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Abstract 

Feeling safe is important for residents in their neighborhoods, but how do 

residents living in an area rumored to be unsafe perceive safety? This case 

study examined the perceived safety in a vulnerable area (Swedish: Utsatt 

område) in Gävle, Sweden. These vulnerable neighborhoods fall under the 

Swedish million housing program that consist of residential areas with large 

and high resident buildings that are often densified. This study aimed to 

examine the residents’ perception of safety in a neighborhood with the same 

conditions, in addition to evaluate crime prevention in the area using crime 

prevention through environmental design principles, territoriality, natural 

surveillance, activity support and access control. The aim of this study was 

achieved by using the following methods: CPTED inventory, safety walks and 

a survey. The safety walk was conducted with residents of the area. The 

inventory showed that crime prevention in the area is considered low, 

however, the results from safety walk suggest that the residents perceive the 

area as moderately safe. This study provides some suggestions in order to 

provide better crime prevention and better perception of safety in the area. 

Examples among the suggestions were to better the lighting and create more 

pedestrian crossovers on the car-based roads to decrease possible barrier 

effects.   

Keywords: Perceived safety, physical environment, Andersberg, million 

housing program, CPTED principles, safety walk. 
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Sammanfattning 

Att känna sig trygg är viktigt för invånare i sina stadsdelar, men hur upplever 

invånare som bor i ett område som ryktas vara otryggt sin trygghet? Denna 

fallstudie undersökte den upplevda tryggheten i ett utsatt område i Gävle, 

Sverige. Dessa utsatta stadsdelar faller under det svenska 

miljonboendeprogrammet som består av bostadsområden med stora och höga 

bostadshus som ofta är förtätade. Denna studie syftade till att undersöka 

invånarnas uppfattning om trygghet i en stadsdel med samma förutsättningar, 

samt att utvärdera brottsförebyggande arbete i området med hjälp av 

brottsförebyggande principer såsom territorialitet, naturlig övervakning, 

aktivitetsstöd och tillträdeskontroll. Syftet med denna studie uppnåddes 

genom att använda följande metoder: CPTED-inventering, 

säkerhetsvandringar och en undersökning. Trygghetsvandringen genomfördes 

med boende i området. Inventeringen visade att det brottsförebyggande 

faktorerna i området anses lågt, dock tyder resultaten från trygghetsvandring 

på att de boende uppfattar området som måttligt säkert. Denna studie ger 

några förslag för att förbättra de brottförebyggande faktorerna och ge en 

bättre trygghetsuppfattning i området. Exempel bland förslagen var att 

förbättra belysningen och skapa fler övergångar för fotgängare på de bil 

baserade vägarna för att minska eventuella barriäreffekter.  

Nyckelord: Upplevd trygghet, fysisk miljö, Andersberg, miljonprogram, 

CPTED-principer, trygghetsvandring. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background 

Living in a city where inhabitants feel safe is one important thing for the inhabitants 

themselves, since safety is considered a basic human need (Kamalipour et al., 2014). 

It is also part of one of the global goals i.e., “The Sustainable Development Goals” 

(United Nations [UN], n.d.), which act as guidelines for many countries including 

Sweden. This study will contribute to at least two of the global goals by focusing on 

residents’ safety which is an essential element in human life. Those goals are goal 11 

“Sustainable Cities and Communities” and target 4 in goal 3 “Good Health and Well-

Being". Goal 11 discusses the importance of inhabitants feeling safe in their city, 

together with making the city sustainable. Goal 3 talks about the right to good health 

and prosperity which can be influenced by the sense of safety (United Nations [UN], 

n.d.).  

With the global goals in mind, perception of safety is considered as a basic 

requirement and plays an important role to the well-being (Zeng et al., 2022). But 

also, the concept of perceived safety has explicitly defined in many studies as it has 

an equivalent meaning to fear of crime (Kamalipour et al., 2014). It has long been a 

topic of study for those who work in the field of criminology and advocates of the 

Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) theory (Zeng et al., 

2022). Where CPTED is shown to be an effective way of improving safety in urban 

areas (Lee et al., 2016) and vulnerable neighborhoods (Macarena et al., 2018) as 

well. The term "vulnerable area" (Swedish: Utsatt område) refers to a 

geographically defined area marked by low socioeconomic status, significant 

overcrowding, and criminal impact on the local community (Polisen, 2017). The 

definition of a vulnerable area was given by the police during 2015 with a list of 

areas that was considered as vulnerable (Delegationen mot segregation, 2022). 

However, the police list has in later years been compared to the area division made 

by the state called “area types”. The area types ranged from 1 to 5 where 1 was 

considered an area with larger socioeconomical challenges and area type 5 was 

considered as areas with better socioeconomical conditions. The division between 

the understandings of vulnerable areas were made since the usage of the term was 

needed for more than only police work (Delegationen mot segregation, 2022). In 

this study the focus will be on area types, rather than the list made by the police.  

In Sweden it is common that vulnerable areas are connected to “Million Housing 

Program” areas, which has been developed during the years 1964-1974 

(Grundström & Molina, 2016). This housing program was planned to provide 

simple and cheap housings for multiple residents, it was planned that Sweden 

nationwide, would build over a million mixed housings (Boverket, 2020). 
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These areas often became socioeconomically segregated, vulnerable and rumored to 

be unsafe (Boverket, 2010; Grundström & Molina, 2016). Among them being 

segregated, these areas tend to have negative rumors about them both in the media 

but also around inhabitants in the city (Johansson, 2012). According to Jacobsen 

(2021), negative rumors spread among the people living in segregated 

neighborhoods. Similarly, residents in Swedish vulnerable areas, suggest how media 

has a bad impact on the rumors about their neighborhood (Johansson, 2012). 

Rumors about perceived unsafety can be an external impression by the outsiders 

however, internally the residents in vulnerable areas do not have the same 

impression for the place as stated by Boverket (2010).  

This case study will strive to examine the perception of safety with a group of 

residents from a vulnerable neighborhood in Gävle. Thereafter, depending on the 

results, give suggestions to increase the perception of safety from the residents.  

1.2 Aim and Research Questions 

Our study aims to examine residents’ perception of safety in a vulnerable residential 

neighborhood, analyze and evaluate what is important for improving residents’ 

perception of safety. The chosen neighborhood for this case study is Andersberg in 

Gävle. To reach the aim for this study, the following research questions were 

decided.  

Research questions: 

• What do the crime prevention strategies based on the CPTED principles

look like in the physical environment of the selected neighborhood of

Andersberg?

• What factors in the physical environment influence the residents’ perception

of safety in Andersberg?

• What suggestions could enhance residents’ perception of safety in

Andersberg?

1.3 Study Area 

Geographically, the outdoor environment in central part of Andersberg has been 

selected as the study area, as illustrated in Figure 1. Andersberg is located in Gävle 

city, Sweden, and has a population around 5500 inhabitants (Gävle kommun, 2018). 
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Figure 1. The study area of Andersberg, located in Gävle city, Sweden. 
Source: Base map © Lantmäteriet. 

Andersberg was called "The Red City" (Swedish: “Den röda staden”), with its 

orange-red apartment buildings in the center (Gävle kommun, 2023), as shown in 

Figure 2.  Our study will focus on residents’ perception of safety in the chosen area, 

which is referred to as a million-housing program area and is regarded as a 

vulnerable location (Sveriges Radio, 2010; Marouki & Persson, 2021; Enman, 

2015). 

Figure 2. A view of buildings in Andersberg. 
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1.3.1 The History of Andersberg as Million Housing Area 

Sweden had a high housing deficit from the beginning of 1900s. This was not 

entirely solved until 1964. A program called “The Million Program” started 

throughout Sweden (Grundström & Molina, 2016). This program meant to build at 

least one million housings to tackle the housing deficit. At year 1974 more than one 

million mixed housings were built (Grundström & Molina, 2016). These areas were 

constructed nationwide and given a modern character. The design of the buildings 

mainly produced was taken from the idea of functionalism (Grundström & Molina, 

2016). Many neighborhoods were uniquely designed to be separated from the urban 

environment in order to encourage the idea of functionalism by enhancing beauty 

and simplicity. It was seen as something new, where a building was both simple and 

fulfilled the purpose of being functional. The ways of doing this were by using green 

areas or different paths or tunnels, which made it easy to identify the million 

program areas (Grundström & Molina, 2016). Two other important principles 

while building these areas were traffic separation and large-scale apartment blocks. 

Traffic safety was inspired by the “Stadsbyggnad, Chalmers, Arbetsgruppen för 

Trafiksäkerhet” (SCAFT) principles that were made to keep the pathways safe for 

everyone using them, including paths for cars and other vehicles (Johansson, 2012). 

These principles are today developed into something called “Trafik för en attraktiv 

stad” (TRAST) (Traffic for an attractive city), that focuses on the safety of 

pedestrians and bicyclists (Trivector, 2022).  

This ideal for the million program was not only something that was visible from the 

building’s physical appearance, but also something that could be seen from the 

inside of the apartments (Grundström & Molina, 2016). Rooms were strictly 

planned for their specific functions, like the kitchen was fitted for only preparing 

meals (no space for eating).  

Later on, various Swedish authorities such as the Swedish National Housing Board 

(Boverket) proposed suggestions to tackle the social problems that came as a 

consequence of the physical segregation (Boverket, 2010). One of these suggestions 

brings up the importance of involving the residents in vulnerable areas and letting 

them express their thoughts about the area. Another example of how to make the 

residents feel more connected with their residential area (Boverket, 2010), was in 

Holma. Where the residents have been given the task to manage their outdoor 

environment by the housing company. The physical and social environment was 

considered to have improved when the tenants themselves took over part of the 

management. Thus, Social control increased, leading to enhanced safety and well-

being (Boverket, 2010). 

In addition, the Swedish National Housing Board also mentioned that connecting 

people through the urban space in residential areas is important for increasing the 
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residents’ perception of safety. Along with increasing the level of activeness, and 

service presence in the areas as well (Boverket, 2010). 

A problem that arose from these million-housing program, was the need for 

renovation to maintain standards of living. Because when the program took place, 

the importance was to build multiple housing, as cheap as possible, therefore the 

expenses of the housings afterwards, as, renovations was not taken into 

consideration (Grundström & Molina, 2016).   

Furthermore, the residents of Andersberg have previously demanded the 

development of the neighborhood to become lively, and dynamic (Gävle kommun, 

2009). Figure 3 shows Andersberg from the year 1975, it gives a clear picture of 

how many buildings were added due to the million housings program as compared 

to Figure 1.  

Figure 3. Andersberg during 1975 as part of the million-housing program. 

In 2013, the housing company Gavlegårdarna in Gävle, started a renewal of the 

outdoor environment in Andersberg (Enman, 2015). In addition to, October 30, 

2019, Gävle municipality, together with Gavlegårdarna, the housing company 

owning most of the apartments in Andersberg, and other forms of services, 

organized a safety walk as a part of the municipality plan for a safer and more 

sustainable city. The residents who joined the walk got to discuss further about the 

results of the walk and other thoughts that might have occurred (Gävle kommun, 

2019).  

The aim for this study was to discuss safety in the area and identify places that are 

perceived as safe or unsafe by residents of the area (Gävle kommun, n.d.). 
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Presently, safety work is going on in several areas, such as improvement of lighting 

as shown in Figure 4, clearing of bushes and shrubs in the area, measures in traffic 

and an increasing police presence (Gävle kommun, n.d.), thus, this can give an 

example of how useful was the safety walk to the municipality of Gävle to increase 

the perception of safety in the area.  

Figure 4. Before and after new lighting has been installed at a footpath. To the left is a dull yellow light from the 

streetlamps. On the right is a bright white light from the streetlamps.  
Note. Adapted from Gävle Kommun [photo], by Gävle Kommun, Trygghetsarbete i Andersberg – Gävle kommun (gavle.se). 

The study made by the municipality of Gävle resulted in a document that compiled 

suggestions to increase the perception of safety in Andersberg. The most common 

problem found in all the safety walks and is something that repeatedly shows is the 

lack of lights or lightning. As Figure 4 shows above, changing the lights improved 

safety based on the study in 2019. Even so, there are areas where the streetlights are 

not enough or are broken (Gävle kommun, 2019). Another factor mentioned as 

unsafe in their study was the growing greenery that became a barrier and blocked 

the residents' views. The municipality has taken this into consideration as well and 

has cleared out much of the greenery that was pointed out as a barrier (Gävle 

kommun, n.d.).  

The study made by Gävle municipality was conducted in the whole area of 

Andersberg. While, in our case we are focused and limited to the central part of 

Andersberg, which is regarded as vulnerable by several authors (Arbetarbladet, 

2022; Lundquist, 2022). Grundström and Molina (2016) has emphasized, that a 

million-housing program apartment block, with a high population density of people 

with a non-European background, are usually pointed out as a problem, that 

stigmatized to ethnical and socio-economic segregation.  

https://www.gavle.se/kommunens-service/kommun-och-politik/samarbeten-projekt-och-sarskilda-satsningar/socialt-hallbarhetsprogram/trygghetsarbete-i-andersberg/
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1.3.2 Andersberg one of the vulnerable areas  

In a report, Gävle municipality (2018) points out that in year 2017, the total 

number of foreign-born inhabitants (foreign-born, i.e., not born in Sweden), were 

1861 out of a total of 5536 inhabitants in Andersberg. This indicates that 33.5% of 

the residents in Andersberg are foreign-born (Gävle kommun, 2018). Figure 5 

shows the distribution between men and women in percentage among the foreign-

born residents in Gävle municipality and Andersberg.  

 

Figure 5. Foreign-born share in Gävle and Andersberg 2017 

Thus, it can be said that the neighborhood of Andersberg, is highly densified with 

non-Swedish inhabitants and is considered a socio-economic segregated area 

compared to Gävle municipality.  

In addition, the map in Figure 6, ensures the socio-economic status of Andersberg. 

According to the Swedish National Housing Board (Boverket, 2021) Andersberg 

belongs to area type 1, (shown in Figure 6), identifies that the inhabitant in this 

neighborhood has major socioeconomical challenges. The scale goes from area type 

1 to area type 5 (SCB, 2020).  
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Figure 6. The socio-economic status of Andersberg, as it belongs to area type 1. Note. Adapted from Boverket 
[Map], by Boverket, 
https://segregationsbarometern.boverket.se/labbet/#/omradesstatistik/map/?indicator=0-
1,2,3,4,5&location=lan-21&bg=0&sweden=0 . Source: Statistics © SCB, and © Boverket.  

According to Boverket (2021) 38 % of the residents in Andersberg living with low 

economical standards compared with the rest of Sweden. As the socioeconomical 

challenges exist together with the 38 % low economical standards, many incidents 

happen in the area such as knife stabbings (Arbetarbladet, 2022) and shootings 

(Arbetarbladet, 2022). This gives the neighborhood an identity where criminal acts 

often occur. According to the police, (Arbetarbladet, 2022) there are different 

gangs acting throughout Gävle and some of them are active in Andersberg. 

Referring to the facts concerning Andersberg's million-housing and vulnerable 

location that was previously mentioned, it is important to investigate the residents’ 

perception of safety, evaluate and analyze what is important for improving their 

safety perception and the overall betterment of the area. 

https://segregationsbarometern.boverket.se/labbet/#/omradesstatistik/map/?indicator=0-1,2,3,4,5&location=lan-21&bg=0&sweden=0
https://segregationsbarometern.boverket.se/labbet/#/omradesstatistik/map/?indicator=0-1,2,3,4,5&location=lan-21&bg=0&sweden=0
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2 Earlier Research in the Field 

In this section we will present some of the previous research done by other authors 

in relation to the selected research problem, that will serve as reference points to 

our case study. This section will talk about perceived safety in urban planning, crime 

prevention through environmental design and safety walk applications.  

2.1 Perceived Safety in Urban Planning 

Humans’ perception consists of various types according to the different senses 

(Cherry, 2023) such as visual perception, smell perception, touch perception, sound 

perception, and taste perception. Often, they are used all together to perceive the 

environment. In psychology, perception (Cherry, 2023) defined as: 

• Person perception refers to being able to recognize and utilize signals from 

society regarding individuals and relationships. 

• Social perception is how we see different societies and can frequently be 

influenced by factors such as stereotypes and generalizations. 

• Selective perception entails paying attention to some aspects of the 

environment while disregarding others. 

A person's level of environmental awareness and responsiveness can be increased 

through perception (Cherry, 2023). In order to properly explain and comprehend 

what our loved ones are going through. Perception has also been employed in 

behavior, influencing how persons and groups are perceived. 

Lepri et al. (2015) explained that the visual appearance of cities is important in 

determining the human perception about the surrounding urban environment. For 

instance, it becomes critically important to understand people's perceptions and 

evaluations of urban spaces, through the enhancement of visual quality in urban 

spaces (Lepri et al., 2015) since it has an effect on influences the psychological states 

of residents and can induce negative social outcomes. 

According to Zeng et al. (2022), perception of safety contributes to positive health 

outcomes. While increased anxiety and decreased life satisfaction are some of the 

negative effects of keeping an area perceived as unsafe for residents, that may lead to 

poor self-evaluation of health and undesirable health outcomes (Zeng et al., 2022).   

Building cities that are environmentally and socially sustainable has become one of 

the most important goals on the global agenda (Akcali & Cahantimur, 2022). 

Perception i.e., a sense of safety is identified as one of the dimensions of social 
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sustainability (Akcali & Cahantimur, 2022). Thus, the lack of safety is increasingly 

recognized as a major societal issue (Zeng et al., 2022).  

Therefore, the literature on the concept of safety has been increased in the recent 

decades, during the planning prosses of physical environments in urban cities (Zeng 

et al., 2022; Lindgren & Nilsen, 2012). By concretizing the way physical features 

associated with perceived safety and defining what makes the urban area considered 

as safe (Zeng et al., 2022). Along with considering how crucial the design of the 

environment is to the pursuit of perception of safety.  

In this context, one of the studies states that Newman’s (1972) theory of “defensible 

space” has a central role when attempting to increase safety in urban public areas, in 

which design measures are commonly used (Lindgren & Nilsen, 2012). His 

argument was grounded in the idea that strangers are the source of uncertainty and 

fear. Thereupon, residents can observe and manage their surroundings by enclosing 

neighborhoods and designing them with distinct zones.  As stated by Lindgren and 

Nilsen (2012), this approach encountered criticism for being overly dependent on 

physical deterministic, failing to take into account the characteristics of areas outside 

the zones, and overlooking the complexity of social circumstances. 

However, the study finding of Lindgren and Nilsen (2012) show that good sufficient 

lighting, and sparse greenery have been emphasized as essential components of the 

residents' sense of safety. In other words, low bushes and lighting improve the view, 

visibility is also important for spotting others and telling apart desirable from 

unpleasant people. 

Moreover, Jacobs (1961) illustrated her views on safety view through city sidewalks 

in her book The Death and Life of Great American Cities. She pointed out three main 

qualities that the streets of successful city neighborhoods show as the following 

points: 

• Clear separation between public and private space and they should not have 

overlapping borders. 

• The streets must have buildings to keep an eye on strangers and must be 

oriented to the street to grant a feeling of safety to both strangers and the 

residents. 

• In order to increase the number of effective eyes on the street, and to 

encourage the residents of the buildings to look through their windows and 

watch the activities on the streets, therefore the sidewalk must have 

continuously users (Jacobs, 1961, p. 35). 
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Jacobs’ (1961) theory have been reconsidered by several research. One of these 

studies re-used the theory during the COVID-19 period to revive urban vitality 

(Wang et al., 2022), where the reasons for the increase in epidemic prevention in 

traditional communities within historical cities were identified as having open 

borders and diversity of functions within the community. Similarly, explanation of 

various studies conducted by Gómez-Varo et al. (2022) that used Jacobs' framework 

for the study of cities and adhered to her rationale in some concentration measures 

(i.e., concentration of activities and people), such residential density, density of 

points of interest, and density of public facilities. Which supports the idea that 

concentration goes hand in hand with Jacobs' idea of keeping "eyes on the street" 

(Gómez-Varo et al., 2022).  

From another aspect, Tayob (2021) cited in her review that the central criticism of 

Jacobs' work is that it does not effectively address racial issues in North American 

communities, due to her status as a "bona fide liberal" bound by her political beliefs. 

Add to that she had difficulty seeing the big picture and structural complexity of the 

urban, claiming she didn't understand the importance of infrastructure or scale thus 

couldn't comprehend the centrality of race and segregation policies in US cities 

(Tayob, 2021). 

However, all the above highlights the significance of the link between the built 

environment and perception of safety. 

2.2 Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 

To reinforce the idea about the importance of citizens’ role in neighborhoods' 

safety, Oscar Newman wrote a book studying Crime Prevention Through Urban 

Design (CPTED). Newman (1972) mentioned that there should be a way of 

decreasing crime without involving the authorities. These two elements are 

discussed as two important roles to decrease the crime and fear of crime in a natural 

way and without interference of the authorities. The first element is people’s ability 

to continuously see each other, and the second element is that people’s ability to 

interfere and report any criminal activity in the neighborhood (Newman, 1972). 

These elements help reduce the fear of crime, but when it comes to the case of 

having own experiences, it changes depending on what kind of experiences it is. 

Some may feel even more fear of crime because of their experiences and others 

might feel safer (Kamalipour et al., 2014). 

In addition to Newman, Ray, C, Jeffery (1977) coined the term CPTED and 

continue describing in his book the background to why crime prevention through 

environmental design is important (Jeffery, 1977, p. 28). During the given time 

period, the author argues that there should be more methods to reduce crimes. 
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Moreover, Jeffery (1977) mentioned that the methods used were not efficient for 

decreasing the crime rates. Therefore, new theories needed to be adapted. 

The idea for coming up with crime prevention concepts was the reaction of a failing 

system for criminals (Jeffery, 1977, p.34). This highlights the importance of crime 

prevention both through dealing with social problems in the community and 

through physical improvement on the environment (Jeffery, 1977, p.41) 

Urban design has an impact on the occurrence of crime, thus, has an impact on the 

perception of safety. From one side, Cozens and Love (2015) indicates that the 

design is rarely the reason why people commit crimes, but the environment can 

provide opportunities that make it easier for the perpetrator to commit crimes 

(Cozens & Love, 2015). Jeffery (1977, p.185) do also mentions how important role 

environmental design plays for individuals living in the city. Crimes are often 

planned and happen in areas that let the crime happen, because the area does in a 

way open up for crime to happen by not having any crime preventing tools, such as 

natural surveillance from people on the streets or areas with better lighting (p.191). 

But these “poor areas” are not the only reason for crime incidents, it is important to 

count in the psychological aspect when studying crimes, to better understand the 

reason behind it. Jeffery (1977, p.208) stated that focusing on improving the 

environment without understanding the social status or the other way around, will 

not solve the problem (Cozens & Love, 2015). Developing areas after CPTED 

principles without evaluating other factors like social economic, might lead to more 

problems in the area (Cozens & Love, 2015).  

In addition to what is being said above, one important factor to mention is the 

behavioral approach, an approach focusing on people’s perception of an area or city. 

The focus is on how the “space”, or an urban setting can change a persons’ actual 

behavior (Knox & Pinch, 2014, p.2). Going back to the CPTED, preventing crime 

through the environmental design does not mean that it will always work (Cozens & 

Love, 2015). But even so, CPTED has been used more and is a popular method 

today among planners and is also reinforced by other theories such as the “broken 

window” (Kelling & Wilson, 1982). This principle discusses two types of disorders, 

physical disorder that represents the level of physical environment maintenance for a 

neighborhood, including the condition of buildings, property surrounding the 

building. Then there is the social disorder that is related to the pattern of social 

activities, or interactions with other inhabitants.  

The theory suggests increasing the awareness of how important maintaining, intact, 

communities without broken windows is to become safer and prevent crime 

commotion (Kelling & Wilson, 1982).  
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Dong-Wook Sohn does in an article (2015) describe the usage of CPTED, crime 

prevention through environmental design, as a method to better understand how 

urban design plays an important role in neighborhood areas. Adapting the theory of 

the CPTED gives a picture of how crime is prevented in some areas (Sohn, 2015). 

However, some given factors can change the thought of the area, for example the 

owner of the land or area.  

Crime prevention through environmental design contains, (CPTED), is a set of 

principles that refers to the design of a place and how that design prevents incidents 

of crime or fear of crime. (Sohn, 2015). It was a result of summering up Jacobs and 

Newman and coming up with this approach. Depending on where the CPTED is 

used, the focuses changes, but it mainly targets four different aspects, and these are: 

territoriality, natural surveillance, activity support, and access control. The first 

principle, territoriality, is about however it is visible or not who owns the urban 

space. As in, is it private property or an open area? The idea behind this principle is 

that people will respect their own property and respect others' property as well. An 

example of a factor connected to this area can be to adapt territorial concepts (Sohn, 

2015). The next principle is natural surveillance, discusses having open areas for 

better surveillance from pedestrians or other people nearby. This is to keep 

potential crimes observed. The third principle, activity support, is talking about 

promoting activities in a certain area to also be part of the second principle, natural 

surveillance. Providing open spaces or putting sidewalks close to roads can be seen 

as examples of implementing factors promoting this criterion. The last one, access 

control, discusses the idea of closing out people from specific neighborhoods. This 

can lead to closing potential offenders out of an area they are not supposed to be in. 

This can be done by setting up doors or fences (Sohn, 2015). These principles can 

be viewed differently depending on what the research is about. It is also important 

to note that the CPTED principles have different views depending on the researcher 

because it is based on observations, therefore interacting with other parties, in this 

case, residents, strengthen the work (Reynald, 2010) 

There are multiple ways of checking these four principles, and one way is to follow 

a checklist that takes these aspects into mind. Sohn (2015) used a total of seven 

measures connected to the CPTED. In another article by Iqbal and Ceccato (2016) 

who uses the CPTED to check if the principles can be used for parks in Stockholm, 

Sweden. This shows that the CPTED at adaptable for various studies that analyze the 

crime prevention possibilities. 

2.3 Safety Walk Application 

In order to develop the areas and make them safer and more comfortable, safety 

walk is a way to assess perception of safety or unsafety for multiple purposes, and it 



14 

is applicable in different fields, such as residential areas, public places, organizations, 

and companies, according to the perspective of each field (Boverket, 2010; Brå, 

n.d.).

The safety walk can be used as a method for public participation and as in this study, 

a method for residents to speak about their neighborhood. It is important to hear the 

citizens and residents' opinions when it comes to improving an area or neighborhood 

(Marques da Costa & Antonello, 2021). In this study, the application of safety walks 

will be used to highlight areas in a vulnerable neighborhood that can affect the 

resident's perception of safety. Marques da Costa & Antonello (2021) pointed out 

that the physical design of buildings has an effect on the residents themselves, which 

means that the physical design does put an impact on the residents and also the 

resident's feeling of safety (Kamalipour et al., 2014). 

Safety walk is also applied as a similar method to local planning practices for safety 

in Sweden. Usually, this is followed by some modification, as preliminary measures 

in changing places that have been perceived unsafe by participants (Brandén & 

Sandberg, 2021). The dialogue and participation have been described in the national 

manual for safety walks in Sweden as the main elements of the method (Boverket, 

2010). Besides presenting safety walks as a method to solve and improve public 

safety, it is also a contribution to address a further aims such "gender equality", 

"democratic inclusion" and "civic engagement" and effective in crime prevention 

policy as well (Boverket, 2010). Likewise, safety walks have spread around the 

world as a tool to assess safety, with the goal of involving citizens to give 

recommendations for change, in addition, to evaluate how effective is the women’s 

safety audits (Brandén & Sandberg, 2021).  

This study will evaluate the perceived safety by using safety walks as a method and 

for the safety walk, the CPTED principles will be used. The next section will 

present how the methods were used and what factors were considered when 

performing them. The following methods came to be CPTED theory and safety 

walks together with residents, to present the perceived safety and provide possible 

suggestions.  
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3 Methods 

Various methods and data collection techniques, such as a CPTED inventory, group 

experiences through the safety walks and surveys were used by applying a case study 

area Andersberg, in Gavle city, Sweden. At first a pilot study was conducted in 

order to be able to gather information about the study area. This was done to get a 

rich output and intending to get results for assessing what can affect the 

improvement of residents’ perception of safety in vulnerable neighborhood. 

Later a location inventory in accordance with the Crime Prevention Through 

Environmental Design (CPTED) principles was done to evaluate crime prevention 

strategies in the study area.  

Two groups were prepared for an evening with safety walks, the number of 

participants in each group was 10 people. Participants of the safety walks were 

collected among residents in the study area with the help of a housing company, 

Gavlegårdarna, and social media. Then, the safety walks were performed, and the 

participants had to answer questions both during and after the walk. By doing this, 

participants could provide their own impressions and opinions concerning their 

perceived safety, furthermore, they can suggest improvements around the area. 

Finally, the results of pilot study, CPTED inventory, safety walk and the survey, 

were produced in the form of maps using PowerPoint, diagrams with the help of 

Excel and tables to be discussed in the discussion section. Finally, suggestions were 

given to improve the area situation from a safety perspective. 

3.1 The Ethical Aspects of The Study 

To perform the methods of this study, some arrangements, beforehand steps, and 

considerations were made. For instance, the authors in an earlier stage of the study 

contacted the housing company of the study area, to request help in contacting the 

residents and to invite them to participate in the safety walk. The Research Ethics 

Council’s checklist (included in Appendix A) was assessed to see whether the study 

raised any issues that should be submitted to the Ethics Review Authority (ERA). 

The reflection on the list showed that the study might affect the possible participants 

psychologically, and might process sensitive personal data, such as mental health. 

The method utilized to gather participants for the safety walk may lead to the 

acceptance of participants of different ages, cultures, people with special needs and 

also particularly exposed to crimes in the area and others. That might require a 

request for a permit from the ERA. Therefore, and to protect the rights of research 

participants, the Research Ethics Council at the University has been asked for an 

advisory opinion, whether the study must be sent to ERA or not. Their response 

was to accept the study without the need to send it to ERA, but only 
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recommendations regarding what to mention about how to handle some issues in 

some situations. The document of their feedback is attached in Appendix A. 

An application letter provided by the Research Ethics Council in university of Gävle 

was sent to the operations manager at the housing company, Gavlegårdarna, which 

is also available in Appendix A. In the application, background information about 

the study, methods, and ethical aspects were given. Besides, an explanation about 

how to handle the ethical aspects and data collected from the residents as ethical 

recommendations by ERA. The following contents were covered in the mentioned 

application: 

• The information and details about safety walks help participants to 

understand the process as well as a consent form.  

• Information about that the participation is voluntary and participants have 

the choice of leaving safety walk whenever they want.  

• Participants will also know that the invitation letter was sent out by the 

authority that has their contact information (Gavlegårdarna). Along with the 

information about the study. 

• The opportunity to get a copy of this study to see how the information from 

their participation was used.  

• Information that the conversation is open for all to be heard, and all have the 

same opportunity to express themselves. 

• How to handle cases where someone or some participants trigger a trauma 

while walking. Information about how to handle situations where 

participants oversharing personal information/details.  

• Information about how the data collected during and after the walks will be 

stored. 

At the later stage, when Gavlegårdarna received the request, an arrangement was 

made to meet the authors of this study and discuss the request. Thereafter, 

Gavlegårdarna provided contact information for a person, referred as a key person 

in the subsequent sections. The key person works in Andersberg centrum, and he is 

active in several fields such as announcing, organizing activities and meetings, 

renting halls or rooms that are available in the centrum building. Gavlegårdarna has 

good contact with him, and they recommended contacting the residents through 

him. Therefore, the key person was requested to contact the residents and invite 

them to take part in the safety walk. 
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As stated by Boverket (2010) in the guide for performing safety walk, it is possible to 

hold safety walks in both light and dark, to get both day and evening perspectives. In 

this study it has been decided to conduct the CPTED inventory and safety walks in 

the evening, due to the fact that the perception of safety is frequently measured by 

how safe one feels while out alone in one’s neighborhood at night (Doyle et al., 

2021). The study performed two evening safety walks, one group for each walk, 

and the target number of each group was 10 participants who were willing to attend 

the walk. Due to limitation of the number of participants in the safety walk, some 

recommendations were given to the key person that only the first 20 residents who 

will respond to the invitation will get a place on the walk, but no one under the age 

of 18 may join. Therefore, equality in age and gender was difficult to consider.  

In addition, the key person was supposed to be provided with the invitation letter to 

be distributed to the residents, which contains a brief description about the aim of 

the walk, location, date, and time, and how collected information will be treated, 

along with consent application, see Appendix A. However, this process was done in 

another way, due to the key person could only get participants for the first round of 

walk and could not find enough residents for the second round. Additionally, the 

key person missed sending out the invitation letter to the participants. Therefore, 

other measures were taken to invite these residents and provide them with the 

necessary information before the walks (this will be explained later in the Safety 

Walks section). 

The residents accepted and wanted to partake in the safety walk, after they 

submitted a signed consent form confirming their participation in the safety walk 

and for the use of information collected during and after the walk. 

3.2 Pilot Study 

The performance of CPTED inventory and safety walks required the verification of 

some elements. For instance, the route, how much time the walk will take, at what 

time the walk will start, what places to be given more attention to, and what 

questions to be asked during the inventory or walk.  

Since observers have a central role in this safety walk by inspecting a particular 

environment, its design, how it relates to the rest of the area, and how all these 

aspects affect crime opportunities or perceived safety (Ceccato, 2019). Thus, a pilot 

study was conducted based on observation and inspection of factors in the 

environment of the study area that contribute to increasing the level of crime 

prevention hence raising the level of safety or the opposite. These factors are 

considered the most important CPTED principles (i.e., natural surveillance, access 

control, territorial reinforcement, and activity support) for example benches, 

trashcans, good lighting, greenery, etc. 
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The pilot walk was done by the authors around the study area of Andersberg in the 

daylight of a sunny day to better know the area and how the places look like during 

the daylight.  

Furthermore, printouts provided in Appendix B were prepared containing the check 

list questions based on CPTED principles, which were taken from a list done by 

Iqbal and Ceccato (2016) to better assist while choosing a path. An aerial 

photograph map showing the center part of Andersberg was also prepared, it was 

earlier generated from the website of Lantmäteriet. The estimated route was 

visualized on the map by using PowerPoint, as shown in Figure 7.  

 

Figure 7. The estimated route during pilot study included many spots consisting of different places located in the 
area. Source: Aerial photograph© Lantmäteriet. 

Assuming that the building, its function, and architectural design all have an impact 

on what happens within and outside of it (Ceccato, 2019). Therefore, different 

types of buildings and places with different functions were chosen to be inspected 

and observed during the pilot walk. 

The path included 11 stops consisting of different functional buildings and places 

located in the area (e.g., soccer field, schools, walking and cycling routes, 

playgrounds, meeting places, buildings, parking). Each stop was expected to have 

some factors, as mentioned earlier, that are connected to the CPTED principles.  

During the round a stopwatch was set up to estimate how much time the round had 

taken, and questions were reviewed while passing the places. As for the weather, 

the forecast was watched by observing mobile application to find out how the 

weather would be on the chosen days for CPTED inventory, and the safety walks as 

well.  
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Moreover, sunset timing was determined, since the CPTED inventory, and safety 

walks were decided to be performed in the evening. This decision was made due to 

the fact that the study area is taking a place in a zone where the majority of days 

during the year are dark. Therefore, it was considered the nighttime use of the 

outdoor spaces and specified the type, placement, and intensity of lighting. 

Additionally, it was recommended by the housing company, Gavlegårdarna, during 

the meeting which mentioned in the previous section, to perform the safety walk in 

the evening for the same reason, but also because people perceive more unsafe 

during the night (Doyle et al., 2021). 

3.3 CPTED 

To be able to do the CPTED inventory and later perform the safety walks, a 

questionnaire was made. This questionnaire was based on four CPTED principles, 

i.e., territoriality, natural surveillance, activity support and access control (Sohn, 

2015). But also inspired by Swedish National Housing Boards’ guide for performing 

a safety walk (Boverket, 2010).  

Each of these four principles has an important role in the theory of crime 

prevention. For example, territoriality focuses on the ownership of the space being 

used. For this questionnaire, figuring out the questions connected to these principles 

was done by first writing the questions that were going to be used, then connecting 

them to each principle. Although there were some questions related to more than 

one principle, they were associated with each other. For example, the question “Do 

you think the number of benches and litter boxes is sufficient and do you think they 

are placed at appropriate places?” This is consistent with the principle of natural 

surveillance, but also the principle of activity support, as it was chosen to link the 

question to it. 

In addition to the connection made between the questions and the study area itself, 

this connection was made through the pilot study that was performed, making it 

easier to decide which questions would fit each principle. While writing the 

questions, it was kept in mind that it should be open questions for the CPTED 

inventory but also for the participants to get the opportunity to answer the way they 

wanted and not feel pressured to answer in a specific way. It was also done to 

prevent any attempt of bias or feeling pressure to answer as the organizers wanted.  

Different places of investigation were visited during the walk; therefore, some 

questions seem to be repeated. This is shown in the tables below. In total, five 

places were chosen to be investigated. All of these places of investigation had 

different numbers of questions associated in order to make it clear for the authors 
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and for the reader to understand. Please note were not presented to the participants 

of safety walk. 

The first principle, territoriality, was connected to three written questions, this was 

done because the principle itself argues about who owns the space and respects it. 

The questions connected to this principle explain the idea of protection towards an 

area where people feel ownership (Sohn, 2015). Therefore, the questions connected 

to this principle were as follows (Table 1). The questions used in the safety walk 

were also inspired by Swedish National Housing Boards’ guide for performing a 

safety walk (2010). 

 
Table 1. Illustrates how the questions were matched to territoriality. 

CPTED 

principle 

Questions in survey  Place of investigation 

Territoriality Q1. Are there any information 

boards? Including city maps?   

Q8. Have you noticed any 

vandalism while walking?   

Q23. Have you noticed any 

vandalism while walking?   

Overall area   

 

Soccer field area   

 

 

Overall area 

   

 

The next principle, natural surveillance, is describing the idea of having windows, 

lightning, and other natural factors to increase the opportunity of observing possible 

crimes by residents (Sohn, 2015). This principle has several questions connected, 

for instance, questions about the streetlights and greenery in the area. The greenery 

could act as something blocking the view for both the users of the pathway but also 

for people watching from a distance, therefore the questions fitted into the natural 

surveillance principle. Many questions found associated with this principle were 

pointed out as important in The Swedish National Housing Boards’ (Boverket, 

2010) guide. However, in the guide (Boverket, 2010) some of the questions were 

asked in a direct way, not giving the participant the choice of deciding whether it 

would be bad or good, for example questions regarding greenery. Since the 

performed safety walk was supposed to have open questions, some questions were 

changed. The natural surveillance principle is efficient when there is good lighting 

and open streets to be able to have good visualizations over the streets (Sohn, 2015). 

Therefore, factors like greenery blocking the view for pedestrians or having 

damaged streetlights were seen as important to ask during safety walk. Greenery can 
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also give a feeling of safety (Boverket, 2010), leading to the open and descriptive 

question “What do you think about the greenery in this area?” and not having 

forward questions like “Do you think the greenery is blocking your view?” (Table 2).  

Table 2. Illustrates how the questions were matched to natural surveillance. 

CPTED 

principle  

Questions in survey   Place of 

investigation 

Natural 

surveillance 

Q5. What do you think about the greenery in 

this area?  

Q6. Do you think there are enough 

streetlights? Do you think they are in good 

condition? What type of light do the 

streetlamps give off?   

Q10. What do you think about the greenery 

in this area?  

 

Q12. Do you think there are enough 

streetlights? Do you think they are in good 

condition? What type of light do the 

streetlamps give off?  

Q16. Do you think there are enough 

streetlights? Do you think they are in good 

condition? What type of light do the 

streetlamps give off?  

Q19. What do you think about the greenery 

in this area?  

  

Q20. Do you think there are enough 

streetlights? Do you think they are in good 

condition? What type of light do the 

streetlamps give off? 

Soccer field area 

  

Soccer field area 

 

 

First building 

compound area 

  

  

Parking area  

  

 

Second building 

compound area  

 

Second building 

compound area 

      

 

Activity support is describing the idea behind activities happening in the area and 

safe open spaces (Sohn, 2015). This principle includes questions about playgrounds, 

meeting areas and questions about activity on the road. Questions about benches and 

trashcans were also connected to this principle because increasing the amount of 

these factors provides an opportunity for people to rest and use the spaces in more 

than one way. For example, adding benches close to walking paths encourages 
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people to not only use the pathway for walking or cycling but also for meeting each 

other or resting. This leads to an increase in activity for the area (Ottoni, et al. 

2016). As well as connecting it back to the CPTED principle activity support. The 

term “activity” in this sense, points to the fact of having people around or forms of 

activities planned through organizations at parks or other areas in the study area, see 

(Table 3).     

Table 3. Illustrates how the questions were matched to activity support.   

CPTED 

principle  

Questions in survey Place of 

investigation 

Activity 

support 

Q2. Is it easy for people with disabilities 

to move around the area?   

Q4. How would you feel with more 

activity on the walking and cycling 

routes? 

Q7. Do you think the number of 

benches and trash cans are enough and 

do you think they are placed in suitable 

places?   

Q11. How would you feel with more 

activity on the walking and cycling 

routes? 

Q13. How is the greenery around the 

playgrounds?  

 

Q14. What do you think about the 

arrangement and placement of this 

playground?   

  

Q18. How would you feel with more 

activity on the walking and cycling 

routes? 

Q21. Do you think the number of 

benches and trash cans are enough and 

do you think they are arranged in 

preferable places?  

Q22. Are there any activities for the 

residents in this area? Do you think 

there are enough activities in this area? 

Overall area 

 Soccer field area  

  

First building 

compound area  

  

 

First building 

compound area  

 

First building 

compound area  

Second building 

compound area  

  

 

Second building 

compound area  

 

 

Second building 

compound area 
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The last principle, access control, describes how having barriers can keep potential 

offenders out of the area and can help reduce crimes, for example having fences to 

keep others out (Sohn, 2015). The questions connected to this principle were the 

ones concerning the perception of safety in the area. Sohn (2015) describes different 

factors of access control such as in closed off streets through traffic or 

neighborhood-based parking restrictions from both physical and psychological 

barriers. Therefore, to see if the neighbors felt these types of barriers linked to 

safety, questions were asked. When answering the questions, the main goal was to 

capture their feelings in general for the area, then the discussion would go deeper 

into feeling safe or unsafe. Which also plays an important role for the access point to 

see if the participants wanted more barriers to increase the feeling of safety 

(Armitage et al., 2011). The questions concerning their feeling for the area were 

connected to the access control principle (Table 4).  

Table 4. This table shows how each question is connected to specific CPTED principles that were used. 

CPTED 

principle  

Questions in survey Place of investigation 

Access 

control 

Q3. How does this area feel? Safe or 

unsafe? Why?  

Q9. How does this area feel? Safe or 

unsafe? Why?  

Q15. How does this area feel? Safe or 

unsafe? Why?  

Q17. How does this area feel? Safe or 

unsafe? Why? 

Soccer field area  

 

First building compound area  

 

Parking area  

 

Second building compound area 

      

 

To understand where these areas are located in the neighborhood, the mentioned 

areas i.e., the five places of investigation, were visualized in a map, as shown in 

Figure 8. The first area for investigation, the overall area, had questions about the 

area in general, for example, about information boards.  
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Figure 8. The route for both safety walks with places of investigation. 

The questions would be asked to keep in mind while walking the route. The second 

place of investigation, soccer field area, includes questions about the perception of 

the soccer field area. An example of the questions is Q4. Does your perceived safety 

increase with more movements on the walking and cycling routes? This question 

was included in other investigated areas as well, thus repeated. The next place of 

investigation was first building compound area. The area after that was the parking 

area, this place of investigation included questions connected to the parking area that 

was part of the chosen route. The last decided area to investigate was, second 

building compound area. This area came after the parking area and was the second 

area with apartment buildings. To better assess the questions and answer during the 

walk, a form was made with the application, Google Forms. The form made it 

easier to find taken notes and to sort the questions. The form used during the walk 

can be found in Appendix C.   

3.3.1 Survey Questions After the Safety Walks 

To supplement the safety walk and fill in missed information (Boverket, 2010), a 

survey was conducted. The survey was not meant to be a comparison with the safety 

walk; therefore, the survey was performed after the walk and not before. This 

survey contained 31 different questions that are also connected to the CPTED, 

visualized in the results. These questions were based on the main safety walk 

questionnaire but specified some questions concerning different areas. The survey 

questions can be found in Appendix D. It took approximately 25 min to answer.  

One of the ideas behind the survey was to ask some background questions. This was 

done to get a general idea about the background of the group was. There were in 

total 4 questions about the resident's background, starting with the first one, about 
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gender. The second question was about age. The alternatives for these questions 

were grouped into four different groups, 18-25 years old, 26-40 years old, 41-65 

years old and 65+ years old. These age groups were chosen to get different views. 

As well as people under the age of 18 could not participate because of the ethical 

aspects mentioned by ERA. Including people under age 18 would need the approval 

of their parents or guardian and would take more time than the time that was given 

for this study. One of the background questions asked about people's occupation, 

where the alternatives were set. These alternatives were employed, student, job 

seeker, studying and employed and others. These alternatives do approximately 

show the economic status of the resident. The last background question is about the 

years the residents lived in Andersberg (See Appendix D).  

What makes these questions important is that the survey could complement the 

safety walk questions in a simple way, as it was also recommended in the guide from 

Boverket (2010), and it gives the opportunity to the participants to write something 

that was missed during the walk. The majority of questions were grading scale 

questions and it scaled from 1-4. This was done knowingly, meaning the participants 

have to choose a side between either the better or the worse (Flowerdew & Martin, 

2005). The last question in the survey was a general one letting the participants 

write their opinion they consider worth mentioning.   

The next step, after deciding the questions for both the safety walk and survey, was 

to perform the CPTED inventory on the route decided during the pilot study.  

 

3.3.2 CPTED Inventory 

As defined in the Background section, safety perception is related to the fear of 

crime, as well as there is a connection to the CPTED principle as a way for detecting 

crime prevention (Zeng et al., 2022). Thus, before conducting the safety walk with 

the residents, the CPTED inventory had to be performed for two reasons. First to 

see if the study area aligns to the CPTED principles. Second, to get a perspective 

about the safety perception by the authors as outsiders. Another important reason 

for the CPTED inventory was to determine if the chosen route for the walk needed 

any change.  

Before the inventory was done, questions were prepared, categorized into five 

themes i.e., overall area, soccer field area, first building compound area, parking 

area, and second building compound area, and placed in a Google form to be read 

during the inventory from mobile phone. Those questions were created and 

modified as mentioned in the previous part.  



 

 

26 

Besides that, several items were prepared to conduct the inventory, such as printing 

the route map determined from the pilot study, wearing a reflective vest, headlamp, 

and a multi-colored pen was also brought. The purpose for the multi-colored pen 

was to mark the Locations on the map that determined as “Low”, “Moderate” or 

“High” crime prevented place during the inventory. The evaluation was done 

according to our evaluation of the place if it follows the CPTED principles and how 

many factors follow the principles. 

The inventory was done on Monday the 24th of April at 20.00, after sunset and 

started becoming dark outside to match the safety walk procedure. Since the walk 

was also supposed to be done during the evening. The weather was cold but 

fortunately it did not rain. A stopwatch has been set up to estimate how much time 

the route had taken during the inventory to be able to give an approximate time for 

the walk to the participants later on. While on the route, questions were reviewed 

while passing the places of investigation. Areas were marked with red around the 

“Low” crime prevented area, yellow and green for the “Moderate” and “High” crime 

prevention level respectively. Smart phones were used to take pictures of different 

types of areas. When the CPTED inventory was done the answers were noted down 

and summarized in a Google docs file to be used when needed.  

 It is noteworthy to mention here that the inventory time was long to be able to go 

through the estimated route. But the pilot study provided an opportunity to easily 

decide a shorter path including all needed factors.  

Otherwise, except for the cold weather the inventory went in a good and smooth 

way without any problems.  

3.4 Safety Walk 

3.4.1 The Preparation of Safety Walks 

To perform the safety walks and get participants for the safety walk some rules and 

regulations have been set. Firstly, as mentioned above, the safety walks with the 

participants were only performed during the evening, secondly getting the 

participants for the study, and talking to the key person who was contacted through 

the housing company, Gavlegårdarna. The last thing to prepare before the walks was 

the actual documentation like information, consent letters and maps for everyone. It 

was decided to have two walks and have them as identical to each other as possible, 

to keep this idea, the times of the walks, the questions asked during the walks and 

the route were the same. It is noteworthy to mention that we will be referred to as 

the organizers during this part, to clarify a difference between the participants i.e., 

the residents and the authors, i.e., the organizers. 
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The first rule, that was explained earlier in the pilot study, was to have the walk 

during the evening instead of daylight. Since the chosen study area is dark most of 

the time, in addition to being recommended by the housing company while meeting 

them before starting the study. Another reason mentioned in the meeting was that 

more people feel unsafe during the evening rather than during the day (Doyle et al., 

2021). 

 

After talking to the key person mentioned by the housing company, an agreement 

was made. It was decided to perform the safety walks on Tuesday the 25th of April 

at 20.00 and the other one was decided on Thursday the 27th of April at 20.00. It 

was also informed, to the key person, that the walk could take up to one hour 

referring to the pilot study. This was done to keep the walks as identical as possible. 

These days were decided because the key person could provide a room in a place 

called “Mötesplatsen” in the center of Andersberg, and it was also the days the key 

person could join the safety walks as well as arrange participants to join. Another 

reason that made the chosen days fit more was that Tuesday and Thursday are days 

that do not come directly before a weekend or after a weekend, making them more 

natural. To predict the weather, it was checked on a mobile application.  

Secondly, to be able to use the data collected from the two walks and adding them 

together, the walks were decided to be as identical as they could. Therefore, the 

time, the route and the number of participants and questions asked during the walk 

would be the same.  

The last measure taken before the walks was printing out documents that were used. 

Since the key person was the one that had the contact information to the 

participants, it was decided that the invitation would go to the residents through the 

key person. The key person would send out information and the consent letter to 

potential participants but signing the consent letters was decided to do in the chosen 

meeting place the same day the walk was decided on. This was done so we could 

ensure that the participants understood what they were signing on. However, the 

key person could only get participants for the first walk and could not find enough 

residents for the second walk, therefore other measures were taken to invite these 

residents. The key person did as well miss sending out the invitation letter to the 

participants. Therefore, other ways were needed to inform the participants that 

showed up as well as getting other residents for the second walk. The way residents 

got invited to the second walk was through sending invitations on Facebook groups 

together with WhatsApp and other social media. The choice of social media groups 

was based on their titles, which show that the group contains residents in 

Andersberg and similarly. By doing this, it was ensured that more participants could 
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join and could fulfil the goal of having at least 10 participants in each walk. The 

invitation letter can be found in Appendix A to show what the residents received.  

Qualitative data were obtained primarily through the Safety Walk by asking the 

group of residents, questions related to the place the group were going through. As 

mentioned before, the questions during the safety walk were inspired from the 

Swedish National Housing Board and adjusted based on CPTED principles. This was 

to open the opportunity to discuss, with the residents, safety issues in depth. 

However, in order to establish a framework around the walk, and to focus on 

specific issues with different residents, the walk was structured with questions 

prepared beforehand, but the organizers of the safety walks were open to new issues 

and follow different, associated leads depending on the responses and willingness of 

the participants of the walk.   

Then when every document was ready, and it was set that a number of participants 

was coming, the safety walk took place.   

3.4.2 The Performance of Safety Walks  

3.4.2.1 Group one, the first safety walk 

To get started with the safety walk, the participants met organizers in an open area 

at the decided place in the Centre of Andersberg. When the time hit 20.00 the 

presentation of the study began. The participants for the first walk did not receive 

any information about the study or who the organizers were, which means, the 

organizers had to explain further and let the participants read the invitation letter. 

Furthermore, the authors explained the route of the walk and how the walk will be 

performed. This was done by showing the route map on a screen and giving a short 

explanation of what this study aims to do and the organizers introduction. 

The participants got to ask any questions regarding the study and if they need help 

with translation both English and Arabic. After the explanation was given, the 

participants got to sign a consent letter, stating that they accept the conditions for 

the safety walk and authors will get the right to save data, that will be deleted after 

this study is approved.  

Later, the residents who agreed to participate signed the consent letter and received 

a map. The participants that did not agree with the terms and conditions left the 

meeting. For instance, one woman left the meeting after knowing that the walk will 

take one hour. Another man left because he was not a resident in Andersberg. After 

the consent letters were collected, everyone (participants and organizers) got out of 

the building and followed the starting point on the map and continued the given 

route. Everyone stopped at one point when the organizers told the participants to 

stop. The order of the group was not decided. The only rule during the walk was to 
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follow the organizers throughout the decided walking route (shown earlier to the 

participants). During the halfway, the organizers decided to split up between the 

groups and one organizer walked in front of the group and the other one at the back 

in order to keep the group together.   

3.4.2.2 Group two, second safety walk 

Before starting the second round of walking, some changes were made to better 

perform the safety walk. These changes were made to avoid making the same 

mistakes as in the first round of walking. One of these changes was to give all the 

participants information before the walk, in order to make it easier for them to 

understand why the safety walk took place. The information along with the 

invitation letter was sent personally to each participant for the second walk. 

Questions that were asked during the first presentation were also asked during the 

second round of the walk, which made it easier to answer since they had been asked 

before. The presentation of the study was also moved to a smaller room in the same 

area inside Andersberg Centrum, which was provided by the keyperson working 

there. The keyperson provided the equipment and place to be able to hold these 

presentations for the participants before the walk. Having everyone who wanted to 

participate in a smaller room made it easier to focus on the questions that were 

asked during the presentation. Since most of the participants already got information 

through the invitation to this second walk, it started a bit earlier than the first one. 

But other than that, it was the same. The route that was earlier shown in Figure 8 

stayed the same for this group as well, and it took around 60 minutes to walk the 

chosen route.  

During the walk, the organizers stopped at some points, as was done during the 

pilot study, and asked questions related to the area. These areas were pointed out 

earlier as spots where there were either high crime prevention strategies or low 

crime prevention strategies. The group could also stop to comment on something 

while passing by areas included in the route. To keep the group together, one of the 

organizers was walking in front showing the way and the other one was walking 

behind to hold the group together. Every time a question was asked the organizers 

waited for each other to confirm that everyone was together in the group (done for 

both groups).  

The authors asked the questions one by one and took notes on what the participants 

were saying. The notes were written while the participants were answering the 

questions. Most of the notes were taken in the form of key words.  

Different questions took different amounts of time, depending on peoples will talk 

about various matters. The organizers took note of what was being said and 

afterwards, when reaching the starting point again, the participants got to answer 
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the survey that was created as a supplement to the notes taken during the safety 

walk. 

3.4.3  Survey Performed After Safety Walks 

After the safety walk was done, everyone gathered in the same area again, the 

Andersberg centrum, where the presentation was held. During the first safety walk 

not everyone was available, some left during the walk. Resulting, less participants 

available to answer the survey questions. Every participant that answered the survey 

for the first group sat around a table in the room booked for the safety walk 

presentation in Andersberg centrum. The organizers were available to help if 

anyone needs to translate any questions to Arabic or English if needed. For the first 

group it took around 30 min for everyone to finish up.  

When handing out the survey to the second group, it was the same with not 

everyone being able to answer and to solve this it was decided that the people who 

could not stay could give an e-mail address and the survey would be e-mailed to 

them. This was done to 4 participants, one from the first group and three from the 

second group. For the people in the second group to finish the survey it took around 

45 min. The questions were discussed between the participants and help with 

understanding/translating the questions was provided. 

To make the survey part more appealing for the participants and as a token of 

thanks, some pastries and soft drinks were offered to the participants. This was also 

done to make the residents feel comfortable while conducting the survey.  

When participants completed the survey, they left the survey forms with the 

organizers. To be able to draw statistics from the survey, the answers received were 

transferred to Google Forms.  

3.5 Producing Results 

To evaluate the visited areas during the inventory and the walks the map produces 

from the pilot study was used. This helps to determine the location on the map with 

specific color according to the actual evaluation levels made on the site. Three 

evaluation levels were set for CPTED inventory i.e., “Low”, “Moderate”, and 

“High” crime prevention. Each level in CPTED inventory marked with unique color 

and defined as the following: 

• Red indicates “Low” crime prevention, that indicates the physical 

environment lacks strategies from crime prevention in accordance with 

CPTED principles and that might lead to a fear of crime.  



 

 

31 

• Yellow indicates “Moderate” crime prevention, that indicates the physical 

environment has medium strategies from crime prevention in accordance 

with CPTED principles and that might lead to a fear of crime.  

• Green indicates “High” crime prevention, that indicates the physical 

environment has sufficient strategies from crime prevention in accordance 

with CPTED principles and that might lead to no fear of crime. 

To analyze the qualitative data collected from the inventory of CPTED, following 

prosses were done:   

The visited location points - including the extra location points that got additional 

attention from the authors during the inventory - were determined on the map, 

listed with numbers presented in Table 6 first column. The evaluation level of each 

location point and the factors behind the evaluation are presented in the second and 

third column respectively.  

A simple calculation was made to generate the percentage of every level, first by 

counting the sum of every location point with similar level. Second, the total 

number of each level was divided by the sum of all location points, thus, get the 

percentage.   

While perception levels during safety walks were decided as “perceived as unsafe”, 

“Moderate Perception”, and “Perceived as safe”. Each level was marked with unique 

color, and defined as the following: 

• Red is “Perceived as unsafe” the participants answers indicates that the 

physical environment lacks factors that are in accordance with CPTED 

principles which indicates that these factors might lead to an increase fear of 

crime.  

• Yellow is “Moderate Perception” the participants answers indicates that the 

physical environment has factors to a certain degree that are in accordance 

with the CPTED principles which indicates that one or more factors might 

lead to a fear of crime. 

• Green is “Perceived as safe” the participants answers indicates that there are 

many factors in the place that acts according to the CPTED principles which 

leads to no fear of crime. 

The results from each safety walk were presented in two sperate maps, shown in the 

results section in Figure 16 for the first group, and Figure 17 for the second group. 

Visualizing the levels according to the various colors that indicate perception levels. 
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Later the two maps were combined to one map, what lead to add two more 

perception levels, defined as the following: 

• Orange is “Closer to perceived as unsafe” indicates areas were perceived as 

“Moderate Perception” and “Perceived as unsafe”. 

• Light green is “Closer to perceive as safe” indicates areas were perceived as 

“Moderate Perception” and “Perceived as safe”. 

To analyze the qualitative data collected from the safety walks, following process 

was done:   

The visited location points - including the extra location points got additional 

attention from the participants during the safety walks - that were determined on 

the combined map, listed with numbers in Table 7 in the first column. Then 

perception levels and factors behind the participants’ perception in the second and 

third column respectively. A simple calculation was made to generate the 

percentage of every level (See method section page 31). 

To visualize the results PowerPoint program was used Arial photograph was 

generated from Lantmäteriets’ website. Diagrams were produced in Excel.  

3.6 Trustworthiness in Qualitative Study 

Trustworthiness enhances the value of the research; this calls for the establishment 

of four criteria (Lincoln and Guba, 1985, as cited in Amankwaa, 2016). These 

criteria are "Credibility," "Transferability," "Dependability," and "Confirmability”, 

and described as following: 

• Credibility - faith in the finding’s truth  

• Transferability - clarify that the findings are applicable in another context 

• Confirmability - a degree of objectivity when the findings are molded to be 

influenced by the respondents not by the researcher's prejudice, drive, or interest. 

• Dependability - clarify the consistency of the finding and its ability to be repeated. 

The protocol of trustworthiness in qualitative studies or research, is recommended 

to be made in an early stage of the study (Amankwaa, 2016). But in this case, it was 

made in the later stage by creating a table showing the trustworthiness criteria in the 

first column, and the techniques which were used in this study to cover each 

criterion in a second column, as shown in Table 5.  
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Table 5. Trustworthiness protocol inspired from (Amankwaa, 2016) Shows how and which techniques were used 
to observe which criteria is been covered. 

Criteria Technique 

Credibility Triangulation by:  

1) using a variety of information 

sources, such as literature. 

2) utilizing various data collection 

techniques.  

3) collecting observations from 

several researchers. 

Transferability Thick description, journaling 

Confirmability Triangulation, an audit trail by:  

provide a clear and transparent 

explanation of the procedures 

taken in the study process, from 

the initial stages of the study to 

the development and reporting of 

findings. 

Dependability Inquiry audit by: 

by having a researcher who is not 

a part of the research process 

review the study's methodology 

and findings. 

 

Case studies focus on a specific organization or location, have a limited degree of 

external validity, or the extent to which the findings may be applied outside of the 

study's context (Bryman, 2018, s.466 – 467). In this case the focus was on the 

center part of Andersberg, regarded as a vulnerable location. The case study is not 

representative of all residents in a vulnerable area. Not even the social, economic 

and culture context of all vulnerable neighborhoods. This is a limitation since this 

work cannot be generalized to be applicable in all cases (Bryman, 2018, p. 496). 

Nevertheless, if one considers that the purpose of the study was to enhance the 

residents' perception of safety, it becomes clear that there was no attempt made to 

mislead the findings or misrepresent the results. 

However, the reinforcement – development – of the theory makes a case study able 

to be generalized to some extent using analytical generalization (Denscombe, 2014 

as cited in Karlsson, 2022). Other scholars examine the problems raised in this 

work, which can lead to a growing awareness of the problems addressed, 
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contributing to the rich context of safety perception research, and employ more 

thorough case studies. 

Thus, the result from this study can be viewed as part of an explanatory case that can 

aid in the advancement of the field, “Explanatory case studies focus on trying to find 

out – explain – why something happens.” (Biggam, 2015, p.152). But it should be 

supplemented with other cases' experiences, along with previous research and 

literature to establish the reliability of findings in case studies, as they cannot be 

considered absolute (Denscombe, 2014 as cited in Karlsson, 2022). That means the 

results can be discussed in reference to earlier theories, increasing their credibility. 

Moreover, internal validity is strengthened by the study's and the theory's obvious 

link. The evaluation of the environment design is based on the four CPTED 

principles, has a direct relationship to earlier research, and served as the study's 

overall direction. The survey's internal validity is strengthened by the fact that the 

survey's questions are also grounded in earlier research.  

The analytical structure that was decided beforehand – through performing a pilot 

study, preparing the questions, which were asked during the walk, based on the  

principle of CPTED and having open type of questions, further, compare the 

answers against the findings from the review of  literature – forced us to concentrate 

on processes rather than people, which helped to minimize potential bias when it 

came to interviewing the participants whom the organizers knew, during the walks.  

For internal reliability to be attainable, more than one researcher must be involved 

in the study when the data are analyzed (Bryman, 2018, p. 465). In this study, two 

authors conducted and analyzed all qualitative data together. 

As suggested by Lincoln and Guba (1985) inquiry audit is a technique that can be 

used to establish dependability in order to strengthen the trustworthiness of 

qualitative studies (Amankwaa, 2016). The purpose of using inquiry audit beyond 

evaluating the accuracy, it is also to evaluate the consistency of the findings, and its’ 

interpretations and conclusions if supported by the data or not (Lincoln and Guba, 

1985, as cited in Amankwaa, 2016). In our thesis previous studies in the same field 

were used to examine both the process and the product of our study. 
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4 Results 

The results for this study were connected to the chosen CPTED principles and 

drawn after performing each method that was presented in the methods section. 

The data shown in this section contain maps and statistics to visualize the results in a 

clear way. The connection between the research questions will be highlighted as 

well.  

4.1 Pilot Study 

The final route for CPTED and safety walks is illustrated in a map as shown in 

Figure 9, and some important location points to get more attention too. Both the 

path and the points are distinguished based on CPTED principles.  

 

Figure 9. The route map and location points for CPTED and Safety Walks.  
Source: Aerial photograph© Lantmäteriet. 

The estimated time for the CPTED inventory is approximately one hour, the same 

estimated time applicable in each safety walk round. Furthermore, the sun set starts 

around 8:30pm. The weather was predicted to be rainy for the first round of the 

safety walk, while in the second round the temperature was expected to be rather 

low for the three consequent days.   

During the pilot walk, the planned route was narrowed down to a more specific 

path. This was done to make sure that the route was completed during the estimated 

time, i.e., an hour. The path was chosen to include different parts of the study area 

e.g., parking, buildings, playgrounds, meeting areas, greenery areas, benches, and 

trash cans, add to walking and cycle routes.  
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The path was based on the places of investigation, shown in the estimated map in 

Figure 7, questions in the checklist were extracted from Iqbal and Ceccato (2016). 

This paved the path for questionnaire, in Appendix C, used in the CPTED 

inventory, safety walks and survey.  

Figure 10 shows one of the passing location points where it is visible to see that the 

chosen location has surveillance cameras and streetlights. Having surveillance 

cameras can be seen as a supporting element to the CPTED principle, access control 

(Sohn, 2015).  

Figure 11 shows one of the benches through the area that supports the activity 

support (Sohn, 2015). This attempts to encourage safe outdoor activities in public 

spaces, which will likely motivate residents to participate in natural surveillance, 

thus, take action to discourage possible offenders from committing crimes. 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 10. A road with a surveillance sign.         Figure 11. A bench as an example of activity support.  

Figure 12 shows how the windows of the buildings are directed towards the walking 

and cycling paths. This is a way of adapting the natural surveillance principle (Sohn, 

2015). Figure 12 also shows an open area between the apartment buildings.  
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Figure 12. An example of natural surveillance. 

4.2 CPTED Inventory 

The results of CPTED inventory were visualized in a map in Figure 13. As shown, 

the map contains elliptical rings in three colors, red, yellow, and green, determined 

according to the location points w also new points were added during the inventory, 

such as location point 8 in the map in Figure 13. This answers to the first research 

question, “What do the crime prevention strategies based on the CPTED principles 

look like in the physical environment of the selected neighborhood of Andersberg?” 

 

Figure 13. Results map from CPTED inventory. Source: Aerial photograph© Lantmäteriet. 
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The elliptical rings that can be seen on the map, were evaluated according to the 

CPTED principles at following levels: 

The red color indicates “Low” crime prevention, yellow “Moderate” prevention, and 

green indicates “High” crime prevention. The factors behind the evaluation of each 

color are presented in Table 6 according to the location numbers presented in the 

results map.  

Table 6. The factors behind the evaluation of each color.  

Location 

Point on 

the map 

Evaluation 

Level 

Factors behind the evaluation  

1 Moderate  An orientation map for the area, and information boards 

outside the center building are missing. There were some 

vandalized objects.  

The area is not fully adjusted for people with special 

needs. 

2 High Good lighting, an open place, different activities can be 

done near schools.  

3 Low No activities mean no vitality, lightning was turned off, 

and it was dark in the forest beside the walking and 

cycling route.  

4 Moderate There was an open space with natural surveillance, and 

good signs. The greenery was not taken care of, some 

lights were turned off, and benches and trashcans were 

not enough. Need for movement in the walking and 

cycling route.  

5 Low It was dark in the forest beside the walking and cycling 

route, some lights were turned off, it was difficult to 

recognize people in darkness, and cars cross by at a 

higher speed than it should be. Benches were good 

enough, but trashcans were missing. 

6 High Enough lighting, good greenery, good meeting place with 

enough benches and trashcans. Add natural surveillance 

from windows. 

7 Low It was a dark forest, the ground there contained small 

hills, and hiding spots. 

8 High Enough lighting, good greenery, good playground and 

meeting place with enough benches and trash cans. Add 

natural surveillance from windows. 

9 Low Not safe for children to play near parking, there are 

hiding spots.  
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10 Moderate Good surveillance system. The number of lights was 

enough, but the lights were not bright.  

11 Moderate It was clear signage. Need for more pedestrian crossing. 

12 Low Dark meeting place, the distribution of lights was not 

good, and some vandalized objects. 

13 High Enough lighting, good greenery, good playground and 

meeting place with enough benches and trash cans. Also, 

natural surveillance from windows. 

14 Low It was a dark forest, and the ground was not flat, and 

hiding spots, add to that the meeting place and 

playground had no good lighting. 

 

To sum up, the CPTED inventory results, total 14 number of location points were 

determined. Six locations points evaluated as “Low” crime prevented, while 4 

location points evaluated as “Moderate” crime prevented and 4 location points 

evaluated as “High” crime prevented. After analyzing the results 43% of the chosen 

points found to have “Low” crime prevention strategies, while 28.5% is “Moderate”, 

and 28.5% is “High” crime prevented locations. In other words, the CPTED 

inventory showed that most of the visited spots missed crime prevention factors. 

To better understand how the evaluation was done, the following regulations were 

made for each evaluation, in a “Low” crime prevented area the CPTED factors such 

as good lighting to prevent hiding spots (Sohn, 2015) were missing. In most of the 

low crime prevented areas, there were dark and forest-like areas promoting many 

hiding spots. As well as dark walking and cycling routes making it hard to see who 

would approach you (Iqbal & Ceccato, 2016).  

When an area is evaluated as moderate, it shows factors connected to both low 

crime prevention and high crime prevention. For instance, areas that have good 

surveillance however lighting is not bright that makes it difficult to see clearly (see 

location point 10 in Table 6). Even if the location points were evaluated as 

moderate, it is important to note that the evaluation level of moderate does not 

mean it is entirely crime prevented.  

Lastly areas evaluated as “High” crime prevented have factors like greenery that has 

been taken care of, good lighting and supports activity through having benches, as 

well as having natural surveillance from windows in the area.  
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4.3 Safety Walks  

In this section the results from the safety walks will be represented together with the 

results from the survey. The reason there were two groups was not to compare the 

results of the groups, rather because it is easier for the authors to handle smaller 

groups than one big group. Therefore, the results will be shown as one group. 

Figure 14 shows an example of a group standing at the starting point at the 

beginning of safety walk.  

Figure 14. One safety walk group at the start point. Some chose to wear yellow vests provided by the key person. 

A total of 17 people answered the survey that was given to each participant in both 

groups (47 % women and 53 % men).  The majority of participants were between 

the age group 26-40 years (52,9 %). While the rest of the participants were 

between the age groups 18-25 years (23,5 %) and 41-65 (23,5). No one above 65 

years participated in the safety walk. The other two background questions are 

represented as two diagrams that are visualized in Figure 15. 

 

Figure 15. Picture one on the left side shows results about participants occupation, and on the right-side shows 
results about how long participants lived in Andersberg. 
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Figure 15 shows possible economic statuses for the participants in the study as well 

as giving an understanding of how long they have lived in the area. Both answers 

show that the groups are diverse in different ways.  

4.3.1  Results from Questions During Safety Walks 

Two results maps were produced to visualize the results from the two safety walks 

groups, Figure 16 showing results from the first group. 

Each map consists of three elliptical rings of different colors, every color indicates 

the perception level of the group in each location point during the walk, but also the 

extra location points were recommended by the participants (see the color details in 

method section page number 31-32).  

Figure 16. Results map from safety walk- group 1. Source: Aerial photograph© Lantmäteriet. 

Figure 17. shows the results from the second group.  

Figure 17. Results map from safety walk- group 2. Source: Aerial photograph© Lantmäteriet. 
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The combined results map is visualized in Figure 18, that contains elliptical rings of 

five colors red, orange, yellow, light green and green (see color coding in page 37-

38). 

 

Figure 18. Results map from safety walks source: Aerial photograph© Lantmäteriet. 

The answer to the second research question, “What factors in the physical 

environment influence the residents’ perception of safety in Andersberg?” is 

explained in Table 7. 

Table 7. This table shows the noted answers from the safety walk and the connection to the map where the 

factors came up.  

Location 

Point on 

the map 

Perception Level Factors behind the evaluation  

1 Moderate There are no orientation maps for the area. 

The only maps or signs are present inside of 

Andersberg Centre. The general adjustments 

for people with special needs are perceived as 

good. Missing clearer sidewalks. More 

activities for residents to feel safer. Reach 

people through social media.  

2 Closer to perceived as 

safe 

A safe area, depending on day to day. School 

nearby makes it safer. Kids and activity give a 

safe feeling. Good lightning.  

3 Closer to perceived as 

safe 

 

Active pathways, safe. Pathway acting 

borders. Good surveillance system. Bad 

rumors spread through social media. 

Segregation. Police presence. 
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4 Unsafe Greenery not taken care of, high grass and 

bumps (smaller hills made out of stumps). 

People would run out of fear when crossing 

this area. The bushes are rough and should be 

taken more care of. 

5 Moderate  Good number of streetlights. The lights 

should turn on earlier. Good that it is LED 

lamps. More benches needed, add ashtrays 

and more trashcans.  

6 Unsafe It was a dark area, no streetlights were turned 

on. Feeling of getting attacked from hiding 

spots, like the trees and small hills.   

7 Safe Cameras are good. Some lights were on. The 

greenery resembles Andersberg and is cozy.  

8 Moderate The greenery was moderate, attaining high 

grass and other weeds. Illegal car traffic. 

Good with activity on the streets. Enough 

streetlights. More playgrounds.   

9 Closer to perceived as 

unsafe 

 

Perceived as unsafe because parking lots are 

near the playground. Hard understanding it is 

a playground. Kids might suffer more injuries 

in the area. Near residential area, therefore, 

good for the kids. Good with outdoor art but 

reference to the artist is missing.  

10 Safe Good lighting, safe feeling, open space and 

surveillance from others. 

11 Moderate Speed bumps are missing, not enough with 

one pedestrian crossing, vandalized sign. 

Good lighting and cameras 

12 Closer to perceived as 

unsafe 

Some safe some unsafe, small forest-like area 

is dark, good because it gives privacy between 

buildings. Greenery is used as a playground. 

Car traffic. Bad lighting on playgrounds. 

Enough trashcans and benches. The 

roundabout close to the area gives an unsafe 

feeling for children and other users of the 

pathway.  

13 Closer to perceived as 

safe 

Not enough trashcans but safe area. Greenery 

used as playgrounds. Sufficient benches, some 

vandalized but still good. Meeting places are 

good.  



 

 

44 

To sum up, the safety walks result, total 13 number of location points. Two location 

points evaluated as “Perceived as unsafe” while, total 2 location points evaluated as 

“Closer to perceived as unsafe”, 4 location points were perceived as “Moderate”, 

while other 3 considered as “Closer to perceive as safe” and 2 “Perceived as safe” 

(Figure 19). 

 

Figure 19. The percentage level of the points in safety walks. 

Figure 20 shows an open school area that was perceived as close to safe, most factors 

here were perceived as safe from the participants, for example the open area, the 

buildings nearby, strong streetlights. There were also factors perceived as unsafe, 

thus, the evaluation of close to safe, those factors were the users, such as young 

adults using the area did make some participants feel unsafe. Figure 21 shows two 

evaluated location points.  

 

The playground that is shown in the figure with parking lots was evaluated as 

“Closer to perceived as unsafe” at location point 9 in Table 7, due to the factors 

Figure 21. A spot where the perception of safety was close 
to safe as well as close to unsafe. 

Figure 20. A location perceived as 
close to safe.  
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determined by the participants. Participants indicated that the place is unsafe 

because the car parking lot is near the playground. 

There were different opinions about this playground, some participants view it as a 

dangerous place and some participants thought the playground was safe because it is 

close to the residential buildings. The parking lots in the same Figure 21 were 

evaluated as “Perceived as safe” which is location point 10 in Table 7, due to the 

good lighting, safe feeling, the open space, and surveillance from others. 

One of the participants’ stories about her unsafe perception is illustrated in Figure 

22, as shown in the figure the two sides of the turning point near the parking is 

walking and cycling route, where many children can go and cycle, not paying 

attention to the cars coming in the turning point. The area shown in the figure has 

missing factors for making the area safer, such as mirrors for showing traffic, which 

can help both pedestrians and car drivers' visibility.  

Figure 22. One problem identified by one of the participants. Source: Aerial photograph© Lantmäteriet. 

4.3.2 Additional Factors Taken from Survey Questions 

The results of the survey, shown in Appendix E, have been categorized according to 

the CPTED principle. Following are the summary of these results: 

Territoriality  

The majority of the participants think it is easy to find in the area, and the area is 

adjusted for people with special needs.   

The results of question about the general maintenance of the area show that between 

the participants, 29,4 % thought that the area had a very high-grade maintenance, 

35,3 % answered that the area had a high-grade maintenance, while 29,4 % think 
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that the area had a low-grade maintenance, and 5,9 % the area had a very low-grade 

maintenance.  

For questions about vandalism in the area, 64.7% of respondents think there is 

vandalism in the area. Of those 81.8% voted for destroyed signs, 36.4% for broken 

street lighting, 9.1% for broken windows, 18.2% for broken or destroyed parts in 

the playgrounds, 18.2 % for destroyed benches, 9.1% for handles for doors, and 

9.1% cars set on fire, broken glass and hoses beside cars.  

Natural surveillance 

The results from asking about how greenery was in the area show that the majority 

of the participants think positively about greenery, but it needs to be taken care of, 

like cutting some of the high grass.  

In a question about adding more greenery in order to increase perception of safety: 

46.7% answered “No”, while 40% answered with “Yes”. One of the participants 

answered that it might create hiding spots. The group was almost equally divided on 

this question as well as on the other one about streetlights. The question was asked if 

the participants feel that there are enough streetlights and 56,3% wanted more 

while 43,8% said it was enough lighting.  

For the condition of the streetlights, the majority of the participants (75%), 

answered that the streetlights are in a very good condition and that the streetlights 

gives of a bright light. Some of the participants answered that some streetlights turn 

off creates shade.  

Question about lights on the playground was 18,8 % think it was sufficient number 

of lights for playground 37,5 % think it was almost sufficient number of lights for 

the playground 18,8 % think it was almost insufficient lights on the playground 25 

% think it was insufficient number of lights for the playground. Parking lots: 43,8 % 

think it was sufficient lights on parking lots 31,3 % think it was almost sufficient 

lights on parking lots 25 % think it was almost insufficient. The availability of 

natural surveillance near walking and cycling routes: 43.8% think it is very good 

43.8% think it is good. 

Activity support 

According to participants answers, the Positioning of the walking and cycling routes 

is best nearby, the buildings (64.3%), streets (28.6%), and parks (7.1 %). In 

addition to that most of the answers about “How sufficient were walking and cycling 

routes in the area?” were between sufficient and almost walking and cycling routes.  

Further, there answers on question “Does your safety perception increase if there is 

movement on the walking and cycle routs?” were, 43.8% Yes, a lot, 37.5% Yes,12.5% 

No, and 6.3% Not at all.  
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Access control 

According to participants' answers regarding the perceived safety 37,5 % of the 

respondents felt very safe around visited areas during the walk 56,3 of the 

respondents felt safe around visited areas. One of the respondents did not entirely 

feel safe in the visited areas.  

When it came to feeling safe with others both in the area and outside of the area: 

68,8 % of the respondents felt safe with others while 25 % felt unsafe with young 

people around. Moreover, 95,2 % of the respondents felt safe around their 

neighbors and 81,3 % of the respondents felt that their safety feeling increases a lot 

when there are surveillance cameras.  

According to the participants feeling safe walking alone on parking lots 41,2 % of 

respondents think that they could walk alone without worrying while 41,2 % of the 

respondents think that they could walk alone feeling a bit worried 11,8 % think that 

they could walk alone but would prefer having someone with them 5,9 % think they 

cannot walk alone and want to walk with someone.  
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5 Discussion 

This section provides a critical evaluation of the methods used and contextualizes the 

findings within previous research and theory. 

5.1 Critical Evaluation of Methods Used    

5.1.1 CPTED 

The theory of Crime prevention through environmental design was chosen as the 

fundamental concept to evaluate the perception of safety for the residents in the 

chosen area in Andersberg. CPTED is one of many methods that is today popular as 

a method for crime prevention (Kamalipour et al., 2014). Even if this study did not 

focus on crime rates, using CPTED was an effective way of evaluating the 

perception of safety. Especially since the perception of safety can be connected to 

the fear of crime (Kamalipour et al., 2014), showing that having a crime prevented 

area will increase the perception of safety. However, there are some limitations to 

using the CPTED method, one of its greatest limitations is inability to adapt 

behavioral change. For instance, visible walls were formerly attracting Graffiti 

vandals, but since the rise of hip-hop culture in the 1960s, the whole concept has 

altered, and youths’ ambition to leave their markings in hoping for popularity. 

Another limitation mentioned by (McKay, n.d.), several researchers have been 

using the principles in different ways (Sohn, 2015; Iqbal & Ceccato, 2016; Reynald, 

2010) in order to adjust the principles to the study that is being done. This means 

there are different ways of understanding the CPTED and the results may differ 

depending on who the study is done by. Another problem that CPTED has met is 

the disbelief in however it decreases the crime rates or not (Jeffery, 1977, p.229). 

Even if this study is focusing on the perception of safety, it is noteworthy to mention 

that planning with CPTED in mind and trying to prevent crime by following the 

principles is an important measure.   

In this study, the CPTED inventory was the main factor for choosing a path and 

location points. The participants did get the option to stop the group as well if 

someone wished to, but it was mainly controlled by the location points decided 

beforehand.  

5.1.2 Safety Walks 

The safety walks were performed as mentioned earlier to assess perception of safety, 

aiming by this assessment to develop the area and make it safer and more 

comfortable for residents. Furthermore, to find out what factors in Andersberg 

affect the safety perception and crime prevention. Later it helps to suggest changes 

in the neighborhood to make the area more crime prevented (Boverket, 2010; The 
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National Council for Crime Prevention, n.d.). However, performing the walks did 

not go as it was planned from the beginning. It was planned to contact the housing 

company in Andersberg, that being Gavlegårdarna, then sending out invitations to 

residents in the neighborhood.  

Instead, Gavlegårdarna handed contact information to keyperson, who was 

supposed to contact residents for the safety walks. The purpose for the keyperson 

was solely to contact people since the key person had contact information. The 

purpose was not to use the key person in any way to gain trust from the participants. 

This did not go as planned and the key person did not send out invitation letters to 

the participants, which was one part to follow up on the advice from the Research 

Ethics Council (REC). The invitation letters contained information about the study 

and the aim of it, therefore it was important for the residents to have. This lack of 

information to the participants was solved by presenting the study’s aim and 

objectives in front of the participants. This presentation of study and answering 

question session took a bit more time than the first group.  

Another difference between the first walk and second walk was the place where 

everyone gathered in Andersberg centrum before the walk. For the first walk, it was 

an open area where others that were not part of the study were also present. This 

created a disturbance for the residents who decided to join the walk. It was difficult 

to collect the signs to the consent letter of the residents that decided to join in the 

first group when the presentation was held in an open area. For the second walk, a 

closed-off room inside the building had been used where the door could be closed, 

and we could control noise and other possible disturbances. Which made it easier 

for participants to ask anything and concentrate on what was being presented.  

One important point is that the notes taken for both the safety walks were done by 

writing short sentences or sometimes key words, to try and gather everything that 

was being said. The results can be different depending on who is taking the notes. As 

well as there were times where participants were talking at the same time, making it 

difficult to note every opinion/word/sentence said. However, measures for trying 

to include everyone were taken such as asking the participants to repeat themselves 

one by one or letting one of the participants speak to the author taking the notes.  

The group dynamics were different for both groups. During the first walk, some of 

the participants acted in a dynamic way, making it difficult to understand the other 

participants opinions, for example when the group stopped to answer one question 

asked by the authors, one of the dynamic participants would answer and impacting 

the other participants. There was also an incident where one person did not want to 

sign the consent papers, influencing others not to sign as well. After explaining 

more about the work and letting the resident read and understanding why a signed 

consent was needed, the resident signed the consent letter. This showed that some 
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participants did impact others acting as authoritarian leaders (Maltén, 1992, p. 187). 

Some of the participants in the first group chose to leave during the walk, when the 

safety walk was finished and everyone gathered at the starting point again, it was 

noticeable that some had left. 

It was unfortunate that some participants left but during that time it was difficult to 

keep the group together when participants left here and there. The weather on the 

walk days for each group was also different. According to Swedish National Housing 

Boards’ guide for performing a safety walk (Boverket, 2010), performing the walk 

during a warmer weather makes participants stay longer. During the first walk the 

weather was cold and humid and for the second walk the weather was warmer and 

not as humid, which could be a reason that made participants interested in the walk. 

It is not recommended to have a safety walk when there is bad weather (Boverket, 

2010). As well as it is shown that performing the safety walks during different 

seasons can change the perception of safety (Ceccato & Hansson, 2013).  

Furthermore, in the second walk, the group stayed together throughout the whole 

safety walk and when arriving at the first location point again, some participants had 

to leave. To receive the survey answers from participants that could not stay a later 

time, an option was given for them to answer it online through an email. Therefore, 

some of the surveys were answered by participants that did not join the discussion 

after the safety walks.  

5.1.3 Questionnaire and survey 

To complement the safety walk, a survey was done. It was done in such a way that 

the questions asked were only connected to the safety route. Getting the residents' 

view was important for this study, therefore, getting every participant to answer the 

survey was crucial. As mentioned earlier, the questions used both during the 

CPTED inventory, the safety walk, and the survey were connected to the four 

chosen CPTED principles, territory, natural surveillance, activity support and access 

control (Sohn, 2015). (See Table 1-4 in the method section). Most of the questions 

are connected to either activity support or natural surveillance. Which resulted in 

territoriality and access control having less question bound to them as shown in the 

tables above. This was done because the study tried to focus on what questions 

adapted the best to the chosen neighborhood, and thus, affecting the survey.  

To get a better connection between the questions and CPTED principles, it would 

be better to, in an early stage, categorize questions into the chosen CPTED for the 

study area. In this study the categorizing came at a later stage. If the categorizing of 

questions happened in an earlier stage, the result may differ from what it became 

because the questions themselves could have been different. 
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5.1.4 The Study from the Perspectives of the Insider and Outsider 

An important point to make for the reader and for us to show is the perspectives of 

being an insider and being an outsider. Author A has been a resident in the area that 

is being studied, making her an insider. Author B lives in another city and does not 

visit the studied area. Given this information it is important to show how this study 

was presented in a way to prevent the study from losing its trustfulness and avoiding 

any bias (Buckle and Dwyer,2009). The first step for getting the participants was 

meant to be through the housing company to minimize the chance of inviting 

residents we knew; this did not work, and the housing company suggested us to talk 

to a key person instead leading to only getting participants for one walk. Since one 

of the authors is an insider, some participants were known to the authors, even 

though this happened, the authors only focused on getting answers and preventing 

bias though talking to everyone. To keep the method the same, the authors started 

posting on social media about the study and invited people living in the area for the 

second group. 

To ensure that everyone felt secure about talking, we suggested different ways for 

the participants to give their perception and opinions. Maltén (1992, p. 186) 

explains the role of a leader, and points out important functions a leader should 

have. Maltén (1992, p. 76) refers to five leading functions and these are: Taking the 

initiative, regulate, inform, support, and evaluate the group. This has been taken 

into consideration when we have given different ways for the participants to answer. 

They could answer by talking during the walk, or by talking to us personally or 

writing in the survey.  

To prevent conflicts during the safety walks some measures were taken, for 

example, letting everyone speak and help if someone was struggling. Another 

measure that was taken to minimize the conflicts was to have a presentation at the 

beginning of each walk to present the rules set for the safety walks. This was a way 

for the authors to prevent, as much as possible, bad behavior, such as being hurtful 

towards others. This is also supported by Maltén (1992, p. 78) where it is stated 

that listening to the group members is crucial (p.23).  

5.2 General Discussion 

One of the main problems that occurred during this study was the recruitment of 

the residents to participate in the walk. However, getting contact information about 

the residents from the housing company was not that easy, therefore a key person 

was involved by the housing company. This was unexpected for the authors, which 

resulted in the way participants contacted and was changed to mainly dependent on 

the key person. This resulted in getting participants who were not aware of the main 

purpose of the study. Thereafter, to prevent this mismanagement authors 
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approached possible participants by using various social media channels and 

contacted different groups that were active in Andersberg. The second group was 

made by sending invitations and talking to different people living in the area. The 

second time the participants were aware of the rules and stayed through the whole 

process from walking and filling in the survey questions. This approach suggests that 

it would be preferable to various ways of inviting residents rather than sticking to 

one. It could also help to get a diverse range of people. 

This study was based on three methods and the CPTED principles played an 

important role in all these methods. However, it is important to mention that when 

the questions were decided, the four chosen principles were not associated to each 

other. To get a clearer connection between the CPTED principles and the 

questions, associating them in an earlier stage would be beneficial.  

As mentioned before, the CPTED is interpreted differently depending on the 

perspective of the writer. This study has used the four principles used by Sohn 

(2015) because the article is also about crime prevention in residential areas. 

Furthermore, it brings up various similar arguments to explain each principle. 

However, this approach resulted in an uneven distribution of questions connected to 

the principles. This could have been different if the CPTED principles were decided 

early in the study for instance, this study might have had more questions about the 

feeling of responsibility for the area or questions about barriers, but due to the lack 

of connectivity to the questions, these were not used.  

Before this study was conducted, the expectations of the results concerning the 

perception of safety in the area were that the residents would not perceive the area 

as unsafe. But even then, the rumors spread through media would force to make a 

study in the area since it does give a picture of the area being unsafe.  

The idea behind using the CPTED principles for inventorying crime prevention was 

befitting this study because of the connection between crime and safety (Kamalipour 

et al., 2014). The safety walks did end with the residents answering that the area 

feels safe for them. However, the problems that the residents spoke of were social 

ones, the feeling of being segregated from the rest of the city and the 

misrepresentation the residents feel Andersberg gets in the media. The importance 

of understanding both the social struggles and the environmental problems is of 

importance for the residents in segregated areas (Cozens & Love, 2015). 
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5.3 Results’ discussion 

5.3.1 The results in accordance with CPTED principles 

After conducting the methods of CPTED inventory, safety walk and survey, it 

seems to be overlapping between the results considering the four principles of 

CPTED were used in the study. Every aspect of these principles was shown in 

various ways though the methods used. 

Territoriality  

The information boards were mostly missing when it came to the residential area 

and were pointed out by the residents at the beginning of each walk. This is 

something that the residents were having different opinions. Some of the residents 

thought that maps and information boards were unnecessary since they would not be 

used. Others were saying that the need for maps and information boards is 

important because they can help visitors and be more welcoming. The area in 

general was evaluated as moderate prevention through all the methods used. Both 

authors and residents agree on the area needing improvement when it comes to 

increasing maps and information boards.  

The residents also talk about tactical pavements or clearer sidewalks and the need 

for them in the area as a security measure for children. There were not clear lines 

between some roads for pedestrians and cars. Using tactical pavements, as in stones 

or paves close to the pathways, could solve this issue. During the walk not many 

residents spoke about vandalism but during the survey, 65% mentioned that the area 

had vandalism. such as destroyed sign boards around the area. This can lower the 

thought of connectivity between the residents when it comes to the territory in 

general. The territorial principle in this study explains how much residents protect 

their space (Sohn, 2015). These findings are in line with the principle of addressing 

social problems that came because of physical segregation (Boverket, 2010), by 

engaging residents in vulnerable areas and allowing them to express their thoughts 

about the area. Even if most of the group thought the area had signs of vandalism, 

the majority of residents consider that the area Andersberg is the best. Which shows 

that the residents feel the need to show that even if there might be rumors or 

negative parts about the area they live in, they still want to say that it is the best area 

where they live.   

Natural surveillance 

Greenery and bushes are generally good in the study area; nevertheless, certain 

observations by authors and residents reflect a lack of care in greenery at some 

locations. This can be ascribed to the study period, which coincides with the end of 

winter and the start of spring. 
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It was also revealed that there are several hiding places, such as point 7, in Figure13, 

during the inventory and point 6, in Figure18, during the safety walks. This is due to 

certain small hills and large trees in nearby regions or between residential buildings. 

Which enhances the chance of assailants hiding behind them, leading to a sense of 

unsafety while passing through those locations, especially after dark. 

Regarding lighting, parking lot lighting is good within the study area. As for the rest 

of the sites, it was noted that there were a sufficient number of lighting poles during 

the inventory, as well as safety walks, but not all of them were illuminated. This can 

be explained by several reasons: 

• Sunset was delayed during the study period; thus, lights were not 
illuminated. 

• Saving electrical energy as some lighting poles were lit and others were not. 

• Some light bulbs were not working. 

• Or the unlit poles need to be replaced, according to the study conducted by 
the municipality of Gävle (Gävle kommun, n.d.). 
 

This interpretate the request from 56,3% of the participants in the survey for more 

lighting in the area despite the sufficient number of poles. 

Despite the availability of natural surveillance elements, such as windows, benches, 

open roads and spaces, lighting plays the greatest role. Because the effect of the light 

can stop the passersby taking the road or sit on a bench if it is dark. 

Activity support  

Throughout the area, the authors and residents agreed on it being suitable for people 

with different disabilities. Something to take into consideration is that there was not 

someone in the study with a wheelchair that could give their point of view 

considering this point, which is something that can change the view on this specific 

matter. When doing the CPTED it was noticeable that the majority of roads were 

lacking streetlights and general activity close to the roads.  Having some kind of 

activity around or on the streets would increase the perception of safety (Sohn, 

2015; Kamalipour et al., 2014).  

Something supporting activity close to the roads can be benches encouraging people 

to sit. The majority of participants agreed on their safety perception increasing with 

more movement around the pedestrian roads. The parks around the residential area 

were appreciated by the participants but one specific playground area caught the 

attention of the authors and was discussed with the participants. This playground 

was situated near the garages and parking lots which made it look like an unsafe 

place for children to play. The residents agreed with the area being unsafe, some 
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thought the area seemed like a construction site. A few of the first group liked the 

playground, but the majority disliked the playground. 

During the walk, some outdoor arts were found, but no information about what the 

art represents or who made the art, this was something the residents pointed out 

and thought it would be better referring to the artist for the work. There are some 

location spots in the residential area that are appreciated by the residents like the 

playgrounds close to the residential buildings and the meeting places with barbecue 

areas. These types of spots would also encourage activity in the area and also 

encourage the residents to spend time outside their home (Sohn, 2015). In the end 

of each walk a question considering activity in the area was asked to the residents 

and the first group answered that the activity in the area is enough and there are 

many activities for younger people. One person from the second safety walk pointed 

out that there should be more events for older people.  

The reason why not many people spoke about this in the first group might be 

because the number of people decreased during the first walk, not many were 

participating until the end and there was a dynamic person who made a lot of 

participants agreed his opinion. This made it difficult for other participants to offer 

their perspective. As authors and organizers, it was important to try and let 

everyone speak and also try and talk to participants alone if that would help, the 

survey did also play an important role for getting the participants answers without 

having a dynamic person affecting them (Maltén, 1992, p. 78).  

Access Control 

This principle did only have one question connected and was about the participants’ 

perception of safety in each visited place of investigation. The principle, access 

control, does mainly discusses barriers (Sohn, 2015). During the CPTED inventory 

no actual barriers were identified. There would be other factors for the area to have 

low crime prevention. Such as being a wide car road. This car road separates the 

buildings in the area and does only have one pedestrian crossing, making it difficult 

to cross depending on where you are. One of the discussions with the residents 

during the walk was to have more speed bumps for cars to go slower and also have 

more crossings to connect the areas that came up during the CPTED inventory.  

But during the second safety walk a discussion about barriers came up when visiting 

the school area, shown as point 3 in Figure 17. There is a residential area behind the 

school buildings and close to the soccer field. The participants felt there was a 

barrier between themselves and the residents in that area. The participants 

explained that they have seen the parents of those in the other area choose other 

roads to not cross paths with the residents. Even if there is no physical barrier like a 

road or greenery, there are roads leading from the school to the area directly and 
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there is no need to take other roads. The participants blame mostly the media for 

spreading a rumor about the area making it difficult for others to visit, which does 

happen in other areas, for example Jacobsen (2021) report with a similar case. This 

shows the importance of having a safety walk with the residents to be able to 

highlight points that not just anyone could understand. Other than that, most of the 

residents felt safe in their neighborhoods and felt safe around each other. 81,3% of 

the respondents thought that increasing the amount of security cameras would 

increase their perception of safety.  

5.3.2 Results in accordance with the research questions 

Answering the research questions achieved by the study's outcomes. The 

performance of CPTED inventory provided the answer to the first question “What 

do the crime prevention strategies based on the CPTED principles look like in the 

physical environment of the selected neighborhood of Andersberg?”. The results 

clarify that 43% of the location points were evaluated by the authors as “Low” crime 

prevention. This was due to the factors that were found in the physical environment 

during the inventory, like the darkness in certain places, unlit lighting lamps, some 

messy greenery, hiding spots, and more as mentioned in Table 6. Which means the 

physical environment needs more care, according to the theory of CPTED, thus, to 

become safer. This is consistent with what has been indicated by Zeng et al. (2022) 

about the importance of defining what makes the urban area considered as safe. 

Besides considering how crucial the design of the environment is to the pursuit of 

perception of safety.  

In addition to the previously mentioned, Lepri et al. (2015) emphasized that the 

necessity to improve visual quality in urban environments has an effect on residents' 

psychological wellness and might lead to negative social impact if neglected. 

Conducting two safety walks and answering the survey questions after the safety 

walks, provided the answer to the second research question “What factors in the 

physical environment influence the residents’ perception of safety in Andersberg?”, 

indicating that the study area has “Moderate” perception of safety.  

Beside the factors of the lack of traffic security, missing tactical pavements as shown 

in Table 7, it is noticeable that most reasons stand behind this evaluation are due to 

the need for social activities in the neighborhood. The importance of seeing other 

people while walking or sitting on a bench will increase the sense of safety that the 

participants were missing in their neighborhood. This is in agreement with Jeffery 

(1977, p.208) regarding improving the environment without understanding the 

social status or the other way around, will not solve the problem. Developing areas 

after CPTED principles without evaluating other factors like social ones or others, 

might lead to a worse area (Cozens & Love, 2015).  
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After studying all the factors and linking them to the chosen CPTED principles and 

theories, some suggestions can be drawn by the authors based on the methods. This 

will answer the third research question “What suggestions could enhance residents’ 

perception of safety in Andersberg?” 

One of the first factors missing in the overall study area was the orientation maps 

showing the whole neighborhood (territoriality). These should be in every 

residential area to help visitors to the area or for the residents to see the structure of 

the area (Boverket, 2010). Even if the orientational maps were missing, the area had 

a good number of signs showing the way to different services (see Figure 17).  

The lighting should be installed at some of the location points visited, for example in 

the meeting places where many forest-like areas were around (activity support, 

access control). After the safety walks were done, at a later time, some of the 

streetlights that were turned off, turned on during the night. However, these should 

be turned on earlier to create a higher safety perception.  

The playground, close to the parking lots, needs to be either moved to an area 

where there are not as many cars driving, or it should be removed. This is due to the 

possible accidents that it might cause. Another solution could be to set up a fence, 

closing the road to the parking lots, since it is an open road making it easier for kids 

to run off close to driving cars (access control, activity support).  

More ashtrays should be installed around the benches in the area for better care of 

nature. Placing out more benches was also a wish from the participants. Following 

this would also better crime prevention in accordance with the activity support 

principle.   

More activities in the area for the residents to better know each other and increase 

their perception of safety while walking around in the neighborhood which is also in 

accordance with the principle, activity support.  

When it comes to the greenery in the area, it is important for the residents to have 

greenery, like bushes and forest-like spots, but at some places, the greenery created 

hiding spots or was in general not taken care of. Therefore, one suggestion is to 

keep track of when, for example, the grass is too high or where there are areas that 

create hiding spots, try removing them or supplementing them with lights, making 

it visible (natural surveillance).  

The last suggestion in this study to increase the perception of safety is adding 

pedestrian crossings on roads (activity support). Currently there is only one 

pedestrian crossing with no visible speed bumps. This created an unsafe feeling for 

the residents, as well as creating a barrier between the residential areas. There 

should be more crossings over the car-based road in order to have a connection 
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between the two residential areas. This would help open up more and safer activity 

in the area. It will help the areas to be close to each other and also can decrease the 

feeling of hostility between the residents (access control) thus, build a safer 

environment between them (Sohn, 2015).  
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6 Conclusions 

The aim of this study was to examine residents’ perception of safety in a vulnerable 

residential neighborhood Andersberg, and to analyze and evaluate what is important 

for improving residents’ perception of safety. To achieve this aim, the following 

research questions were answered and interpreted.  

• What do the crime prevention strategies based on the CPTED principles 

look like in the physical environment of the selected neighborhood of 

Andersberg?     

• What factors in the physical environment influence the residents’ perception 

of safety in Andersberg? 

• What suggestions could enhance residents’ perception of safety in 

Andersberg? 

According to the CPTED inventory findings, the results indicate that the physical 

environment needs more improvement.  

Furthermore, the resident’s perception of safety is influenced by social problems 

along with the physical factors found in the study area during the safety walks.  

Therefore, even if using CPTED strategies might limit the generalizability of the 

results, this approach provides new insight into social problems in vulnerable 

neighborhoods. These problems need to be solved to avoid making the situation 

worse. 

To conclude, it can be said that after examining the resident’s perception of safety 

and by analyzing the results it is clearly shown that the rumors about the unsafe 

perception in the study area are an external impression by the outsiders. However, 

some suggestions to improve the perception of safety in the neighborhood are to add 

orientation maps that show the whole neighborhood (territoriality), more lighting in 

certain places and greenery (activity support, access control and natural 

surveillance). Replace or remove the playground near the parking lots (access 

control, activity support), add more benches and ashtrays around the benches 

(activity support). More activities in the area for the residents (activity support), and 

finally to add crossing roads (activity support, access control). 

Future Studies  

The results from this study suggest that the residents in Andersberg feel safe in the 

neighborhood where they live. Discussion with the residents point out that there 
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seem to be other problems in the area that make it unsafe, other than the physical 

environment. One of the examples highlighted by the residents while preforming 

the safety walks is segregation. We suggest that these other factors could be studied 

more in future. Similarly, it is important to understand what the residents think 

about the social problems in the neighborhood.  

In this study a total of 17 people were involved in the safety walk, that is not 

representative for the whole area. Furthermore, these people were randomly 

selected and may not be categorized into a specific group. For future studies we 

suggest including a larger group of people or to have a specific group of people in 

mind, like women or the elderly.  

In addition to that, there are plans for building new apartments in Andersberg, it 

could be of interest to analyze the difference in perceived safety after the new 

buildings.  

Suggestions provided in this study can be used to help the housing company in 

creating safe Andersberg. These measurements are based on what residents in the 

area feel, which can be of interest to the housing company as well as for the 

municipality or other organizations interested in working with residents in a similar 

condition, along with research organizations that are willing to perform safety walk. 

This study contributed to collecting the residents’ point of view on safety in their 

own neighborhood as well as pointing out social problems brought up by the 

residents in the area. Future research is also important to keep track of how the 

perception of safety changes in Andersberg or to evaluate other areas with the same 

attributes.  
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Appendix B 
 

Check list questions based on CPTED principles, which were used during the pilot 

study. 

CPTED AUDIT CHECKLIST DURING DAY (Pilot Study) 

1. General Impressions 

What are your gut reactions to this place? 

How comfortable do you feel? What makes you feel this way? 

The area generally good and has good services like the pedestrian paths are clear, 

Lighting poles are widespread, activities places as footballs field, play park. 

2. Lighting 

How good is the lighting? 

It was everywhere around the area and through the residential buildings as well. 

Does it evenly illuminate the area or create shadows? 

This has to be tested in the evening in another round of the CPTED. 

Are any lights broken and are there any signs indicating who to report this to? 

No, no. 

Do trees or bushes obscure lighting? 

I do not think so, but it has to be tested in the evening as well. 

How well are pedestrian walkways illuminated? 

Good enough. 

Are you able to identify a face 25 metres away? 

It depends on the place but generally yes, it is possible during the daylight. 

Does lighting illuminate directional signs or maps? 

Yes, the lightning is near the signs.  

3. Signage 

Are there directional signs nearby? 

Moderately available. 

Are there signs to show you where to seek emergency assistance? 

No. 

What signs should be added? 

Orienteering map, and information boards out of the center.  

4. Sightlines 

Are there hiding places? 

Yes, in some places like behind the buildings and in some car parking areas. 

Does landscaping block sightlines? 

Yes, in some places behind certain buildings. 

What would make it easier to see? (angled corners, mirrors, trimmed bushes etc) 
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Soil or ground levelling, and car parking should have good lighting and surveillance 

cameras. 

5. Isolation 

Does the area feel isolated? 

No, the general impression is that it does not but there are areas that are narrowed 

like between buildings that can give an isolated feeling.  

Is it easy to predict when people will be around? 

No?/Yes? It is a residential area so there might be times when many people are seen 

and there might be times where there are none. Since this was done during winter, 

it might be more difficult to spot people but in summer, it might be that more 

people are outside. This is a way to predict.  

Do you feel safe waiting for public transport here? 

Yes, most of the places are open and it would provide a safer feeling if transport was 

there.  

How far away is the nearest person to call for help? 

Since the area is a residential area, most of the buildings have people in them with 

windows directed to the streets. It does not mean that there will be people to help, 

but at least man would be heard.  

Is the area patrolled or monitored with surveillance equipment? 

In many places there was surveillance cameras to watch the streets and there were 

also signs showing these areas and where they could be found.  

Is the area designed to facilitate natural surveillance? (e.g. windows on the street vs. 

blank walls) 

Yes, the windows to the apartments in the building has most of its windows directed 

to the streets but also it is open to pedestrians to see what is happening on the 

streets. 

6. Movement Predictors 

Is there an alternative well-lit route? 

Not all the time. 

Can you see what is at the end of this route? 

Most of the time you can see the end of the given routes. But if you'd want to take a 

shorter route, it might not be lit. 

7. Entrapment sites 

Are there recessed areas that could be locked? e.g., laneways. 

No? Don't remember seeing??  
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Are there small confined areas where someone could hide? (between garbage bins, 

doorways, construction sites) 

Yes, around the garage and inside of some garages since they were open, or open 

parking lots with roofs. In some playgrounds as well. 

8. Escape Routes 

How easy would it be for an offender to disappear? 

Most of the areas and roads are open and there were not many hiding places or 

“sideways” to take. But in some places, with more narrow roads and open roads, it 

could give them a chance to escape.  

Is there more than one exit? 

Most of the time, yes.  

9. Activity uses 

How much activity is there in the area, during the day or at night? 

During the day, as in now when we did it, there were pedestrians throughout the 

area, active in talking with us as well who acted as random players. There was not 

much activity around the playing grounds, could be more at a later time.  

Does the activity levels provide for passive surveillance of the area? 

Yes, when pedestrians walk around the area it does give a kind of passive 

surveillance over areas that might be more narrowed.  

Are activity uses compatible with each other? 

In most areas yes, there were benches throughout the housing areas and bbq areas as 

well which does not conflict with each other.  

10. Maintenance 

Is there evidence of graffiti or vandalism? 

Yes, on some buildings and signs graffiti could be seen. Not really vandalism but 

lack of carriage in some places (garage).  

Is there litter lying around? 

Not really? There were lots of trash bins throughout the place so it could easily be 

thrown in them.  

Do you know who to report maintenance to? 

There are logos of the housing company who owns the housing areas. But there was 

no sign that specifically said where to call if there is a need for maintenance. It can 

be found inside of the buildings, for the residents, but not outside.  
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Does the place feel cared for? 

In a way, there was not much litter found on the ground and there was not much 

vandalism in the area. But there are some places that needs a bit more caring, like 

high grass. 

Are there other materials/textures/colours/features that would make the place feel 

safer? 

The chosen colors and materials of the buildings around the area have a reddish and 

matte color. Changing the texture of these might give a safer feeling. For example, 

giving the buildings a lighter color or having another type of material for the 

buildings. 

11. Territorial Definition 

Is the site clearly defined? 

Yes there are roads that are clear when being in front of them.  

Are transitional zones defined? 

Some are some aren’t but there are lots of signs showing who has the right to the 

street. When close to a transitional for pedestrians, the lines on the ground are not 

that visible, and do need repainting.   

Is there conflicting use of space? 

Yes, some U-turn zones had parking cars there and some streets only meant for 

pedestrians have cars on them as well.  

Is there a clear definition between public and private space? 

Not really, since this is a housing area for the public sector, most of the areas do 

belong to the public services. But there are some fences defining areas for school 

usage.  
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Appendix C 

These are the questions asked during both the safety walk and the CPTED 

inventory. 
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Appendix D 

These are the questions used for the survey that the participants answered.  
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Appendix E 

Grupperingar för svaren i vandring 

Themes for the questions during the walk.  

CPTED principles explanation guide taken from Sohn (2015):   

Territoriality, Natural surveillance, Activity support, and Access 

control. 

Territoriality: Among the four principles, territoriality is a design concept that 

delineates private space from public space and creates a sense of ownership. It is 

based on the assumption that people will protect their own space and respect the 

territory of others. The identification of intruders and potential offenders is easier in 

such well-defined spaces. Brown and Altman (1983), for example, examined the 

effectiveness of territoriality in crime prevention by comparing the territorial 

displays in burglarized and non-burglarized houses in residential areas. They found 

that applying territorial concepts can reduce burglary by affecting burglars' 

evaluation of target's vulnerability. The validity of territoriality was also supported 

by findings from other studies.  

 

Natural surveillance: The second principle, natural surveillance, refers to the proper 

placement and use of windows, lighting, and landscaping to increase the possibility 

of observing activities occurring in the area (Peak, 2013). The primary aim of 

natural surveillance is to maintain potential criminals under observation. Areas can 

be designed to be easily observable by modifying physical features to increase 

visibility and by placing people and activities in configurations that maximize 

surveillance possibilities (BCHousing, 2014).Poyner's (1983)review of American 

studies testing defensible space theory, Hillier and Shu's (2000b)analysis of the 

relationship between crime and street configuration, and Welsh and Farrington's 

(2002)review of research on lighting and crime show the importance of natural 

surveillance in neighborhood safety.  

 

Activity support: The third principle, activity support, aims to promote outdoor 

activities through the planning and location of public space for safe activities (Puget 

Sound RegionalCouncil, 2014). Safe activities are expected to attract ordinary 

individuals, who can be part of the natural surveillance system and take action to 

discourage potential offenders from committing crimes (Cozens, Saville, & Hiller, 

2005). Key strategies of activity support at the neighborhood level include putting 

sidewalks along roads, providing public open space, and supporting public activities 

in key community areas (Puget Sound RegionalCouncil, 2014). Studies examining 
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the relationship between pedestrian movement and crime (Hillier, 2004; S.Shu & 

Huang, 2003) found that street layouts promoting pedestrian activity can reduce 

crime.  

 

Access control: Access control, the last principle of CPTED, is a design concept that 

aims to reduce crime opportunities by denying potential offenders' access to crime 

targets and creating a heightened sense of risk in offenders (Cozens et al., 2005; 

Mair & Mair, 2003). It relies on physical elements, such as doors, fences, and 

landscaping, to keep unauthorized persons out of communities. Access control 

strategies at the neighbourhood level include closing off streets through traffic, 

applying neighbourhood-based parking restrictions, and developing other design 

features to create physical or psychological barriers (Cozens, 2002; National Crime 

PreventionCouncil, 2003). Previous research investigating the effect of access 

control on neighbourhood safety include White 

 

 

General questions for the whole area (Q1. Q2. Q22. Q23.) 

Q1. Are there any information boards? Including city maps? 

No. Information boards do not exist in the area except beside the soccer field, and 

that one was vandalized by graffiti. There was one information board at Andersberg 

centrum that showed the buildings around the centrum and what services there are. 

In general there were no city maps or maps showing the area. Some participants 

thought it is important to have these maps so it would be easier to find your way 

around the place.  

Q2. Is it easy for people with disabilities to move around the area? 

Yes, and it is getting better with the project called “Stadslyftet”.  

There are ways for them to get by, something that is missing in the area are tactile 

pavements. It is in a good enough state for people with wheelchairs to get by.  

Q22. Are there any activities for the residents in this area? Are they 

enough according to you? 

There are activities but it is not enough. There are some activities through “Helges” 

but the housing company Gavlegårdarna should have more activities for the 

residents. An example that was brought up is the festival in Sätra that also invites 

others outside of the neighbourhood. It is a good thing to achieve since it will give 

the people the opportunity to talk to each other and get out of a set laziness. Today 

most of the activities are for people between the ages 13-19 years. Reach people 

through social media.  

Common between the groups was that activities for adults are needed in the area.  
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Q23. Have you noticed any vandalize on different factors while 

walking? 

There were walking and cycling routes that were vandalized and had been 

vandalized for a while. Same with the pedestrian crossing, a light post was driven 

over and had been broken for a while according to the residents. It is also worth 

mentioning that the residents think that there should be more pedestrian crossings 

and that each one has some kind of speed bump or something so the cars do lower 

their speed.  

Questions connected to the soccer field (Q3. Q4. Q5. Q6. Q7. Q8.) 

Q3. How does this area feel? Safe or unsafe? Why?  

Safe, depending from day to day. In general, the area feels safe because it is a school 

area around this area, and it feels safe being here when the kids and school is active. 

Can feel unsafe during nighttime when teens hang out here but not a common 

feeling. Good lighting as well.  

Q4. Does your perceived safety increase with more movements on the 

walking and cycling routes? 

More people gives an increment to the perceived safety on the streets, for example, 

meeting a person while being out on a walk. One problem with the different paths 

in the area is that it acts as a border between some housing areas, which gives an 

unsafe feeling for the residents.  

Something that was mentioned when this question was asked was that there are 

some artists that were raised in these areas and went to the school in Andersberg, 

which the participants saw as something positive and uplifitng. There are many 

cameras here and different ones as well. Some are newer than others and the 

participants mentioned that the cameras do make it harder for criminals to act, 

meaning it does increase the feeling of safety when there are cameras. It is said that 

the cameras are supervised by the police all day around, which means that the police 

act as fast as they notice a crime happening around some of the cameras and drones. 

Car traffic is a problem on these paths in this area, there is a lot of car traffic here 

and that poses a danger for kids that play close to these pathways that are exclusive 

for pedestrians and bikers. The participants mentioned that racism is something that 

has always been a problem and it is hard for different groups to interact with each 

other. Different groups choose different paths to not cross each other or parents to 

children in school tell their children to not take the same way. There are parents 

choosing other schools if possible, to not have the children interact with each other. 

But the group agreed that it is hard to solve the problem of segregation and 

prejudices just like that. Something that could help better the problem is having less 

negative news and rumors  
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spreading on social media about the area. The police presence increases the 

perception of safety as well. More activities and transparency to the center of 

Andersberg does also give a safer feeling.  

Q5. What do you think about the greenery in this area? 

The available greenery was rough and gave an unsafe feeling. The group agreed that 

nature was a good thing but that the small hills, made out of either stumps or 

naturally made, should be removed to prevent hiding spots. The high grass should 

be removed and if possible, removing some of the bushes would also benefit the 

safety feeling. Some of the people in the group said that they would run because of 

the unsafe feeling this place gave off.  The buildings around this area give a safe 

feeling.  

Q6. Do you think there are enough street lights? Do you think they are 

in a good condition? What type of light does the street lamps give off?  

The street lights were off but turned on at a later time, this should be earlier 

because the lights give a safe feeling. The LED lamps are clearly better than the 

other types of lamps. The group agreed on it being enough with the existing street 

lights, but they should turn on earlier.  

Q7. Do you think the amount of benches and trash cans are enough and 

do you think they are arranged in preferable places? 

It would be good if there were more ashtrays placed in the area. Both the groups 

also agreed on adding more trash cans. In general, the benches were good, adding 

more would be beneficial but not necessarily.  

Q8. Have you noticed any vandalize on different factors while walking? 

No, from both groups. A comment from some of the participants was that it is clear 

that the housing company is trying to save money for profit, which means that they 

are cutting it from renovations.  

Questions connected to the first residential area (Q9. Q10. Q11. Q12. 

Q13.) 

Q9. How does this area feel? Safe or unsafe? Why?  

The cameras in the area do give a safe feeling, there are some streetlights that were 

not on. It may be because they are broken or that they are not in use. Either way no 

lighting for some places and the greenery in this area was not that good according to 

the participants. Some participants from the first group felt safe in this area, the 

main focus was children and that there should be more investment for the children. 

The participants think that the usage of the bbq areas should be together with other 

residents. This area does also feel safe because there are buildings with people inside 

if there were something to happen.  
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Q10. What do you think about the greenery in this area? 

It is cosy with the greenery near the buildings. It would be better if someone 

attained the high grass and the other weeds growing around the area. It is good that 

there are some green areas here but it should be lightened up to prevent it from 

being seen as hiding places or dark places. The residents think the green areas in 

Andersberg act as a unique characterisation for Andersberg. The problem here is 

also car traffic, one of the measures that can be taken against this is setting up 

curbstones or curbs along the small side walk.  

Q11. Does your perceived safety increase with more movements on the 

walking and cycling routes? 

Some of the participants thought that increasing the movement would not change 

their perception of safety and some thought that having more adults outside would 

increase the perception of safety. Increasing the movement was not seen as anything 

bad even though it might not increase the feeling of safety for everyone.  

Q12. Do you think there are enough street lights? Do you think they are 

in a good condition? What type of light does the street lamps give off?  

There were enough street lights but not every light was lightened up so it gave off a 

bad feeling. It was clear that every other lamp was on, which was seen as something 

that would lower the feeling of safety.  

Q13. Greenery and playgrounds? 

Nothing specific about the greenery but the playgrounds should be more developed 

in this area. The small forest-like green areas were used as playgrounds for kids but 

it should be more lightened up.   

Questions concerning the “playground” Q14. 

Q14. What do you think about the arrangement and placement of this 

playground? 

Some participants did not see the playground as a playground to begin with. Some 

thought of it as a construction site. The group did also agree with it being placed in a 

bad position since it is near the parking lots and cars. Most of the group were saying 

that it felt safer having kids play on other playgrounds. This area is for playing soccer 

or playing floorball but the participants see it as something that can not be played 

inside since the kids might suffer more injuries because the space is tight. It is hard 

for residents in the area to understand the purposes of this playground. Some in the 

first walk thought this was a preferable placement and good playground because it 

was close to the buildings and easy to spot, but the parking lots being near still pose 

a danger. Something that was good in this area is that there was some outdoor art 

that some participants thought was good but putting an explanation to who has done 

it would be good. And having more of it in other places in the area would be nice.  
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Questions concerning the parking (Q15. Q16.) 

Q15. How does this area feel? Safe or unsafe? Why? 

Everyone felt safe at the parking lots. It is an open space and there are cameras as 

well.  

Q16. Do you think there are enough street lights? Do you think they are 

in a good condition? What type of light does the street lamps give off?  

Good lighting, it is not LED lamps like the other street lights that were passed by 

but it is still good according to the groups. It feels like a safe area.  

Questions concerning the second residential area (Q17. Q18. Q19. Q20. 

Q21.) 

Q17. How does this area feel? Safe or unsafe? Why? 

Some people view it as unsafe and some view this area as safe with the small forest-

like area. Especially since the trees do block the views from building to building. 

This is viewed as good since the neighbours get a kind of privacy from each other. It 

was also mentioned that the greenery is being used as a playground here as well. 

Others think that it is a dark area and it needs more lightning.  

Q18. Does your perceived safety increase with more movements on the 

walking and cycling routes? 

Most of the participants felt safe, something that was repeatedly coming up when 

talking about the walking and cycling routes was the car traffic. This is a problem 

that many residents agree with.  

Q19. What do you think about the greenery in this area? 

Wish for more dog/pet parks. The greenery is good in this area but more light is 

needed.  

Q20. Do you think there are enough street lights? Do you think they are 

in a good condition? What type of light does the street lamps give off?  

The groups felt like the main street lights were sufficient and good. One problem 

that was pointed out is that the playgrounds for the kids were not lit up when 

passing by.  

Q21. Do you think the amount of benches and trash cans are enough 

and do you think they are arranged in preferable places? 

Sufficient benches but trash cans were not enough in barbecue places. 

There are vandalized benches, etc. There are not enough benches and trash cans 

between buildings. Some of the benches were vandalized but it is still viewed as 

sufficient. Residents should meet more when used the meeting places. 
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Results from Survey questions  

Results from survey questions after the safety walks categorized in accordance with 

the CPTED principles as shown in the following Table 1. The rest of the question as 

shown under the table are questions about the area in general. And background 

questions were excluded here but they are shown in the results of this study.    

Table 1. Results from survey questions after the safety walks categorized in accordance with the CPTED 
principles (excluding background questions and general questions)  

CPTED principle  Answers   

Territoriality Orientation questions:  

58.3% think it is very easy to find in the area.  

37.5% think it is easy. 

6.3% think it is difficult.  

Area adjustment for special needs:  

64.7% think it is very well adjusted. 23.5% think it is 

well adjusted. 

5.9% think it is badly adjusted. 5.9% think it is very 

badly adjusted. 

The general maintenance of the area:  

29,4 % thought the area had a very high-grade 

maintenance. 35,3 % think the area had a high-grade 

maintenance.29,4 % think the area had a low-grade 

maintenance. 5,9 % think of the area had a very low-

grade maintenance. 

Vandalism in the area:  

64.7% think there is vandalism in the area.  

Those who thought there is vandalism consider it to be: 

 81.8% in destroyed signs. 36.4% in broken street 

lighting 

9.1% in broken windows. 18.2 % in broken or destroyed 

parts in the playgrounds, 18.2 % in destroyed benches, 

9.1% in handles for doors. 9.1% say cars are set on fire, 

broken glass and hoses beside cars 

Natural surveillance Greenery:  

The results about greenery show that the majority of the 

participants think positively about greenery but needs to 

be taken care of. 

About adding more greenery in order to increase 

perception of safety: 

46.7% answered with No 

40%    answered with Yes 

6.7% answered not really to increase perception of safety 
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but it is good to have more greenery.  

6.7%   answered maybe it will create hiding 

56,3 % thought they wanted more   

43,8 % thought that there was enough 

Streetlights condition: 

75 % think they were in a high grade condition 

12,5 % think they were in a low grade condition 

12,5 % think they were in a very low grade condition 

The majority of participants think that the lighting gives 

off brightness. But a few participants think it also gives a 

bit of shade. 

Playgrounds:  

18,8 % think it was sufficient number of lights for 

playground 

37,5 % think it was almost sufficient number of lights for 

the playground 

18,8 % think it was almost insufficient lights on the 

playground 

25 % think it was insufficient number of lights for the 

playground 

Parking lots:  

43,8 % think it was sufficient lights on parking lots 

31,3 % think it was almost sufficient lights on parking 

lots 

25 % think it was almost insufficient  

The availability of natural surveillance near 

walking and cycling routes:  

43.8% think it is very good   

43.8% think it is good  

6.3% think it is bad   

6.3% think it is very bad 

Activity support Positioning of the walking and cycling routes is 

best nearby: 

64.3% the buildings  

28.6% streets 

7.1 % parks  

How sufficient were walking and cycling routes 

in the area: 

33.3% think it was sufficient number of walking and 

cycling routes 

46.7% think it was almost sufficient number of walking 

and cycling routes, 20% think it was almost insufficient 

number of walking and cycling routes  
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Activity support with movements in walking and 

cycling routes: 

43.8% Yes, a lot, 37.5% Yes 

12.5% No, 6.3% Not at all 

Access control 

 

Perceived safety in the area 

37,5 % felt very safe around visited areas during the walk 

56,3 felt safe around visited areas during the walk 

6,3 felt unsafe around visited areas during the walk 

Feeling safe with others both in area and outside 

of the area:  

68,8 % felt safe with others around 

25 % felt unsafe with young people around  

6,3 % felt unsafe with adults around 

Feeling safe with neighbors: 

46,7 % felt very safe with neighbors 

46,7 % felt safe with neighbors 

6,7 % felt unsafe with neighbors 

Perception of safety with cameras 

81,3 % think that their safety feeling increases a lot when 

there is surveillance cameras 

6,3 % think that it increases a little when there are 

surveillance cameras.  

6,3 % think that it does not change much with 

surveillance cameras 

6,3 % think that it does not change at all with surveillance 

cameras 

Feeling safe walking alone on parking lots 

41,2 % think that they could walk alone without any 

worries 

41,2 % think that they could walk alone feeling a bit 

worried 

11,8 % think that they could walk alone but would prefer 

having someone with them 

5,9 % think they cannot walk alone and want to walk 

with someone. 

 

 

General opinions: 

Do you think there is something missing in the area, or do you want to 

add something?  

More lighting. 

There must be better light when walking and cycling. 

More care of greenery. 

Information boards. 

More gathering places. 
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Playgrounds for children. 

More shops, sushi restaurants, Andersberg center will have a large grocery store. 

More activities in Andersberg. 

Gavlegårdarna should have more activities for families. It's not just for children, it's 

us adults who are bad at making connections, but Gavlegårdarna knows everyone. 

 

What do you think about the area after this walk? 

The majority of participants answered by saying that Andersberg is a good area. 

Some said that the area could get better, but the participants showed some kind of 

affection towards the area in this question. 

 

What are the positive factors in the area? 

Different organizations and active people are keen on the area. Many people live in 

the area with schools (and kindergartens). Cameras, The environment, soccer field 

and activities. Nature is good and the people, everything is good. That it is always 

watched over, we can come up with suggestions, the library, the center, the 

schools, the forest-like areas plus the soccer field. The forest-like areas, 

playgrounds, the skiing hill, “Helges” and that it is close to everything. Everything. 

The soccer field is good. The people are very nice, and it is nice during summer. 

 

What are the negative factors in the area? 

There are challenges when it comes to density in the area and to find jobs.   

I do not see any negative factors in the area aside from the road crossing 

(Höjdersdal) which is very dangerous. Some streetlights were not working. 

Conflicts in the area. Just when conflicts happen in the area. The walking and 

cycling paths are not 100% safe for children, playgrounds are not lightened up 

enough. Some streetlights are not on, and the greenery is not taken care of. The 

service from Gavlegårdarna needs more pedestrian crossings for the elderly. More 

streetlights and parking lots. It is worrying and during the nights it might be 

dangerous, many things are broken. Too much grit. Too little activities during 

summer. Nothing much.i 

 
i € 




