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1. Executive Summary

The Core Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED) Project is a
partnership wth the Core Community Association, City of Regina, and Regina Police
Service. Mark Nelson analyzed the data and compiled sections of this report with the
City.

CPTEDT pronouncedsepted i is a tool that deals with the design, planning and

structure otities and neighbourhoods. CPTED brings together local residents to examine

how an areab6s physical features, such as | ig
crime and the opportunities for committing crime. It has been successfully applied in a

numbe of Canadian cities and contexts.

Core, |l ocated east of the cityds downtown, I
Core has a population of 5,090 (Statistics Canada, 2006). Among the population are high
percentages of young, single persons; Aborigieaple; and immigrants. As well, Core

has a high concentration of seniors due to t
Many residents experience high levels of poverty, unemployment, and crime.

Approximately 46% of all households in Core are-iomome, while the percentage of

low income individuals is significantly higher at 62%. At the same time, Core residents

talk about a number of very positive qualities in Core: heritage homes, mature trees,

proximity to the downtown, and neighbours lookog for each other.

The project collected data by using safety audits, designed much like surveys, which
provide a mixture of quantitative and qualitative data for streets, parks, and alleys. These
were completed by 18 volunteers, most of whom are beigithood residents. In

addition, the data collection process was informed by other sources of local knowledge,

such as service calls to the City of Regina
spotso in the area.
The audits are a snapshotof pebpte | mpr essi ons of aataertain st

specific date and time. What they see and record can vary between auditors and may
differ from the experiences of residents who live on a street or next to a particular park.
The fact that many of theuditors are Core residents lends the strength of the local
perspective and priorities to the analysis.

Findings

The mixeduse nature of the Core neighbourhood adds layers of complexity to all

CPTED related issues that would not be found in the mar®genously residential or
commercial neighbourhoods of the city. The mixture of residential, industrial, and retail
areas creates a complex situation on the ground when it comes to issues of crime
prevention and safety in Core neighbourhood streetssadieg parks. As well, problems
and issues are often amplified in Core to an extent not seen in more uniformly residential
neighbourhoods.



Retail areas can be frequented by potentially intimidating people and can be the site of
dangerous activities, but the same time the high traffic levels might make these alleys

feel safer than those in some residential areas. Alleys in industrial areas can be very
isolated compared to those in other areas. Residential area alleys can be well maintained,
or can be rndown and unsafe or a mixture of both. The diversity of the neighbourhood

is such that auditors often reported wedpt homes and yards on one side of an alley or
street and poorly maintained properties on the other side. Because these diverse areas
exist sideby-side, all of these issues can interact to varying degrees depending on traffic
flow and proximity.

In addition, Core is both bordered and bisected by some of the busiest streets in the city.
The geographic context of the neighbourhood ha®rant implications for the safety of

its residents. Any safety related discussion or proposals, therefore, must always address
the traffic situation in Core.

The mixeduse nature of the Core neighbourhood leads to a set of issues that are probably
unique to that neighbourhood. It is fair to say that Core is the most diverse

neighbourhood in the city of Regina, diverse in terms of the activities that take place
there and in terms of the people th-at <cal

t

aored i ssues when it comes to crime preventio

neighbourhood. Because of the economic, social, and geographic diversity of the Core
neighbourhood, any attempts to address these issues or to enact solutions would have to
ackrowledge the complexity of the Core and would require commitment (and perhaps the
coordination) of all of the stakeholders in the neighbourhood.

Streets

1. Trim trees and bushesOvergrown trees and bushes were discussed by many of
the street auditors. @vgrown foliage can obstruct house numbers, street signs,
and sightlines, provide hiding and entrapment sites, and create darkness by
blocking streetlights. This contributes to a sense of insecurity.

2. Clean up streets and yardsStreet auditors listed potems with litter, graffiti,
and vandalism in many areas such as on vacant lots and around convenience
stores in particular. All of these combined problems give neighbourhood streets
an atmosphere of neglect that made auditors feel uneasy. Auditorsfaafied

gener al cleanup of the neighbourhoodos

issues and would involve City property and infrastructure, private residences, and
retail and industrial buildings and properties.

The Core Community Association hasntiéed low reporting of problems and
issues from the residents as a barrier to improving the neighbourhood. Knowing
who to report to was seen as the main reason for the low reporting. The
Community Switchboard was established so that residents canec@lbth
Community Association at 753952 to report problems.

St



Alleys

Improve lighting. Improvements to lighting were needed in many of the streets
examined by the auditors. Lighting quality was found to be uneven across the
neighbourhood, with commercial ofteéaving the lowest quality. Cutting back
trees and bushes is the main solution for most of these streets. Auditors also
called for more and better lighting in many places.

Improvements to signageHouse numbers should be more visible and readable,
especily for emergency vehicles. Trees should be trimmed around street signs as
well. More and better signs directing people to emergency assistance would be
helpful. Issues of traffic and parking are particularly pressing in Core, and
auditors called for adtional street and parking signage as well as improvement to
the visibility of existing signs.

Repairs to the street level infrastructure. Auditors called attention to

problematic sidewalks and pavement on several streets. Broken sidewalks and
potholes vere noted, as well as standing water in some places. On some streets,
particularly in industrial areas, the sidewalks were sometimes entirely missing on
one or both sides. The street auditors felt that the necessary repairs, once made,
would go a long waatoward improving the sense of safety and security
experienced by area residents.

Vacant properties. Vacant properties were identified as a safety issue. Vacant
properties had problems with lighting, sightlines, litter, and vandalism and created
potentid entrapment sites. Auditors discussed vacant lots in residential and
commercial areas, vacant industrial and retail buildings, and abandoned houses
and their effect on peopleds sense of
feeling that a streeatr area was uncared for. Auditors called for the reuse or
redevelopment of vacant properties as a step toward improving the security of the
nei ghbour hood. Redevel opment in Core
for infill development in establishegeighbourhoods.

Improve the lighting. Improvement of the lighting conditions in the Core area
alleys would give residents the sense of safety and security that comes with the
effective illumination of public areas. Lighting is particularly pesbhtic in and
around retail and industrial establishments.

. Trim trees and bushesIn the alleys, even more than in the streets, overgrown

bushes and trees can obstruct sightlines and provide hiding sites. Overgrown
foliage in alleys needs to be cut back

Clean up the alleys and yardsA general improvement in maintenance and
upkeep would help area residents feel safer in the alleys of their neighbourhood.
For example, graffiti is particularly intimidating to many people and quick
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removal of graffitwoul d greatly i mprove peopl esd se
highlight the unevenness in terms of upkeep from one area to another or even in
properties that lie side by side. Therefore, the cleanup effort should be both a

general cleanup of the neighbbbaod and an effort that focuses on identified

trouble spots. Alleys around convenience stores were described by auditors as

being particularly in need of cleanup and maintenance.

Parks

1. Improve maintenance Maintenance was found to be satisfactorytti@er most
part. Overgrown bushes and trees need trimming, especially in places where the
branches reach all the way to the ground. Graffiti and litter were also found to be
important maintenance issues in Core area parks. Litter was noted on pathways
andaround recreation area and equipment.

2. Improve lighting. Our park auditors called for more and better lighting in parks.
The current lighting system in some parks illuminates only the pathways, leaving
dark édead spotsod t hatghtingavasdourmitodbéat or s s o me
particularly important issue in Maple Leaf Park and in Greenburg Park.

3. Improve sightlines. Audi t ors often cited aspects of
acting as obstructions to sightlines that had a negative impact on their sense of
security. Hills, curves and uneven landscapes were mentioned as problems,
especially in Maple Leaf Park.

2. Background
A. What is CPTED?

CPTED as a prevention strategy emerged in the 1970s in the United States after a series

of studies on how thghysical environment impactscrimie CPTED®s basic prem
that the proper design and effective use of the physical or built environment can help

reduce the incidence and fear of crime, thereby improving the quality of life. The built

environment incldes parks, buildings, alleys, streets and landscape, and can refer to a

single location, one street, or an entire neighbourhood.

CPTED works to deter crime through direct and indirect methods. Directly, access to
property is restricted and public visibylis increased, deterring criminal activities.

!Some of the early pi oneer sCrimgPreGRtiorENBrougmEnvironchentalC . Ray J
Design( 1971), Os dafensiflecSpacth @ 2) and ThaDeath ahdldecobGredt
American Citieg1961).



Il ndirectly, CPTED includes the concept of Ad
Defensible space means that public space is subdivided and assigned to legitimate users.

The intended result is to make an areddaéer, as residents are collectively responsible

for and control their own public environment.

Since the 19706s, when the concept was intro
planners, and community associations have utilized CPTED principles ipldr@ning.

Vancouver, Toronto, Calgary, and Edmonton have all applied CPTED to crime problems

in the context of community and probleamea policing. CPTED has overwhelmingly

been applied reactively to existing structures, usually as a result of a Imghrate in a

particular area or a particular building, such as a school (Schneider 1998: 1). To a lesser

extent, CPTED principles have been applied in the design of a public complex or new
neighbourhood.

The CPTED approach means encouraging neighbowsdss people and community
groups to work together to prevent crime by taking ownership, or territoriality, of their
shared places. Therefore, a key aspect of any CPTED project is community consultation.

The components of CPTED are organized into teregations. The*iGeneration

focuses on aspects of physical design, including territoriality, natural surveillance, access
control and image. Second Generation CPTED is more holistic and emphasizes the
social aspects of the neighbourhood. Although tbee@roject refers specifically t6'1
Generation CPTED, the basics 6f @eneration CPTED are included here because they

are interrelated. In the audits and group discussions of the Core CPTED project, residents
referred to aspects from both generations.

A summary of the LGeneration CPTED components is provided below:

Territoriality : Thi s refers to peoplebds sense of own
a territory or place is a major aspect of reducing opportunities for crime and helping

render ciminals ineffective. Actual or perceived boundaries, including fences, hedges,

pavement stones, lit front yards and signs, can create symbolic control of places. This in

turn fosters peopleds vigilance and owner shi
neighbourhood as a whole. Physical spaces are clearly delineated as privater \saiei

or public, in what is known as a hierarchy of space.

Natural Surveillance: Thi s refers to fAeyes on the stree
aware of what is going on amdn spot suspicious people or activities. Improving

surveillance can mean designing or altering landscapes to allow unobstructed views,

improving visibility with lighting and avoiding the creation of entrapment and hiding

areas. Designs that enhance thsgibility that offenders will be seen or will think they

will be seen can deter the opportunity for crime.

Access Control This is controlling who goes into or out of a neighbourhood, building,

park, etc. through landscaping, fencing and other meansriees that are clearly

defined and well lit, and have been designed to prevent quick and easy entrance and exit,
will deter offenders.



Target Hardening: This refers to the use of security devices and hardware to lessen the
vulnerability of potential targts for criminal activities. Locks, house alarms and fortified
doorframes are among these measures. Target hardening is an aspect of Access Control.

Image: This CPTED principle is based on the premise, often called the broken window
theory, that peoplwill feel unsafe in a location that appears neglected and uncared for. A
clean and welmaintained location will instill pride in residents, promoting community
ownership and territoriality. On a practical level, this means revitalization and cleanup,
andeliminating litter and graffiti.

Movement Predictors These are routes or paths that offer few or no choices to their
users. For example, enclosed pathways, staircases, pedestrian bridges, or paths through
parks, are of concern. Such routes can leaves wsémerable, especially if the routes are
isolated or coincide with entrapment sites or hiding places.

Activity Support: This refers to the appropriate use of areas and buildings. For example,
sports, barbecues and other activities would reinforce ¢tndate uses of a park.
Underused areas can become trouble spots.

Land Usage Mixed-use neighbourhoods help create a sense of community, as opposed

to areas used only for a single purpose i.e. where people sleep or work only. However,

potential conflictdetween user groups must be avoided. Some examples of potential
conflicts are a seniorsd complex beside a ba
near an adult video store.

Second Generation CPTED incorporates a wide range of social crimetgeven

programs for a more holistic approach to reduce crime. After issues like access and
surveillance have been addressed, public events, meetings, youth curfews other activities
can be initiated. Second Generation CPTED is best described by four comoéydsng:

Neighbourhood CohesionThis refers to the type and level of neighbourhood
participation and responsibility through initiatives such as neighbourhood watch or
agreements like a youth curfew.

Extensive Outside ConnectionsThese include commity partnerships and
coordination with other government agencies.

Neighbourhood Threshold Capacity This concept refers to the human scale of the
neighbourhood, in both size and density, and the common facilities available, such as
youth clubs, meeting ates, community gardens, etc.

Community Culture: Broadly, this is the sense of place and shared history within a
neighbourhood.



B. The Core Neighbourhood: A Profile

Coreds demographic pr of i?Cerehasapaopolationofe i n a nu
5,090 (Statistics Canada, 2006), up approximately 300 from 2001. Core residents are

highly mobile with 60% of residents moving in the last five years. This transience has

had a major impact on quality of life and levels of community engagement in the

neighbouhood. There are an unusually high number of single, working age males living

in the community, and a high concentration of young, single parents. The more traditional

families tend to be concentrated in the south side of the neighbourhood. Core las a hig

portion of seniors (18%) due to the number of senior facilities in the neighbourhood.

There is also a high percentage of Aboriginal people (23%) and immigrants.

Since its inception, Core has been a distinctively rauiliural community. Immigrants

from numerous countries settled in the area. Twelve per cent of Core residents are
immigrants compared with 8% citywide. Sixteen per cent of Core residents speak a
language other than English at home. Most frequent languages spoken are: German,
Chinese, Canttese, Vietnamese, Ukrainian, Cree, and Ojibwa. Core is home to a variety
of cultural and ethnic organizations.

The Core neighbourhood is one of Reginabs ol
east of the emerging downtown market square in the 189@sofQhree original

residential areas in the city, the neighbourhood grew to over 33 city blocks by 1913. In
thepostwar boom of the 1950s and 1960s many f am
housing and shopping areas were built at the city periphengrcity neighbourhoods,

such as Core, began to decline. Today, Core ranks as one of the most disadvantaged
neighbourhoods in the city.

Many Core residents experience high levels of poverty, unemployment, and crime. The
median income reflects the higlercentage of singles at just over $19,000 a year, while
the annual median family income is $31,000. About 46% of all households in Core are
low-income, while the percentage of lamcome individuals (15 and over) is

significantly higher at 62%. The laboforce participation rate is the lowest in Regina at
54%, while the unemployment rate at 15 % is more than double the rate citywide.

Core has 2,275 dwellings of which 1,185 are skigirily dwellings, 705 are low rise,

and 350 are highise. In the Cee, 1,140 (46%) renters and homeowners have an
affordability problem. Due to depreciated property values in Core, there has been very
little new housing development in the past decade and the aging housing stock is now in
need of significant repair.

Violent and property crimes are real issues in Core. Most neighbourhood residents suffer
from both direct and indirect impacts of substance abuse, prostitution, violent crime,
vandalism, and theft. When combined, these create real and perceived concerns for
personal safety. These perceptions are exaggerated by the deteriorated condition of the

2The Core Neighbourhood Profile was developed with information frortiie Neighbourhood
Sustainability Action Plan.



physical environment. Out of roughly 2,400 dwellings, 74% are rental units and much of
the prewar housing stock is in need of major repair. As well, the community hgs a h
number of vacant lots (approximately 112) and properties with buildings that are
condemned or boarded up. While somewhat problematic at this point in time, the vacant
lots and properties have been identified as opportunities for adaptige @nd infl of

diverse housing.

In spite of the disadvantages, Core residents have identified a number of very positive
assets that make Core a great place to I|ive
down town, tightknit grid, mature trees, and hiage homes make it a unique, affordable,

and walkable community. There are weditablished, local, famHgwned specialty food

shops in the neighbourhood. Core also has a diverse population in age, income, and

culture. Many community members feel that€orr esi dent s fAl ook out o f

Core has one school and three public parks. It is home to a number of cultural and ethic
organizations. There is one hospital, the General Hospital, as well as the Regina Police
Service main office on Osler Stre€here is an outdoor public pool at the Maple Leaf

Pool Park and the Core Community Association is located in the old fire half'on 11
Avenue.

Core is a mixedise neighbourhood, with businesses located along main thoroughfares on
Broad Street, 1M Avenue, 1" Avenue, Saskatchewan Drive, Victoria Street, and others.
Core is home to a number of industiighe commercial outlets. Residential properties

are located in all parts of the neighbourhood.

C. Document Review

Action for Neighbourhood Changender the project leadership of Brady Burnett,
completed the repofthose who are Afraid to Speak have the Loudest Voildee report
provides insight into how to engage Core community residents in a process for change
and identifies ideas and issues intpat to Core residents. The information in the report
was gathered largely through detordoor canvassing of residents (436 residents
provided input) and follovup focus groups.

Residents identified the following issues, many of which are-g#pendenand

integrated, as important characteristics of the Core community: the regionaltaplit
differences in the characteristics of the north and south parts of the community; the
regeneration of the south region; and the transience created by those icooning
community to access businesses and services and by those moving in and out of the
community. Residents identified the central location, affordable housing, and sense of
community as positive features of Core. Safety was overwhelmingly the masinpnt

issue identified for change. Other issues identified for change were substandard housing,
drug houses, and prostitution. The report concludes that eliminating or reducing the

1C



illegal drug trafficking in the community would have the largest, pasithpact on the
community.

Focusing on People, a social and demographic profile of the Regina Community, 2004

Edition is the fourth report compiled from the Statistics Canada Census and other
sources. The Afirst s ocublghedial®99 adiéhenogr aphi c
subsequent editions were published in 1994 and 2000. The report is broken down into

topics, with some of the topics further subdivided into neighbourhoods and/or trends

using previous years as a measure. These topics range bblespsf the overall

population of Regina, Family Structures, Education and Schooling, Employment,

Housing, Births and Deaths, Culture, Language and Ethnicity, Income and Poverty, and
specifically Community Profile.

The Community Profile section contaia statistical profile of the 29 neighbourhoods in
Regina. The reportoés demographic sections fo
compared to other Regina neighbourhoods, Core has a high percentage of lone parents

(32%), a high percentage of residelntsg alone (30%), and high poverty rates (47%).

Core also has a high percentage of young, single males.

TheCore Neighbourhood Sustainability Action Plais a revitalization plan for Core
based on a collection of community consultations, community ingpand a charett@
charette is a collaborative, intensive planning and design pjogassaction plan is an
initiative of the City of Regina, Core Community Association, residents, and other
community partners.

The plan creates a future vision foore and serves to guide the actions of residents,
service providers, government, and the private sector to establish a vibrant and
sustainable inner city neighbourhood without displacement and that respects the heritage
and diversity of the neighbourhood.

The key strategies to revitalize the Core are:

1. Strengthen resident engagement and build neighbourhood capacity

2. Support community economic development and build strong connections with
institutions

Establish and implement a lotgrm sustainable housirstrategy

Enhance food security and provide access to quality food

Improve safety and reduce crime

Invest in community identity by building on the arts, culture, and heritage assets of
Core

7. Green the Core

8. Create beautiful and vibrant streets

o gk w

The plan recogizes the role of the Core CPTED Project in revitalizing the Core
nei ghbour hood and hi g-bnviiomgnerit oncarnsypwhniohlwdl be of fnas
addressed more comprehensively in the Core C
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concerns are: intersectionere residents feel unsafe, poorly maintained streets, and
community clean up and maintenance.

The North Central Community Association in partnership with the City of Regina,

Regina Police Service, and Regina Public School Board completed a CPTEDf duelit

North Central neighbourhood in 2004. Forty residents trained in CPTED completed over
1,000 audits of the streets, alleys, and parks in North Central and identified aspects of the
land, infrastructure, and dmlilt environment contributing to crime North Central.

TheNorth Central Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED)

Project report concluded that there are blocks and areas where residents did not feel safe.
Poor lighting, overgrown vegetation, and areas with litter, graffitl, @oor maintenance
contributed to feeling unsafe, Among the key recommendations in the report are: trim
trees and bushes, cleap streets and yards, improve lighting, improvements to signage,
update parks and provide more activities, and improve maimtena

The CPTED audits indicate that North Central and Core have some similar issues of
concern. At the same time, the audits indicate that there are differences between the two
neighbourhoods requiring different solutions.

Each one of these reports lzadifferent perspectivelThose who are Afraid to Speak
have the Loudest Voiceaptures the voices of individual resideftscusing on People
looks at the human and social profiles of communitiesCibre Neighbourhood
Sustainability Action Planoffersa future plan for Core; and tiNorth Central Crime
Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED) Projectprovides insight into
another innecity community and serves to highlight the uniqueness of Core.

12



Service Calls to the City

In 2006, the residents of the
Core neighbourhood made
1,796 service calls to the City
Of these, around 40%ere
related to topics covered by
CPTED. The most common
service call categories are
listed inTable 2.1

CPTED related service calls
to the City concerned issues
of maintenance, upkeep and
the conditions of local
infrastructure. Litter and
rubbish, untily properties,
garbage collection and
street/alley maintenance are

Table 2.1 Total recorded calls in 2006 for residents
that provided addresses: 1796

among the most common

reasons residents made calls

to the city.

TOP CALLS:

% #

8% 151 |Alley Litter

5% 89 |Noxious Weeds

4% 80 |Untidy property

4% 72  |Back Alley Collection Inquiry
2% 38 |Catch Basin

2% 31 |Junked Vehicle

2% 28 |Transit Service Complaint
2% 27 |Pot Holes

1% 25 |Snow Plowing

1% 25 |Dilapidated Structur

1% 25 |Alley Paving

1% 24 |Water turn on/off

1% 23  |Water leal

1% 22 |Sidewalk repair

1% 22 |Sewer BackJp

1% 19 |[Transit Emjpoyee Complaint
1% 18 |Unmaintained Structure
1% 16 |Low Branches

1% 11  |Graffiti

1% 11 |Litter on Public Property
42% 757 |Total
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Community and Police Hot Spots

Hot Spots are existing locations of high crime and/or violence aslextoy police

statistics. They may change based on the time of day, day of the week, type of crime and
land use patterns. Some hot spots may be obvious; others are more invisible. Overall, hot
spots are those areas where crime concentrates, offering @pppleunities for criminals

to take over, thereby increasing the fear of-&mding residents and preventing them

from controlling and owning their own neighbourhood. Descriptions of hot spots

provided by the Regina Police Service are broadly consisténtive findings from the

audits.

Focus groups results identify that five phone booths in abhatk area at 12and Broad
attracted negative activity in the community. It was also the focus group perception that
the 24 hour convenience stores in tbenmunity created safety issues in the community.

D. Methodology

The CPTED project began as a partnership with the City of Regina, the Core Community
Association, and the Regina Police Service in 2006. This report includes a review of
existing documentand background information, including CPTED information, current
demographics, crime statistics, and City publications. The City of Regina provided maps
of Core, in both large scale, fudblor and electronic versions.

Data collection for the project utied a safety audit instrument, designed much like a

survey, which provided a balance of quantitative and qualitative data for streets, parks

and alleys in Core. In addition, information collected through the audit process was

fleshed out and contexualizedth informal discussions with community members.

Additional data was included on service calls to the City from Core residents and police
statistics on Ahot spotso in the neighbourho

The safety audit instrument for Core Community was derived frontesi@PTED tools

used in other Canadian cities and closely followed the form of a similar audit that was

empl oyed in Reginads North Central nei ghbour
consisted of a Xpage form that included open and closed tioes Appendix A).

The Core Community Association contacted volunteers from the neighbourhood to
complete the audits. The Regina Police Service delivered two CPTED training sessions to
18 volunteers in May and June 2006. The training consisted edldalhf instruction on
CPTED principles and several hours of demonstration audits on nearby streets.

The trained volunteers worked together with team leaders. Together, they headed out in
teams of two or more and completed audits for 172 streets, 104 alidythree parks.

The audit typically took 15 to 30 minutes each. Most audits were completed during the
summer and fall, 2006 and spring 2007.

14



The completed audits were entered into excel worksheets throughout the course of the
project and data entry wasmpleted in the summer of 2007. In the fall of 2007 these

excel files were merged and transferred into a data analysis program, SPSS (Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences). Clesrded question items were transferred directly
from the excel fiés to the SPSS file, while the more qualitative epeded questions

were first carefully examined and coded into response categories, these codes were then
entered into the main data file. The resulting SPSS data file was then cleaned and used to
producea series of frequency distributions and cradmulations from which the results
reported in this document were derived.
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3. Findings
Findings in Detall

There are 365 street audits and 170 alley audits completed in Core. In addition, 12 audits
weredone in community parks. The Core neighbourhood is bounded by Broad Street,

College Avenue, Winnipeg Street, and the Canadian Pacific Railway Mainline, and
includes the area known as the AArcola Trian
Avenue and Winipeg Street. (See maps of Core in Appendix B).

Data Collection and Analysis

The audit instrument is an eighage document consisting of 99 questions; 75 closed
guestion items and 24 opended (or filin-the-blank) questions. The audit was

conducted ¥ a group of volunteers made up of area residents and service providers who
had training in CPTED theory and practice. Auditors worked together in teams, usually
supported by a team leader.

The audit process began in June 2006 and just over half aidite aere completed by

the end of summer. A further 30% were completed in the fall of 2006, with the remainder
completed a few at a time over the course of the following winter and spring. Data entry
was completed over the summer of 2007 using a seta#| Eles.

Table 3.1: Audit area type

The data analysis employed the .

SPSS (Statistical Package for the Audit area # | Percent
Social Sciences) program. Streets 365 | 67%
Frequencies and percentages Alleys 170 | 31%
producedwith this program are Parks 12 2%
precise to at least two decimals. For Total 547 | 100%

the purpose of clarity results are

rounded to the nearest whole numb

in the tables, charts, and discussion

presented in this report. Because of this rounding, some distributions preseeatéd her
not add up to precisely 100%.

A total of 547 audits were completed. Tavords were street audits. Around etérd
wasalley audits and 12 were park auditalle 3.J).

Approximately 47% of the audits were completed in the evening, 30% were tedhiple

the afternoon, and 23% were completed in the morning. Auditors completed all of the
park audits and 50% of the street audits in the evening, compared to 10% for the alleys
(Figure 3.1). The difference in percentages for parks, streets, and aléisly a

reflection of the perceived level of safety for each space. When auditors rated their
perceived level of safety on a scale of one to ten, with one being very unsafe and 10
being very safe, the parks had the highest average score, followeddig,send then

alleys. Although most of the audits were done in a group setting, people simply may
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not have felt secure enough to survey alleys after dark. Those alleys audited at night
tended to be adjacent to p aeabusimessesamdthé hot spo
General Hospital area.

Figure 3.1 Time of Audits

100%

10%

90%

80%

70% 60%

60%

O Evening
100% B Afternoon
0 Morning

50%

40% 74-

30%

20%

32%
24%

10%

O% Cl’l/u

Streets Alleys Parks

Response rates were generally good. The street audits typically show response rates for
closedended questions of around 85% to 90%. Ogethed questions were more often
skipped. Question completiora® uneven from one auditor to another, with some

auditors answering every question and even continuing comments on the backs of pages,
while others simply skipped the open questions. Street audits were more complete than
alley or park audits; however, #his to be expected as the same instrument was used for

all audits and that instrument contains several sggetific question items that do not

apply to alleys or parks.

Because multiple audits were completed by the same auditor, some themes are found
the data that reflect the auditorsdé own expe
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The fact that auditors sometimes emphasize a particular issue or problem that is of
concern to them across several audits is not particularly problematic because of the nature
of thisinvestigation.This type of research is not intended to produce mathematically
precise findings based on a representative sample and immediately generalizable to the
larger population as a whole. Rather the research is exploratory research geared at
identifying the most pressing issues from the perspective of area residents and getting a
sense of the distribution of these situations to quantify and contextualize them.

In sum, the dataset produced by this approach is an extensive and diverse account of the

asbuilt environment in Core characterized by the issues and ideas reflecting the priorities
of the residents and contextualized by their own experience of their community.
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Demographics:

At least 18 different auditorsaticipated in the street, alley and park audits. In half of the
audits, auditors identified themselves by name. In terms of diversity, the pool of auditors

represents a range of ages, people of both sexes, and aboriginal -afmwbngimal
residents. Té pool of auditors does not, and was not intended to, constitute a
representative sample of the Core neighborhood population with regards to these

individual characteristics.

Two thirds of the audits were

Table 3.2: Sex of auditor

completed by women, orteird by [Sex of auditor # | Percent

men. [Table 3.2 Auditors identifying \ale 148 32%

as aboriginal completed close to 16%Female 314 68%

of the auditsTable 3.3). Total 462 100%

Auditors ranged in age from under 18

years to 60 plus; however, most of the

aud!ts (90%) were copteted by Table 3.3: Identity of auditor

auditors aged 40 to 60 years. identity? m Percent

. Aboriginal 73 15.6%

Three percent of the audits were .

completed by auditors actually living Non-aboriginal 396 | 84.4%

on the street or alley being audited 19t 469 | 100.0%

(Table 3.4. This lack of familiarity

with the area in question can have

obvious consequences for the aadit s_0 ) _

ability to talk about issues like repair Table 3.4: Residence of auditor

times or lighting quality under Live on street? # | Percent

different conditions. Yes 14 3%
No 460 97%
Total 474 100%
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3A. STREETS

Safety

The first questi Oabledah t he AGener al

| mpression/ Saf et jHow safedods th@areaoff t hle

instrument asks [fedlz auditor |iH#H® w|Percent
safe does the ar ggald eel 20 Auldiof ofr 99%
were asked to rate their feelings on &omewhat safe 58 18%
scale from one to ten, with one beingsafe 176 54%
Afunsafeo and 10 Ral g nvery [sajgelo100%

Auditors reported feeling safe on over half of the streets audits and a further 185 reported
feeling somewhat safe. Auditors reported feeling unsafe on approximately 30% of the
street auditsTable 3a.]). The reasons as to why auditors felt unsafe dmicestreets

are discussed in more detail further on in the report.

Auditors were asked to consider if they would feel safe under a variety of circumstances,

including if they were alone and if they were with children. Auditors were also asked to
imaginehow safe they might feel on the street if they were a newcomer, a minority, an

elderly person, or a person with a disability. In each of the circumstances, auditors

expressed high levels of uncertainty or ambivalence about their feelings of safety. For

exampl e, the most common responses (40% to 50
(Figure 3.2.

Auditors perceived level of safety were lowest under the following circumstances:

Being elderly (39%)

Being a person with a disability (39%)
Being a newcomer (35%)

Being accompanied by children (32%)

= =4 -8 -9
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| had a disability?

| was a minority?

| was a newcomer?

| was an elderly person?

| was with children?

| was alone?

In terms of the perceived safety of minorities on a particular street, the responses were

Figure 3.2: Would | feel safe here if:

39% [ 37% B 20%
25% [ 13% BA 28%
35% [ 20% 7% 23%
39% [ 36% [2%] 21%
32% [ 36% [ 7% ] 25%
20% [ 37% [ 9% | 34%

0%

10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

‘D No O Maybe O Sometimes O Yes ‘|

100%

divided fairly evenly. Approximately half of the audits gave an uncertain or ambivalent
rating. Amang the remaining half, a quarter felt that minorities would feel safe and

another quarter felt that they would not. This diversity of perception likely represents the
diversity of Core itself. The Core neighborhood is fairly large and varies across its

breadth economically and ethnically.

Lighting

Lighting is an important element of CPTED in that the lighting conditions of a given area

can either serve to prevent or facilitate the occurrence of crimes. As such, a discussion of
lighting is crucial toany CPTEBb ased approach seeki

personal safety. The CPTED literature goes into a great deal of detail on a multitude of

ng

t o

factor related to lighting, including adequacy in terms of intensity and number of lights,
placementn terms of location and height, colour, frequency, and glare. The literature

makes context specific prescriptions on each factor and recommends that expert attention
be paid to all of these factors of lighting as they relate to various locations anxtsonte

A series of audits completed by resident volunteers cannot address all of the technical
issues found in the literature. The nine cleseed questions on lighting in the audit
focus on the most pressing lighting issues: adequacy and qualitytofdigin addition,
the lighting section of the audit concludes with an epeded question that allows
auditors to make comments on lighting issues.

21
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Forty percent of the street audits were completed during the day, either in the morning
(32%) or the afteoon (8%). Sixty percent of the audits were done in the evenings;
however, because thregiarters of the street audits were done over the summer months,

it is likely that most of the audits were completed during daylight hours. Only six percent
of the aulits were done while the streetlight was on. The auditors, as residents of the area,
are still able to evaluate the lighting conditions of the streets since half of the audits were
completed by people who report having been on that street while thdigtresetvere on.

As Table 3a.3illustrates,auditors  Table 3a.3: Lighting

characterized about half of the How is lighting at night? # Percent
streets as having inadequate or Very poor 26 12%
problematic lighting $ee Map 1 in |pgor 68 31%
Appendix B). The fators Satisfactory 123 | 57%
contributing to the poor rating weretotg| 217 100%

the unevenness of the lighting
along the block and the lighting
being unable to illuminate the Brightness even along block  # | Percent
sidewalk. In addition six percent ofy oo 91 7%
the streetlights were broken or No 102 53%
burnt out and 35% of the Total 193 100%
streetlights were blockedisually

by trees. — -

Lighting illuminate

sidewalk? # Percent

Very poor 19 10%
155 audits had comments that  |P00r 77 41%
elaborated on the lighting situation[>atisfactory 92 49%
Almost half of the comments Total 188 | 100%

mentioned the problem of lighting being diminished in residential areas by trees blocking
the streetlights. The Core
community has some of the oldes
residential neighbourhoods in
Regina. The residential
neighbourhoods are characteutz

Streetlights burnt or
broken? # Percent
Yes 9 6%

by large, mature trees. These tresN(? 149 94%

while they add much to the Total 158 | 100%

character of the neighbourhood and

likely enhance the quality of life [Streetlights blocked? # Percent

for area residents, also create Yes 79 35%
No 146 65%
Total 225 100%
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problems and must be kept in good condition to provide safe and secure environments fo
their residents, as illustrated by these verbatim comments.

There are a lot of trees on this block and | would be concerned of darkness in the
middle of the block. The lighting illuminates the sidewalk at the ends.

Streetlights are not blocked on éagle, but on west side lighting is poor in front
of houses because of trees.

Although streetlights blocked by trees were a pressing concern for the residential parts of
the neighbourhood, other issues were identified as problems in the industrielaand r
areas. While some high traffic industrial streets were said to be well illuminated, other
less welltraveled industrial streets were found to have few if any streetlights. Retalil
businesses, while brilliantly lit on their front facades, were ofteik dn all other sides.

In both retail and industrial areas, auditors often reported that the only illumination was

Table 3a.4: provided by adjacent buildings.
Does the area feel isolated # Percent

Yes 108 30%

No 248 70%

Total 356 100%

All businesses, some empty, some closed some open. Businesses have lights burnt out.
Only 3 lighs on north side of block and floodlights at Eagles Club
The lighting is poor because there is only one light standard.

Only one streetlight, no sidewalks

Isolation

Auditors reported that 30% of the blocks felt isolated or somewhat isol@tdule (3a.9
Map 1 in Appendix B gives a visual representation of those blocks that auditors
described as feeling isolated. The maps shows that isolated blodksrateéhroughout
the neighbourhood, but that they are particularly concentrated in the area north of
Victoria Avenue.
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Table 3a.5:

Predict when people

around? # Percent
Yes 160 46%
No 190 54%
Total 350 100%

The feeling of isolatn expressed by some auditors might be compounded by their ability
to easily predict if and when other people would be present on the block. Auditors were
unable to predict when people would be present on over 50% of the diadhts 8a.5.

Generally,auditors expected fewer people present late at night and early in the morning
(Figure 3.3. Fully 88% of the audited streets were predicted to be either empty or

almost empty late at night. More people were predicted to be present during the day and
into the early evening; however, even during the daytime less than half of the streets were
expected to have several or many people present.

Figure 3.3 How many people are likely to be around:

Late at night? 28%

|

R

32%

6%

13%

23%

3%

0% 0%

O% O%

O%

O% 0% 0%

\I:I None B Few O Several O Many\

80%

90% 100%
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In terms of police presence and acceSable 3a.6:

to help from authorities, auditors s the area patrolled? # Percent
indicated that 58 % of the streets wefgag 110 58%
patrolled and 42 % were not patrolleg\o 80 42%
(Table 3a.9. It should be noted that 53] 190 | 100%

auditors were uncertain of this fact as
92% of the auditors said it was not
easy to predict patrolling.

Easy to predictpatrolling? # Percent

Yes 22 8%
INo 263 92%
When asked how frequently the poli ol 285 100%

could be seen on that street, few
audtors could say with any certainty

The vast majority of auditors said thefglace to call/get help? # | Percent
didnét know. AmoN® the few 142 43%
responding to the question, those ~ NO 186 57%
auditing close to the police station orTotal 328 100%

on the main routes reported seeing patrol cars very often. Auditors in othereperted
fewer sightings of the police and auditors close to industrial/retail areas reported seeing
private security.

The police station is just around the
going to and from the station

Police could increase presee by alternating routes leaving and returning
to Police Station.

More than half of the auditors said there was no place on a particular block to call or get
help. The ways in which auditors answered this last question did not necessarily reflect
their omfort level with the block. Although auditors reported access to help at homes,
businesses, police, and ambulance facilities in areas in which they felt comfortable, they
also said that there were potential contact opportunities in areas in which timey tdl

as safe.

| would be concerned about knocking on a door, but | could do that.
Indeed, some places identified as hotspots by the police have phones or employees that
people can go to for help. In spite of the presence of potentially intimidataangerous
people and activities, the presence of staffed businesses and public payphones gave
auditors some sense of security.

A person can get help at the 24hr convenience store and coffee shop.

| can get help at the convenience store telephone anijgég.

25

cor:r



There is a phone booth.

It is those streets that are largely empty, shut down at night, or have vacant lots and
properties where auditors felt most isolated. It is on those sorts of streets that auditors
find the least opportunities to summosihif needed.

This street is creepy at night. To be avoided at all times especially at night.
Chain linked and locked fences equals trouble and discomfort, not safe.
Steel door on front door.

Too many empty buildings. Closed. Some open but none busy.

Two boarded up houses on 1900 Halifax. There are 5 vacant lots.

Sighage

Table 3a.7:
Auditors were asked a number|Are the street signs visible? # Percent
of questions on signage in the |yes 263 77%
area, including the visibility No 78 23%
and usefulness of street signs, [Total 341 100%

house numbers, and directions
to emergency assistance.

Auditors reported that street Can an emergency vehicle easi

signs were not claly visible in |5 4 ihe house? # Percent
about one quarter of the audits§, - ) 213 68%
(Table 3a.7) Furthermore, NoO 100 32%
auditors indicated that Total 313 100%

emergency vehicles could not
easily find houses, in one third of the audits. Auditors noted that house numbers were
often obscured or entirely missing.

To remedy the problems with house numbers, 75% of auditors suggested increasing the
size of the numbering, improving the location of the numbering, and clearing the
numbering of all obstructing foliagdable 3a.8).Thirty percent of the audits offered

other siggestions.

26



Table 3a.8:

What could help emerg vehicles find house| Yes No Total
Increase size or location of house numbers| 74% 26% | 100%
Trim overgrown front yards blocking numbe  71% 29% | 100%
llluminate the house numbers? 53% 47% 100%
Other? 29% 71% | 100%

The other suggestions include:

1 Upgrade the quality of numbering

1 Improve the lighting in general
1 Replace the missing numbers

1 Add extra numbers on adjacent structures

In addition, the street signs themselves were sometimes said to be fiaddar hidden

by trees.

Auditors indicated that they could see telephones or signs directing them to assistance in

20% of the auditsTable 3a.9.

The general theme, when auditors were asked what signs should be added or removed,

Table 3a.9:

See signs/phones for assistance  # Percent
Yes 56 18%
No 264 83%
Total 320 100%

hospitals. Auditors would also like to have seen more signs wéhtitins to bus stops

and payphones.

was

Amor e

and

bettero

suggestion was applied to street
signs, to house numbers and

industrial/retail locations. Each

of these could be improved if
they were larger, bghter, and
better placed. In addition, auditors wanted to see more and better emergency services
signs. They felt that there should be more, large signs directing people to police and
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Possible assault sites

Auditors indicated that 76% of

the street audits had places
where someone could be

hiding. Of particular concern

was the high percentage (28%
of areas, which auditors

considered should be locked o
fenced Table 3a.1Q.

The audit instrument listed a
number of possible places that

someone could be hiding.

Among tre choices, isolated
parking lots were identified as 4

concern on almost a third of the
audits. Alleys and laneways
frequently were identified

Table 3a.10:

Hiding places for someone? # Percent
Yes 271 76%
No 85 24%
Total 356 100%
Places someone could be hidin¢ Yes No
Other? 80% 20%
Isolated parking lots? 29% 71%
Alley or laneways? 23% 7%
Between garbage bins? 8% 92%
Unlocked garages or utility sheq 5% 95%
greas to lock, fence, or

barricade? # Percent
Yes 71 28%
No 187 72%
Total 258 100%

(23%) also. Eighty percent of

the audited streets identified some other hiding place. Among these were plaogs aro
houses and yards (45%), particularly those with overgrown trees, hedges, and bushes and
places in and around vacant lots and abandoned buildings and houses (20%). Other
auditors saw potential hiding places in public areas such as parks and tiesratrd in
commercial lots and parkades. Auditors pointed out that recessed entrances on some
buildings provide a potential hiding place right beside the sidewalk.

Almost every house is hidden behind high fences or fences of some type.

Because of the capy of trees the block feels dark and foreboding.

The doorways to the businesses are set back, good hiding spots when

businesses are closed.

Areas between buildings and doorways for people to hide
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Sightlines

Table 3a.11:

Can you see clearly ahead # Percent
Yes 251 70%
No 108 30%
Total 359 100%
Problem with sightlines? Yes No
Trees 66% 34%
Bushes 65% 35%
Other 30% 70%
Fences 20% 80%
Telephone poles 4% 96%
Company signs 2% 98%

Auditors said that they could not see
ahead on clos® onethird of the
streets. Bushes and trees were often
listed as the problems, with each
being listed as issues in tviirds of
the audits. A few auditors said fences
blocked their sightlinesT@ble

3a.1).

Thirty per cent of auditors identified
other sightline issues, including the
overgrowth of various foliage (39%),
parked vehicles (15%), and features

of the built environment, including curving streets, dead ends, landscape features, and

buildings (Table 3a.13.

Table 3a.12

Other sightline obstructions # Percent
Overgrown hedges 6 18%
Curve in street 5 15%
Parked cars, vehicles 5 15%
Trees extend to the ground 3 9%
Building entrances 3 9%
Weeds in yards 2 6%
Uncared for vacant lots 2 6%
Landscape features 2 6%
Furniture 2 6%
Poor ighting 1 3%
Dead end 1 3%
Commercial bldg at corner 1 3%
Total 33 100%
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Animals

Over all, donestic animals did not  Table 3a.13:
appear to be a larggzale issue. Domestic animals in area? # Percent
Animals were noted in 35% (124) of|yes 124 35%
the audits. Among these animals, |No 232 65%
60% (64) were fenced ifTéble Total 356 100%
3a.13.
. . , If so, are animals fenced
Among the audits dealing with PN
: . In" # Percent
animals, close to half of the audits o
. . Yes 64 60%
noted signs warning ofogjs on the o
: ) : No 42 40%
premises and onhird of the audits T otal 106 100%
noted houses with dogs, which had 2
no signs. . .
ny dog warning signs? # Percent
Auditors identified animals running [Y©€S 54 46%
free on 11% (38) of the streets. Moghl© 63 54%
of the free running animals were catg.otal 117 | 100%
In the operended comments
guestionattheemaf t h e f gHousamwitheuiddog signsy  # Percent
section, 15 auditors mentioned cats [Yes 36 37%
running free, compared to four No 61 63%
mentions of dogs darge. Total 97 100%
Although the issue of dogs running [Free run animals? # | Percent
freely is a small one in terms of Yes 38 11%
_numbers, it may be a Iar_ger problemNO 205 89%
in terms of impact. Auditors reporte otal 333 100%

feeling intimidated by some of the

dogs that they saw, both those that were loose and those on leashes.

There was one leashed dog who got awhgt would have and did scare

me.

There were 2 dogs out who would have bit you.

Dog was quite aggressive.

€ young adults walking a dog on a | eash.

In general in Core, there seems to be a large number of responsible pet owners and a
small number of owners who are not as responsible. It is the latter that poses a potential
safetyproblem for area residents, out of scale with their numbers. Because of a small
number of pet owners, animals in the neighbourhood can be a safety issue.
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For some, the presence of pets is a pleasant part of their experience of community life.
Peopleare walking dogs on path. The dogs are leashed.

I wouldn't mind seeing the odd cat/dog.
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Maintenance and litter

Table 3a.14:

Impression of maintenance? # Percent
Good 72 21%
Sixty-one percent of auditors said |Satisfactory 139 40%
maintenance on the block was  |Pgor 101 20%
good or satisfactory. Thirtgine \ery poor 35 10%
rated maintenance as poor or VeryTota| 347 | 100%
poor (Table 3a.14.
Just over half 51%f said they Report maintenan # Percoent
knew to whom they should report ves 152 o1%
maintenance concerns No 145 49%
' Total 297 100%
Table 3a_.15: Litter was reported in 45%
Is there litter around? # Percent| of the audits Table 3a.15.
Yes 148 45% | Eighty five percent of the
No 178 | 55% | audits had detailabout the
Total 326 | 100% | kind of litter. Most of the
litter came from retail or
hat kind of litter? Yes No fast food products candy
Consumer items/Fast food containg 66% 34% wrappers, fast food
Mechanical parts, construction item| 17% 83% containers, and soft drinks
Misc. trash 16% 84% cups/bottles$ee Map 3 in
Household items, furniture 8% 92% | Appendix B). Larger
Yard/garden trash 5% 95% rubbish items included auto
Dangerous/Biohazard trash 2% 98% parts, junk, construction
Total debris, and lage household
appliances and furniture.
Where is the litter? # | Percent| Other auditors mentioned
Street, sidewalks, gutters 52 46% | Yyard and garden trash and a
Yards/lawns, houses 31 27% | few noted the presence of
Vacant lots, empty houses 12 11% | condoms, needles, and used
Parking lots, buildings 10 9% | diapers.
Everywhere 4 4% _
Alley 2 204 Most of the litter (46%) _
Along fences 2 204 was found on streets. Litter
Total 113 100% | N yards accounted for

around one quarterf ¢the

litter. Auditors also noted litter in vacant lots and around parking lots and commercial

buildings.
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Only 17% of auditors responded to the question on how long repairs take. Among
respondents, close to half indicated that repairs basically are mat dmother 17% said

that the speed of repairs depends entirely on where the problem is and who is doing the
work. The remaining 40% gave actual time estimates; these were evenly divided between
months and less than a few weekig(re 3.4).

Figure 3.4 How long do repairs take?

Few weeks or less
21%

Too long/never
happens
46%

Within a few months
20%

Varies, depends
13%

One hundred twentgight auditors completed the opended question at the end of the
maintenance section. Auditors identified the lack of maintenance on vacant properties
(Table 3a.16) and the run down state of many other propertigsiasty issues. Some
retail/industrial areas were in an uncared for state. The presence of junk and trash was
noted in many areas. The presence of graffiti and/or bars on the windows of some
businesses and residences caused some auditors to feeldnsecur

As well, a number of basic street level infrastructure upkeep issues were discussed.
Auditors reported that in some places the street was simply dirty and noted a great deal of
stagnant standing water on the streets. Additionally, there werentsmleavalks,

potholes, and exposed pipe and wiring.

Pot holes and entrance to parking lots on south side of street. The city has
neglected the NW corner of Winnipeg St and S Railway. There are lots of
weeds.

On the corner of Winnipeg and Victoria a eipiith wires coming out of
streetlight is noted. Not safe for children to be near.
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Street is dirty

Auditors reported a clean and wathintained street in 10% of the audits. Another 14%
indicated that some parts of the street were well maintained e atere not.

Yards were clean and neat, houses well maintained. The yards were well
kept and neat.

South side of block well kept. North side of block is unkempt.

Thank you youth employment program for cutting the grass on the north
side of Saskatchewar. It looks great.
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Table 3a.16 Maintenance comments

Comment # | Percent
VACANT PROPERTIES?

Vacant lots 16| 12.50%
Vacant buildings 2 | 1.60%
Abandoned houses 8 | 6.30%
LACK OF MAINTENANCE

Rundown houses 13| 10.20%
Broken windows 2 | 1.60%
Rundown buildings, commercial and public 1| 0.80%
Poor maintenance, on entire block 5| 3.90%
Fences in need of repair 4 | 3.10%
Overgrown with weeds/grass/branches 2 | 1.60%
Commercial area only, few buildings 1| 0.80%
Commercial ggnage broken/burnt out 1| 0.80%
VISIBLE INSECURITY ISSUES

Graffiti noted 2 | 1.60%
Bars on windows 2 | 1.60%
JUNK AND TRASH

Trash needs cleanp 2 | 1.60%
Junk needs cleanp 8 | 6.30%
Furniture in yard/street/alley 3| 2.30%
CITY INFRASTRUCTURE

Trim trees/bushes 5| 3.90%
Potholes 1| 0.80%
Broken sidewalk 6 | 4.70%
Posts/wires protruding from sidewalk/streetlight | 2 | 1.60%
STREET LOOKS DIRTY

Stagnant water 5| 3.90%
Street is dirty 6 | 4.70%
WELL MAINTAINED NOW

Well maintained street 13| 1020%
Some parts of street well maintained, some not | 18| 14.10%
Total 128 100.00%

% In terms of maintenance, vacant houses and buildingsoftererun down and lent an uncared for feel to
a street. In addition, vacant structures and vacant lots were often reported where litter and debris were
identified. Map 2 in Appendix B shows the locations of vacant properties in Core, as reported higraudi
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Factors which Make This Place More Human

In an operended question, auditors were asked how they felt walking in the area.

WEell over half (60%) indicated that they felt safe or somewhat safe walking in the area.

Table 3a.17:

How do you feel walking n this

area? # Percent
SAFE

Very safe 9 4.1%
Okay, safe 59 27.2%
Somewhat safe 11 5.1%
Safe, b/c daytime 23 10.6%
Safe, b/c not alone 3 1.4%
Safe, b/c high traffic area 9 4.1%
Area well maintained, quiet 17 7.8%
UNSAFE

Mixed feelings, cautiau 8 3.7%
Very unsafe 7 3.2%
Unsafe 23 10.6%
Isolated, or industrial area only 26 12.0%
On alert 3 1.4%
Area not well cared for 12 5.5%
Graffiti noted 1 0.5%
Scary people; transients, young people 5 2.3%
Too much traffic 1 0.5%
Total 217 | 100.0%

The response is consistent
with the responses to the first
guestion in the audit asking
auditors to rate their feeling
of safety. Auditors provided
some insight intotte reasons
as to why they felt safe or
unsafe on a given street.
Auditors indicated that they
felt safe because it was
daytime, they were with a
group of auditors, they were
in a high traffic, or otherwise
safe areaTable 3a.17.
Approximately 20 percerof
auditors expressed some
misgivings about the street
they were auditing. Some
auditors indicated that they
felt the need to be cautious or
6on alerté and
they felt unsafe or very
unsafe. Auditors mentioned

the presence of intimidatypeople in the area and described the area itself as being

isolated or run down.

Auditors were asked their impressions of a block in terms of care, if it felt abandoned,

and whether there was graffiti or vandalishalfle 3a.19.
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Table 3a.18: 38% of the area felt uncared

Is the place cared for? # Percent| for
Yes 208 62%
No 126 38%
Total 334 100% 33% of the strds felt
abandoned.
Place feel abandoned? # Percent
Yes 114 33% .
20% of the audits recorded

No 228 67% vandalism.
Total 342 100%

: : 17% of the audits reported

andalism signs? # | Percent| graffiti of which 3% of the

Yes 70 20% | graffiti was offensive
No 277 | 80% | messages or imagery.
Total 347 100%
Graffiti on walls? # Percent
Yes 59 17%
No 288 83%
Total 347 100%
Bad slogans/signs/images? # Percent .
Yes 10 3% In an operended question,
No 326 979, | auditors were asked what
T otal 336 100% would improve their sense of

safey (Table 3a.19. Their
answers overwhelmingly
indicate that clean up and

Benches for people? # Percent

Yes 35 10% | maintenance of yards and

No 310 90% | streets would make them feel
TOtal 345 100% Safer_

1 Some suggested improvements to lighting and slowing down traffic. Cleaning up
graffiti and vandalism was also stredse

1 Other auditors prioritized the trimming of trees and bushes and generally
maintaining streets and yards.

1 Some suggested aspects 8f@eneration CPTED, such as having more people

around and more activities offered.

At the same time, auditors alsoshed for the redevelopment of vacant properties

The presence of fewer of the intimidating people they had noted in their audits.

= =4
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Table 3a.19

Percent |Grouped

What would improve your sense of safety?, %
General Cleanup
Remove/repair graffitiivandam 9.8%
Clean up garbage/litter 1.6%
Remove junk/furniture 1.69% 23.6%
General clearup of area 9.0%
Cleanup sidewalks 1.6%
Yard & Property Maintenance
Better house maintenance 6.6%
Cleanup/maintain yards 7.4%
More greenery 0.8%
Morehbetter fences 3.3 22.1%
Fix up store fronts/commercial buildings 1.6%
Remove bars from windows 1.6%
Remove/repair damaged bins/dumpsters 0.8%
Vacant Properties
Vacant lots, utilize them somehow 3.3%
Vacant buildings, occupy or utilize 5.7%
Abandoned houses, tear down/rebuild/use 0.8% 13.9%
Tear down old buildings 0.8%
Tear down bad houses 3.3%
More/better lighting 12.3% 12.3%
Trim trees/bushes 9.0% 9.0%
Fewer intimidating People
Fewer intimidating people around 4.9% 7 4%
Remove benches/talsl (theyattract drunk$ 2.5%
More local activity
Have more businesses in area 0.8%
More benches/balconies around 0.8% 4.1%
More people and traffic around 2.5%
Fix sidewalks/pavement 3.3% 3.3%
Feel safe here already, safe street 2.5% 2.5%
Lower street speeds 0.8% 0.8%
More police presence 0.8% 0.8%

Total 100.0% 100.09
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Better lighting, continual police bike patrol.

Buildings are mostly closed and buildings are vacant. Make use of these
buildings or tear them down.

Utilize vacant commerciduildings.

Make sure the streetlights are lit at night and keep them maintained.
Force landlords to clean up yards and houses.

Get rid of drunks

Medical clinic has landscaped their front lot recently shows some pride of
ownership---gives impressiosomeone cares about their appearance in the

neighborhood.

General clean up
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Intersections

The section on intersections askeda.20:

auditors to consider the Enough time to cross
intersections both north and southfintersections? # Percent
of the streets being audited. The |yes 234 71%
first set of questions asked @ads |No 95 2904
to examine the intersections from Tqtg] 329 | 100%
the point of view of a pedestrian.
. _ Enough time to cross for
Intersections and pedestrians \Wheelchairs? # Percant
0
Close to 30% of the audits Egs igg giojz
indicated that there was not enougt al 324 | 100%
time to cross intersections on foot - 22 2
Over 30% of audits indicated that — —
there is not epugh time for people Bells/buzzers in intersections # Percen
in wheelchairs and walkers to crog$€S 16 6%
the intersectionsTable 3a.20). No 273 94%
Total 289 | 100%
Auditors identified bells or buzzers
to assist with crossing intersection@edestrian signs visible? # Percen
in 6% of intersections. Seven Yes 19 7%
percent of pedestrian signs were |No 270 93%
not clearly visible. The aality of  [Total 289 | 100%
the intersection lighting was almost
entirely good or satisfactory, with [Intersection lighting quality? #  |Percen
the exception of only two Good 222 | 77.1%
locations. Satisfactory 64 | 22.2%
Poor 1 3%
) ) \Very poor 1 3%
Commenting on the issues they Total 288 | 100%
encountered around the pedestriah

experience of these intersections,
auditors discussed the effects of

heavy traffic, high speed traffic, and what they perceive as unsafe intersections to cross
(Table 3a.21) Auditors experienced other problems, including the condition of the road
and sidewalk surfaces and bad sightlines caused by the large numbers otpesked

Map 1 in Appendix B shows the locations of those intersections at which auditors felt
unsafe, from the perspective of a pedestrian as well as that of a driver.
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Table 3a.21 Comments on vehicles and pedestrians

Comments # Percent
Heavy aut traffic 28 21%
Unsafe crossing 20 15%
High speed traffic 12 9%
Day safer than night 9 7%
Bad area for pedestrians, jaywalking 7 5%
No sidewalks 6 4%
Bad lighting 5 4%
Johns trolling/Working girls on street 5 4%
Lots of parked cars 6 4%
No traffic 5 4%
Uncontrolled intersection 4 3%
Insufficient time to cross 4 3%
Sidewalks bad for wheelchairs/walkers 4 3%
Signage problematic 4 3%
Rough sidewalks 3 2%
Bikes and rolleiblader in the road 1 1%
Sightlines bad at intersection 2 1%
Potholes 1 1%
Broken pavement 2 1%
No Parking signage problematic 2 1%
Signage good 2 1%
Good crosswalk 2 1%
Okay 2 1%
Total 136 | 100%

This is a difficult intersection to cross Victoria at, especially between 8 and
9am and 4:30 ath 5:30 pm.

The traffic is very busy and driving fast. The intersection of broad and 15th
has no traffic lights yet lots of pedestrians trying to cross and no one
stopped to let them walk even though it is clearly marked for pedestrian
crossing

The sidewtk on the west side of the street by south railway is overgrown
with grass.
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Intersections and vehicles

Table 3a.22:

Following the section on the
pedestrian experience of area

Visibility approaching

intersections, auditors were aske
to complete a similar set of

guestions designed to evaluate thg
intersectbns from the perspective

of a driver. However, since
auditors were on foot, they would

have completed this section from
their own recollection of driving
through the intersection on anothe

occasion.

Overall, the visibility for a driver

approaching intesections was
found to be mostly good. Only
seven per cent of the audits

recorded an intersection with very
poor visibility. Seventeen per cen

of the audits indicated that there

was not good visibility for

oncoming traffic Table 3a.23.

Auditors alsonoted other visibility
problems. Close to 20%per cent

reported that there was not a goo

line of sight of pedestrians. Fiftee

per cent said the signs and lights

were not so visible.

Auditors reported feeling safe

driving thru the intersections in
close b 75% of the audits.

Auditors did acknowledge that the

time of day would change their
feelings of safety.

Auditors noted many of the same
vehicle traffic issues identified in

the pedestrian comments. Auditors

reported heavy and fast moving

traffic and urontrolled and
potentially unsafe intersections

(Table 3a.23) Additionally,

intersection? # Percent
Very good 32 10%
Good 189 60%
Satisfactory 72 23%
\Very poor 21 7%
Total 314 100%
Good Visibility, oncoming
traffic from all directions? # Percent
Yes 259 83%
No 53 17%
Total 312 100%
Good line of sight of all
pedestrians? # Percent
Yes 255 81%
INo 58 19%
Total 313 100%
Stop signs & Traffic lights
easily visible? # Percent
Yes 233 85%
No 41 15%
otal 274 100%
Intersection lighting quality? # Percent
Good 218 74%
Satisfactory 78 26%
Very poor 296 100%
Total 218 74%
Feel safe driving thru this
intersection? # Percent
Yes 209 72%
No 81 28%
Total 290 100%
Time of day change feelings? # Percent
Yes 134 49%
No 137 51%
Total 271 100%
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auditors, looking at intersections from the perspective of a driver, tended to prioritize
visibility and sightline issues even more than they did when thinking about pedestrian
issues. Visibility was seen as compromised by bad lighting or blocked by cars, trees and
buildings. Even the setting sun was found to be problematic in a couple of places.

Your sightline at the intersection is severely restricted. Crossing north to
southby all the cars parked on 13th you can't see unless you pull halfway
into the intersection.

Table 3a.23 Comments on Vehicles and intersections

Comment # |Percent
Uncontrolled intersection problematic 12 13%
Heavy traffic, too fast 11 12%
Bad visibilty: Parked cars blocking 10 11%
Some days/times of day safer than others 10 11%
Too many parked cars 9 10%
Unsafe intersection, to drive 8 9%
Bad visibility; Poor lighting 6 6%
Busy intersection 5 5%
Unsafe crossing, for pedestrians 4 4%
Bad visiblity: Trees blocking 4 4%
Good visibility 3 3%
Safe intersection to drive 3 3%
Bad visibility: Buildings blocking 2 2%
Bad visibility: Setting sun obscures 2 2%
Safe block 2 2%
Lots of pedestrian traffic 1 1%
High traffic makes less isolated 1 1%
Total 93 100%
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In the streets, the main CPTED issues centered on the quality of maintenance and the
state of the built environment and infrastructure and also touched on natural surveillance
and image related issues.

1.

Trim trees and bushesOvergrown tees and bushes were cited in many of the
street audits. They create darkness by blocking streetlights, obstruct house

numbers, street signs, and sightlines, and can provide hiding and entrapment sites.

All of this contributes to a sense of insecurity.

Clean up streets and yardsThe auditors found problems with litter, graffiti, and
vandalism in some blocks. Litter was cited in yards and vacant lots, as well as
around convenience stores. Poor maintenance of houseken windows and

steps also contrilnted to a sense of an area being neglected and therefore, not
safe. Maintenance on some streets and sidewalks could also be improved.
Auditors called for a general <cleanup
effort would have to involve the Cityesidential property owners and renters,
apartment dwellers and other multiit renters, and retail and industrial

properties and companies.

Improve lighting. Auditors often found lighting to be inadequate in some way.
For the most part, cutting badleés and bushes would improve most of the
lighting issues; however, there were streets in which auditors felt only the
installation of more streetlights would adequately illuminate the entire street and
sidewalk. These lighting issues were most problenmatistreets that were

mostly retail or industrial.

Improvements to signageAuditors suggested improvements to make house
numbers more visible and readable, especially for emergency vehicles. A number
also suggested the installation of signs diregbegple to emergency assistance.
Issues of traffic and parking are particularly pressing in Core. Auditors called for
additional street and parking signage, as well as improvement to the visibility of
existing signs

Repairs to the street level infragructure. Auditors called for repairs to
problematic sidewalks and pavement on several streets. Broken sidewalks and
potholes and standing water in some places were noted. On some streets,
particularly in industrial areas, sidewalks were sometimes gntmsising on one

or both sides.

Vacant properties. Vacant properties were mentioned as a safety issue in terms
of lighting issues, sightlines, potential entrapment sites, litter, and vandalism.
Auditors talked about vacant lots in residential and coroialesireas, vacant
industrial and retail buildings, and abandoned houses in terms of their negative
effect on the sense of security felt by area residents and their contribution to
making a street or area feel uncared for. The auditors called for tieeoreus

44

of



redevelopment of vacant properties as a step toward improving the security of the
neighbourhood.

3B. Alleys

Personal Safety

Table 3b.1:
Thirty-eight percent of the auditors How safe does the
indicated that they felt safe while area feel? # Percent
walking in the alleys during the day | Unsafe 67 40%
(Table 3b.1). Depending on the Somewhat safe 37 22%
alleyway, auditorsSfel evel s| of65 saf e 880
varied. Most felt safer in alleyways Total 169 100%

close to busy streets and open areas
The safest alleys were those around the General Hospital, since these are well traveled
and illuminated by nearby buildingBigure 3.5).

Because this alley is the way into the hos:s
isolated

Figure 3.5 Safe alone in General Hospital area alleys

Other areas. o GH 35% H 13% 12%

Corner of Broad and 14th 40% (0) 7 40% 20%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

‘El No B Maybe O Sometimes O Yes
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Some auditors said thégit safer in alleys where there were businesses on the block,
while others noted groups of potentially intimidating people in those locations and had
some trepidation around the alleys behind and around such businesses.

You can call for help at the comience store if you are near there.

The convenience store and gas station can have lots of suspicious
individuals coming and going. Could be targets for violence.

There is a place nearby to get help: 2123ur businesses, a lot of traffic.
There are 2 paphones.

Audi torso6 perception of safety drops when th
elderly, a person with a disability, a newcomer, or accompanied by children. In each of
these scenarios approximately 10% of the audited alleys were judgedade.

Lighting

Ninety percent of the alley audits were completed during daylight hours when lights from
the street were turned off, 25% in the mornings and 65% in the afternoons. The
remaining 10% were done in the evening, but since the bulk afitits were competed
during the fall and winter of 2006/2007 most of these evening audits were likely
conducted in complete darkness.

Comments on lighting in alleys concentrated on the general lack thereof. Over half of the
comments complained of tdew streetlights (or none at all) and the poor placement of

the ones that are there. Typically auditors reported streetlights visible at one or both ends
of an alley. Alleys close to commercial or residential buildings gained some illumination
from thosebuildings. Areas around retail businesses were not as fortunate. Auditors
often complained that while the storefronts of businesses tended to be well lit, parking
lots and alleys beside and behind those businesses were often in darkness.

Isolation

Thirty-nine per cent of auditors reported feeling isolated in the alleys. The levels of
isolation tended to vary by area. Some commercial areas were less isolated than
residential areas. The industrial area was the most isolated. Industrial and retahareas
most of their activity during business houfalle 3b.2).
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Table 3b.2:

Does the area feel isolated? # Percent
Yes 65 39%
No 102 61%
Total 167 100%
Sighage

In just over half of the audits, auditors indicated that the street signsieterisible or

easily identifiable Table 3b.3). Furthermore, in three quarters of the audits, they thought
that emergency vehicles would have a problem finding the house from théTalkdy

3b.4)

Table 3b.3

Are the street signs visible? # Percent

Yes 51 43%

No 68 57%
Total 119 100%

Table 3b.4

Is emergency vehicle able to

find houses? # Percent

Yes 14 26%

No 39 74%
Total 53 100%

Eighty-eight percent of auditors did not find any signs directing them to emergency
phones or assistancgaple 3b.5).

Table 3b.5

See signs/phones for

assistance? # Percent

Yes 13 12%

No 96 88%
Total 109 100%

Approximately 75% of the audits indicated that emergency vehicles would have a
problem finding a house from the alley. Auditors indicated tmaéssigns were difficult

to see and identify in close to 60% of the alleys. Auditors were asked whether enlarging
house numbers, illuminating house numbers, or exposing house numbers by trimming
trees would help emergency vehicles to find the house. &ablese improvement

options were identified as being helpful in 20% to 25% of the allEgisi¢ 3b.6).
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Table 3b.6

What could be done to help

emergency vehicles find

houses? Yes No
llluminate house numbers 20% 80%
Size of house numbers 26% 74%
Trim Yards 22% 78%
Other 84% 16%

Over 80% of the auditors, who responded to this question, identified other improvements
to help emergency vehicles find housegy(re 3.6. The vast majority (92% indicated
that placing numbers on fences and garages waijd

Figure 3.6 Other things done to help emerg vehicles find houses

Brighter signs, better
placement
2%

Better lighting, generally
6%

O Post all addresses in alleys on garages/fences
B Better lighting, generally
O Brighter signs, better placement

Post all addresses in alleys on
garages/fences
92%
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Entrapment Sites

Eighty-five per cent of auditors identified possible assault sites where some one could
hide. When asked about specific hiding places, auditors identified the following:
Garbage bins (78%)

Unlocked garages and utility shed8%3)

Other hiding places included spaces between garages, overgrown trees, bushes and
hedges, vacant lots and vacant buildings.

Table 3b.7

Are there places to

hide? # Percent

Yes 143 85%

No 25 15%
Total 168 100%

Auditors made similar comments sealegimes regarding their overall sense of safety and
what would contribute to it or detract from it.

The parking lot should be locked, fenced, or barricaded.

There are many places you could be assaulted; every or almost every house
has a garage or caqet where people could hide.

Abandoned garage very closed in feeling at 11th Ave. There are high
buildings and a small alleyway.

4 or 5 empty lots.
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Sightlines

Sixty-six per cent of auditors said the sightlines were cleablé 3b.§. Bushes and

fences were cited most often as reasons for blocked sightlines. Over half of the audits list
some other obstruction and 75% of these audits mention garbage bins and dumpsters as
visual obstructions. Garages are also mentioned as sightline obstructiomgtdnth of

the alleys, auditors talk about poor lighting as being a sightline issue, while others listed
parked cars and tree branches that reach to the ground.

Table 3b.8
Can see clearly what's ahead?
# Percent

Yes 107 66%
No 56 34%

Total 163 100%
If no, why not? Yes No
Bushes 73% 27%
Fences 62% 38%
Other 57% 43%
Trees 51% 49%
Telephone Poles 34% 66%
Company Signs 0% 100%

Animals

Auditors mention the presence of domestic animals in 16% of the allitke 3b.9.
Among these @ dogwarning signs (50%) and dogs securely fenced in (50%). Animals
were seen running freely in 3% of the audits.

Table 3b.9
Any domestic animals in area?
# Percent
Yes 26 16%
No 135 84%
Total 161 100%

Maintenance

In 63% of the alleys, matenance levels were good or satisfactory. Maintenance levels
were poor or very poor in over 33% of the allefalfle 3b.10.
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Table 3b.10

General impression of

maintenance? # Percent

Good 30 18%

Satisfactory 74 45%

Poor 45 27%

Very Poor 15 9%
Total 164 100%

Comments from the auditors revealed alleys with major problems of maintenance and

upkeep, despite the majority of alleys being rated as good or satisfactoryfduonber

cent of alleys rated as 0 p oagabouthdalfoftheser y poor
alleys had consumer item litter, such as candy wrappers, bottles, and fast food containers.

Other litter included furniture and other large household items (33%), mechanical parts

(18%), construction materials, and yard and gardérse (11%).

General maintenance comments often focused on alleys close to retail and commercial
buildings. In particular, garbage bins were identified as attracting vandalism and
requiring needed maintenance.

Garbage bins are always too full and wiblows garbage around.

There are 2 burnt dumpsters in the alley. Most of the dumpsters have no
lids. The dumpsters closest to 14th Ave have writing on them.

Vandalism and Graffiti

Vandalism was identified as a problem in 21% of the audablé 3b.17).

Table 3b.11
Vandalism? # Percent
Yes 41 29%
No 99 71%
Total 140 100%
Graffiti

Auditors reported graffiti in over orthird of the audits38%). The graffiti was racist,

sexist, or obscene in 14% of the audits. Some auditor acknowledgegdatfiaitaffected

their sense of Hesvadogou feel walkihgeamthisa®dd e d hefi r esponse
included,

I wouldndét. There is graffit.i on the gar bz
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When asked for their overall impression of the care and attention given toelys aibst
auditors said the alleys felt cared for and not abandoApdroximately one third of the
alleys felt uncared for and a quarter felt abandoned.

In general, the comments on alleys discussed a lack of care and maintenance on
residential, commeral, and City property. The maintenance issues reflect the rused
economy of Core and suggest that any beautification or-cleafforts involve various
property owners.

Core area receives minimal repair work unless we complain about it
numerous times

This area is one of the last areas to receive general repairs done by the City

Garbage not secured in bins at [convenience store}. They never clean up. A
tenant from apt building usually picks up everyday (not his responsibility).

The back of some Hding has broken windows and doors

Some damage to garagdsoken doors, hanging eaves troughs.

Conclusion on Alleys

The auditors did not feel safe in about 40% of alleys, even during daylight hours. Like the

streets, the alleys are public spaces. e\@v, auditors felt considerably less safe in the

alleys than on the streets. Overall, their sense of safety in area alleys is compromised by

the fact that they candét be sure of what sor
what sorts of activitie might take place there. This insecurity is reinforced by the poor

lighting found in most of the alleys, by the isolated nature of those alleys, and the

abundance of potential hiding places that might contain dangerous people. The obstructed
sightlinesf ound i n some alleys can contribute to
maintenance and care found there.

Improvements to the lighting conditions in the Core neighbourhood alleys would give
residents the sense of safety and security that come#hwitifective illumination of

public areas. The installation of clear and well lit house numbers would likely increase
safety by allowing emergency vehicles to find houses more easily, making homes appear
more friendly. As well, a general improvementmaintenance and upkeep would go a

long way toward allowing area residents to feel safer in the alleys of their neighbourhood.
Graffiti, for example, is particularly intimidating to some people and its prompt removal
woul d greatly i mpsafetw e peopl esd sense of
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The mixeduse nature of the Core neighbourhood adds layers of complexity to these
issues that would not be found in a more homogenously residential or commercial
neighbourhood. The mixture of residential, industrial, retail, and City properéate a
complex situation when it comes to issues of crime prevention and safety in Core alleys.

Alleys in industrial areas can be very isolated compared to those in other areas. Alleys in
retail areas can be frequented by potentially intimidating peoplecan be the site of
dangerous activities. At the same time, the high traffic levels might make these alleys feel
safer than those in some residential areas. Residential area alleys can be well kept or
rundown and unsafe, or a mixture of both. The ity of the neighbourhood is such

that auditors often reported well kept yards and homes on one side of an alley and poorly
maintained properties on the other side. Because all these diverse areas ebyssiside

they interact to varying degrees degiexg on traffic flow and proximity.

Strategies to address the issues identified in the alley audits must consider and work with
the economic, social, and geographic diversity and complexity of the Core
neighbourhood. Successful strategies will requieedommitment and coordination of

the various stakeholders. The City and residential and industrial/retail property owners
will have to act onthese issu@isn t hei r o ihalleyshaee tcokbgcante dased

places for the residents of Core.
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3C. Parks and Open Space

The Core has a total of 2.18 ha of Gatywned recreational open space. The open space is
all at the neighbourhood level and includes three parks: Core Community Park,
Greenburg Park, and Maple Leaf Park. Core Arkaalso located on City Land in

Core. Core Art Park was developed by the community and is located at 182&enue

on a vacant lot. The Core Art Park is .06 ha and is classified as passive open space. The
park is managed and maintained by the Core i@onity Association pursuant to an
agreement with the City of Regina.

The City of Reginads Open Space Management S
Saskatchewan Health fAcoveredfi popul ation of
guidelines, there ia deficit of-4.22 ha of neighbourhood open space. This deficit is

partially offset by access to Thomson school, which provides 1.15 ha of neighbourhood

open space. The nei ghb&0#hhis offdebisanumeberafi ni ng de
ways. Core Comuomity Park was developed in 2002 to address the lack of open space

north of Victoria Avenue. The proximity of Victoria Avenue addresses the lack of open

space in the Northwest quadrant of Core. The proximity of the southern portion of Core

to Wascana Cerdrand Central Park compensates for the lack of open space in the south.

The Open Space Management Strategy rates the overall quality of treen@id open
space in Core as fAexcellentd and ranks the p
Appendix C).

CoreCommunity Park

The Core Community Park located at 1208' Avenue is the largest park in the
neighbourhood at 1.09 ha. Core Community Park is located on the site of the old Pepsi
bottling depot and is often referred to as Pepsi Park. The Core Commutkityd®a
redeveloped in 2002. The park amenities include twodmalft basketball courts, five
benches, play equipment, two horseshoe pits, and four picnic tables. The park has lights,
a pathway, and 10 mature trees in the middle of the park and the ydulEva

condition of the amenities and the landscaping are rated as excellent. The park has good
visibility from 11" Avenue, Quebec Street, and Toronto Street. The level of park use is
growing and is considered to be moderate to high.

Greenburg Park

Gremburg Park is a pocket park located at 1956 Broder on .17 ha of land. The park has
one bench, play equipment, and lights. There are six mature spruce trees in the park and
mature boulevard trees on Broder Street. The Park has high visibility from thaeerdad;
streets, including Broder. Park use is high.

Maple Leaf Park

Maple Leaf Park is located at 1102" Avenue. The park is .89 ha and is in close
proximity to the Regina Gener al Hospital, Th
park has three barbeegs, eight benches, parking lot, two picnic tables, and play

equipment. The park also has an outdoor pool open from June to September, with day
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time supervision. The City will consider the future of the pool in the City Recreation
Facility Strategy to 2020

Core Community Association Office /Old Fire Hall No.1

The Old Fire Hall No.1 is located at 1653" Avenue. The park is .03 ha and is
classified as -parkj phe O Ere Hapl ldorl laraenifieminchude
benches, picnic tables, play egiient, lights, and a parking lot. The park has some
greenscape, including turf, shrubs, trees, and a landscaped courtyard or plaza. The park
has high visibility from 11 Avenue and Osler Street. The level of park use is low and is
categorized as passivet@ities.

Thomson School

Thomson School is a community elementary school located at 2033 Toronto Street. The

school is surrounded by 1.15 ha of open space. Thomson School land has a ball diamond,

three basketball courts, soccer field, and a parking ta.condition of the amenities is

rated as fAfairo. There are mature boulevard
Thomson School lands are highly visible from adjacent roadways.

This section presents the park audit findings. Because of the limitetder of surveys
completed in some parks, most of the statistics are presented on all parks collectively and
is only broken down by park on selected variables.

A total of 10 audits were completed on the three public parks between July and
October, 2006These parks are:

1) Core Community Park

2) Greenburg Park

3) Maple Leaf Park
The park audits used the street and alley audit questionnaire. The questionnaire asks
about traffic, intersections, and other questions not applicable to parks. It is
recommended thateéhparks be audited again in the near future using the park audit form.
Table 3c.1shows the numbers of completed auditssiach park.

All audits were completed in the evening Table 3c.1:

and were completed between 7:00 p.m. and m

9:15 p.m. Park Audits |Percenf
0

Each park was audited by a team of three gferzr%%rpm;:rlliy Park 411 41180//2

five people. Team members were men and, - ole Legf Park 5 50%

women aged 40 to 60 years. Sixty per cen tpl 10 1100.0%

of team members were wam and 20% ola —=

identified as Aboriginal.
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Safety

I n terms of Afeel i ng60%aftheparks fatsafPbaithes i ndi cat
par ks felt fAsadewhat heapabdKhetapderecéntof funsaf eo.
auditors indicated that they wouieel safe if alone. Onlienper cent of auditors would

feel safe if they were an elderly person or a person with a disability.

Table3c2s hows the response for various parks to
was alone?0

Table 3c.2
Core Community Park|Greenburg Park|Maple Leaf Park

No 25% 0% 40%
Maybe 25% 100% 0%
Sometime 0% 0% 40%
Yes 50% 0% 20%

100% 100% 100%
Lighting

Streetlights were on during 9 out of 10 audits. The lighting was rated as poor or very
poor on exacthhalf of the audits. The following contributed to the poor lighting:

1 60% of the audits indicated that brightness was uneven

1 38% of the audits indicated that walkways were inadequately illuminated
1 40% of the audits reported broken or burnt out lights

1 29% d the audits indicated low levels of illumination

Auditors also commented on the complete lack of lighting in some areas. The CPTED
literature recommends that park illumination concentrate on pathways to guide
pedestrians through a safe route. This sedemaflect the way that the lighting is laid out

in these Core neighbourhood parks. Some auditors, however, felt exposed and unsafe in
this type of lighting regime. Evidence collected in the literature tells us that this is indeed
the best way of lighting public park, but the surrounding darkened areas were still of
concern to the auditors. The highest level of dissatisfaction with the overall quality of
lighting was seen in the Maple Leaf Park.
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Table 3c.3

Core Community Park|Greenburg ParklMaple Leaf Park|
Very poor 0% 0% 60%
Poor 0% 100% 20%
Satisfactory 100% 0% 20%
100% 100% 100%

Lamps are only on walkways. The rest of the park is shrouded in darkness.
Seems to be usable in the day but not in the night.

Pathway light only, rest gfark is dark.

The lights only illuminate the walkways, not the whole park.

Maple Leaf Park auditors
Possible assault sites
Ten auditors reported that there were places in all the parks for people to hide. These

possible assault sites include behires, under overgrown branches, and behind bushes.
Some auditors again were concerned about the unlit areas of the park.

The evergreen trees are down to the ground and provide hiding and assault
sites.

Bushes and trees

Everywhere as there is only lighh the sidewalks.

Behind trees in the dark
Maple Leaf Park auditors on possible assault sites

Someone could hide in the bushes
Core Community Park auditor on possible assault sites

Sightlines
Thirty per cent of the auditors reported clear sightli@@e Community Park and Maple

Leaf Park had the weakest sightlingalfle 3c.5. All five auditors reported blocked
sightlines in Maple Leaf Park. Bushes and trees, especially when trees extended all the
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way to the ground, were particularly problematroor lighting and landscaping, such as
hills and structures, also obstructed sightlines. Auditors reported some of these sightline
problems in Core Community Park and Greenburg Park.

Table 3c.5
Core Community Park|Greenburg Park|Maple Leaf Park
Yes 50% 100% 0%
No 50% 0% 100%
100% 100% 100%

The path is curving and trees and poor lighting obscure vision. This park is
not intended for night time/after dark use.

The lights only illuminate the walkways, not the whole park
Poor lighting

Level te terrain. The hills obscure vision.

Hills prevent clear visibility across the park.

Landscaping, rolling land
Maple Leaf Park auditors on sightlines

Signage
Seventyeight percent of auditors indicated that there were not visible telephones or signs
directing them to emergency assistance. Comments on signage included

recommendations to add signs with the name of the park and signs showing park, pool
and playground hours.

Maintenance

Approximately 30% of the auditors reported that the level of treaamce was poor in the
parks Table 3c.6). Ninety per cent of auditors reported litter in parks. Auditors were
asked where the litter was located and noted the following:

1 38% reported litter on or around picnic tables

1 25% reported litter around recreatifatilities and equipment, such as pools, slides,
and swings
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1 25% reported litter all over the park

1 12% reported litter on the walkways

Table 3c.6
. . —

The typeof litter included food Maintenance impression” # Percent

Good 2 20%
wrappers, paper, bottles, and broken :

. : Satisfactory 5 50%

glass. Three auditors reported dirty Paor 3 30%
diapers and one auditor reported a ur{l“bgtal 10 100%

needle Specific parks had the
following litter:

1 Maple Leaf Park fast food and candy wrappers
1 Greenburg Park broken glass in play areas
1 Core Community Park paper, dirty diapers, needles

Auditors found mostly fast food and candy wrapping in parks. While in Greenburg Park
the auditor noted broken glass in play areas. In Core Community Park the auditors listed
pape trash as well as dirty diapers and needles.
Broken glass and bottles very unsafe for children to be playing aroesyul
in the areas designated for the swings and slides.
Greenburg Park Auditor

In addition, graffiti was identified in Core CommunitgrR and Maple Leaf Park.
Vandalism was identified in Greenburg Park.

Audi tors were asked, fAWhat would i mprove
mentioned improvements to lighting and a morefisendly landscape. The
comments included the following:

Better light. Vertical landscaping hampers the view.

Better lighting at night, and a more even terrain.

There is vandalism in the park in the triangle area (Greenburg Park). Have
streetlights put into these areas!

Clean up the play area for the chiéh (broken glass around the park).
Greenburg Park somewhat dark, needs better lighting.
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Two special audits were completed, one in Maple Leaf Park and the other in Core

Art Park.

Maple Leaf Park

Twenty-one auditors, made up of 15 students and eéaoters from Thomson

School, Regina Police Service, and City staff from Bylaw and Community Services,

completed an audit of Maple Leaf Park in June 2006 and noted the following:

T
T

)l
1
1

Students indicated that they felt unsafe/scared in the Park, especiafjiitat ni
Students identified two berms and three groves of evergreen trees as spots
where someone could hide.

Students indicated that they didnot

Poor sightlines throughoutthepdrk ou candét see through

Barbeque jbs are only used for fires (and not to cook food).

Core Art Park
Four auditors completed an audit of Core Art Park in June 2006 and noted the
following:

E

= =4 =4 -8 -9

Auditors identified the north east corner as being unsafe.

One evergreen tree and one overgrown loueated hiding spots and caused
poor sightlines.

The art garbage can is not regularly cleaned.

There was an old tin garbage can full of old mouthwash bottles.
Vegetation was overgrown and uncared for.

Needles were found in the tall grass.

The art bencheare tipping and not safe to sit on.
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4. Core in Context: Providing Insight into Two Neighbourhoods

The CPTED effort in the Core neighbourhood is the second CPTED audit project in
Regina in the last few years. A similar audibjpct was completed in the North Central
neighbourhood in 2003004 largely using the same methodology and survey
instruments. The similarities between the audit methods and data processing have
resulted in CPTED data sets for Core and North Centralhwbicdhe most part can
directly be compared.

This section discusses the key differences and similarities between the safety audit

findings in Core and North Centrdlhe purpose of this section is thiedd:

1 To highlight the importance of working withoth Core and North Central on their
respective issues.

91 To identify those issues common to Core and North Central in order to encourage
coordination between the two communities, where appropriate.

1 To identify the issues unique to Core and to North Cestréhat solutions to the
issues can be tailanadein each neighbourhood.

Comparing Streets

Safety

Auditors wereasked to rate their Table 4.1:

general feelings of safety. Close to [How safe does the area North

90% of auditors in North Central feel? Central Core
reported feeling safe or somewhat [Unsafe 12% 2904
safe, compared to 71% of auditors insSomewhat safe 18% 17%
Core Table 4.1). Auditors in Core [Safe 70% 54%
were twice as likely as North Centra Totall 100% | 100%

auditors to reportefeling unsafe.
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Figure 4.1 Would | feel safe here if alone: Core & North Central
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70% 67%
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20%
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Core North Central
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Furthermore, there are marked differences in responses between the two neighbourhoods
when asked AHow saf e wo (Figuwle4y)ifyoufvereedn i f you w
elderly personKigure 4.2), if you had a gsability, or if you were a new comer. North

Central auditors consistently reported higher levels of safety than Core residents.

Approximately 67% of North Central auditors imagined that they would feel safe under

the various circumstances. Incontrastt @ audi t orsd feelings of sa
33%. The higher levels of uncertainty are perhaps a reflection of the greater social and

economic diversity found in Core.

Figure 4.2 Would feel safe here if elderly: Core & North Central
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Lighting

Generally, lighting was perceived
to be more problematic in Core
than in North Central. In North
Central, approximately 75% of the
audits indicated satisfactory
lighting. This compares to
approximately 55% for Core.
Compared to North Central, twice
as many auditors in Core reported
that lighting was very pooiT@ble
4.2).

Six per cent of the audits in Core
indicated that streetlights were
broken or burnt out, twice the
proportion found iNorth Central.

In both neighbourhoods one third
of the audits reported streetlights
that were blocked somehow.

Comments on lighting in both

Table 4.2: Lighting

neighbourhoods are dominated by

problems of trees blocking the
streetlights and the need to trim
and maintain trees and bushes
around streetlights in residential
areas.

North Core
How is lighting at night? Central
Very poor 5% 12%
Poor 22% 31%
Satisfactory 73% 57%
Total 100% | 100%

North Core
Brightness even along block| Central
Yes 62% 47%
No 38% 53%
Total 100% | 100%
Lighting illuminate North
sigewa?k? Central Core
Very poor 7% 10%
Poor 25% 41%
Satisfactory 68% 49%
Total 100% | 100%
Streetlights burnt or North Core
broken? Central
Yes 3% 6%
No 97% 94%
Total 100% | 100%

North Core
Streetlights blocked? Central
Yes 35% 35%
No 65% 65%
Total 100% | 100%
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Isolation

In both neighbourhoods, a majority of streets did not feel isolated to the auditors;
however, more isolated streets were noted in Cablé 4.3.

Although there were more isolated
areas in Core than in North Central,

auditors found it easier in Core to
predict when people would be

around.
The largely residentialature of

North Central makes the movements

of residents harder to predict than is

the case in the more mixed use Core
neighbourhood. In Core, auditors

often spoke of traffic in commercial
areas following the schedule of the

Table 4.3:

North Core
Does the area feel isolated Central
Yes 19% 30%
No 81% 70%
Total 100% | 100%
Predict when people North
around? Peep Central Core
Yes 32% 46%
No 68% 54%
Total 100% | 100%

workday and foot traffic in tail

areas following store hours. Patterns

of dayto-day life in much of the Core neighbourhood were very clearly understood and
expressed by resident auditors who often reported knowing when a street or area would
be busy or when it would be abandoned.

Table 4.4:
North Core
Is the area patrolled? Central
Yes 54% 58%
No 46% 42%
Total 100% | 100%
North Core
Easy to predict patrolling?| Central
Yes 9% 8%
No 91% 92%
Total 100% | 100%
North Core
Place to call/get help? Central
Yes 50% 43%
No 50% 57%
Total 100% | 100%

There is very little difference between
the two neighbourhoods in terms of
their perception of police presence and
their ability to predict when the police
would be patrolling Table 4.4.

64



Signage

. . Table 4.5:
There are minor differences North
_between the two ne_|gbbrhoods Are the street signs visible? Central Core
in terms of the visibility and
; Yes 84% 77%
usefulness of street signs, house,
numbering, and directions to No 16% 23%
! 0 0,
emergency assistanc@aple 4.5 Total 100% | 100%
andTable 4.9.
{1 Street signs were less visiblec,:an an emergency vehicle easil North Core
in Core find the house? Central
1 Emergency vehicles would ves 58% 682/0
have a harder time finding No 42? 32?
houses in Nih Central. Total 100% | 100%
Table 4.6:
In both Core and North Central, North c
auditors recommended more  |See signs/phones for assistance| Central | ~°'°
street signs, more signs directingyes 10% 18%
to emergencies, and better No 90% 83%
mainterance of existing signs to g 100% | 100%

clear obstructions.

Possible assault sites

Both neighbourhoods have streets on which there are hiding places; however, in Core
there are more places needing to be locked or fenced to prevent their use as a hiding

place. Table 4.7:

North

Auditors from both projects  |Hiding places for someone? | Central Core
identified potential hithg Yes 73% 76%
places on and around No 27% 24%
residential houses and yards, [t53 100% | 100%
particularly those properties
with overgrown trees, hedges,
and bushes. Compared with Area_ls to lock, fence, or North Core

. barricade? Central
North Central, Core auditors
identified potential hidin ves 13% | 28%
places in Sublic areas sSch as _lr_lo I 18500/00/ 1702;3
train tracks, commercial ota 2 2
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properties, and parkades. Core auditors also identified recessed entrances on some
buildings, vacant lots, and abandoned buildings and houses. The potential hiding places
in Core reflect the greater proportion of streets in Core that are devoted toiahdustr
commercial, or retail activities. The land use pattern in Core presents a set of safety
challenges different from what is in the predominantly residential North Central

neighbourhood.

Sightlines
Table 4.8:

North Core
Can you see clearly ahead] Central
Yes 86% 70%
No 14% 30%
Total 100% | 100%

Core auditors indicated that they
could not clearly see ahead twice as
often as North Central auditors. In
both Core and North Central,

sightline problems were most often
related to bushes and treaswever,
parked vehicles and features of the
built environment such as curving streets, dead ends, and buildings were a problem in

Core.
Table 4.9:

North Core
Is there litter around? Central
Yes 38% 45%
No 62% 55%
Total 100% | 100%

Litter was repaied slightly
more often in Core than in
North Central, with 45% of
Core streets having litter,
compared to 38% in North
Central streetsTable 4.9.

The types of litter tended to be the same in both neighbourhoods, including glass, paper,
fast food contmers, large and small household items, junk, and construction materials.
Although coding schemes for the opemded questions differ between the two
neighbourhoods making quantitative comparisons of the types of litter difficult, there is
some indicatiorthat fast food containers and candy wrappers are more frequent in Core.
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Factors which Make This Place More Human

Auditors were asked how safe they felt walking in the neighbourhood. Sixty per cent of
auditors reported feeling safe in Cotempared to 73% in North Central. The following
issues Table 4.10)contribute to feeling more unsafe in Core than in North Central. In
each case, the issues are a little more problematic in Core.

Table 4.10: In an operended
North Core guestion, auditors &re
Is the place cared for? Central asked to provide
Yes 7% 62% suggestions on what
No 23% 38% would improve their
Total 100% 100% sense of safety on
neighbourhood streets.
North The two
Place feel abandoned? Central Core neighbourhoods
Yes 12% 33% provided some
No 88% 67% common responses:
Total 100% 100% | T Approximately
25% of the audits in
North both Core and
Graffiti on walls? Central Core Nrorth ?entral |
VoS 3% 7% promote a genera
0 0 clearrup of the
No 92% 83% area, including
Total 100% 100% eradicating graffiti
and addressing
o North Core vandalism.
Bad slogans/signs/images? Central 1 Approximately
Yes 2% 3% 20% of the audits in
No 98% 97% both Core and
Total 100% 100% North Central cited
improved yard and
North Core property
\Vandalism signs? Central maintenance.
Yes 9% 20%
No 91% 80%
Total 100% 100%
North Core
Benches for people? Central
Yes 6% 10%
No 94% 90%
Total 100% 100%
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On some suggestions, the proportions differed between the two neighbairhood

1 Trimming hedge$ Core (9%) North Central (21%)
1 Improved lightingi Core (12%) North Central (4.5%)
1 Greater police presence Core (1%) North Central (10%)

Some comments were unique to the Core neighbourhood:

1 Approximately 8% of Core auditors repattthat they would feel safer if there were

fewer intimidating people around. There are people and activities in areas of the

nei ghbourhood that have a substanti al i mp a
1 Fourteen per cent of Core auditors indicated that dpweént or reuse of vacant

properties would enhance sense of safety. Vacant homes, lots, and buildings are

i ssues that donét have the same i mportance

Whil e we have categorized the auditorsoéd sugg
North Central, it is important to note that this approach tells us about the frequency of

these general issues, but not about the degree of their impacts. So while the same

proportion of audits in both areas might call for a general cleanup or improved

mantenance, the initial conditions demanding those measures seem to be somewhat more
pressingn Core. The specific comments made in the open ended question in the Core

audits reflect this and tend to reinforce the general trend found in the closedrgiestio

that these problems, while common to both neighbourhoods, are somewhatuterre

Core.
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Intersections

Intersections and pedestrians 4.11: Intersections and pedestrians

_ Enough time to cross North Core
Based on a comparison diet intersections? Central
intersections, pedestrians are Yes 95% 71%
perceived to be somewhat safer inNo 5% 2904
North Central than in Cor&déble [Totg] 100% | 100%
4.17).

. _ Enough time to cross for North
Pedegtrlans hqve time to cross \wheelchairs? Central Core
more intersections in North Centr {es 7704 69%
than is the case in Core. Most No 23 31%
strikingly, pedestrian signs are 00 00
visible on 86%f the audited L& 100% | 100%
streets in North Central and on
7%of the audited streets in Core. o | North e
This may be another reflection of Bells/buzzers in intersections? Central
the differences between a mixed |Y€S 10% | 6%
use neighbourhood and a more No 90% 94%
uniformly residential one. One  [Total 100% | 100%
potential advantage of the mixed
use neighbdrood is the higher North Core
quality of lighting in the Pedestrian signs visible? Central
intersections. Over 75% of the  |Yes 86% 7%
intersection lighting is good in No 14% 93%
Core, compared to 50% in North [Total 100% | 100%
Central.

North Core
_ _ Intersection lighting quality? | Central
Intersections and vehicles Good 50.5% | 77.1%
_ _ Satisfactory 44.9% | 22.2%
The different experiences of Poor/ Very poor 4.6% 6%
intersection safety for both Total 100% | 100%

pedestrians and iders are a
reflection of their relative
geographic contexts. While
problems of heavy traffic, highpeed traffic, and sightlines blocked by parked cars are

reported in both areas; in the case of North Central these issues are a problem on a

handful of irtersections only. The only busy streets found in North Centraf®are 4

Avenue, ' Avenue and Dewdney. By contrast, Core is bisected and bordered by many

of the cityds main arterial routes, such as
CollegeAvenue, and Saskatchewan Drive. In addition, Core contains or lies adjacent to

many retail and commercial destinations and workplaces, including the General Hospital

and the Regina Downtown. As a result, traff
safay will always be more pressing in Core than in North Central.
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Alleys Compared

Auditors considered alleys to be less safe than streets in both neighbourhoods. Auditors
indicated that issues associated with isolation, visibility, and maintenance affesited
sense of safety in Core and North Centnalwever, Core auditors indicated more

concern than auditoie North Central Table 4.19.

Table 4.12 How safe does the alley feel

Maybe/

Would | feel safe here if: Yes Sometimes No Total
| was alo? Core 13% 51% 36% 100%
) N.C. 24% 57% 19% 100%
| was with children? Cors e v e LU
: N.C. 23% 47% 30% 100%
| was an elderly person? Core 0% 0% 45% 100%
yp “INC. T 23% 43% 34% |100%
| was a newcomer? Core 3% 53% 44% 100%
: N.C. 26% 50% 24% 100%
| was a minority? Core 6% 53% 41% 100%
y: N.C. | 29% 51% 20% | 100%
. - Core 3% 53% 44% 100%
JIre! & elselalig NC.| 27% | 43% 30% | 100%
| was walking? Core 8% 54% 38% 100%
9 N.C. 23% 20% 57% 100%

Some issues more than others may be contributing to reduced $elisafety in Core,
compared to North Central. These issues inchaleack alley signage, blocked sight
lines, poor maintenance, and vandalism

Sighage

In approximately 75% of the Core audits, auditors reported that emergency vehicles
would have prol@ms finding the house from the alléiyaple 4.13).This compares to

54% in North Central. North Central has a back alley house numbering program.
Although the greater complexity of Core (as compared to North Central) might be a
factor in the difficult navgation described by the auditors in Core, the vast majority of
auditors suggested placing house numbers on garages or fences as a way to improve the
situation. Therefore a program aimed at placing visible numbers on houses and other
properties in the backlleys of Core should be explored as a safety prodgtashould be
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noted that the CertCommunity Association has initiateeh alley house numbering
program.

Table 4.13

Is emergency vehicle able to| North Core

find houses? Central

Yes 46% 26%

No 54% 74%
Total 100% 100%

Entrapment Sites

North Central has more assault sites than Chablé 4.14. Core might benefit here
from its mixeduse composition. Alleys in Core are often illuminated and overlooked by
adjacent retail and commercial structured aven by apartment buildings.

Table 4.14
Are there places to
hide? North Central Core
Yes 96% 85%
No 4% 15%
Total 100% 100%
Sightlines

In the largely residential North Central neighbourhood, streets and alleys are laid out in
an old fastoned grid pattern that results in straight and unobstructed sightlines in over
90% of Nort h Tadetly. anlCors, thadrid paties is proken up into
shorter segments, often set at angles, resulting in clear sightlines in 66% of the lalley
both areas the main obstructions are bushes and trees, fences, and telephone poles.

Table 4.15
Can see clearly what's ahead?
North Core
Central
Yes 91% 66%
No 9% 34%
Total 100% 100%

Maintenance

Approximately 33% of the auditors in @oindicated that maintenance was poor or very
poor. This compares to 14% for North Centiialfle 4.16).The problems identified by
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auditors are the same in both neighbourhoods. These include litter and general upkeep.
However, the percentages in thel tad
of the alleys and suggest that thaintenance issu@s Core are morpressinghan in

North Central. The housing stock in Core maylskerthan in North Central and the
diverse nature of Core meansatiproblematic areas are right beside wedlintained

areas. Core alleys have problems related to the presence and operation of retail and
industrial buildings to an extent not found in North Central. Garbage bins beside retail
and commercial buildings acdten seen as sore spots as a result of being in poor state of
repair and in serving as a magnet for graffiti and other forms of vandalism. Vandalism
(Table 4.17 is more prevalent in Core (29%) than in North Central (12%)

rei

nforce the auditorséb

Table 4.16
General impressio of North
. Core
maintenance? Central
Good 15% 18%
Satisfactory 71% 45%
Poor 12% 27%
Very Poor 2% 9%
Total 100% 100%
Table 4.17
North Core
Vandalism? Central
Yes 12% 29%
No 88% 71%
Total 100% 100%
Graffiti

Though vandalism is more comm Core, graffiti seems to be somewhat more
prevalent in North Centralf@ble 4.18. As well, graffiti in North Central is more likely

to be of an offensive nature. The graffiti North Central was described as being racist or
sexist almost half of thertie. This compares to 14% for Core.

Table 4.18
North Core
Graffiti on walls? Central
Yes 45% 38%
No 55% 63%
Total 100% 100%
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Racist or sexist,

North

slogans/signs/images? Central Core
Yes 47% 14%
No 53% 86%

Total 100% 100%

Summary and Preliminary Conclusionson Providing Insight on Core and North

Central

The general comments in the audits and the statistics usedanatysispaint a picture

of two neighbourhoods facing many of the same issues. The two CPTED projects
describe two innecity neighbourhoods geographically close to each other and sharing
many of the same issues and problems in providing a safe living environment for their
residents. At the same time, the two CPTED projects have served to underline the unique
nature of eacheighbourhood and highlight the ways in which the specific

neighbourhood context can colour the lived experiences of residents.

Both neighbourhoods have in common a concern about the state of maintenance on their

streets and alleys and the effect this hao n

resi

dent s o

perception

neighborhoods, auditors emphasized the importance of providing adequate lighting and
maintaining the bushes and trees that can reduce the sense of safety provided by the
lighting and the clear sightlines. Batkeighbourhoods call for a general clagmof both

public and private spaces, with an emphasis on general maintenance and trash and litter.

Although both Core and North Central have problems with maintenance, the audit
findings suggest that the manifegtat of these problems tend todmmewhat more
pressingn Core than in North Central.

1 A comparison of the statistics from the cles®aled questions and input from the
openended questions indicate that private residences have more upkeep and
maintenane issues in Core than in North Central. The analysis suggess®thatof
the housing stock in Corequires immediate attention

1 The analysis also suggests that the public infrastructure inr€gueesmmediate
attention Auditors in North Central iddify a need for better street maintenance;
however, auditors in Core describe broken or missing sidewalks, potholes, damaged

street light poles, and bad smelling standing water.

Furthermore, auditors have identified issues specific to the context oa@aigenerally
not identified in North Central or at least not to the same extent. These issues highlight

the unique nature of Core:

9 Core is both bordered and bisected by some of the busiest streets in Regina.
Moreover, Core contains or lies close to mamorkplaces and industrial or retalil
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destinations. This geographic context has obvious implications for the safety of
residents, both on foot or in a vehicle. Any safetiated issue will need to address
the traffic situation in Core.

1 The issue of abanded or vacant buildings and lots is a problem in Core. In
comparison, there are only a couple of mentions of vacant lots in North Central and
usually in relation to vacant lots being a catchall for litter. The Core audits, in
contrast, keep emphasgig the negative impact of vacant lots, vacant buildings, and
abandoned houses in their discussions of general safety, litter, lighting, sightlines, and
potential assault sites. The large number of vacant properties in Core has a direct
i mpact on rptonofdadetyt 6S per ce

T The presence of industrial and retail out |
Core. Besides issues of traffic and traffic patterns, these commercial public spaces
can change greatly over the course of the day in terms ofiesglaghting, and other
issues. Maintenance and upkeep can be problematic around businesses and because
these commercial and retail properties can border on residential streets, the
maintenance and upkeep issues can have a spillover effect on the places w
residents live.

The mixeduse nature of the Core neighbourhood leads to a set of issues unique to that
neighborhood. In addition, the diverse nature of Core adds interacting layers of
complexity to safety r el atesidbential segghbeushood hat we
|l i ke North Central where many of the same pr
each other to the same extent.

The examinations of alleys in Core highlight the complexities we see in the street audits.
Alleys in industridareas can be very isolated compared to those in other areas of the
neighbourhood and levels of isolation can change from place to place and time of day.
Residential alleys can have well maintained properties on one side and unkempt ones on
the other.

Examining the data and reading the accounts written by the auditors, one gets the sense
that even a short stroll through the Core neighbourhood would present an uneven and
ever changing landscape in terms of CPTED related safety issues. In companvg the
neighbourhoods, it should not be surprising to find that the more diverse community
presents a greater and more complex range of CPTED issues. Any proposals and plans to
improve the safety in Core, must consider involving the various stakeholties's.

presents both challenges and opportunities.
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5. Conclusion

The Core Community Association, City of Regina, and Regina Police Service identified a
need to conduc crime prevention through environmental design audit of the Core
neighbourhood. Therpject was designed to mobilize the community to identify changes
needed to the asuilt environment to reduce crime in Cpreaking Core a more
attractiveand safeneighbourhood to live inThe project also assssin building

community capacitasthe Gre Community Associatiors promoing programs aimed at
upgrading the physical and social environme@tse residents will have lorgrm
opportunities to learn about maintenaaoel other neighbourhood issues.

The project partnerand residentare nowdeveloping an implementation plan based on

the findings.The implementation plan will involve a coordinated approach among the
many stakeholders.
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Appendix A: Street/Alleys audit tool

SAFETY AUDIT

CORE COMMUNITY

AUDIT NUMBER:
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AREA BEING AUDITED

1) STREET NAME:

2) BLOCK NUMBERS:

3) DATE:

4) TIME: AY or NIGHT?

AUDITED BY:

5) NAME:
(optional)

6) IDENTITY: Aboriginal Nawboriginal
(optional)

7) SEX: MALE: FEMALE:

8) AGE GROUP:

18 and under 19 to 29 30to 39
40 to 49 50 to 59 60 plus

9) DO YOU LIVE ON THE STREET THAT YOU ARE AUDITING?

YES NO
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General Impressions

10) How safe does the area feel?

11) Would I feel safe heié

a) | was alone? Yes No Maybe/Sometime
b) I was with children? Yes No Maybe/Sometime
c) | was an elderly person? Yes No Maybe/Sometime
d) I was a newcomer? Yes No Maybe/Sometime
e) | was of a minority? Yes No Maybe/Sometime
f) I had disability? Yes No Maybe/Sometime
g) | was walking? Yes No Maybe/Sometime

12) Comments:

Lighting
13) Is the street light on at time of audit?
14) Have you been down this street with the lights on?
15) How is the street lighting at night?  Very Poor
16) Is the brightness of the light even along the block?
17) How well does the lighting illuminate the sidewalks?

Very poor
Satisfactory

18) Are any of the streetlights burnt out or broken?

19) House numbsrof where the light is burnt out

Yes

Yes

Poor

Yes

Poor

Yes

20) Is the streetlight blocked in anyway? (from bushes, trees, etc.) Yes

21) Comments:

No
No
Satisfactory

No

No

No
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Isolation

22)At the time of the audit, does the area feel isolated?

23)How many people are liketo be around?

a) In the early morning None A Few Several
b) During the day None A Few Several
c) In the evening None A Few Several
d) Late at night Nore A Few Several

24)ls it easy to predict when people will be around?
25)Is the area patrolled?

26)If yes, how frequently?

27)ls it easy to predict when the area is patrolled?

28)ls there a place nearby where | can get or call for help?

29)Comments:
Signage
30)Are the street signs visible and easily identifiable? Yes

Yes No

Many
Many
Many

Many

Yes No

Yes

No

Yes No

Yes No

No

31)Could an ememncy vehicle find the houses on this block rapidly? YesNo

32)What could be done to help emergency vehicles find the houses?

a) Increase size or location of house numbers
b) Trim overgrown front yards blocking numbers
¢) Illuminate the house numiser

d) Other

33)Can | see telephones or signs directing me to emergency assistaries? No
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34)What signs should be added or removed in this block?

35)Comments:

Possible Assault Sites

36)Are there places someewrould be hiding? Yes No

37)If yes, where?

a) Between garbage bins

b) Unlocked garages or utility sheds

C) Alley or lanavay

d) Isolated parking lots

e) Other
38)Are there areas that should be locked, fencecdwordaded? Yes No
39)Comments:

Sightlines

40)Can you clearly see what 6sYemsheNnd?

41)If no, why not?

a) Bushes

b) Trees

C) Fences

d) Telephone poles
e) Company signs
f) Other
42)Comments:
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Animals

43)Are there any domestic animals in the area? Yes
44)If so, are dogs secured or fenced in? Yes
45)Are there signs warning you of the dogs? Yes

46)O0n this street, are there yards without signs that gased dogs? Yes

47)If so, what is the house number?

No

No

No

No

48)Are there dogs or cats running freely on this block that you are auditing now?

Yes No

49)Comments:

Maintenance

50)What is your impression of maintenance?

Very Poor Poor Satisfactory Good
51)Do you know whom maintenance concerns should be reported toes
52)ls there litter lying around? Yes

53)If so, where?

54)What kind?

55)If yes, what is the house number?

56)From your experience, how long do repairs generally take?

57)Comments:

No

No
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Factors Which Make This Place More Human

58)How do you feel walking in this area?

59)Does the place feel cared for? Yes No
60)Does the place feel abandoned? Yes No
61)Is there graffiti on walls? Yes No

62)In your opinion, are there racist or sexist slogans, signs or images? YesNo
63)Are there signs of vandalism? Yes No
64)Are there benches wheepeople can sit, read, chat, etc?  Yes No

65)What would improve your sense of safety?

Intersections

Vehicles and pedestrians:

66)ls there sufficient time for everybody to cross the intersectite® No
67)Are the sidewalks and median easily cemsby wheel chairs and walkers?
Yes No

68)Do the walking signals have bells and buzzers for the visually impaired?
Yes No

69) Are signs clearly visible? Yes No
70)How is the quality of lighting? Very good Good Satisfactory Very Poor
71)How safe do you feel crossing the intersection?

Very safe Safe Somewhat safe Very Unsafe

72)Would the time of day change your feelings? Yes No

73)Comments on vehicles and pedestrians:
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Vehicles (to be completed fmm the perspective of a driver)

74)How is the visibility approaching this intersection?

Very good Good Satisfactory Very Poor
75)1s there good visibility of oncoming traffic from all directiong@s No
76)Do you have a good line oight of pedestrians at all times? Yes No
77)Are stop signs and traffic lights easily visible? Yes No

78)Do you feel there is sufficient stopping distance for the unexpected? Yeslo
79)Do you feel safe and comfortable driving through this inttise?

Very Somewhat Not at all

80)Would the time of day change how you feel? Yes No

81)Comments on vehicles and intersections:

Thank you for taking your time to complete this safety audit. If there are any other

commentr concerns that you would like to make, please add them below:
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Appendix B: Findings Maps of CORE: #1, #2 and #3
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