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Perceived safety

Child-friendly environments

Aesthetic Experiences







Perceived
safety



Perceived safety

vs.

Actual safety



Traffic safety
Fear of crime
Social safety

Accident safety
Etc?



Other paradoxes of perceived safety

Individual
victimization

Stranger
danger



What makes you feel safe?

Sense of
community

Presence of
other people

Stability

I know my
neighbours

Social control

Eyes on the
street

Possibility
to get help

Good
maintenance

Human
scale in

buildings

Good
lighting

No signs of
disorder



Segregated approach
HARDER safety planning

Oscar Newman
Defensible space: controllable
neighbourhoods

Integrated approach
SOFTER safety planning

Jane Jacobs
Lively, diverse city with
strong sense of community

Social constitution of fear

Hille Koskela
Critical social and political
aspects of fear

Safety planning
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Integrated approach
SOFTER safety planning

Segregated approach
HARDER safety planning

• mixed land use & higher densities
• 24-hour city
• stores and other public places on

streets
• encouraged use of public space
• accessible smaller parks
• open and inviting sidewalks
• buildings overlooking the public space

and entrances

• visible policing presence
• CCTV surveillance
• physical segregation
• favouring private space
• single-use neighborhoods
• separation of land uses
• using secure gates, barriers and other

measures of access control
• avoiding through pedestrian traffic
• discouraging potentially disrupting

forms of street life that can damage
private property

The various measures of safety planning



The spiral of decay





Example I: The perceived safety of
Muotiala neighbourhood, City of Tampere



Keys of CPTED planning in Muotiala

Territorial
space Natural

surveillance

Sense of
community
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The borders between public,
semipublic and private space

Natural
surveillance

Meeting places

Parking
The location of
strorage places



182 respondents
39% of all over 18-
year-ols 72% of all

households
living in the area

On this page both
signs of disorder and

signs of active use and
care were mapped

SoftGISsafety method



Ten CPTED principles
(applied in Muotiala)
and inhabitants’ perceptions of
danger and social interaction

Active use of inner courtyards
and walking paths

Social encounters on the street
where the domination of cars has

been reduced



Example II: Perceived safety of an urban
infill area (Espoo Centre/Kirkkojärvi)



Autumn 2011
303 respondents



The study area compared to some other areas



Results



Dangerous places

Eastern part

Western part

Centre

Flooding in
pedestrian
underpass

Parked cars
prevent seeing
the traffic

Pedestrians do not use
the underpass and they
run across the road

We avoid this route
although it would be
the shortest between
home and preschoolDrunkens

and
unpredictabl
e behaviour

I do not want to walk
here at nights

Car drivers do not
stop in crosswalk

Fights and
vandalism

Robberies and
assaults has
happened here

Drunken
teenagers



East-west comparison



Signs of disorder and active use/care





Urban structural characteristics in the sub-areas

Grid-like
pattern

Light traffic
route

through the
area

Empty retail
spaces

No local
services

No through
traffic

Cul-de-sac
street

Weak
integration

between the
two subareas



Is it possible to turn the spiral of decay
to a positive cycle of development?


