 6 1 
20 2 I 
10 2 
9 
8 I 
2 
2 1 

D6 total 30(7) 
32 4 1 
11 1 
8 2 
6 I 
6 
1 

I 

D7 total 29(4) 
28 2 3 
11 I 2 
7 I 
6 
3 
1 

1 

$ total 26(2) 
5 0 
1 
1 

2 

I 

E4 total 21(2) 
20 3 0 
9 1 
7 1 
3 
I 1 

E5 total 28(1) 
20 5 4 
8 1 3 
7 1 
5 I 

I 

1 1 

E6 total 26(0) 
21 4 I 
8 I I 
7 1 
5 2 

1 

E7 total 19(0) 
18 i 0 
8 
6 1 
4 

1 total 21(0) 
2 1 
1 
1 

I 

F4 total 19(1) 
19 I 0 
8-
7 1 
2 
I 

I 

FS total 21(0) 
18 3 0 " 
8 1 s -
7 1 
2 1 

I 

F6 total 20(0) 
17 2 1 
8 
7 1 
2 1 I 

F7 total 16(0) 
15 1 0 
8 
5 1 
2 





SAFE PLACES DAYTIME 
vs s ss vs s ss vs s ss vs s ss vs s ss vs 

G1 . . . .  G2 .... G3 - - - - G4 .... G5 totml 16(0) 06 
subtotal 15 I 0 15 
So 8 - « , 
A 5 I 5 
LF 2 - . 2 
LMF - - -

LMM - - -

Sa * • • 

HI * V » • H2 .... H3 . . . .  H4 • . . . H5 total 16(0) H6 
subtotal 15 I 0 15 
So 8 • S 
A . 5 I 5 
LF 2 . - 2 
LMF - - -

LMM - - -

Sa • * 

11 toul 16(0) 12 total 16(0) B total 16(0) [4 total 16(0) 15 total 16(0) 16 
snbtotal 15 1 0 15 1 0 15 1 0 15 1 0 15 1 0 15 
So 8 - 8 - - 8 - - 8 - - 8 - 8 
A 5 I 5 I - 5 1 - 5 I - 5 I 5 
LF 2 - 2 - - 2 - - 2 - - 2 - 2 
LMF . - - - - • - - - - - - - -

LMM - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Sa - - - - - ' - - - - - • • 

J1 toul 16(0) J2 total 16(0) J3 total 16(0) J4 total 16(0) J5 total 16(0) J6 
snbtotal IS 1 0 15 1 0 15 1 0 15 1 0 15 1 0 15 
So 8 - S - - 8 - - 8 - - 8 - 8 
A 5 I 5 I - 5 I - 5 I - 5 I 5 
LF 2 - 2 - - 2 - - 2 - - 2 2 
LMF - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

LMM - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Sa - - - - - - • - - - - ' • • 

K1 total 16(0) K2 total 16(0) BC3 total 16(0) K4 totd 16(0) K5 total 16(0) K6 

snbtotal 15 1 0 15 1 0 15 1 0 15 1 0 15 1 0 15 
So 8 . 8 - - 8 - - 8 - 8 - 8 
A 5 1 5 I - 5 I - 5 I - 5 I 5 
LF 2 . 2 - - 2 - - 2 - - 2 - 2 
LMF - - - - - - • - - - - - - -

LMM - - • - - • • - - - - - - -

Sa - - - - - • - - - - - ' • 

LI total 16(0) L2 total 16(0) U total 16(0) L4 total 16(0) L5 total 16(0) L6 
snbtotal 15 1 0 15 1 0 ^IS 1 0 15 1 0 15 1 0 15 
So - 8 . 8 - - 8 - - 8 - 8 
A 5 I 5 I - 5 1 - 5 I - 5 I 5 
LF 2 - 2 . - 2 - - 2 - - 2 - 2 
LMF - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

LMM - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Sa - - - - - - - - - - - - - -





s ss vs s ss vs s ss vs s ss vs s S5 

G4 G5 total 16(0) G6 total 16(0) G7 total 16(0) 
15 1 0 15 1 0 15 1 0 
8 - 8 - - 8 - -

5 I 5 I - 5 I • 

2 2 

- -

2 
-

• 

. - • . H4 H5 total 16(0) H6 total 16(1) H7 total 16(0) 
15 1 0 15 2 0 15 1 0 
S _ 8 . - 8 - -
5 I 5 I - 5 I -

2 . 2 - - 2 - -

- - -

I 

- - -
-

total 16(0) 14 total 16(0) 15 total 16(0) 16 total 16(1) U total 16(0) 
0 15 1 0 15 1 0 15 2 0 15 1 0 
. S - . 8 . 8 - - 8 - ' 

- 5 I - 5 I 5 1 - S I -

-
2 

- -

2 

-

2 
I -

2 

-

total 16(0) J4 total 16(0) J5 total 16(0) J6 total 16(0) J7 total 16(0) 
0 15 1 0 15 1 0 15 1 0 15 I 0 
- 8 - . S - 8 - - 8 - -
. 5 1 - 5 I 5 I - 5 1 -

-

2 
- -

2 
-

2 

-
-

2 
- • 

total 16(0) K4 total 16(0) K5 total 16(0) K6 total 16(0) K7 total 16(0) 
0 15 1 0 15 1 0 IS 1 0 15 1 • 0 
. 8 - . 8 - 8 - - 8 - -
. 5 I - 5 I 5 1 - 5 I -

-
2 

- -
2 

-

2 

_ 

2 

total 16(0) L4 total 16(0) L5 total 16(0) L6 total 16(0) L7 total 16(0) 
1 0 15 1 0 15 1 0 15 1 0 15 1 0 
. . 8 . . - 8 . 8 - - 8 - -

1 . 5 1 . 5 I - 5 1 • 5 I -
- - 2 - - 2 - 2 - - 2 - -

- - - - - - - - - - -



i 



UNSAFE PLACES - DAYI riME TOTAL « #FEMALE RESPONSES (#MALE RESPONSES) 
VTl vu TO *11 Ml «i Vtl " «1 vu 

A1 toud0(0) A2 total 3(1) A3 total 2a) A4 toul 2(2) A5 total 2^) A6 
subtotal 0 0 0 1 3 0 1 3 0 0 3 1 0 3 1 0 
So - . 1 I - I 1 - - I - - I - J 
A - - - I - - - - - - - - - • 

1 

LF - - - - - - - - - - I - - I -

LMF - - - I - - 2 - - 2 - ' - 2 - -

LMM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Sa • - - • • • - - - • - • -

B1 totsd 0(0) B2 total 2(0) B3 total 2(1) 84 total 3(1) 85 total 1(1) 86 
subtotal 0 0 0 I 1 0 0 3 0 1 3 0 0 I 1 0 
So - - 1 I - - 2 - • 2 - - - - -

A - - - - - - - - - - - • - -

LF - - - - - - - - I - - - • I -

LMF - - - - - - 1 - - I - - I - • 

LMM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Sa - - - - - - - - - - - - • • • 

CI total 1(0) C2 total 1(1) C3 total 3(4) C4 total 9(3) C5 total 1(1) C6 
subtotal 0 0 1 0 1 I 0 3 4 2 7 3 0 1 1 0 
So - - I - - I I 0 3 2 - - - -

A - I - - - - - - I 1 - - - - -

LF . - • - - - - I 1 - I - - I -

LMF - - - - I - 2 2 - 3 - - I - -

LMM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Sa - - - - - - - - • - - * - • • 

DL total 0(0) D2 total 0(1) D3 total 0(2) D4 total 1(0) D5 total 4(0) D6 
subtotal 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 1 0 2 1 1 0 
So - - - - - - - - I - 2 I I -

A - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

LF - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

LMF - - - - I - - 2 - - - - - - -

LMM - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Sa - - - - - - - - - - - - • • • 

El total 0(0) E2 total 0(1) E3 total 0(1) E4 total 2(2) E5 total 8(4) E6 
subtotal 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 3 1 3 5 4 5 
So . - - • - - - - 2 - 2 1 1 2 
A - - - - - - - - - - I 1 - I 
LF . - - - - - - - - - - - - 2 -

LMF . - - I - - I - - I I - 3 I 2 
LMM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Sa - - - - - - • - - - - - - - -

F1 total 1(1) F2 total 1(1) -F3 toul2(l) F4 total 2(1) F5 total 7(4) F6 
subtotal 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 2 0 0 2 1 3 3 5 3 
So J I - I I I - . 1 I 1 I -

A . - . - - - - - - - 1 I I 1 
LF - • - - - - - - - - 2 -

LMF - I - I - 1 - - I - 2 1 I 2 
LMM - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Sa • • • • * * * • -

• " 





154 

ES (««MALE RESPONSES) 
II «ni V-M It <11 VII II «i vn 11 vo a m 
il 2(2) A4 toul 2(2) A5 total 2^) A6 total 0(2) A7 total 2(2) 
3 0 0 3 1 0 3 1 0 2 0 0 4 0 
1 - I - - 1 - - - - - 2 -

_ I . . 1 - . - - . 
2 

-

2 

-

-

2 
-

-

2 

- -

2 

-

il 2(1) B4 total 3(1) B5 total 1(1) B6 total 2(1) B7 total 2(0) 
3 0 1 3 0 0 I I 0 1 2 0 1 t 
2 - - 2 - - - - - - I - -

I ; I _ . I - I - I 

-

. 

1 

. -

1 

- -

1 

-

-

- -

il3(4) C4 total 9(3) C5 total 1(1) C6 total 1(1) C7 total 3(0) 
3 4 2 7 3 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 z 
1 1 0 3 2 - - - - - - 1 I 
- - 1 I - - - - - - - - - -

- I 1 . 1 - - I - - I - - 1 
2 2 

-

3 
- -

I 

- -

I 
- - - -

al 0(2) D4 total 1(0) D5 total 4(0) D6 total 2(0) D7 total 3(1) 
0 2 0 1 0 2 1 1 0 1 I 1 2 1 
- - I - 2 1 1 - I - 1 I 1 

I 

-

2 
- - - -

-

- - - -

I 
-

al 0(1) E4 total 2(2) E5 total 8(4) E6 total 11(7) E7 total 2(2) 
1 0 0 3 1 3 5 4 5 6 7 1 2 1 
. . 2 . 2 I 1 2 I I - I 1 
- . . _ I I - I 2 2 - - -

- . . . . . 2 - 2 - - -

1 

-

I I 
-

3 I 2 3 2 1 1 
-

al 2(1) F4 total 2(1) F5 total 7(4) F6 total <S(3) F7 total 1(2) 
2 0 0 2 I 3 3 5 3 2 4 1 2 0 

- • I 1 . I 1 . - 1 - - 1 -

. . . I 1 I I I I - - -

, . _ . - 2 - . 2 - - -

- I - 2 I I 2 - ! I 1 -

- - - - - - - - - - - -





UNSAFE PLACES - DAYI riME 
VII vn tl m vn il vn " *11 vn U su ™ 

G1 G2 G3 G4 G5 total 0(0) G6 
subtotal 0 0 0 0 
So * - - - -

A - - - -

LF , - - - -

LMF - - - -

LMM - - - -

Sa - • • 

HI • • • • H2 ^ ^ _ H3 H4 • • • H5 total 0(1) H6 
subtotal 0 1 0 0 
So - - • -

A - - - -

LF - - - - -

LMF - I - -

UVIM - - -

Sa • • • • 

11 total 0(0) 12 total 0(1) D total 0(1) 14 total 0(1) 15 total 1(1) 16 
subtotal 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 I 0 0 I 0 0 1 1 0 
So -

A 
LF - I -

LMF - . I - - I - - I - - I - • 

LMM - - -

Sa 

J1 total 0(0) J2 total 0(0) J3 total 0(1) J4 total 0(1) J5 total 0(1) J6 
subtotal 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 
So -

A 
LF -

LMF - - - - - - I - - 1 - - I - -

L\L\I - - -

Sa • • 

KI total 0(0) K2 total 0(0) K3 total 0(0) K4 total 0(0) K5 total 0(0) K6 
subtotal 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
50 
A -

LF -

LMF - -

LMM - - -

Sa • -

LI total 0(0) L2 total 0(0) -L total 0(0) L4 total 0(0) L5 total 0(0) 16 

subtotal 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
So -

A - -

LF - -

LMF - -

LMM -
Sa 



j 



t l  < 1 1  VII II *11 VII 11 VII u _ su 
G 4  G 5  t o t a l  0 ( 0 )  

0  0  0  
G 6  t o t a l  0 ( 0 )  
0  0  0  

G 7  t o t a l  0 ( 0 )  
0  0  0  

H 4  H 5  t o t a l  0 ( 1 )  
0  1 0  

I 

H 6  t o t a l  0 ( 1 )  
0  1 0  

1 

H7 total 0(2) 
0  2  0  

2  

total 0(1) 
1  0  

I 

14 total 0(1) 
0  1 0  

1 

15 total 1(1) 
o i l  

1 
I 

16 total 0(0) 
0  0  0  

n total 0(0) 
0  0  0  

total 0(1) 
I 0 

1 

J4 toUl 0(1) 
0 1 0 

1 

J5 toul 0(1) 
0 1 0 

J6 total 0(1) 
0 10 

I 

J7 total 0(1) 
0 10 

1 

total 0(0) 
0 0 

K4 total 0(0) 
0 0 0 

BC5 total 0(0) 
0 0 0 

K6 total 0(0) 
0 0 0 

K7 total 0(0) 
0 0 0 

atal 0(0) 
0 0 

L4 toUl 0(0) 
0 0 0 

L5 total 0(0) 
0 0 0 V 

h6 toul 0(0) 
0 0 0 

L7 total 0(0) 
0 0 0 



I 



PLACES AVOIDF-P - WCFTL IIME TOTAL "^FEMALERESPONSES(#MALERESPONSES) 

A1 total 2(0) A2 total 15(2) A3 total 14(1) A4 total 16(3) A5 total 7(1) A6 

So 2 12 12 14 4 5 ! 
A - - 1 1 1 < 

LF - - - I -

LMF 2 1 3 -1 1 
LMM • • - - - • 

Sa 3 2 1 1 1 

B1 total 2(0) B2 total 12(2) B3 total 13(1) 84 total 17(0) B5 total 8(1) B6 

So 2 11 10 13 5 6 
A - 1 1 1 1 
LF - - 2 1 2 
LMF 2 1 - I 2 
LMM - - - - - -

Sa 1 2 1 1 1 

CI total 2(1) C2 total 14(5) C3 total 17(3) C4 total 23(5) C5 total 11(2) C6 

So 2 12 14 17 7 6 
A - 1 2 I -

LF 1 - 2 2 -

LMF 3 2 4 2 2 
LMM I 2 1 I - -

Sa 1 2 2 1 I 

Dl total 2(0) D2 total 11(4) D3 toUl 15(2) D4 total 12(1) D5 total 12(2) D6 

So 2 9 12 11 11 10 
A - - - - -

LF 1 2 1 I 1 
LMF 3 2 I I 1 
UIM - I - - I I 
Sa 1 1 - ' " 

EI total 4(1) E2 total 150) E3 total 19(4) E4 total 20(3) E5 total 17(4) E6 

So 4 13 14 15 14 12 
A I 1 2 1 1 
LF - 2 2 I 2 
LMF I 3 4 3 4 4 
LMM - • - - - -

Sa 1 2 I I 1 

Fl total 4(2) F2 total 7(2) F3 total 10(3) F4 toUl 14(3) F I S  t o t a l  1 2 0 )  F6 

So 4 . 6 7 10 9 7 
A - 1 2 2 1 
LF - 1 I 1 3 
LMF 2 2 3 3 3 4 
LMM - - - - - -

Sa I 1 1 





FT^ULE RESPONSES (<<MALE RESPONSES) 

3 total 14(1) 

I 

A4 total 16(3) 

14 
I 

3 

1 

A5 total 7(1) 

4 
1 
I 
I 

I 

A6 total 7(1) 

5 
1 

I 

1 

A7 total 4(0) 

3 

I 

3 total 13(1) 

1 

B4 toul 17(0) 

13 
1 
2 

I 

BS total 8(1) 

5 
' I 

1 
I 

1 

B6 total 10(2) 

6 
1 
2 
2 

I 

B7 total 6(1) 

3 

2 
I 

I 

3 total 17(3) C4 total 23(5) 

17 
2 
2 
4 
1 
2 

CS total 11(2) 

7 
1 
2 
2 

I 

C6 total 7(2) 

6 

2 

1 

C7 total 5(1) 

3 

1 
1 

1 

I total 15(2) D4 total 12(1) 

U 

i 
I 

OS total 12(2) 

11 

I 
I 
I 

06 toul iia) 

10 

I 
1 
I 

07 total 7(0) 

6 

1 

total 19(4) E4 total 20(3) 

15 
2 
2 
3 

I 

E5 total 17(4) 

14 
I 
1 
4 

1 

E6 total 16(4) 

12 
1 
2 
4 

1 

E7 total 8(1) 

7 

1 
1 

total 10(3) F4 total 14(3) 

10" 
2 
1 
3 

I 

F I 5  t o t a l  1 2 ( 3 )  

9 
2 
I 
3 

F6 total 11(4) 

7 
I 
3 
4 

F7 total 7(2) 

6 

1 
2 





PLACES AVOIDED - NIGHTTIME 

Gl 

So 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM 
Sa 

G2 G3 G4 G5 total 2(0) 

2 

( 

HI 

So 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM 
Sa 

H2 H3 H4 H5 total 2(0) 

2 

II total 2(0) 

So 2 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM -
Sa 

12 total 3(0) 

3 

13 total 3(0) 

3 

14 total 3(0) 

3 

IS total 2(0) 

2 

JI total 2(0) 

So 2 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM -
Sa 

J2 total 4(0) 

4 

J3 total 4(0) 

4 

J4 total 4(0) 

4 

J5 total 2(0) 

2 

KI total 2(0) 

So 2 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM -
Sa 

K2 total 2(0) 

2 

t3 total 1(0) 

I 

K4 total 3(0) 

3 

K5 total 2(0) 

2 

LI total 0(0) 

So 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM -
Sa 

L2 total 0(0) L toul 0(0) L4 total 0(0) L5 total 0(0) 



\ 

i 



G4 G5 total 2(0) 

2 

G6 total 2(0) 

2 

G7 total 2(0) 

2 

H4 H5 total 2(0) 

2 

H6 toul 2(0) 

2 

H7 total 2(0) 

2 

total 3(0) 14 total 3(0) 

3 

[5 total 2(0) 

2 

16 toul 2(0) 

2 

17 toul 2(0) 

2 

total 4(0) J4 total -4(0) 

4 

J5 toul 2(0) 

2 

J6 total 2(0) 

2 

J7 toUl 2(0) 

2 

total 1(0) K4 total 3(0) 

3 

K5 toul 2(0) 

2 

K6 total 2(0) 

2 

fC7 total.2(0) 

2 

total 0(0) L4 total 0(0) L3 toul 0(0) L6 total 0(0) L7 total 0(0) 





SAFE PLACES - NICm i lME TOTAL "^^FEMALE RESPONSES (#MALE RESPONSES) 
< «< vs * vs V* w Lis. 

Al total 2(0) A2 total 3(0) A3 total 4(0) A4 total 5(1) A5 total 7(6) Al 

snbtotal 2 0 0 1 1 1 Z 1 1 5 1 0 7 6 0 2 
So 2 - I I - I I - 4 - - I - - I 

A - I I - I I - - - - -

LF - - - - - - - - - 2 4 - I 

LMF - - - - - • - - I - 2 2 ' -

LMM - - • - - - - - - - 2 - -

Sa - - * - • * • 
• 

Bl total 2(0) B2 total 5(1) 33 total 7(1) B4 total 4(1) 85 total 1(1) Bt 
subtotal 2 0 0 4 2 0 3 4 1 3 2 0 1 1 0 2 
So I - I I - 2 3 - 2 I - I - - 1 

A 1 - 3 - - I - - - - - - - - -

LF - - - - - - - I - - - - - • 1 

LMF - - • 1 - - I - - I - - I - -

LMM - - - - - - - - - - - • - -

Sa - - • - - • - ~ I • * *• • 
" • 

CI total 5(0) C2 total 4(2) C3 total 7(3) C4 total 13(1) C5 total 7(1) C6 
subtotal 3 1 1 3 2 1 5 s 0 5 8 1 5 3 0 5 
So 2 . 2 - - 2 2 - 2 4 - 2 I • 2 
A I 1 - I - 2 1 - 3 3 - 2 I - 2 
LF - I - - - - - - - - I 1 - - I 

LMF - - I I - I 2 - - I - - 1 - -

LMM - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Sa - - - - I • • • * • - • " • • 

DI total 6(1) D2 total 9^) D3 toul 17(6) D4 total 35(7) D5 toul 23(10) D6 

subtotal 3 3 1 8 4 0 14 8 t 25 13 4 19 14 1 13 
So 2 3 I - 6 3 - 11 4 2 4 6 - 3 

A 2 I 3 2 - 4 I - 5 3 - 3 2 - 2 
LF 1 - - 1 I 1 2 4 I 5 .2 1 4 

LMF - I 2 I - 3 3 - 5 1 - 7 2 - 4 

LMM - - - - - - - - I - - - 1 - -

Sa - - - - - - - - I 1 I - I " • 

El total 5(1) E2 total 2(0) E3 total 3(0) E4 total 2(0) E5 total 4(0) E6 
snbtotal 2 4 0 2 0 0 3 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 3 
So I 4 2 - - 3 - - 2 - - 2 - - 2 
A - - - - - - - - - - - - I -

LF - - - - - - - - - - - - - I 

LMF I - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 
LMM - - - - - - - • - - - - - -

Sa - - - - - - • • • * " ~ " 

F1 toul 2(0) F2 total 1(0) F3 total 1(0) F4 total 3(0) F5 total 4(0) F6 
subtotal 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 2 1 1 2 
So I. I I - - I - • I - - I - - I 

A - - - - - - - I - - I - - -

LF - - - - - - - - - • - - 1 - -

LMF - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 
LMM - - - - • - - • - - - - - - -

Sa • - • * - " 

• 

1 • I 
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SES ((»MALE RESPOKSES) 
V* < « vc * ss 

14(0) 
I  1  
I 

A4 total 5(1) 
S 1 0 
4 
1 

1 

A5 total 7(6) 
7  6  0  
1 

2 4 
2 2 
2 

A6 total 2(0) 
2  0  0  
I 

I 

A7 total 1(0) 
1 0  0  
1 

17(1) 
I 1 

I 

B4 total 4(1) 
3 2 0 
2 1 

1 

1 

BS total 1(1) 
1  1  0  
1 

I 

B6 total 2(1) 
2  1  0  
1 

1 
1 

B7 total 1(0) 
1 0  0  
I 

7(3) 
0 

C4 total 13(1) 
S  8  1  
2 4 
3 3 

I 
1 

C5 total 7(1) 
5  3  0  
2 I 
2 1 
1 

1 

C6 total 6(1) 
5  1  1  
2 
2 - I 
1 

1 

C7 total 3(0) 
2  0  1  
2 

I 

17(6) 
1  

I 

D4 total 35(7) 
2 5  1 3  4  
1 1 4  2  
5 3 
2 4 1 
5 1 
1 
1 1 1 

D5 toul 23(10) 
1 9  1 4  1  
4 6 
3 2 
5 2 1 
7 2 

I 
1 

D6 total 17(6) 
U  9  1  
3 3 
2 2 1 
4 2 
4 2 

D7 total 9(5) 
9  4  1  
3 2 
1 - 1 
1 1 
4 1 

3(0) 
0 

E4 total 2(0) 
2 0 0 
2 

E5 total 4(0) 
2  0  0  
2 

I 
I 

E6 total 4(1) 
3  I  I  
2 

1 
I 

I 

E7 total 2(1) 
2  0  1  
1 

1 

1 

1(0) 
0 

F4 total 3(0) 
2  0  1  
1 
1 

1 

F5 total 4(0) 
2  1  1  
1 
1 

1 

1 

F6 toul 2(1) 
2  1  0  
1 
> 

I 
1 

F7 toul 1(1) 
2  0  0  
1 

1 





SAFE PLACES - NIGHTTIME 
V* * « V* « vc « V* V* vs 

G1 G2 G3 04 G5 total 0(0) G6 
subtotal 0 0 0 0 
So - - - -

A - - - -

LF - - - -

LMF - - -

LMM - - -

Sa • • -

HI « • • • H2 H3 .... H4 .... H5 total 1(0) H6 
subtotal 0 0 1 0 
So - - - -

A . - - I -

LF - - - -

UMF - - - -

LMM - - - -

Sa • • • 

11 total 0(0) 12 total 0(0) D total 0(0) 14 total 0(0) 15 total 1(0) 16 1 
subtotal 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
So - - -

A - I -

LF - -

LMF -

UMM - - • 

Sa - • 

J1 total 0(0) J2 total 0(0) J3 total 0(0) J4 total 0(0) J5 total 0(0) J6 
subtotal 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
oo • 
A . -

LF - -

LMF - -

LMM - - • 

Sa - " • 

ECl toUi 0(0) BC2 total 0(0) K3 total 0(0) K4 total 0(0) fC5 total 0(0) K6 
subtotal 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 
So - -

A - -

LF - -

LMF - -

LMM - - -

Sa - • 

LI total 0(0) L2 total 0(0) L total 0(0) M toul 0(0) L5 total 0(0) L6 
sabtotal 0 0 0 0 0 0 or 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
So - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

A - " -

LF - -

LMF - - -

UVIM - - -

Sa • 



< 
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V* 5 « vc « « V* s « 

G4 G5 total 0(0) 
0 0 0 

G6 total 1(0) 
0 10 

I 

G7 toul 1(0) 
0 10 

I 

H4 FI5 total 1(0) 
0 0 1 

I 

H6 toul 1(0) 
0 0 1 

I 

H7 total 1(0) 
0 0 1 

1 

0(0) 
(> 0 

[4 total 0(0) 
0 0 0 

IS total 1(0) 
0 0 1 

1 

16 total 1(0) 
0 0 1 

1 

17 toul 1(0) 
0 0 1 

1 

0(0) 
] 0 

J4 total 0(0) 
0 0 0 

J3 total 0(0) 
0 0 0 

J6 total 0(0) 
0 0 0 

J7 toul 0(0) 
0 0 0 

10(0) 
) 0 

EC4 total 0(0) 
0 0 0 

K5 total 0(0) 
0 0 0 

BC6 toul 0(0) 
0 0 0 

K7 total 0(0) 
0 0 0 

0(0) 
0 

L4 total 0(0) 
0 0 0 

LS toul 0(0) 
0 0 0 

L6 total 0(0) 
0 0 0 
« » « 

L7 toUl 0(0) 
0 0 0 





DAYTEVIF. IVFOVEMENT TOTAL «#FEMAIX RESPONSES (#MALE RESPONSES) 

A1 total 0(0) 

So 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM -
Sa 

A2 total 11(5) 

7 
2 
1 
4 
I 
I 

A3 total 21(4) 

16 
2 
2 
3 
I 
I 

A4 total 55(12) 

41 
1 
13 
9 
3 

A5 total 15(11) 

1 
1 
13 
7 
4 

BI total 0(0) 

So • 
A 
LF 
LMF 
UIM -
Sa 

B2 total 19(1) 

14 
2 
I 
1 

2 

B3 total 30(4) 

22 
5 
2 
3 
I 
I 

84 total 57(14) 

40 
4 
13 
10 
4 

BS total 4(5) 

2 
•2 
4 
1 

CI total 1(0) 

So 
A 1 
LF 
LMF 
LMM -
Sa 

C2 total 15(0) 

10 
3 

2 

C3 total 48(5) 

39 
7 

4 
1 
2 

C4 total 74(13) 

48 
11 
13 
9 
4 
2 

C5 total 47(8) 

32 
6 
9 
6 
2 

DI total 3(4) 

So 2 
A 1 
LF 
LMF 3 
LMM 1 
Sa 

D2 total 23(6) 

14 
7 
2 
5 
1 

D3 toul 59(9) 

37 
10 
9 
7 
2 
3 

D4 total 71(15) 

41 
13 
14 
11 
4 
3 

D5 total 52(8) 

35 
6 
10 -
7 
1 
1 

El total 11(0) 

So 10 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM -
Sa I 

E2 total 24(0) 

19 
3 

2 

E3 total 26(2) 

19 
4 
1 
1 
1 
2 

E4 total 31(5) 

15 
5 
9 
4 
1 
2 

E5 total 12(0) 

5 
6 
I 

FI total 1(0) 

So " I 
A 
LF 
LMF 
L.VCM -
Sa 

F2 total 1(0) 

I 

F3 total 4(1) 

2 
1 

1 

1 

F4 total 9(0) 

5 
2 
r 

1 

FS total 5(0) 

2 
2 

1 
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[ALE RESPONSES) 

ai 21(4) A4 total 55(12) 

41 
1 
13 
9 
3 

A5 total 15(11) 

I 
1 
13 
7 
4 

A6 total 5(3) 

1 
4 
3 

A7 total 1(0) 

I 

al 30(4) B4 total 57(14) 

40 
4 
13 
10 
4 

B5 total 4(5) 

2 
2 
4 
1 

B6 total 6(3) 

3 
3 
3 

B7 toul 2(0) 

I 
I 

il 48(5) C4 total 74(13) 

4S 
11 
13 
9 
4 
2 

C5 total 47(8) 

32 
6 
9 
6 
2 

C6 total 12p) 

7 
3 
2 
3 

C7 total 7(0) 

5 
1 
1 

il 59(9) D4 total 71(15) 

41 
13 
14 
11 
4 
3 

D5 toUl 52(8) 

35 
6 
10 
7 
I 
1 

D6 total 25(3) 

17 
3 
5 
3 

D7 total 12(0) 

10 

2 

il 26(2) E4 total 31(5) 

15 
5 
9 
4 
1 
2 

E5 total 12(0) 

5 
6 
I 

E6 toul 14(0) 

4 
6 
4 

E7 total 2(0) . 

I 
1 

14(1) F4 total 9(0) 

5 
2 
1 

1 

F5 toul 5(0) 

2 
2 

1 

F6 total 4(0) 

4 

F7 total 1(0) 

1 





DAYTIME MOVEMENT 

G1 

So 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM 
Sa 

G2 G3 04 G5 total 0(0) 

HI 

So 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM 
Sa 

H2 H3 H4 H5 total 0(0) 

n total 0(1) 

So 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM I 
Sa 

12 total 0(1) 

I 

D total 0(1) 

I 

14 total 0(1) 

I 

15 total 1(1) 

I 

1 

JI total 0(1) 

So 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM 1 
Sa 

J2 total 1(1) 

I 

I 

J3 total 1(1) 

1 

I 

J4 total 1(1) 

I 

I 

J5 total 2(1) 

1 

I 

1 

(CI total 0(1) 

So 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM 1 
Sa 

K2 total 0(1) 

I 

K3 total 0(1) 

1 

K4 total 1(1) 

1 

I 

K5 total 1(1) 

1 

I 

LI total 0(0) 

So • 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM -
Sa 

L2 toul0(0) ' L total 0(0) L4 total 0(0) L5 total 0(0) 
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G4 GS total 0(0) G6 total 0(0) G7 total 0(0) 

H4 H5 total 0(0) H6 total 0(0) H7 total 0(1) 

1 

ital 0(1) 14 total 0(1) 

I 

IS total 1(1) 

I 

I 

16 total 3(1) 

2 

1 

1 

17 total 1C2) 

I 

I 
1 

ital 1(1) J4 total 1(1) 

1 

1 

J5 total 2(1) 

t 

I 

1 

J6 total 2a) 

I 

1 
I 
I 

n total 1^) 

I 

I 
1 

otal0(1) K4 total 1(1) 

I 

1 

BC5 total 1(1) 

I 

1 

fC6 total 0(1) iC7 total 0(1) 

I 

al 0(0) L4 total 0(0) L5 total 0(0) L6r- total 0(0) L7 total 0(0) 





UNSAFE PLACES - NIGHI I IME TOTAL-SFEMALE RESPONSES (#MALE RESPONSES) 
.SB u  ̂ \TI u Si— m u--SL. -OL. -JB- a i  

A 
0( 

AI 
sabtotal 0(0) 
So 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM -
Sa 

toul 1(0) 
1(0) 0(W 

A2 total 10(5) 
•HI) 5<3) 1(0) 
4 3 I 

2 

A3 
3(0) 
2 

1 

total 10(1) 
fia) 1(0) 
5 I 
I 

A4 total 9(3) 
4(1) 4(2) 1(0) 
2 2 

I 
2 1 I 
1 2 

AS total 7(2) 
1(1) 3(1) 3(0) 

2  I  
1 

1 - 2 

1 I " -

B1 total 1(0) 
subtotal 0(0) 1(0) 0(0) 
So - 1 -
A - - -
LF - - -
LMF 
LMM -
Sa - - -

B2 total 4(4) 
0(2) 3(2) 1(0) 

2  I  
I 

B3 total 12(1) 
4(1) 5(0) 3(0) 
3 3 2 

2 
1 
I 

1 

B4 total 12(1) 
6(1) 4(0) 2(0) 
2 2 I 

I 
3 t 1 
1 

I 

B5 total 6(1) 
1(1) 3(0) 2(0) 

2 I 
1 

I - I 
1 -

B( 
U 
I 

CI total 1(0) 
subtotal 0(0) 1(0) 0(0) 
So - 1 -
A - - -
LF - - -
LMF 
LMM -
Sa - - -

C2 total 5p) 
1(0) 3(3) 1(0) 
I I 1 

2 

C3 total 16(2) 
7a) 6(1) 3(0) 
5 4 2 
2 2 

I 

C4 total 18(7) 
12(4) 3(3) 3(0) 
7 2 2 
2 I 
3 - 1 
4 2 

1 

C5 total 6(2) 
4(1) la) 1(0) 
2  I  

1 

Q 
2 C  
2 

DI total 2(0) 
subtotal 0(0) 1(0) 1(0) 
So - 1 I 
A - - -
LF - - -
UMF 
LMM -
Sa - - -

D2 total 8(4) 
2(0) 5(4) 1(0) 
2 3 I 

2 

3 
1 

D3 total 12(3) 
6(1) 3(2) 3(0) 
3 2 
1 I 2 
2 
1 2 

1 

D4 total 10(0) 
6(0) 3(0) 1(0) 
4 I 
I 
I I I 

D5 total 11(4) 
4CJ) 4a) 3(0) 
3 2 I 
I - I 

I I 
3 'l 

I 

Dt 
8(3 
5 
1 
2 
3 

El 
sabtotal 0(0) 
So 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM -
Sa 

total 1(1) 
1(1) 0(0) 

E2 total 7(6) 
4a) 2(5) 1(0) 
4 I I 

1 

1 

E3 total 16(5) 
8(2) 4(3) 4(0) 
5 2 I 
1 
2 
2 

1 

E4 total 9(3) 
6(1) 3a) 0(0) 
4 1 
I  2  
1 
1 2 

E5 total 13(7) 
9(3) 2(4) 2(0) 
7 1 

1  I  
2 
3 4 

I 

E6 
SO 
3 

2 
3 

F1 
subtotal 0(0) 
So 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM -
Sa 

total 1(2) 
1(2) 0(0) 
I 

F2 toul 8(2) 
2((») 30) 3(0) 
2 2 

I '2 

F3 tou 
6(1) 
4 
1 
I 
1 

13(3) 
5(2) 2(0) 

F4 total 12P) 
9(1) 3a) 0(0) 
7 I 
I  2  
I 
1 2  

FS total 10(4) 
8a) 2a) 0(0) 
5 1 
1 I -
2 
2 2 

F6 
3 a  
1 

2 
I 





RESPONSES (#MAI  ̂RESPONSES) 
u *u VTI IJ al vu . u su 

total 10(1) 
6(1) 1(0) 
5 I 

A4 toul 9(3) 
4(1) 4(2) 1(0) 
2 2 - -

I 
2 I I 
I 2 

A5 total 7(2) 
1(1) 3(1) 3(0) 

2 1 
I 

1 - 2 
1 I 

A6 total 4(4) 
0(2) 30) 1(0) 

2 1 
I 

2 2 

AT total 2(1) 
0(0) 2(1) 0(0) 

1 
I 

I 

total 12(1) 
5(0) 3(0) 
3 2 

1 

B4 total 12(1) 
6(1) 4(0) 2(0) 
2 2 1 

I 
3 I 1 
I 

I 

B5 total 6(1) 
1(1) 3(0) 2(0) 

2 I 
I 

I - I 
1 

B6 total 5(1) 
1(0) 3(1) 1(0) 
I 2 1 

I 
I 

I 

B7 toul 3(0) 
0(0) 3(0) 0(0) 

2 
I 

total 16(2) 
6(1) 3(0) 
4 2 
2 

1 
I 

C4 total 18(7) 
12(4) 3(3) 3(0) 
7 2 2 
2 1 
3 - I 
4 2 

1 

C5 total 6(2) 
4(1) 1(1) 1(0) 
2 I 

2 - I 
I I 

C6 total 3(2) 
2(1) la) (KO) 
2 1 

1 I 

C7 total 2(0) 
0(0) 2(0) 0(0) 

I 
I 

total 12(3) 
3(2) 3(0) 
2 
1 2 

2 

1 

D4 total 10(0) 
6(0) 3(0) 1(0) 
4 I 
1 
1 I I 

I 

D3 total 11(4) 
•HS) -Kl) 3(0) 
3 2 I 
I - I 

I 1 
3 I 

I 

D6 total 10(4) 
8(3) 10) UO) 
5 I 
1 
2 - 1 
3 I 

D7 total 6(0) 
4(0) 2(0) 0(0) 
3 I 

1 
I 

total 16(5) 
4(3) 4(0) 
2 I 
1 2 

3 

1 I 

E4 total 9(3) 
6(1) 3(2) 0(0) 
4 1 
I 2 
I 
1 2 

E5 total 13(7) 
90) 2(4) 2(0) 
7 I 

1 I 
2 
3 4 

I 

E6 total 8(6) 
5p) 2(3) 1(0) 
3 1 

I 
2 - 1 
3 3 

E7 total 5(1) 
3(0) 2a) 0(0) 
1 I 

I 
2 

I 

toul 13(3) 
5(2) 2(0) 
3 
2 2 

2 

F4 total 12(3) 
9(1) 3(2) 0(0) 
7 1 
I 2 
I 
I 2 

FS total 10(4) 
8(2) 2(2) 0(0) 
5 1 
1 I 
2 
2 2 

F6 total 6(4) 
3(1) 2(3) 1(0) 
1 I 

I 
2 - I 
I 3 

F7 total 5(2) 
3(0) 2(2) 0(0) 
1 I 

1 
2 

2 





UNSAFE PLACES - NIGHTTIME 
-UL. JOL. .JIL. JOL. -SU- JOL. -Sl- -UL. -21L. VU. 
G1 G2 G3 G4 

subtotal 
So 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM 
Sa 

G5 
0(0) 

total 1(0) 
1(0) 0(0) 
1 

G6 
0(0) 

HI H2 H3 H4 
subtotal 
So 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM 
Sa 

HS total 3(0) H6 
1(0) 2(0) 0(0) 0(0) 

I 
I I 

11 
subtotal 0(0) 
So 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM -
Sa 

total 1(0) 
1(0) 0(0) 
1 

12 total 1(1) 
00» la) 

1 
0(0) 

D total 1(1) 
0(0) la) 0(0) 

I 

14 total 1(1) 
0(0) 1(1) 0(0) 

t 

15 total 2(1) 
0(0) 2a) 0(0) 

2 

16 
0(0) 

Jl 
subtotal 0(0) 
So 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM -
Sa 

total 1(1) 
1(0) 0(0) 
I 

J2 total 2(1) 
1(0) 1(1) 0(0) 
1 1 

J3 total 2(1) 
1(0) 1(1) 0(0) 
1 I 

J4 total 2(1) 
1(0) 1(1) 0(0) 
I I 

J5 total 1(1) 
0(0) 1(1) 0(0) 

1 

J6 
0(0) 

FCl total 1(0) 
subtotal 0(0) 1(0) 0(0) 
So 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM 
Sa 

1 

K2 total 1(0) 
0(0) 1(0) 0(0) 

1 

K3 total 2(0) 
1(0) 1(0) 0(0) 
I I 

KA total 2(0) 
1(0) 1(0) 0(0) 
1 I 

K5 total 1(0) 
0(0) 1(0) 0(0) 

1 

K6 
0(0) 

LI toul 1(0) 
subtotal 0(0) 1(0) 0(0) 
So 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM 
Sa 

1 

L2 total 1(0) 
0(0) 1(0) 0(0) 

1 

L3 total 1(0) 
0(0) 1(0) 0(0) 

1 

L4 
0(0) 

total 1(0) 
1(0) 
1 

0(0) 
L5 total 1(0) L6 
0(0) 1(0) 0(0) 0(0) 

1 



i 

r 
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n VII u ni 
G4 G5 total 1(0) 

0(0) 1(0) 0(0) 
I 

G6 total 1(0) 
0(0) UO) 0(0) 

I 

G7 total 1(0) 
0(0) 1(0) 0(0) 

I 

H4 H5 total 3(0) 
1(0) 2(0) 0(0) 

I 
I . I  

H6 total 2(0) 
0(0) 2m 0(0) 

I  
I  

H7 toul 1(0) 
0(0) 1(0) 0(0) 

I  

•11(1) 
1(1) 0(0) 
1 

I 

[4 total 1(1) 
0(0) 1(1) 0(0) 

I 

1 

15 totaled) 
0(0) 2a) 0(0) 

2 

I 

16 total 2(0) 
0(0) 2(0) 0(0) 

2 

17 total 1(0) 
0(0) 1(0) 0(0) 

I 

II 2(1) 
1(1) 0(0) 

J4 total 2(1) 
1(0) 1(1) 0(0) 
1 1 

I 

J5 total 1(1) 
0(0) 1(1) 0(0) 

I 

I 

J6 toul 1(1) 
0(0) la) 0(0) 

1 

1 

J7 total 1(1) 
0(0) 1(1) 0(0) 

I 

1 

il2(0) 
1(0) 0(0) 
1 

K4 total 2(0) 
1(0) 1(0) 0(0) 
1 1 

KS total 1(0) 
0(0) 1(0) 0(0) 

I 

K6 total 1(0) 
0(0) t(0) 0(0) 

1 

K7 total 1(0) 
0(0) 1(0) 0(0) 

I 

al 1(0) 
1(0) 0(0) 
1 

L4 total 1(0) 
0(0) 1(0) 0(0) 

.1 

L5 total 1(0) 
0(0) 1(0) 0(0) 

I 

L6 total 1(0) 
0(0) - 1(0) 0(0) 

I 

L7 total 1(0) 
0(0) 1(0) 0(0) 

I 





NLGHRRIME MOVEMENT TOTAL "^Feualerespossesc^^MALERESPONSES) 

A1 total 0(0) A2 total 7(2) A3 total 7(3) A4 total 26(6) AS total 10(6) A6 

So 4 5 21 -

A t - - I 1 
LF I 1 5 9 2 
LMF I I 3 3 2 
LMM - 1 2 3 3 1 
Sa I I - -

Bl total 0(0) B2 total 11(0) 83 total 10(1) B4 total 29(4) B5 total 6(1) 86 

So 7 g 23 3 3 
A 1 - I - - -

LF I - 5 2 3 
LMF - - 2 1 1 
LMM - - 1 2 - I 
Sa 2 I 1 1 -

CI total 5(0) C2 total 14(0) C3 total 18(1) C4 total 34(4) C5 total 15(4) C6 

So 2 10 13 22 s 2 
A 3 I 2 5 3 -

LF I - 6 4 2 
LMF - - 2 2 I 
LMM - - 1 2 2 -

Sa 2 3 I - -

Dl total 6(1) D2 total 16(1) D3 total 24(2) D4 total 40(5) D3 total 30(5) D6 

So I S 13 22 17 10 
A 4 7 5 S 4 2 
LF I 1 3 7 7 4 
LMF I I 1 4 3 2 
LMM - - 1 1 2 -

Sa - 3 3 2 -

El total 9(0) £2 total 12(0) E3 total 10(1) E4 total 13(1) E5 total 5(1) E6 

So 7 12 9 9 2 2 
A 2 - I 1 3 2 
LF - - 2 - 2 
LMF - - 1 1 1 
LMM - - 1 - - -

Sa * - 1 - -

FI total 1(0) F2 total 3(0) F3 toUl3(l) F4 total 11(0) F5 total 8(0) F6 

So 1 • 3 2 5 4 _ 

A - 1 4 3 1 
LF - - I 1 1 
LMF - - - - -

LMM - - I - - -

Sa • I * * 



f 
I 
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((^MALE RESPONSES) 

otal 7p) A4 total 26(6) 

21 

5 
3 
3 

A5 total 10(6) 

I 
9 
3 
3 

A6 total 3(3) 

1 
2 
2 
I 

A7 total 1(0) 

I 

]tal 10(1) B4 total 29(4) 

23 

5 
2 
2 
I 

B5 total 6(1) 

3 

2 
I 

I 

B6 total 6(2) 

3 

3 
1 
I 

B7 toul 4(2) 

3 

I 
I 
I 

)tal 18(1) C4 total 34(4) 

22 
5 
6 
2 
2 
I 

C3 total 15(4) 

8 
3 
4 
2 
2 

C6 total 4(1) 

2 

2 
I 

C7 total 1(0) 

I 

)tal 24(2) D4 total 40(5) 

22 
S 
7 
4 
I 
3 

D5 total 30(5) 

17 
4 
7 
3 
2 
2 

D6 total 16(2) 

10 
2 
4 
2 

D7 total 6(0) 

4 
1 
1 

tal 10(1) E4 total 13(1) 

9 
1 
2 
1 

1 

E5 total 5(1) 

2 
3 

1 

E6 total 6(1) 

2 
2 
2 
1 

E7 total 0(0). 

tal3(1) F4 total 11(0) 

5 
4 
1 

1 

F5 total 8(0) 

4 
3 
I 

F6 total 2(0) 

I 
I 

FT toul 0(0) 





NIGHTTIME MOVEMENT TOTAL-#FEMAUERESPONSES(#MALERESPONSES) 

G1 

So 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM 
Sa 

G2 G3 G4 G5 total 0(0) G6 tol 

HI 

So 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM 
Sa 

H2 H3 H4 H5 total 0(0) H6 to 

II total 0(0) 

So 
A 
U 
L\iF 
LMM -
Sa 

12 total 0(0) 13 total 0(0) [4 total 0(0) 15 total 0(0) 16 tot 

I 

JI toUl 0(0) 

So 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM -
Sa 

J2 total 0(0) J3 total 0(0) J4 toUl 0(0) J5 toul 0(0) J6 tol 

K1 total 0(0) 

So 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM -
Sa 

K2 total 0(0) K3 total 0(0) FC4 total 0(0) K5 total 0(0) K6 to 

LI total 0(0) 

So 
A 
LF 
LMF 
LMM -
Sa 

L2 total 0(0) 
V 

L 'total0(0) L4 total 0(0) L5 total 0(0) L6 to 
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KLVLE RESPONSES) 

G4 G5 total 0(0) G6 total 0(0) G7 toul 0(0) 

H4 H5 total 0(0) H6 total 0(0) H7 total 0(0) 

)(0) [4 total 0(0) IS total 0(0) 16 total 1(0) 

1 

U total 1(0) 

1 

KO) J4 total 0(0) J5 total 0(0) J6 toUl 0(0) J7 total 1(0) 

I 

0(0) IC4 total 0(0) FC5 total 0(0) K6 total 0(0) K7 total 0(0) 

0) L4 total 0(0) L5 total 0(0) L6 total 0(0) L7 total 0(0) 
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APPENDIX F; MAPPED ASSAULT SITES 



V 

REPORTED CRIMES - DAYTBME TOTAL » #IUFES(# AGDUVATED & MINOR ASSAULTS) 
'(BccaoMof incomirfcte police records udbKidcnisocciirtiiic on prcmbcsomside of tfee main 

Univcrsi^ or Aifeona campus, the total mmiiicr of actnal crimes may not comspood witb total I 
r aa FTM r aa ma r aa ma 

A1 total 0(0) A2 total 0(1) 

1 

A3 total 0(0) A4 total 0(0) A5 total 0(0) 

BI total 0(0) B2 total 0(0) B3 total 0(0) 84 total 0(0) BS total 0(0) 

CI total 0(0) C2 total 0(0) C3 total 0(1) 

1 

C4 total 0(2) 

2 

CS total 0(6) 

6 

Dl total 0(0) D2 total 0(1) 

1 

D3 total Oa) 

2 

04 toul 0(1) 

I 

DS .total0(4) 

4 

EI total 0(3) 

3 

E2 total 0(0) E3 total 0(2) 

2 

E4 total 0(1) 

I 

ES total 0(1) 

1 

FI total 0(0) F2 total 0(1) 

I 

F3 total Of}) 

I 2 

F4 total 0(1) 

I 

F3 toul 0(4) 

4 
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(« AGGRAVATED & MINOR ASSALXTS) 
nplete (KiUce records and incidents occurcins on premises oMiide of the maiii 
zona campus, the total namber of actnal crimes may not correspond with total nnmber ot crimes reported.) 

aa ma r »« ma r aa ma 
total 0(0) A4 total Q(0> A5 total 0(0) A6 total 0(0) A7 total 0(0) 

total 0(0) B4 total 0(0) B5 total 0(0) B6 total 0(1) 

I 

B7 total 0(0) 

total 0(1) 

1 

C4 total 0(2) 

2 

C3 total 0(6) 

6 

C6 total 0(2) 

2 

C7 total 0(0) 

total 0(2) 

2 

D4 total 0(1) 

1 

D5 total 0(4) 

4 

D6 total 0(2) 

- 2 

D7 total 0(1) 

1 

otal 0(2) 

2 

E4 total 0(1) 

I 

E5 total 0(1) 

I 

E6 toul 0(0) E7 total 0(1) 

I 

Ital 0(3) 

I 2 

F4 total 0(1) 

1 

F3 total 0(4) 

4 

F6 total 0(0) F7 total 0(0) 





RKPORTFN RRIMES - DAYTEVIE TOTAL = #RAFES(# AGGRAVATED & MINOR ASSAULTS) 
r aa 

Gl G2 G3 G4 GS total 0(0) G6 total 1 
• 

J 

HI H2 H3 H4 H5 total 0(0) H6 total I 

11 total 0(0) 12 total 0(0) ]3 total 0(0) 14 total 0(0) 15 total 0(0) 16 total 0 

J1 total 0(0) J2 total 0(0) J3 toul0(0) J4 total 0(0) J5 total 0(0) J6 total (1 

KI total 0(0) K2 total 0(0) K3 total 0(0) K4 total 0(0) K5 total 0(0) FC6 total 

LI total 0(0) L2 total 0(0) L total 0(0) 
V 

L4 total 0(0) L5 total 0(0) L6 total 1 





I AGGRAVATED St MINOR ASSALXTS) 
.1.1 m.T r aa ma 

G4 G5 total 0(0) G6 total 0(0) G7 total 0(0) 

H4 H5 total 0(0) H6 total 0(0) H7 toUl 0(0) 

total 0(0) 14 total 0(0) 15 total 0(0) 16 total 0(0) [7 total 0(0) 

total 0(0) J4 total 0(0) J5 total 0(0) J6 total 0(0) J7 total 0(0) 

total 0(0) K4 total 0(0) (C5 total 0(0) K6 total 0(0) YJ toUl 6(0) 

total 0(0) L4 total 0(0) L5 total 0(0) L6 total 0(0) L7 total 0(0) 



• 



REPORTED CRIMES - NIGHTTIME 

_2A_ jmL. 

TOTAL >#IUPES(«AGGR;LVATED&.NUNOR.ASSAIN.TS)) "OFFOF.UAP: ABOVE A4 0(1); ABOVE AS 3(3 
'(Bccanaeof inconiplctepoike records and bidilciilsocciirrinc on premises outside orthe naiiiUniversil 

crimes may not corrcspaad with total mimbcr of otaes tcported.) 
-ma_ JU. _aa_ _gg_ jna. .ja_ -mB-

AI total 0(0X A2 totai 0(1) A3 total 0(0) A4 totai 0(0) A5 total 0(0) A6 to 

B1 total 2(0) 

2 

B2 total 2(1) 

2 I 

B3 total 0(0) B4 total 0(2) B5 total 0(0) B6 to 

3 

CI total 0(0) C2 total 1(2) 

1 - 2 

C3 total 1(1) 

I - I 

C4 total 0(6) C5 total 1(1) 

I - I 

C6 tc 

DI total 0(0) D2 total 0(0) D3 toul 0(1) D4 total 0(0) DS toul 0(1) D6 t( 

El total 4(13) 

4 2 11 

E2 total 0(0) E3 toul 0(1) E4 total 0(1) E5 toul 1(5) 

1 - 5 

E6 tc 

FI total 0(1) 

1 

F2 toul 0(1) 

1 

F3 total 0(1) F4 total 0(0) F5 total 2(1) 

2 - 1 

F6 to 

1 





APES(# AGGRAVATED & MLNORASSALXTS)) **OFFOF!tfAP: ABOVE A4 0(1); ABOVE AS 3(2); ABOVE A6 2(2) 

' incomplete police records and inddenls occurring on premises outside of the main University or Atiioiis campus, the total nnnihrr of actual 
V not correspond with total number of crimes reported.) 

r tn« r M ma 

total 0(0) A4 total 0(0) A5 total 0(0) A6 total 0(0) A7 total 2p) 

2 - 3 

total 0(0) B4 total 0(2) 

2 

B5 total 0(0) B6 total 3(0) 

3 

B7 total 0(1) 

1 

total 1(1) 

I 

C4 total 0(6) 

6 

C5 total 1(1) 

I - 1 

C6 total 0(1) 

1 

C7 total 0(1) 

I 

total 0(1) 

1 

D4 total 0(0) D5 total 0(1) 

1 

D6 total 0(1) 

I 

D7 total 0(0) 

total 0(1) 

I 

E4 total 0(1) 

1 

E5 total 1(5) 

I - 5 

E6 total 0(1) 

1 

E7 total 0(1) 

1 

total 0(1) 

1 

F4 total 0(0) F5 total 2(1X 

2 - I 

F6 total 1(0) 

1 

F7 total 0(0) 





RF-PORTFH rWTMKS - NTGtli'i iME TOTAL «<»RAPES(TF AGGRAVATED St MINOR ASSAULTS) 
r aa m» r aa ma r 

GI - G2 G3 04 G5 total 0(0) G6 ti 

HI H2 H3 H4 H5 total0(0) H6 t( 

11 total 0(0) 12 total 0(0) 0 total 0(0) 14 total 0(0) 15 total 0(0) 16 toi 

JI total 0(0) J2 total 0(0) J3 total 0(0) J4 total 0(0) J5 total 0(0) J6 toi 

KI toul 0(0) K2 total 0(0) BC3 toul 0(0) K4 total 0(0) fC5 toUl 0(0) K6 tc 

LI total 0(0) L2 toul 0(0) L3 toul 0(0) L4 total 0(0) L5 total 0(0) L6 to 
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PES(t> AGGRAVATED & .VIINOR ASSAULTS) 
r an ma r la ma 

G 4  - - - - G5 total 0(0) G6 total 0(0) G7 total 0(0) 

H4 H5- total 0(0) H6 total 0(0) H7 total 0(0) 

otai 0(0) 14 total 0(0) [5 total 0(0) 16 total 0(0) 17 total 0(2) 

2 

total 0(0) J4 total 0(0) J5 total 0(0) J6 total 0(0) J7 total 0(0) 

total 0(0) K4 total 0(0) (C5 total 0(0) K6 total 0(0) K.7 total 0(0) 

total 0(0) L4 total 0(0) L5 total 0(0) L6 total 0(0) L7 total 0(0) 



FF 
I 
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APPENDIX G: OPEN FOEIMAT ENVIRONMENTAL AUDIT FOEIM 

CAMPUS ENVIRONMENTAL AUDIT 

SCOPE: two sites - one, a place perceived as unsafe by the most number of women 
surveyed and, the other, an area where the most number of assaults 
involving women have taken place on the UA campus 

OBJECTIVES: (primary objective of any environmental audit) to identify ways to improve 
the physical environment so to reduce the opportunities for assaults of 
women and to make it more comfortable and accessible to all 

(for my work as far as perception/crime/design) to determine if there exist 
any common or distinctly different features between the two sites 

to determine whether the audit can pickup and/or explain why one site is 
perceived as but is not actually unsafe and the other is not perceived as but 
is actually quite unsafe 

to determine whether the audit can identify implications for design 

to determine whether an audit can identify the main (or most) of the 
characteristic features of unsafe sites that were elicited from survey 
respondents 

to determine whether the Canadian checklist responds to the environmental 
variables found here and/or what could be done to adapt the checklist for 
use here 

to determine whether it is useful to apply only the audit check list (and not 
the complete audit process) to physical sites on campus 

Method: to seek a comprehensive impression of each site using a free-form 
discussion format and the environmental audit check list developed by a 
consortium of Canadian universities 
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CAMPUS SAFETY AUDIT 
Location: behind Student Union at N. Campus Drive and Mountain 

Avenue 

Date: 11/18/96 6:15+p.m. 

Questions seeking to answer: 

Why do I/don't I like this place? 

When and why do I feel uncomfortable here? 

What chauges would make me feel better? 

Also: How is the space put together? 

How does it enhance, reinforce or deny a feeling of safety? 

Apply to the audit real-life experiences. Think about how one 

uses the space... about how differently people experience the environment 

based on their ethnicity, race, class, age, ability and sexuality. Each person 

is expert of her own experience. An individual's feehngs are themselves 

legitimate in assessing a place and its safety. 

For example: 

Suppose you were walking alone here late at night? 

Suppose you had to wait here for someone to come and pick you up? 

Is this recessed doorway a possible assault site? 

What if I yelled for help? 

Is this accessible to people using wheelchairs, walkers or canes? 

What if you had your children with you, or were carrying lots of 

books? 

Is it different in summer? Or in the rain? 

Are there fewer people around at different times of the day, week, or 

year? 



NOTES 

General Impressions 

Environmental features / physical characteristics; 

Concerns: 
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APPENDIX H: METRAC/COUNCIL OF ONTARIO UNTVERSITIES 
SAFETY AUDIT CHECKLIST FOR COLLEGES AND UNTVERSITIES 
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CAMPUS SAFETY AUDIT CHECKUST 

• OUTDOORS • INDOORS 
GENERAL AREA: 

SPECIFIC LOCATION: 
DATE: DAY: TIME: 

REASON FOR AUDITING THE AREA: 

1. General Impressions 

•Your gut reactions: 

•What 5 words best describe the place? 

2. Lighting 

•impression of lighting: 
• very poor a poor • satisfactory a good 
• very good • too dark • too bright 

•Is the lighting even? o yes o no 
•How many lights are out? 
•What proportion of lights are out? 
•Are you able to identify a face 25 metres away? 

c yes Q no 

Women's Campus Safety Audit Guide METBAC/COU - 25 



•Do you know where/whonn to call If lights are out, 
broken, not yet turned on, etc.? 

• yes ° no 
•Outdoors: Is the lighting obscured by trees or 
bushes? n yes a no 
•How well does the lighting illuminate pedestrian 
walkways and sidewalks? 

a very poorly • poorly a satisfactorily 
o well - very well 

•How clearly does the lighting illuminate directional 
signs or maps? 

a very poorly • poorly • satisfactorily 
o well ° very well 

3. Signage 

•Is there a sign (i.e. room no., building name) 
identifying where you are? a yes a no 
• If no, are there directional signs or maps nearby 
which can help you identify where you are? 

• yes • no 
•Are there signs which show you where to get 
emergency assistance if needed? 

o yes D no 
•Are there signs which direct you to wheelchair 
access? • yes • no 
•Do exit doors identify where they exit to? 

• yes a no 
•Is there information posted describing the hours the 
building is legitimately open? 

• yes o no 
•Impression of overall signage; 

a very poor • poor o satisfactory • good 
• very good 

•What signs should be added? 

2 6 -  M E T R A C / C O U  Woman's Campus Safety Audit Guide 



4. S/ght/fnes 

•Can you clearly see what's up ahead? • yes • no 
•If no, why not? Indoors: • sharp corners • walls 

a pillars 
Outdoors: a bushes o fences a hill 

• other 
•Are there places someone could be hiding? 

a yes a no 
•If yes, where? 

•What would make it easier to see? 
E.g.: a transparent materials like glass 
• angled corners a security mirrors 
• trimmed bushes n snow cleared 
n vehicles moved 

•Other comments? 

5. /soiation - Eye Distance 

•At the time of your audit, does the area feel 
isolated? n yes a no 
•How many people are likely to be around? 

• none a a few • several 
• many 
• none • a few • several 
a many 
• none o a few • several 
• many 
• none • a few • several 
• many 

•Is it easy to predict when people will be around? 
• yes • no 

-In the early 
morning: 

-During the day: 

-In the evening: 

-Late at night: 
(after 10 pm) 
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•Is there a monitor or surveillance system? 
• yes a no a don't know 

•Other comments? 

6. Isolation — Ear Distance 

•How far away is the nearest person to hear a call 
for help? a don't know 
•How far away is the nearest emergency service 
such as an alarm, security personnel, crisis 
telephone? o don't know 
•Can you see a telephone, or a sign directing you to 
emergency assistance? 

• yes G no 
•Is the area patrolled? • yes a no n don't know 
•If yes, how frequently? Q every hour 

a once per afternoon/evening • don't know 
•Other comments? 

7. Movement Predictors (a predictable or 
unchangeable route or path) 

•How easy is it to predict a woman's movements? 
(e.g. her route}? • very easy ° somewhat obvious 

• no way of knowing 
•Is there an alternative well-lit and frequently 
travelled route or path available? 

• yes • no • don't know 
•Can you tell what is at the other end of the path, 
tunnel, or walkway? • yes • no 

28 - METRAC/COU Women's Campus Safaty Audit Guide 
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•Are there corners, alcoves, or bushes where 
someone could hide and wait for you? 

• yes • no 
•Other comments? 

8. Possible Assault Sites 

Indoors: 
• Are there empty rooms that should be locked? 

• yes • no 
• Are there small, well-defined areas? 

E.g.: a stairwells a recessed doorways or 
a lockers o unlocked closets • elevators 

Outdoors: 
• Are there small, confined areas where you would 

be hidden from view? 
E.g.: a between garbage bins a unlocked 
equipment or utility shed • alley or 
laneway o recessed doorway a construction 
site 

• Other: 

9. Escape Routes 

•How easy would it be for an offender to disappear? 
• very easy • quite easy • not very easy 

•Is there more than one exit? 
• yes o no o don't know 

Women's Campus Safety Audit Guide METRAC/COU - 29 
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10. Nearby Land Uses 

•What is the surrounding or nearby land used for? 
a stores • offices a restaurants • factories 
o residential houses and streets • busy traffic 
o heavily treed/wooded area • river bank 
a parking lots Q other campus buildings 
a don't know 
Other: 

•Can you identify who owns or maintains nearby 
land? a yes • no 
•Impressions of nearby land use: 

a very poor • poor • satisfactory • good 
• very good 

71.  Maintenance 

•Impressions of maintenance: a very poor • poor 
a satisfactory o good • very good 

•Is there litter lying around? ° yes a no 
•Do you know to whom maintenance concerns 
should be reported? • yes • no 
•From your experience, how long do repairs generally 
take? a one day a within one week 

• from 1 -3 weeks • more than 3 weeks 
• don't know 

12. Factors That Make the Place More 
Human 

•Does the place feel cared for? a yes o no 
•Does the place feel abandoned?^ yes a no 
•Why? 
•Are there graffiti on the walls? a yes • no 
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•In your opinion are there racist or sexist 
siogans/signs/images on the walls? 

• yes D no 
•Are there signs of vandalism? o yes Q no 
•Would other materials, tones, textures or colours 
improve your sense of safety? a yes • no 
•Other comments? 

13. O verall Design 

•Impressions of overall design: • very poor • poor 
• satisfactory • good • very good 

• If you weren't familiar with the place, would It be 
easy to find your way around? • yes • no 
•Does the place "make sense"? • yes c no 
•Is the place too spread out? a yes o no 
•Are there a confusing number of levels? o yes a no 
•Other comments? 

Other 
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14. Improvements 

•What improvements would you like to see? 

•Do you have any specific recommendations? 

Please send any fn-progress or completed 
documentation or reports to: 

METRAC 
158 Spadina Road 
Toronto, Ontario 
M5R 2T8 

(416)392-3135 FAX (416) 392-3136 

32 - METRAC/COU Women's Campus Safety Audit Guide 
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APPENDIX I: ENVIRONMENTAL SAFETY AUDIT RESPONSES 



THESIS audit checklist 

ID L_„ ]\ 

Audit Member jAi 

Site/Audit Method ~ ~ 

General Impression spooKy, scary; If alone be alert or avoid all together; dark/deserted/isolated/nolsy equip; cant hear well or to heard; nearby 

Physical Characteri I'" 

Concerns (•" 

Comments ["• 

Map Notes no one to hear, isol at back orbldgs, dark, lots places to hide; good/poor lighting at corner tetw/ NW and SW 

Lighting uneven, uncerta[n # out, can't identify face at 25 yds.jobscured by trees; poor on walks/signs 

Signage signs; very poor overall; lights dont stiine on st sign 

Sightlines [can't see ahead b/o dumpster/cars/comefs/shrubs/walls; hiding spots behind retaining vralls; n^ tiimminghlghi/angTed corne^mirrors/move yehjcjes 

Isolation - Eye Dist isolated; can predict use, few people early am, nfiore day, few evening, none late 

Isolation - Ear Dist fa"" 'o can't see signs re; tei/emerg heT 

Movement Predicto 1^ of; alt path but not well traveled or lit; hi 

Possible Assault Sit p'®®®® behlndd dumpster, cars, in alley 

Escape Routes jveiy easy; lots of ways 

Nearby Land Uses |p'<9< classroom/lab bidgs 

00 



Maintenance jgood maintenance 

Factors Making it fof abandoned; safety means lighting & populated areas at night 

Overall Design Ipoor; more signs,lights,windows, landsc; move dump 

Desired Improveme |"9Win9 signage emerg directions 

00 



Audit Member A2 

Site/A iidit Method r ^ '  ̂ETRAC audit A2 

Genera! Impression diverse, drastic chariges; abandoned back side; loading dark; v^y liandlcap pkg here; poor visual. Inaccessible unsafe site 

Physical Characteri j™ 

Concerns |"~ _ ^ _ 

Comments l™ 

Map Notes 

Lighting 

Signage 

Sightlines 

|SU • light only at corner and pkg garage, uneven or dark elsewhere; blue lights in garage only 

jvarles wildly;lntensity changes; visible dist depends on direction; height of lighting problems 

Istreei sign only; need bidg&directional signs 

Iprobs depend on Erection looked; lots places to hide 

Isolation - Eye Dist isolated; many to few people predictable as day progresses 

Isolation - Ear Dist [help distance \wi^ ioo' to garage phone;?patrol 

Movement Predicto feck entry to SU, stairs \n garage; hiding places 

Possible Assault Sit jdooiways, stairs; places near dumpster,aalleyshrub 

Escape Routes |ve[y easy; jots of exits 

Nearby Land Uses |offlces/pkg lots/other bidgs; dark/good I use near 

Maintenance trasti^bags at dumpster 

Factors Making it abandoned, few people near 

00 0\ 



Overall Design (seems lIKe bacK door entry; major street,1ft tjjrn 

Desired Improveme P"!'® 



ID 

Audit Member 

Site/Audit Method 

(leneral Impression 

Physical Characteri 

Concerns 

Comments 

Map Notes 

Lighting 

Signage 

Sightlines 

Isolation - Eye Dist 

Isolation - Ear Dist 

Movement Predicto 

Possible Assault Sit 

Escape Routes 

Nearby Land Uses 

Maintenance 

Factors Making it 

u 
A3 

|SU IMETRAC audit A3 

IHAETRAC darMrlghlening/unorganlzed/unsate/not welcoming dirty path, narrow sidewalK; cant tell where entrances are 

[SU - none 

|very poor on walks, can't see 25m; obscured by trees 

none 

fhill/fencesAvalls Interfere; hiding behind car8,hedges,walls; nneed mlrrrrors better lighting; mark entrances, unobstruct 

jfeeks IsoFai^ can predict few to many to few to none day on to night 

[don't know how far help is; don't feel anyone could hear; emerg phone/help lOOt yds 

[somewhat obvious; not real alternate gatji; hl^ng placM 

[b^e/ garbage bins, alley, dooiways; emerg exit walls, cars, trees; no light on bidg across from garage 

jvery easy; lots of exits 

near olrices/food/other campus bidgs 

jgood maintenance, >3wk repair 

dark and Isolated; check the lighting, brighter lights 

00 
00 



Overall Design [no clear entrances; sjgriage, lots cars; confusing; yvhere |s help; ojher side of SU lots of people not here 

Desireil Improveme jbrtgWer llgtit;new SU entryway, remove cars, delivery away from peds;better llgtiting to lots;signs;phones outside garage 



Audit Member 

She/Audit Method 

(ienerul Impression 

Physical Characteri 

Concerns 

Comments 

Map Notes 

Lighting 

Signage 

Sightlines 

Isolation - Eye Dist 

Isolation - Ear Dist 

Movement Predicto 

Possible Assault Sit 

Escape Routes 

Nearby Land Uses 

Maintenance 

Factors Making it 

[A4 

|SU/METR"AC audit A4 

jfh^TRAC back of SU/bkstore cold, dark, ugly, deserted, very unsafe 

jsu • dark QAMEi^d like to see foot/bike patrol; very unsafe behind and on entry street to back SU 

jpoor lights, none out; cant see 25m;not obscured by trees; poor on sldewalk;know who to call for lights 

|no signs/maps/emerg dlrec(lons/wc access; poor signage 

Isharp corners and walls Interfere; dark corners, trees/wall hiding places; needs light on waTls/comer^street 

) a few to none around; easy to predict 

100' to call; 150' to blue phone; see blue in garage; no patroll 

Ino way to predict movement; a# route In front SU; end of path can/can't see; hiding places yes 

{very easy; more than one exit 

campus bidgs; satis maintenance 

jsatls maint; repairs w/in 1 wk depending on degree 

(feels cared for but not abandoned; no graffitti/vandalism 



Overull Design Imix of design poor to good; doesn't make sense, nql too spread out 

Desired hnproveme Hre lights especially on l^ldg corners & tree lined st; sign of safety patrol;; >blue lights; worK vv/ safety commlltee 



ID I _ ! 

Audit Member jBl 

Site/Audit Method 1^ a^t Bi' 

(ieneral Impression pn^wered questions |}est, brief repiies open pg: wId not use at nigtit or wait for p/u or if had pl<os; not accessible to w/c, canesjcant hear at SU;unpopul 

Physical Characteri places to hide,trees cause some concern, could be morel? meaning) 

Concerns 

Comments 

Map Notes 

Lighting 

Signage 

SightHnes 1— 

Isolation - Eye Dist [*" 

Isolation - Ear Dist 

Movement Predicto I™ 

Possible Assauh Sit f'" 

Escape Routes 

Nearby Land Uses 

Maintenance 

Factors Making it 

|bad area; not enough light; places for people to hide 

needs more ligtit behind SU 

SU - none 



ID 1 6| 

Audit Member jB2 

Site/A lulit Method ' comments while walking/auditing 

General Impression ("^^n activity slows; no one resides so 'translent';seem unpopulated bldgs; traffic unnerving, faster at noc, no stop on N 

Physical Characteri spooky; feels isolated, garage splllout; poor corner situation; dorm down way; Spdwy light seen 

Concerns jceniennlal Hall noc users; no directional signs; lower lights better;baslo goal Is to be around other; i ̂ o daughter not come out noc 

Comments I'*"*®® 9°™^ O"' SU; personal safety things - body alarm, phone, whistle on Key, changes during life ways 

Map Notes -comments, key is famiiiar1ly(DC same spot, difj day, diff (eeling),know to check for signs like graffitti, not thought when young 

Lightins b 

Signage l™ 

Sightlines |---

Isolation - Eye Dist [•" 

Isolation - Ear Dist 

Movement Predicto 

Possible Assault Sit 

Escape Routes 

Nearby Land Uses 

Maintenance 

Factors Making it 



Audit Member |b3 

Site/Audit Method |^/open audit ̂  ^ ~ ~ ^ 

General Impression hidden in trees, oncoming traffic blinding, large shadowing trunKs, poor vis cars to peds, speedFng/O slow @ corner 

Physical Characteri ["backdoor" of all bldgs; no one 'owns' area; transient/hurried users; darK pools; nolsy/mufflTng; slower day traffic 

jno wayflndlng;directlonaTs^ns irom garage;no bidg ID; resident pop 0 use campus as in past 

6"_-

I:  

Concerns 

Comments 

Map Notes 

Lighting 

Signage 

SightHnes 

Isolation - Eye Dist 

Isolation - Ear Dist F~ 

Movement Predicto fc 

Possible Assault Sit 

Escape Routes 

Nearby Land Uses 

Maintenance f-

Factors Making it 

none 



Audit Member 

Site/Audit Method ^ ̂  audit B4 ^ 

(ieneral Impression [answered 7s; loading area (eels unsafe; comer > lit; stoplight seen from her gives sense openness/safety 

Physical Characteri [trees mysterious; few lights, esp to W; bikes give sense of 'good' users (respondent a stud) studying(positlve action) 

Concerns garage at night; need s^n to major sites; yellow light makes strange sensation 

Comments 

Map Notes 

Lighting 

Signage 

Sightlines 

Isolation - Eye Dist 

Isolation - Ear Dist 

Movement Predicto E 

Possible Assault Sit 

Escape Routes [^ 

Nearby Land Uses 

Maintenance [•" 

Factors Making it f" 

[su-

E^: 



— L 
Audit Member jes 

Site/Audit Method [suT^t^n audit BS I "ZT IT ~ " 

General Impression [bad intersection (or ped at noc; lot vehicles; leads to dark loading area w/hldlng; no signs for peds; unnerving Qnoc 

Physical Character! traffic; seemingly unpopulated bidgs and trees; probs for phpys dlsables/peds - cars too fast 

Concerns [^-vwy stop sign; need signs as could go to back or union wtilch Is dark/unpopulated 

Comments El- _ _ 
Map Notes 

Lighting ElT 

Signage El . _ 

Sightlines |Z " ' JZIZT 

Isolation - Eye Dist |~ 

Isolation' Ear Dist F~ 

Movement Predicto EI. . _ 
Possible Assault Sit F 

Factors Making it 



ID 1 

Audit Member |AI 

Site/Audit Method Coronado / open audit A1 

General Impression [inconsistent lighting, lots parMng & hiding places; alsove average landscaping for security 

Physical Characteri veg not blocKIng sightllnes; potential hiding places - veg, cars, vtralls, lighting, ^people around; signage poor at sides/ rear of bIdgs; Its all about 

Concerns 9° " emergency • prob. Coronado 

Comments 

Map Notes |p' lights appear darker;smali sid^lk;bikes surroundismall spots on Kalbab corners,walK ^ddle aisle pKg lot;(lark 4thn'yndall 

Lighting 

Signage 

Sightlines |— 

Isolation - Eye Dist 

Isolation - Ear Dist F" 

Movement Predicto ti-

Possible Assault Sii 

Escape Routes [^~ 

Nearby Land Uses [" 

Maintenance 

Factors Making it ["" 

SO 
--4 



ID L. 111 

Audit Member jA2 

Site/Audit Method |cOTnado7op^n~a'udirA2 

General Impression trafficked, transient, edge, heavy resid w/little ownership, pools dark/iigh 

Physical Character! cut;far from entrance;narrow walk;day ok, night a probiem 

Concerns jsmokers now sit at ^ge of pkg lot; outside people 

Comments El 
Map Notes _ _ 

Lighting B 

Signage 1:^ 

Sightlines 

Isolation - Eye Dist F~ 

Isolation - Ear Dist 

Movement Predicto EI 
Possible Assault Sit [i" 

Escape Routes ^ 

Nearby Land Uses 

Maintenance p* 

Factors Making it 

o 
00 



ID I 12| 

Audit Member 

Site/Audit Method |c^ado / open audit Aa 

General Impression |haret^old/darK:N pKg lot better lit than sldewalKs/blKe areas; no phones; ne^s trim 

Physical Characteri jclty encroachmenl;congested Wke area;away from entrance;res halls poorly llt.esp backs,"few curb cuts 

Concerns repair asphalt, uneven; rec area lights needed 

none 

E:::Z 

Comments 

Map Notes 

Lighting 

Signage [z 

Sightlines P-

Isolation - Eye Dist 

Isolation - Ear Dist F 

Movement  Predic to  EH- -

Possible Assault Sit 

Escape Routes [---

Nearby Land Uses j™ 

Maintenance 

Factors Making it 



Audit Member |A4 

Site/Audit Method Coronado I open audit A4 

General Impression |lo<8 activity; entry well lit; reasonable safe feellng;feel8 too close to campus perimeter 

Physical Characteri pike area poorly lit; very dai1< back dorm; very congested; not much dense foliage 

Concerns H emergency phones In sight 

Comments l;^;^ 

Map Notes '"®P' unsafe; too much clutter and little light 

Lighting f™ 

Signage 

Sightlines 

Isolation - Eye Dist 1~ 

Isolation - Ear Dist 1^: 

Movement Predicto 1=— 

Possible Assault Sit 

Escape Routes 

Nearby Land Uses 

Maintenance [ • 

Factors Making it f" 



|B1 

Coronado IMETRAC audit B1 [cwi 

E 

ID 1 14) 

Audit Member 

Site/Audit Method 

General Impression [METRAC darK, needs t>etter light on NW by bikes; prob oK If peo around; da^ W side; too many Ukes 

Physical Characteri |""" 

Concerns j™ 

Comments 

Map Notes 

Lighting [^r, uneven; cant see o^ured by tree, poor on sidewalks; no signs to light 

Signage dlrectlons/emergAv/c accss/open hr signs; no signs to light; need lighted direction signs 

Sightlines 

Isolation - Eye Dist 'eel isolated; a few in day In night; easy to predict;UAPO and pkg enforcement survey area 

Isolation - Ear Dist to emerg alarm/tele/iwip; cani tell distance to help; no sign tor iieip direction; paUolled, ? freq 

Movement Predicto Isomewhat ^vlous; ? alt path: cant tell what at end of vwlk: bike pkg; hiding places 

Possible Assault Sit 

C - none 

(can clearly see; tiiding places betw/ blke/behlnd trees; need bikes moved, bushes trimmed; w/ need to park bikes, need added light 

Escape Routes 

Nearby Land Uses 

Maintenance 

Factors Making it 

, more than one eKit 

resid/traffic/pkg lots; poor land use nearby; can identify ovmership 

l^r light maintenance; city involved too, unknown time to fix; know who to call 

Ifeeis cared for, not abandoned;no signs vandalism/graffittl; other materials not help sense 

o 



Overall Design iMei^flood ovetaW clea^an. not easy to j}ndmgi9"!^ g9gs ffighg ggPggiJg^ ^ 

Desired Improveme {n^omment 



ID 

Audit Member 

TUT 

p 

Site/A udit Method ' comments ^))e wa)Mng/aud)t)ng 

General Impression 

Physical Charac'teri F 

Concerns h" 

E 

Comments 

Map Notes 

Lighting 

Signage 

Sightimes 

Isolation ' Eye Dist ~ 

Isolation - Ear Dist |~ 

Movement Predicto 1=— 

Possible Assault Sit 

Escape Routes |--

Nearby Land Uses 

Maintenance [5. 

Factors Making it 

Cofonado; (improvments cont) lighting audit here & all over campus; redesign Tyndall to slow/calm traffic, give peds > amenities 

l^n/a; comments feels Ulie a side yard; sea of bikes; need some lights to fill this out 

l^numtwr in greater area; notlc^ test t>y IMarlis 

need directional/street signs; need (o see signs at side 

K» 
o 



Overall Design (gyestlonnaire; ?8 great, ipaybe deyel ctiecklst/audlt by going to 1 sites; need greater specificity of answers, I.e. janduse satis 

Desired Improveme example', what one is interested In 



Audit Member 

Site/Audit Method 

General Impression 

Physical Characteri 

Concerns 

Comments 

Map Notes 

Lighting 

Signage 

Sightlines 

Isolation - Eye Dist 

Isolation - Ear Dist 

Movement Predicto 

Possible Assault Sit 

Escape Routes 

Nearby Land Uses 

Maintenance 

Factors Making it 

Coronado IMETRAC audit B3 

[METRAC of bikes, awkward areak dark, unfriendly, gei through it fast 

sea of bikes, awtmard area dark unfrlnedly, get thru it fast 

jvpoor lighting, uneven, 2-3 out, cant ssee 25m; obsc by trees, v poor on sidewalk, existing signs 

liioTD/dlrectlonai/emerg signs; v poor overall 

can see ahead; bikes/cars conceal; hMIng places;feels Isol; many to many to to a few at noc; not predictable 

[dont know how far/who to help, no blue phones, no known patrol 

lalt path, can see to end; hiding places 

[i^den places betw/ garbage, alleyway, recess^ doors 

r, more than one exit 

dorms, pkg, other campus bidgs near; cant Ident owner, satis nearby use 

[satis maintenance; 1 -3 wk repair time 

feels cared for not abandoned, other materlals/text/colors wid Improve sense of safety 



Overall Design (poor overall design; not easty to find way; doesnt make sense; not too spread out or level changes 

Desired Improveme pflht'ng, orlenfaflon (wayfinding/slgns/paving textures); wider sidwalks 



ID 

Audit Member 

Site/Audit Method 

CI 

B4" 

izT 

Coronado / METRAC audit B4 

General Impression [METRAC feels ok not unsafe; open; young people, bicycles, light 

Physical Characteri 

Concerns P" 

Comments 

Map Notes 

Lighting 

Signage 

Sightiines 

Coronado; (improvements cont) lighting, directional signs, patrol, emerg phone; have campus encompass the dorms 

C- none 

poor uneven light, 3 or 3/4 out; cant see 25m; obsc by tree, poor on sideways, signs, 0 know who to cali 

no ID/dlrectlonal/emerg,w/c signs; need campus map 

(can clearly see ahead; hiding tovwrd 6th st 

Isolation - Eye Dist several to several people, easy to predict during the day 

Isolation - Ear Dist far/who to call; no sign; dont know patrol 

Movement Predicto Isomewf^at obvious mvmt; dont know alt; cant see end; hiding behind cars, etc. 

Possible Assault Sit > bins, unlocked equip/construction 

Escape Routes 

Nearby Land Uses nearby; can tell owner; por land use 

Maintenance maint; dont know iiow long repair line 

Factors Making it abandoned; maeriais etc wont improve sense of safety 

N» 
o -J 



Overall Design Isatis design: could And way arou[^ dogs gwkgggnM 

Desired Improveme ^ domsS^ emf: loo m^ads around ̂  

N> 
O 
00 



ID 

Audit Member 

Site/Audit Method 

General Impression 

Physical Characteri 

Concerns 

Comments 

Map Notes 

Lighting 

Signage 

Sightlines 

Isolation - Eye Dist 

Isolation - Ear Dist 

Movement Predicto 

Possible Assault Sit 

Escape Routes 

Nearby Land Uses 

Maintenance 

Factors Making it 

18 

B5 

Coronado IMETRAC audit B5 

iMETRAC oK right now w/ It peds, unnewing later; dark;lonely/lota bikes/only exits and stairs 

E 

E 
C- none 

poor, too dark, uneven, cant see 2Sni; not obsc by trees; poor on signs 

no ID/dlrectlonal/emerg signs; poor overall; need signs from garage to some location 

1^ see atiead; t\idinQ places in dart< pko lot: more ilghts In pkg lot 

doesnt feel isolated; sev to many to a few to none day to noc; can predict 

nearest peo 100'; don't know dist to alarm; no emerg sign; 7patrol assume UAPO; 0 sign to stud ctr 

Iver easy to predict; no alt path; cant see to end of path; wid not use back lots for pkg 

lot 

easy to disappear, more than one exit 

rest/res/pkg/other bidgs; can tell ownership; satis land use 

[satis maint; know who to report to; 7 time to repair 

j^Ts cared for not abandoned, no signs varidallsm/graffitti, change material8,etc not affect sense of safety 



Overall Design [poor overall desgn: cant find way aroun; doesnt make sense; (oo spread out; no confusing levels 

Desired Improveme designed for parking and ped use at night 

5 
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