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The information and recommendations outlined in this report are based on research and 
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that either actual crime or the fear of crime will be reduced if these recommendations are 
implemented. 
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1. Executive Summary  
Concerns have recently been raised about crime and anti-social behavior and traffic safety in and 
around a section of Beaufort Street. The study area includes parts of the suburbs of Mount Lawley 
and Inglewood, in the City of Stirling. It stretches from the intersection of Beaufort Street and First 
Avenue in Mt Lawley, to the intersection of Beaufort Street and Salisbury Street in Inglewood. 

The objective of this research project was to explore the streets, laneways and the built 
environment and investigate the perceptions of users and businesses relating to safety within this 
study area. This includes safety from crime and anti-social behavior and from traffic-related risks 
and concerns.  

The Beaufort Street Strategy  (City of Stirling, 2016) notes the community proposed Beaufort Street 
as being; Bohemian, Ecclectic, Artistic, Urban, Festive, Organic, Renewed and Together. The 
findings from this report, What’s up on Beaufort Street? Exploring Crime, Traffic Risks and Crime 
Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED), will potentially build on the objectives of this 
strategy and help to make it Safer, more Accessible, Friendly and Enjoyable (SAFE) for residents, 
users, businesses and visitors. 

A range of methods was used to capture data relevant to the research aims. These included a 
desktop analysis of relevant secondary data such as recorded crime data and an online survey of 
133 local residents and users of the Beaufort Street study area. Door-to-door surveys were 
conducted and data was obtained from 30 businesses in the study area. An intercept survey was 
also conducted of 59 people using the Inglewood Monday Night Markets. Finally, Crime 
Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) audits were conducted at 57 separate 
locations along the Beaufort Street and on adjacent feeder streets and laneways.  

The findings suggest that overall the study area of Beaufort Street is generally a well-used and 
vibrant place, valued by the community, its residents, businesses and visitors. It is relatively safe 
in terms of traffic and crime issues, but there are some concerns about crime risks and traffic 
issues expressed by residents, business and, to a lesser extent, by users of the night markets. 
These concerns appear to concentrate in and around specific locations and sections along the 
study area. These locations also received lower CPTED scores, suggesting perceptions maybe 
linked to elements of the design, management and use of the built environment. CPTED scores 
were marginally lower in laneways than they were on the main thoroughfare of Beaufort Street.  

Respondents were most worried about being robbed, graffiti, vandalism, vehicle-related crime 
and retail theft. Laneways were seen to be more problematic than locations along Beaufort 
Street itself. The northeastern section of Beaufort Street, experiencing much vacancy and 
dereliction was of particular concern to residents, users of the night markets and to businesses.  
The scores from the CPTED audits reflected these concerns.  

Recommendations are provided in relation to the laneways, sections of Beaufort Street and for 
the whole study area. These focus on making changes to the design, management and use of 
specific areas, generally located to the northeastern section of the study area. Opportunities for 
engaging the community and local businesses in the process of implementing crime prevention 
through environmental design (CPTED) and other strategies to reduce traffic risks are also 
highlighted. What’s up on Beaufort Street? identifies funding opportunities, further research, 
policy recommendations and future processes and strategies to potentially reduce crime and 
traffic risks. These will also potentially improve perceptions of crime and traffic safety in the area 
and contribute to the place-making aims of the Beaufort Street Strategy (City of Stirling, 2016).  
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2. Introduction 

2.1 Background  
This project emerged from an earlier project (Dunn, Ehrhardt and Baker, 2017), which surveyed 
businesses and evaluated the Maylands’ town centre based on Crime Prevention Through 
Environmental Design (CPTED) principles.  

MLA for Maylands, Lisa Baker, in partnership with the non-for-profit local community 
organization Inglewood on Beaufort approached the researchers who engaged on this earlier 
project to consider similar applied research for a section of Beaufort Street. The final study area 
stretches from the intersection between Beaufort Street and First Avenue, and Beaufort Street 
and Salisbury Street (see Figure 1). It includes parts of the suburbs of Mount Lawley and 
Inglewood, in the City of Stirling and City of Bayswater. It represents about three quarters of the 
Beaufort Activity Corridor Strategy Area as set out in the Beaufort Street Strategy (City of Stirling, 
2016).   
 

 

Figure 1. The Beaufort Street Study Area 
 
This report, What’s up on Beaufort Street? Exploring Crime, Traffic Risks and Crime Prevention 
through Environmental Design (CPTED), will hereafter be referred to as ‘What’s up on Beaufort 
Street?’ 

Assessing the built environment for elements associated with fear of crime, opportunities for 
crime and traffic risks can help planners, policy-makers and place-makers to develop more 
informed evidence-based strategies and interventions to improve the quality of places.  

With the Beaufort Street Strategy (2016), the City of Stirling is seeking to improve the quality of 
Beaufort Street’s local amenity and vitality. Issues pertinent to the local strategy include motor-
vehicle access; parking management; high levels of through-traffic; poor pedestrian access and 
amenity; and a decline in commercial activities. The Beaufort Street Strategy (City of Stirling, 
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2016) outlines the strategic actions and statutory requirements for the future revitalization of 
the area. This strategy notes the community proposed Beaufort Street as being; Bohemian, 
Ecclectic, Artistic, Urban, Festive, Organic, Renewed and Together. This research hopes to build 
on this to also be Safe, Accessible, Friendly and Enjoyable (SAFE). Safety is an important 
consideration for revitalization efforts. What’s up on Beaufort Street? will contribute an evidence 
base to inform future development planning and place activation efforts to revitalize the street.  

2.2 Context 
The study area falls within the City of Stirling’s broader urban renewal program and is referred 
to as an ‘activity corridor’ in the Beaufort Street Strategy (City of Stirling, 2016). Beaufort Street 
serves the suburbs of Mount Lawley and Inglewood and is a vibrant and creative place. It offers 
a variety of land uses and services, including a mixture of residential, entertainment, commercial 
and light industrial developments.   

2.3 What makes a safe place?  
Safe places are essential to ensuring a good quality of life of a city. Being able to walk in the street 
with little risk of harm from other people or from environmental threats like vehicle traffic, 
defines the capacity of a place to support social and economic functions.  

The design of the street environment shapes both real and perceived opportunities for criminal 
activity and can play an important role in people’s sense of safety. Crime Prevention Through 
Environmental Design (CPTED) is a strategy focused on reducing crime and the fear of crime and 
on promoting quality of life through the design, planning, maintenance and use of the built form. 
It is defined as the “proper design and effective use of the built environment that can lead to a 
reduction in the fear and incidence of crime, and an improvement in the quality of life.” (Crowe, 
2000, p46). It consists of several inter-related concepts, as illustrated in Figure 2. These are briefly 
described below in Table 1.  
 

 

Figure 2. The Seven CPTED Concepts (Cozens, 2016) 

 

The CPTED Audit was designed to measure the presence or absence of some of these principles. 
Section 3.5 discusses the audit in detail and two examples are provided in Appendix 1 and 2. 
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Concept Explanation 

 
Territoriality 

Using design and signage to clearly designate spaces as being private, 
semi-private, semi-public or public and defining the intended use of 
space to encourage ownership and appropriate use. 

 
Surveillance 

Using the design and use of space to promote opportunities for 
‘natural’ surveillance and ‘eyes on the street’. Also includes 
‘mechanical’ surveillance-enhancing strategies such as lighting and 
CCTV. 

Access control Using design, barriers (e.g. boom gates and bollards) and signage to 
control or limit access to specific spaces, rooms, buildings or locations.  

 
Order maintenance 

Using space and image management to keep spaces clean, well 
maintained and free of graffiti and vandalism. This can signal to users 
that the area is cared for and valued by the community and help to 
discourage criminal and anti-social behaviour  

Legitimate activity 
support 

Supporting the design and management of spaces by encouraging 
legitimate land uses, activities and users to promote ‘eyes on the 
street’ and natural surveillance. 

Target hardening Making crime targets harder for criminals to access by using more 
effective locks on doors and windows, security screens and alarms.   

 
Geographical 
juxtaposition 

Understanding the surrounding environment is important since 
different land uses are associated with different types and levels of 
crime. This can affect how the other CPTED concepts function in any 
given space. 

Table 1. A Brief Explanation of the Seven CPTED Concepts 

 
CPTED can facilitate the place making of law-abiding citizens and help to turn ‘spaces’ into ‘places’ 
– a process referred to as ‘emplacement’ (Sangamoon et al., 2013).  

2.4 Research objectives and methodology  
The overall objective of the research project was to explore the built environment and users and 
business perceptions of safety from crime and traffic within the Beaufort Street study area. As 
discussed above, a safe place is determined by a dynamic relationship between individual and 
community perceptions of safety, and the elements of place - built form, land use and movement 
networks. We have included traffic and crime in our evaluation of community safety.  

A suite of methods was used to capture data relevant to the research aims. These included: 

• Desktop analysis of relevant secondary data. 

• An online survey of 133 local residents and users of the Beaufort Street study area. 

• A door-to-door survey of 30 businesses in the study area. 

• An intercept survey of 59 people at the Inglewood Monday Night Markets. 

• A CPTED audit, comprised of 57 individual audits of sections of Beaufort Street, local 
feeder streets within the study area, and laneways adjacent to Beaufort Street (see 
Appendix 3)..  

(Note: numbers reported in the findings are based on valid responses for the relevant question 
and may vary in relation to the total numbers above). 
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2.5 Limitations 
What’s up on Beaufort Street? should be read with a number of limitations in mind. 

• The crime data available for analysis was limited to numbers of crime rather than crime 
rates per 100,000 population. This limits the use and analysis of any comparisons across 
different areas and over time. 

• All the CPTED audits were conducted in the day and at one ‘snap shot’ in time.  

• The report does not provide any analysis after dark and lighting levels were not measured 
scientifically as part of this study. 

• We acknowledge that different sections of the community may not be represented in the 
research and the sample size for surveys was not very large.  

• The area is subject to continued change and the findings are based on the situation at the 
time the study was conducted. 

2.6 Report structure 
This report is structured as follows;  

• Section 3 presents the analysis of each method, beginning with the secondary data 
relating to crime and traffic. This is followed with the survey of residents, business 
owners, and then visitors to the Inglewood Monday Night Markets. The built environment 
survey, including land use and CPTED audit, concludes this section. For each of the 
methods, a brief description of the approach and administration of the method is 
provided before the findings are presented.  

• Section 4 combines the findings from all methods and uses this analysis to characterize 
the various precincts in the study area. We highlight the main issues in each precinct that 
contribute to a sense of safety. In doing so, we identify what is working and what is not 
in these precincts.  

• Section 5 presents recommendations drawn from the findings presented in Section 4. We 
present recommendations for both short and long term action.  
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3. Analysis 

3.1 Secondary data 

3.1.1. Crime data 
Generally speaking, recorded crime for property offences in Western societies have been falling 
for the last ten years or so, while personal crimes have increased. This trend is also reflected in 
Australia and Western Australia. The following, Figure 3 highlights key trends in property and 
personal crime in WA. Personal crimes include; homicide, sexual offences, assault (family), 
assault (non-family), threatening behaviour (family), threatening behaviour (non-family), 
deprivation of liberty and robbery. Property crimes include; burglary (dwelling), Burglary (non-
dwelling), stealing of motor vehicle, stealing, property damage, arson and graffiti. 

One issue is that the availability and scale of the recorded crime data for the study site is limited. 
For example, Figures 3 and 4 show the number of personal and property crimes rather than crime 
rates per 100,000 residents. This makes it impossible to compare and contrast recorded crime at 
the suburb and state level.  

 

 

Figure 3.  Number of Personal and Property Crimes in WA 2007 – 2016 
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Figure 4.  Number of Personal and Property Crimes in Inglewood 2007 – 2016 

 
Table 2 provides some insights into the number of different types of crimes recorded in 
Inglewood from 2007 – 2016. However, this data is not particularly useful, due to the relatively 
low numbers of recorded crimes per year and their lack of availability as crime rates per 100,000 
of the population. This situation necessitates the collection of alternative layers of data. The lack 
of data for 2017 further limits our insights into recorded crime in the locality. Recent changes to 
the availability of crime data from the police to the local governments will improve this situation.  

 

Year 

 Type of Offence  2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Assault (Non-Family) 18 22 21 12 16 19 11 10 16 14 

Robbery 5 8 9 4 4 4 5 1 2 2 

Non-Dwelling 
Burglary 30 24 21 22 24 21 25 28 21 21 

Stealing of Motor 
Vehicle 13 10 9 15 13 22 27 16 18 14 

Stealing 173 242 185 169 206 200 214 263 188 222 

Property Damage 88 101 96 66 61 84 52 61 54 52 

Graffiti 27 33 12 9 8 4 3 2 6 31 

Table 2. Number of Recorded Crimes Per Year for Selected Offences in Inglewood 

 

3.1.2  Traffic data 
Traffic volumes for weekday and weekend traffic along Beaufort Street were sourced from Main 
Roads’ Western Australia traffic counts (MRWA, 2018). Figure 5 and 6 illustrate average hourly 
traffic volumes for weekdays and weekends respectively from 2016/2017. 
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Figure 5. 2016/17 Weekday hourly traffic volumes (MRWA 2018). 

(Note: NB = north bound, SB = south bound) 
 
Weekday traffic volumes (Figure 5) peak in the late afternoon, with a lesser peak in traffic volume 
in the morning, although for much of the day the volume is around 1,500 vehicles per hour. The 
morning peak for city bound traffic is more discernable than the peak for afternoon traffic 
travelling away from the city, which is spread over a longer period of time. 
 

 
 

 

Figure 6. 2016/17 Weekend hourly traffic volume (MRWA 2018). 
 
The peak traffic numbers in both directions is similar across weekdays and weekends. Traffic 
volumes in either direction remain between 600 and 800 vehicles per hour for most of the 
daylight hours, with discernable peaks in the weekday, but less discernable peak on the weekend. 
The main differences between traffic volumes, is the distribution across the day and variation of 
traffic volume northbound and southbound at parts of the day. Weekend traffic peaks at around 
midday, with fairly even distribution across both northbound and southbound traffic. The volume 
of traffic remains high throughout the day, up to early evening (see Figure 6).  
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3.2 Residents’ survey 

3.2.1 Research design and sample 
Local residents and visitors were surveyed to explore perceptions of safety in the Beaufort Street 
area. A questionnaire survey was administered via social media groups that were based in the 
vicinity of the Beaufort Street area and via Inglewood on Beaufort’s Facebook page. Using social 
media to administer the survey has some limitations as many users of the Beaufort Street 
community may not be captured by the survey, as they are not members of the target groups, or 
they don’t use a particular social media platform. The advantage in using this sampling approach, 
however, is that it provided easy access to a population of interest that had direct experience of 
the study area.  

The resident survey questionnaire was designed to capture: 

• Observations and attitudes relating to crime and safety in the study area. 

• Observations and attitudes relating to traffic and safety in the study area. 

• Identification of areas perceived as “unsafe” in the study area. 

A total of 133 full, valid questionnaires were recorded, with some questionnaires returned 
partially completed. Respondents were predominantly female (77.5%, n=104). The breakdown 
in ages of respondent is illustrated in Figure 7. The majority of respondents were in the thirty to 
fifty year age category (59.4%, n=79).  

 

 
Figure 7. Age of respondents 

 

3.2.2. Survey findings 
As social media groups can have a membership that represents a broad spectrum of interest 
groups and residential locations, we first needed to understand how well respondents knew the 
study area. To do this we asked respondents how familiar they were with the study area. The 
majority of respondents considered that they were either ‘very familiar’ (74%, n=105) or ‘familiar’ 
(24%, n=34) with the study area. Respondents were also asked how often they frequented 
businesses or places in the study area (see Figure 8).  
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Figure 8: Respondents’ frequency of visits to the Beaufort Street study area 

 
About two thirds (66%, n=94) reported they visited the area ‘frequently’ (more than once a week) 
and 19% (n=27) reported they visited the area ‘regularly’ (every week or couple of weeks). Only 
2.8% reported that they rarely visited the study area, and no respondents had never been to the 
study area. From these findings we can assume that the majority of respondents had sound 
knowledge of the study area and were well positioned to provide reflections on how safe they 
perceived the area to be. 

In terms of personal safety from crime (see Figure 9), respondents’ reported overwhelmingly that 
they felt ‘very safe’ or ‘safe’ walking around the Beaufort Street study area during the day (98%, 
n=130).  We also asked survey participants how safe they felt in their own streets as a means of 
comparison. Similar numbers of respondents felt either ‘very safe’ or ‘safe’ in their own streets 
compared to Beaufort Street. 

 
Figure 9. Perceptions of safety from crime around Beaufort Street during the day 

 
More respondents however, found the area ‘unsafe’ after dark (see Figure 10), with 43.6% (n=58) 
of respondents reporting that they felt ‘unsafe’ or ‘very unsafe’ in the Beaufort Street area. When 
compared with how they felt in their own streets the numbers again were similar, although 
slightly more (37% compared to 34%) felt ‘unsafe’ in their local streets. 
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Figure 10. Perceptions of safety from crime around Beaufort Street after dark 

 

When asked how ‘safe’ they feel walking around Beaufort Street during the day (see Figure 11) 
with regard to traffic, almost three quarters of respondents (73.3%, n=103) felt ‘very safe’ or 
‘safe’, while 24.3% (n=37) responded that they felt ‘unsafe’ / ‘very unsafe’.  More respondents 
felt ‘very safe’ (38.3% compared to 22.9%) or ‘safe’ (53.9% compared to 50.7%) in their own 
streets regarding traffic safety compared to Beaufort Street.  
 

 
Figure 11: Perceptions of traffic safety around Beaufort Street during the day 

 
Slightly less overall (65.5%, n=91) responded that they felt ‘very safe’ / ‘safe’ at night around 
Beaufort Street. More respondents noted that they felt ‘unsafe’ or ‘very unsafe’ (34.5%, n=46) 
walking around Beaufort Street at night with regard to traffic safety. There was little discernable 
difference between the number of respondents who felt ‘safe’ or ‘unsafe’ walking around their 
own streets compared with walking around Beaufort Street at night. 
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Figure 12. Perceptions of traffic safety around Beaufort Street after dark 

 
Respondents were given the opportunity to identify up to three points on a map of the study 
area where they felt ‘unsafe’, from both a traffic and a crime perspective. Participants advised if 
they did not feel ‘unsafe’ anywhere, they did not have to identify any locations. Figure 13 and 14 
illustrate the distribution of responses, with the colour red, signaling where the majority of 
respondents identified they felt ‘unsafe’, with colours from yellow, green and blue representing 
a decreasing number of responses. Figure 13 illustrates where respondents felt most ‘unsafe’ 
with regard to their personal safety from crime.  

 

Figure 13. Fear of crime heat map 

 

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Very safe Safe Unsafe Very unsafe

How safe do you feel walking around the Beaufort Street study area after dark?

How safe do you feel walking around your own street after dark?

Number of respondents = 133 

%
 o

f 
re

sp
o

n
d

en
ts

 



 
 18. 

The amount of responses were primarily concentrated towards the northeastern end of the study 
area, predominantly near the Civic Hotel, with two additional nodes at the intersection of 
Crawford Road and Beaufort Street and at the area around the Civic Clock Tower. The site in and 
around the block of derelict and vacant properties located between Normanby Street and 
Crawford Road is also part of this concentration of personal safety concerns. 

Figure 14 shows that the areas respondents felt most ‘unsafe’ as a pedestrian were distributed 
across the study area, with several distinguishable nodes of red / orange clearly identifiable. 
These are the 2nd Avenue IGA shopping centre, the intersection of Central Avenue and Beaufort 
Street, the Bunnings site, Inglewood Library, the Civic Clock tower, and a larger area 
encompassing the intersection of Crawford Road and the Civic Hotel. Not surprisingly, these ‘hot 
spots’ are located at key landmarks or at intersections, where pedestrians are more likely to 
congregate or cross the road. 
 

 

Figure 14. Traffic safety heat map 

 
The maps indicate that people are more fearful of crime in a concentrated area in the north east 
of the study area, whereas they are more fearful of traffic across a wider area. The findings 
provide some indication of where interventions could be best targeted to increase people’s sense 
of safety. 

Finally, respondents identified their top three options selecting from a range of actions that could 
be used to address traffic and personal safety issues in the area (see Figure 15 below). Ninety 
respondents identified that they considered ‘a more vibrant night-time economy’ would be most 
effective in increasing the community safety of the Beaufort Street study area - the most popular 
response. The second most popular option was ‘better street lighting’ (68 responses). 
Significantly, these responses highlight the perceived importance of the environment and 
activities within it, after dark. This perhaps reflects the fact that 43.6% (n=58) of residents felt 
‘unsafe’ / ‘very unsafe’ walking in the Beaufort Street study area after dark. 
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The third and fourth most popular options relate to improving the safety of the pedestrian realm. 
The need for improved road crossings (61 responses) and lower traffic speeds (43 responses) was 
seen to be important. Increased CCTV (40 responses) and a greater security presence (37 
responses) were the fifth and sixth most popular responses. Better footpaths and space for 
pedestrians (25 responses) was next, indicating that road crossings were considered more unsafe 
than footpaths. The least popular response was to increase housing in the corridor (21 
responses). The results indicate that targeting interventions to ameliorate fear of crime whilst 
walking at night and that interventions to improve pedestrian safety might have more impact on 
people’s general sense of safety in the area.  

 
Figure 15. Preference for safety interventions 

 

3.2.3 Qualitative responses 
The survey participants were also asked if they had anything else to contribute to the study. A 
total of 69 of the 133 participants responded. The responses are illustrated below (see Table 3), 
categorized according to key themes and the number of times they appeared in the responses. 
Note, some responses touched on multiple themes. Themes were categorized according to 
whether they were positive aspects, negative aspects, or ideas to improve the street. 

Theme No. of mentions 

No change - it's safe 4 

The street has potential 2 

There is a good mix of businesses 2 

Community spirit 1 

Good passive surveillance 1 

Night Markets 1 

Table 3. Positives identified by respondents 

Table 3 identifies the positive themes in the responses. Respondents identified ‘positives’ about 
the Beaufort Street study area, including that there was the right mixture of businesses, great 
community spirit, and events like the Night Markets. One respondent noted that the street had 
good passive surveillance – meaning that there were clear sightlines along the street and from 
the interior of buildings to the street. The most frequent positive theme, though noted only by 
four respondents, was that the street was fine. One participant commented; 

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

A
 m

o
re

 v
ib

ra
n

t 
n

ig
h

t 
ti

m
e

ec
o

n
o

m
y

B
et

te
r 

st
re

e
t 

lig
h

ti
n

g

Im
p

ro
ve

d
 r

o
ad

 c
ro

ss
in

gs

Lo
w

er
 t

ra
ff

ic
 s

p
ee

d

M
o

re
 C

C
TV

 c
am

er
as

G
re

at
er

 s
ec

u
ri

ty
 p

re
se

n
ce

B
et

te
r 

fo
o

tp
at

h
s 

an
d

 s
p

ac
e

fo
r 

p
e

de
st

ri
an

s

P
ro

vi
d

e
 m

o
re

 h
o

u
si

n
g

N
u

m
b

er
 o

f 
re

sp
o

n
d

en
ts

 



 
 20. 

“I have lived in this area for nearly 20 years and as a female, have never felt unsafe in 
this area, alone or with others. We frequently walk home from Northbridge or 
Highgate late at night and have never had any cause for alarm” (Female, aged 30-50 
years). 

“The Beaufort strip is a very safe place and I’d be very surprised to have this study 
prove otherwise” (Gender unspecified, aged 18-30 years). 

Most respondents took the opportunity to highlight problems and ‘negatives’ in the study area 
(see Table 4).  

Theme No. of mentions 

Unsafe crossing Beaufort Street 13 

Vacant shops 6 

Derelict buildings 5 

Dark in the residential streets  5 

Vacant land 4 

Traffic speeds 4 

Unsafe people in the area 4 

Unsafe footpaths 3 

Little night time activity 3 

Inactive street fronts 2 

Increased petty crime 2 

Parked cars and trees block road sightlines 2 

Scary for women 1 

Unwanted businesses 1 

Table 4: Problems identified by respondents 

 

The most frequent response (n=13) was that Beaufort Street was unsafe to cross. Respondents 
noted the Pelican Crossing at the Inglewood library as the only pedestrian crossing along Beaufort 
Street between Central Avenue and Grand Promenade. They also noted difficulties crossing at 
certain places, including near the Civic Hotel/Coles and 2nd Avenue IGA. Vacant shops, derelict 
buildings and vacant land were also frequently noted in the responses. On respondent linked 
these factors to a ‘perceived’ increase in crimes in the area. 

“There 'seems' to have been an increase in crime and threats to personal safety as the 
number of vacant retail spaces and derelict buildings have increased over the past few 
years” (Female, aged 30-50 years). 

Dark streets were mentioned five times, primarily relating to residential streets connecting to 
Beaufort Street: 

“Beaufort Street is well lit, but then it changes significantly when you go up the side 
roads. This is where I feel unsafe during the night. The road has certain areas that I 
have highlighted that are nothing short of dangerous to cross. I have two toddlers and 
a double buggy and I have to pick where I can cross safely along Beaufort Street as 
some centre spaces I cannot fit my buggy or a bike safely between the two road 
intersection. And with the speeds cars do along there it is dangerous to try” (Female, 
aged 30-50 years). 
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Other issues that were less frequently identified included the speed of traffic, limited activity in 
the street, increase in petty crimes such as graffiti and vandalism, and businesses that were 
considered inappropriate for the street. 

“There is so much potential along this street, but there are a number of inactive street 
frontages and vacant landholdings that give the area a sense of neglect. With less 
patronage along the street, it’s more and more a thoroughfare for speeding vehicles 
and this in turn makes it less hospitable for pedestrians, which ultimately makes it 
difficult for the businesses to survive. It’s an unfortunate, vicious cycle that needs to 
be turned around with bringing the speeds down and making efforts to activate the 
public and private spaces day and night” (Male, aged 30-50 years). 

Respondents also took the opportunity to identify solutions to improve the safety of the Beaufort 
Street study area (see Table 5). The most common solution was to reduce traffic speeds along 
Beaufort Street.  

“The street needs more controlled crossing points, so pedestrians can cross safely and 
so that drivers get used to the idea that there are pedestrians around, and also a speed 
restriction at least between Central Avenue and Grand Prom. The 40 kph speed 
restriction along the Highgate section of Beaufort Street has made that area much 
safer for pedestrians. I don't see why a similar restriction cannot be extended further 
along Beaufort Street.” 

Other common responses referred to the need for more shops and businesses to attract people, 
increased police or security presence, and better lighting.  

“I enjoy living in close proximity to your study area and utilise many services within it. 
I would like to see the vacant spaces occupied by more retail/cafe options in the near 
future and old buildings demolished to leave a clean space which deters loitering. 
Graffiti is occasionally a problem, however, when reported to City of Stirling it is 
cleaned up in a timely manner” (Female, aged 50-65 yrs). 

“More police presence on foot would be great. Maybe even a police station. To 
respond to thefts and break-ins quickly” (Male, aged 30-50 yrs). 

 

Theme No. of mentions 

Reduced traffic speeds 9 

More businesses and shops 8 

Increased police or security presence 6 

Better lighting 6 

More housing 4 

Traffic lights for pedestrians - Beaufort Street 2 

Street parking to buffer traffic 2 

Enforce bus lanes 2 

More open space  2 

Shade for the bus stops 1 

Parklets 1 

Increased CCTV 1 

Table 5. Solutions identified by respondents 
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In summary, the residential survey highlighted a number of areas for consideration when 
planning for a safer Beaufort Street. Firstly, respondents tended to feel unsafe with regard to 
crime after dark and in a more compact area within the broader study area – to the north-east 
of the study area, encompassing the area around the Civic Hotel and a smaller area around the 
Civic Clock, in Inglewood. Interventions targeted towards increasing people’s feelings of safety 
would be most beneficial if concentrated in these areas. The qualitative responses by survey 
participants also noted that, although Beaufort Street itself was well lit, streets connecting to 
Beaufort Street were dark and interventions to address this might be fruitful in increasing 
people’s perceptions of safety. The vacant shops and land in this area was highlighted as a 
‘negative’ and may be contributing to fear of crime. Other interventions such as increasing the 
security presence and CCTV were identified as potential useful interventions. 

About a quarter of respondents felt unsafe walking around the Beaufort Street area with regard 
to traffic. The heat maps indicate several points where people felt most unsafe and other 
responses suggest that providing more and safer crossing points and reducing the speed of 
traffic along Beaufort Street at key nodes, would potentially increase both perceived and real 
safety. Other responses indicate that there is a variety of measures that could also contribute 
to improving safety with regard to traffic, including providing buffers from traffic on Beaufort 
Street (parked cars for example) and improving sightlines so people can see traffic approaching, 
and vice versa.  
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3.3 Business survey 

3.3.1 Research design and sample 
In addition to a survey of local residents and visitors to the study area, we surveyed businesses 
within the Beaufort Street study area to understand their perceptions of and attitudes to crime 
and safety in the area. Business owners and staff along the Beaufort Street study area were asked 
to complete a short questionnaire. A total of 30 local businesses completed the questionnaire. 
The business survey questionnaire provided various insights into: 

• Observations of criminal activity in the area. 

• Observations and attitudes relating to crime and safety in the study area. 

• Observations and attitudes relating to traffic and safety in the study area. 

• Places perceived as “unsafe” in the study area. 
Thirty businesses participated in the survey. Of those who responded to the survey 71% were 
female and remaining 29% were male.  

3.3.2 Survey findings 
Survey respondents indicated the types of crimes that they had witnessed or experienced in the 
street outside their businesses and, if they had access to an alley or laneway, the crimes they had 
witnessed there. Figure 16 indicates a variety of types of crime that were witnessed by the 
businesses. Property crimes – graffiti, vandalism, retail theft and vehicle crime - were the most 
frequent types of crimes identified by businesses. Other crimes against of a personal nature were 
noted, although not as frequently as property-related crime.  
 

 
Figure 16. Number of respondents witnessing /experiencing crimes on Beaufort Street 

 
Participants were also asked to indicate their level of worry about being victims of particular 
crimes in their streets and in alleyways if their business was adjacent to one. Results for the level 
of worry respondents felt in the street outside their business are illustrated in Table 6.  
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Total number of responses = 30 
 
 
 

Type of Crime 

Very 
worried 

% 

A little 
worried  

% 

Neither 
worried 
nor not 
worried  

% 

Not 
worried 

% 

Not at 
all 

worried  
% 

Being harassed or verbally abused 10 26.7 20 30 13.3 
Physical assault 3.3 30 16.7 33.3 16.7 
Being robbed/ stolen from 20 40 10 16.7 13.3 
Graffiti 20 40 10 26.7 3.3 
Vandalism 16.7 43.3 10 23.3 6.7 
Retail theft 23.3 36.7 20 16.7 3.3 
Vehicle related crime 16.7 40 16.7 16.7 3.3 
Drug related crime 10 36.7 20 16.7 6.7 

Table 6. Level of worry regarding types of crimes on Beaufort Street 

 
Most respondents (60%) of respondents felt ‘very worried’ / ‘a little worried’ about being 
robbed/ stolen from, graffiti, vandalism and retail theft. A further 57% and 47% respectively, 
were ‘very worried’ / ‘a little worried’ about vehicle-related crime and drug-related crime. Half 
of respondents (50%) were ‘not worried’ / ‘not at all worried’ about physical assault. Generally 
speaking, around twice as many respondents were ‘very worried’ / ‘a little worried’ about crime 
than those who were not. 

Twenty-seven of the thirty businesses who responded had laneways behind their business.  
We asked the business owners or managers whether they had witnessed or experienced the 
same range of crimes in the laneway area (see Figure 17).  
 

 
Figure 17. Number of respondents witnessing / experiencing crime in the alleyways 

 
Graffiti and vandalism were mentioned most frequently followed by robbery, retail theft and 
drug-related crime. The findings indicate that property crimes are more frequent than personal 
crimes on Beaufort Street and in the laneways, reflecting the general statistics from WA.  
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For respondents who had a laneway, their level of worry about certain types of crime is illustrated 
in Table 7.  
 

Total number of responses = 30 
 
 
 

Type of Crime 

Very 
worried 

% 

A little 
worried 

% 

Neither 
worried 
nor not 
worried 

% 

Not 
worried 

% 

Not at all 
worried 

% 

Being harassed or verbally abused 14.8 44.4 14.8 18.5 7.4 
Physical assault 18.5 44.4 11.1 14.8 11.1 
Being robbed/ stolen from 22.2 44.4 7.4 18.5 7.4 
Graffiti 22.2 48.1 7.4 18.5 3.7 
Vandalism 18.5 44.4 7.4 22.2 7.4 
Retail theft 14.8 37 14.8 25.9 7.4 
Vehicle related crime 22.2 51.9 7.4 18.5 0 
Drug related crime 22.2 37.0 11.1 22.2 7.4 
Table 7. Level of worry regarding types of crimes in the alleyways 

 
Again, far more respondents (between two and three times) felt ‘very worried’ / ‘a little worried’ 
than those who were ‘not worried’ / ‘not at all worried’. Of most concern was vehicle-related 
crime (74%), graffiti (70%), being robbed / stolen from (67%), physical assault (63%), vandalism 
(63%), being harassed or verbally abused (59%) and drug-related crime (59%). 

When we compare respondents’ ‘worry’ about different types of crime on the street with the 
laneways, it is clear more ‘worry’ is associated with the laneways (see Table 8). Retail theft is the 
exception, which is understandable, since most of the laneways do not have retail land uses 
located within them. 

Total number of responses = 30 A little worried / Very 
worried % 

Not worried / Not at all 
worried % 

Type of Crime Streets Laneways Streets Laneways 

Being harassed or verbally abused 37 59 43 26 

Physical assault 33 63 50 26 

Being robbed/ stolen from 60 67 30 26 

Graffiti 60 70 30 22 

Vandalism 60 63 30 30 

Retail theft 60 52 20 33 

Vehicle related crime 57 74 20 19 

Drug related crime 47 59 23 30 

Table 8. Respondents’ Worries about specific types of crime on the street and in laneways   

 

The survey captured respondents’ general perceptions of safety from crime around their 
businesses in the Beaufort Street study area, both during the day and after dark (see Figure 18).  
Very few respondents considered the area ‘unsafe’ or ‘very unsafe’ during the day. Alternatively, 
very few (18%, n=5) considered the area ‘safe’ after dark, although half (50%, n=14) considered 
the area ‘neither safe’ nor ‘unsafe’.  
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Figure 18. Business survey perceptions of safety from crime around Beaufort Street 

 
Generally speaking, more respondents felt ‘safe’ from crime during the day than they did after 
dark. This is a very common finding in similar studies across many different countries. 

With regard to pedestrian safety from a traffic, the majority (67%, n=20) stated they were ‘very 
worried’ / ‘a little worried’. Only a minority (17%, n=5) were ‘not very worried’ / ‘not at all 
worried’. Clearly, crossing Beaufort Street was an issue for the businesses who responded to this 
survey. The business respondents were more concerned about road safety than residents 
respondents. This may be because of their exposure to traffic on a day-to-day basis. 82% of 
business owners responded that they have witnessed speeding vehicles in the area. However, 
the safety of crossing Beaufort Street is a key issue to both groups. 

 
Figure 19. Business perceptions about pedestrian safety crossing Beaufort Street 

  
We also asked businesses whether there were any locations that had a negative impact on their 
business. The intention of these questions was to gain an understanding of the ‘image’ of 
Beaufort Street held by business owners.  A third of respondents (33%, n-10) commented that 
there were locations or places nearby that had a negative impact on their business. We asked 
respondents to identify the areas and indicate where they were. Nine of the ten respondents to 
the question provided additional explanation. The small number of responses included: 
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• Vacant block (corner of Normandy Street) 

• Vacant buildings (corner of Wood Street) 

• Too much office development 

• The Westpac building 

• Vacant blocks (unspecified) 

• Vacant buildings (unspecified) 

• Massage Parlours 

In summary, the most common crimes witnessed by respondents and the crimes that they were 
most worried about, related to property crimes rather than personal crimes, like physical assault 
(although a small number had witnessed or experienced this crime and some were worried about 
such crimes). Most businesses backed on to laneways and concerns about crime were higher with 
regard to the laneways than the street fronts. The majority of business owners responded that 
they were worried to some extent, about pedestrian crossings over Beaufort Street, supporting 
findings in the residential survey. 
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3.4 Inglewood night-market survey 

3.4.1. Research design and sample 
The Inglewood Monday Night Markets are held weekly, on Monday nights from September to 
April. The markets were initiated by Inglewood on Beaufort to reinvigorate and activate the 
Beaufort Street precinct on a typically quiet weeknight and provide greater awareness of the 
businesses on Beaufort Street. The markets provide food and beverages, both from “bricks and 
mortar” businesses and mobile businesses such as food vans, as well as craft stalls and 
entertainment. The markets are popular and in 2017-2018 ran for their third season. Traffic along 
Beaufort Street is managed during the event, and traffic speeds are lowered to 40km/h to reduce 
risks associated with vehicle/person collisions. For the purposes of this survey, the Inglewood 
Monday Night Markets provided a good opportunity to capture people’s considerations and 
thoughts regarding the safety of the Beaufort Street area, both during the markets and at other 
times.  

We surveyed visitors to the markets on Monday March 26th, 2018. Curtin University students 
from the Urban Planning Research Methods unit administered an intercept survey, with 
supervision from the researchers. Students were trained in intercept survey administration prior 
to going out into the field. On the evening they were briefed and then assigned to busy hubs in 
the market area. Surveys were carried out for a three-hour period, from 6.00pm by three groups 
of students. Unfortunately the weather on the night was cold and wet. Early in the evening there 
were moderate crowds of people, however it was reported that there were lower numbers than 
usual evenings. Fifty nine responses were recorded. 

Respondents were a mix of first time, occasional and regular visitors to the markets (see Figure 
20 below). Most drove (54.2%, n=32), although a large proportion walked (40.7%, n=24) 
indicating the markets cater to a local catchment. For three people (5.2%) this was their first visit 
to the area. A large proportion (44.9%, n=26) visited the area frequently, every week or more, 
and 20.7% (n=12) rarely visited the area. The remaining visited every couple of months to every 
couple of weeks. 
 

 
Figure 20. Frequency of visit to the Night Markets 
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Figure 21. Frequency of visit to Beaufort Street (n=59). 

 

3.4.2. Findings 
We asked participants how safe they felt in the study area at different times, considering both 
traffic and crime risks. Those respondents who were visiting the night markets for the first time, 
did not respond to questions regarding walking around Beaufort Street, at times other than at 
the markets.  

 
Figure 22. Perception of safety – traffic 

 
Figure 22 illustrates the majority of survey participants reported that they felt ‘very safe’ or ‘quite 
safe’ from traffic, both at the markets (89.5%, n=52) and walking around the Beaufort Street area 
during the day (89.5%, n=52) and after dark (77.7%, n=42). Some participants however, 
responded that they felt ‘quite unsafe’ in the study area, during the markets (10%, n=6), during 
the day (4%, n=2) and after dark (20%, n=11).  
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Figure 23. Perceptions of safety – fear of crime 

 

Figure 23 shows respondents’ perceptions of personal safety from crime. Most respondents felt 
‘very safe’ / ‘quite safe’ walking around the markets (98.3%, n=57), and in the study area during 
the day (98%, n=55) and after dark (78.5%, n=44). A further 17.9% (n=10) responded that they 
felt ‘quite unsafe’ after dark and only a small number of respondents felt ‘very unsafe’ during the 
markets (1.7%, n=1), and in the area during the day (1.7%, n=1) and after dark (4.6%, n=2).  

Participants were also provided a list of potential interventions that could improve personal and 
traffic safety in the Beaufort Street study area and asked how supportive they were of each 
intervention. Supportiveness for different interventions highlights people’s concerns and 
framing of ‘safety’ issues in the area. The responses are presented in Figure 24.  

 

  

Figure 24. Level of support for safety interventions (n=59) 

 

As seen in Figure 24, overall, respondents viewed most interventions positively. The most popular 
suggestions were ‘more business activity after dark’ and ‘better lighting’, where 79% and 78% 
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(n=46) of respondents stated they were ‘generally supportive’ / ‘very supportive’. This indicates 
that respondents consider improving safety after dark as important and reflects specific concerns 
for personal safety after dark. 

The intervention that was least positively viewed (29%, n=17) was ‘restricting the market area to 
a more compact area’, reflecting the overall level of support for the markets at their current 
scale.   

Respondents were also given the option to provide additional comments on the issues of safety. 
Most participants used the opportunity to talk about positive aspects of the markets – that they 
enjoy them and that they had contributed to the image and activity in the Inglewood and Mount 
Lawley areas.  

In summary, although there were a small number of respondents who felt unsafe with regard 
to traffic and crime, most respondents felt safe from the perspective of both crime and traffic 
in the Beaufort Street area when the markets were operating, during the day and after dark.  
More respondents felt unsafe in Beaufort Street when the markets were on than during the 
day, although this number was small overall. The interventions that were more supported by 
respondents reflect the findings from the residential survey that suggest interventions targeted 
to the after dark environment in the street would be beneficial to improving people’s overall 
sense of safety.  
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3.5 CPTED Audits 

3.5.1. Research design and administration  
A total of 57 CPTED audits were carried out to capture qualities of the built environment 
associated with community safety, related to crime and traffic risks (see Appendix 1, 2 and 3).  

A CPTED audit is an evaluative survey comprised of a series of yes/no and rating scale measures 
relating to key principles of CPTED (see section 2.4). The audit probed the perceived presence or 
absence of commonly accepted CPTED criteria in the study area. The measures incorporated into 
the audit were based on the locations being audited – for example, whether it was an active 
street front or laneway environment. The CPTED Audits of locations on Beaufort Street included 
3 measures for initial impressions, 7 measures for territoriality, 8 measures for surveillance, 7 
measures for order maintenance and 7 for environment (see Appendix 1). The CPTED Audits of 
locations behind Beaufort Street in the laneways included 2 measures for initial impressions, 4 
measures for territoriality, 5 measures for surveillance, 4 measures for order maintenance and 6 
for environment (see Appendix 2). 

Fifty-seven CPTED audits were conducted including 30 along Beaufort Street itself and 27 in the 
laneways immediately behind them. These audits were completed between 9.00am and 
12.00pm on Wednesday, 11th April 2018, in order to help assess the current site conditions and 
explore potential CPTED (and other) solutions to improve the area.  

Sixteen students from Curtin University helped in the collection of this data, which was used in 
their assignments. They were a combination of undergraduates (14) and postgraduates (2) 
enrolled in Urban and Regional Planning degrees, in an elective unit entitled Crime and the Built 
Environment (see Acknowledgements). 

3.5.2 Land use in the area 
The Beaufort Street Strategy (City of Stirling, 2016) highlights a range of land uses and built forms 
along the entire corridor of Beaufort Street. It highlights the historical clustering of development 
around tram stops but less intensive between these stops. Over time this pattern has changed 
with new developments (e.g. the Inglewood Community Centre). There are a range of land uses 
including heritage buildings, post 1960’s built form, recent mixed-use multi-storey buildings, and 
varied setbacks. There are also vacant and derelict sites along the corridor. Numerous strengths 
and weaknesses were identified in all of the precincts and are listed in this strategy document. 
Generally speaking, these are still relevant (see Beaufort Street Strategy, 2016, p31-47).   

3.5.3 CPTED audit findings 
Figures 26 to 30 provide a visual representation of the audit scores along Beaufort Street. Each 
site was scored on a variety of CPTED criteria. Sites scoring 76% or above (high) are illustrated in 
green. Those scoring 51-75% (medium) are coloured yellow. Sites with scores between 26% and 
50% (low) are ORANGE. Finally, audits sites with very low (poor) scores for levels of CPTED 
qualities are highlighted in red.  

The findings from each of the five subsections of the CPTED audit are initially discussed 
separately. We begin with ‘Initial Impressions’ then discuss the findings for ‘Territoriality’, 
‘Surveillance’, ‘Order Maintenance’ and ‘Environment’. Finally, we discuss the ‘Total CPTED 
Scores’ for the study area, which combines all of the CPTED scores.  
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Figure 25. Initial Impressions % Scores 

 

‘Initial impressions’ was a measure for how attractive and ‘positive’ the street, buildings / 
laneways were seen to be. For this category, fourteen street locations scored 76 and over. They 
were S1, S2, S3, S4, S5, S9, S11, S14, S16, S17, S18, S19, S21 and S29. These tend to concentrate 
to the west of the site and 16 – 21, from Seventh Avenue to Ninth Avenue. Interestingly, the 24-
Hour IGA on Second Avenue (S3) and it’s access to the rear (L3) both scored 100% and were seen 
to be very positive and attractive. 

As illustrated in Figure 25, five street sites were the seen to be less attractive and positive scored 
50 or below (represented by the orange and red boxes). These were located to the west and 
include S22, S23, S25, S26, and S30. The blocks on both sides of Beaufort Street (S25 and S26), 
from Normanby to Crawford Street contained many derelict and vacant lots and received the 
lowest scores of only 30% and 20% for ‘Initial Impressions’.  

Seven laneways / feeder roads received scores of 76 and over, including L1, L3, L6, L11, L12, L13 
and L21 (these are represented as green boxes). The area behind the 24-Hour IGA on Second 
Avenue (L3) was seen to be the most attractive and positive, and scored 100%   

Eight laneways / feeder roads received low ‘Initial Impressions’ scores of 50 and below, including, 
L7, L8, L15, L19, L22, L25, L28 and L29. These concentrate to the west of the study site. The two 
sites with the lowest score of 30% were L22 (Lawry Lane), behind Tyre Power and the vacant 
supermarket building (formerly IGA) and L25 (Sturgate Lane).  

Overall, the scores for ‘Initial Impressions’ were lower for audit sites in laneways than they were 
for streets. 

 
 
 
 

N 
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Figure 26. Territoriality % Scores 

 

‘Territoriality’ measured how clearly defined property boundaries were and how easy it was to 
identify spaces as being public, semi-public or private. It also measured the clarity and intensity 
of use and activity. The scores are illustrated in Figure 26. 

All street audit sites scored 50% for Territoriality except S26, which scored 46%. The Highest 
scores again concentrate to the southwest and around S16 - S19 (Seventh Av to Tenth Av). The 
retail blocks of S16 (93%) S17 (96%) and S18 (90%) were seen to be the most well-defined, 
active and well-used.  

The lowest scores for ‘Territoriality’ on Beaufort Street were recorded in the northeast of the 
study site including S22 (55%), S25 (54%), S26 (47%) and S27 (59%). The blocks on both sides of 
Beaufort Street (S25 and S26), from Normanby to Crawford Street contained many derelict and 
vacant lots, where there was a lack of ownership and use. 

For the laneways and feeder roads, twelve sites recorded ‘Territoriality’ scores of 76% or above, 
including, L2, L3, L5, L6, L7, L11, L12, L13, L14, L20 and L21 and L28. These generally 
concentrated to the southwest but were also located throughout the study site. Ingleton Lane 
(L6) between Fourth Avenue and Third Avenue scored 99% and was dominated by residential 
properties with rear garages and upper floors overlooking the laneway. Inglewood Lane from 
Sixth to Seventh Avenue (L13) scored 94% and was similarly dominated by residential 
properties with rear garages and upper floors overlooking the laneway. It also included some 
properties that fronted the laneway. 

Laneways and feeder roads scoring lower for ‘Territoriality’ were dispersed along the study 
area, and included, L8 (57%), L9 (63%), L10 (63%), L15 (58%), L19 (58%) and Lawry Lane (L22, 
48%). This site was located behind the Tyre Power and vacant supermarket building (formerly 
IGA) from Tenth to Eleventh Avenue and given the vacant supermarket operates only as a car 
park. This was the lowest ‘Territoriality’ score. 

N 
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Overall, the sites were generally well-defined and ‘Territoriality’ was the category that was 
scored the highest of all the CPTED variables in the study area. As with the earlier category of 
‘Initial Impressions’, laneways sites were scored lower than those on streets.  

 
Figure 27. Surveillance % Scores 

 
‘Surveillance’ measured ease of visibility. This related to whether building frontages addressed 
the street, were visibly permeable (e.g. windows overlook the street) and were not obscured by 
advertising. It also measured the perceived passive surveillance from surrounding land uses, 
passing pedestrians or other users and from passing vehicle traffic. Finally, the use of CCTV and 
whether foliage obscured surveillance was also part of the surveillance score. 

Figure 27 illustrates the ten street locations, which received ‘Surveillance’ scores of 76% or 
above. These were S2 (78%), S3 (76%), S5 (77%) S10 (81%), S11 (79%), S12 (77%), S13 (77%), S15 
(78%), S16 (91%), S17 (76%) and S29 (78%). Generally, these were spread throughout the study 
site. The street audit site (S16) on the southern side of Beaufort Street from Seventh and Eighth 
Avenue received the highest ‘Surveillance’ score of 91% and was dominated by retail businesses 
fronting directly onto the street.  

Most of the other locations received reasonably good surveillance scores of between 61% and 
75%, while S22 received a score of 51%. However, two locations received ‘Surveillance’ scores of 
50% and below. S25 is located on the north side of Beaufort between Normandy Road and 
Crawford Road and received a score of 45%. This is dominated by derelict and vacant lots, which 
provide few, if any, opportunities for surveillance from the buildings onto the street. S26 is 
adjacent to this site and contained a gardening outlet (Beaufort Garden World) and vacant open 
space with some overgrown bushes. This audit site recorded the lowest ‘Surveillance’ score of 
31%.   

For the laneways and feeder roads and spaces, L3, the area behind the 24-Hour IGA on Second 
Avenue, received the highest ‘Surveillance’ score of 90%, followed by L29 (80%), L21 (70%) and 
L5 (69%). L29 is located behind the Civic Hotel and Chicken Treat and is a car park / laneway which 
is also adjacent to Coles. Thirteen sites received ‘Surveillance’ scores of 50% or below, including 
L1 (42%), L7 (41%), L8 (48%), L13 (46%), L15 (31%), L16 (48%), L17 (50%), L18 (48%), L19 (40%), 
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L22 (40%), L25 (28%), L27 (48%) and L28 (37%). The lowest “Surveillance’ score (28%) was 
recorded for Sturgate Lane (L25), which is behind a block of derelict, vacant and unused buildings 
running from Normanby to Crawford Street. There appear to be limited opportunities for 
surveillance. Laneways sites were scored lower than those on streets and surveillance in 
laneways was the lowest of all the CPTED measures.   

 
Figure 28. Order Maintenance % Scores 

 
‘Order Maintenance’ measured the presence or absence of litter / rubbish, graffiti and vandalism 
at or near the site and whether the site and buildings were well maintained. It also measured 
evidence of abandoned buildings and / or vehicles and the routine maintenance of properties 
structures and the natural landscape. 

The southwest and central parts of the study site exhibit much higher levels of ‘Order 
Maintenance’ than the east. This is clearly visible in Figure 28. Seventeen street audit sites 
recorded ‘Order Maintenance’ scores of 76% and above. The sites with the highest levels 
included; S1 (93%), S3 (86%), S12 (86%), S16 (89%), S19 (94%) and S24 (91%).  

S1 (93%) is dominated by residential flats and houses overlooking the street, with well-kept 
gardens, street verges and street paths. S19 (94%) is located on the Beaufort Street block from 
Ninth to Tenth Avenue and includes the Inglewood Town Square, Library and Bob Daniels 
Community Centre. The town square contains a well-maintained public realm and the street 
verges and path are also well managed and well defined. This site recorded the highest levels of 
‘Order Maintenance’. S24 (91%) is located on the southern side of Beaufort Street on the blocks 
between Eleventh Avenue and Harcourt Street. All these audit sites were judged to be clean, well 
maintained and free from litter, graffiti and vandalism. 

Six street sites recorded ‘Order Maintenance’ scores of 50% and below, including, S22 (39%), S23 
(46%), S25 (26%), S26 (30%), S28 (45%) and S30 (50%). These are located to the east of the study 
site. S5 recorded the lowest levels of ‘Order Maintenance (26%) and is located to the south of 
Beaufort Street between Tenth Avenue and Eleventh Avenue and contained as Tyre Power and 
the vacant supermarket building and car park of the former IGA business. S26 scored poorly 
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(30%), and is also on the south side of Beaufort Street between Waterford Street and Crawford 
Street. It contained the Beaufort Garden World nursery and an area vacant open space with some 
overgrown bushes.  

Five laneways / feeder roads received ‘Order Maintenance’ scores of 76% and over, including L1 
(87%), L3 (95%), L5 (78%), L6 (91%) and L14 (70%). These are located mostly to the southwest of 
the study site. The access road and car park to the rear of the 24-Hour IGA on Second Avenue 
(L3), received the highest score (95%). Ingleton Lane (L6) between Fourth Avenue and Third 
Avenue scored 91% for ‘Order Maintenance’ and was dominated by residential properties with 
rear garages. Wenberi Lane (L1), located behind Beaufort Street (from First Avenue to Second 
Avenue) received a score of 87% and was also overlooked by residential properties. These three 
laneways / spaces were all judged to be well maintained and showed no evidence of litter / 
rubbish, graffiti or vandalism.  

Five laneways / feeder roads received ‘Order Maintenance’ scores of 50% and below, including, 
L16 (35%), L19 (42%), L22 (28%), L25 (25%) and L28 (44%). L25 (Sturgate Lane) received the 
lowest score (25%) followed by L22 - Lawry Lane (28%), behind Tyre Power and the vacant IGA 
supermarket building. Both were judged to be poorly maintained and showed evidence of litter 
/ rubbish, graffiti and vandalism.  

 
Figure 29. Environment % Scores 

‘Environment’ was a measure for the presence or absence of entrapment spots, vacant or derelict 
land or property and whether the site was linked to other land-uses via pedestrian access ways 
and paths, which lack surveillance. It also measured whether the site was close to potential crime 
generators such as a supplier of alcohol or pawnbrokers or cash converters. Finally, 
‘environment’ also recorded operational times and whether the buildings were open over a 24-
hour period. 

Six streets audit sites received ‘Environment’ scores of 76% and above, including, S10 (77%), S12 
(77%), S13 (77%), S17 (81%), S18 (79%) and S24 (83%). These were well-connected and well-used 
land-uses and sections of the street with little or no evidence of vacancy. They were not adjacent 
or close to potential crime generating land uses. 
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Two streets audit sites received ‘Environment’ scores of 50% and below. These were S28 (49%) 
and S30 (43%). These locations contained a disused car lot and vacant land and were opposite 
potential crime generating land uses, such as the Civic Hotel, bottle shop and TAB. 

Four laneways received ‘Environment’ scores of 76% and above, including; L6 (87%), L13 (76%), 
L18 (80%) and L20 (77%). These laneways were generally located away from potentially crime 
generating land uses and did not provide entrapment spots or provide access to vulnerable land 
uses or spaces. 

Four laneways received ‘Environment’ scores of 50% and below, including; L8 (43%), L15 (43%), 
L23 (50%) and L28 (44%).  

L8 - Wenberi Lane (43%) between Fourth and Fifth Avenues is located behind the Inglewood 
Hotel and bottle shop. It contains a car park and TAB and is linked to other locations by another 
laneway. There are several potential entrapment spots, although there are also several 
residential properties that actually front onto this laneway and car park.  

Inglewood Lane - L15 (43%) runs between Seventh and Eighth Avenues and is also linked to 
Cloudy Lane, which runs off to the north to provide access to somewhere else, behind the back 
of residential properties. The laneway is not straight and deviates at one point, proving potential 
entrapments spots along its length. Inglewood Lane was, at the time of the audit, adjacent to the 
derelict buildings / vacant land associated with the Bunnings fire.  

Beresford Lane - L28 (44%) runs from Crawford Street to Stuart Street. It was poorly maintained 
and lined on both sides with the fencing of residential backyards and contained several recessed 
spaces / alcoves along its length. There appeared to be some vacant land and there was also 
another similar laneway running off to the side, providing access to somewhere else.  

Overall, potential crime attracting and / or crime generating land uses were associated with the 
southeastern extremes of the study site, rather than to the northeast.   
 

 
Figure 30. Total CPTED % Scores  
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The ‘Total CPTED Score’ represents all of the CPTED data from the categories discussed above in 
Figures 25 – 29. As identified in Figure 30, thirteen street locations recorded Total CPTED Scores 
of over 76 (green blocks) and are located mainly to in the southwestern section of the study area. 
The two street locations with the highest Total CPTED Scores were S16 (86%) and S17 (85%). They 
are located on Beaufort Street between Eighth and Ninth Avenues and Seventh and Eighth 
Avenues respectively. S16 is a strip of retail stores on the south side of Beaufort Street, while S17 
is located on the northern side of Beaufort Street and similarly dominated by small retail stores.  

S17 is a good example of a well-balanced urban form with mixed use buildings, and a continuous 
awning to protect against the weather.  

The central and western sections of Beaufort Street exhibited higher Total CPTED scores than the 
eastern extremes, apart from S24, which was scored at 80%. This area is located on the southern 
side of Beaufort Street between Eleventh Avenue and Harcourt Street, and is largely dominated 
by small retail stores, a car lot and some residential properties. 

The lowest Total CPTED Scores for streets were located to the east of the study area. The lowest 
‘Total CPTED’ scores were recorded for street segments S26 (41%) and S25 (46%). Both are 
located between Normandy and Crawford Street and contained a concentration of poorly-
maintained derelict and vacant lots. The other location, between 10th and 11th Avenue, which 
received a low ‘Total CPTED’ score was S22, which received a total CPTED Score of 49. This audit 
site contained Tyre Power and the vacant IGA supermarket building and car park. 

In terms of the laneways, six received CPTED scores of 50% and below. These were L8 (50%) L15 
(45%), L19 (50%) and L22 (43%) L25 (43%) and L28 (49%), highlighted in by orange boxes in Figure 
30. The three lowest Total CPTED Scores for laneways were recorded for L25 (Sturgate Lane) 
between Normandy Street and Crawford Street, L22 between 10th Avenue and 11th Avenue and 
L15 between 7th and 8th Avenue. 

Table 9 compares all the CPTED categories and the Total CPTED scores for audits sites conducted 
on streets and those on laneways.  
 

CPTED Concept % Score 
Laneways 

% Score 
Streets 

Initial impressions 61 66 

Territoriality 73 77 
Surveillance 54 70 

Order Maintenance 64 70 
Environment 63 67 

Total CPTED Score 66 71 

Table 9. CPTED Scores for Laneways and Streets 
 
Generally speaking, the CPTED scored are slightly higher for streets than they were for laneways. 
This is particularly the case for levels of surveillance, which were significantly lower in the 
laneways than in the streets. This appears to be linked to the findings from Tables 6 and 7 earlier. 
Here, businesses expressed increased worries about crime in laneways compared to streets.  
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3.8 Lighting survey  
In the absence of any scientific data about lux levels for the study site, the researchers conducted 
a brief walkthrough of the site on the evening of Friday 27th July 2018. Lighting levels fluctuated 
along the study area and were lowest mainly in laneways and near sections with derelict and 
vacant properties. Several lights were not working. Given the concerns about worry about crime 
after dark, the authors recommend that a more detailed and scientific lighting survey should be 
conducted as soon as practicable to supplement the findings of this report. If a new lighting 
strategy is implemented, consideration should be given to establishing a colour / type to fit the 
place making and identity that could be developed along the Beaufort Street study area (see 
recommendations). 
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4.  Summary of Findings  
The findings suggest that overall the study area of Beaufort Street is generally a well-used and 
vibrant place, valued by the community, its residents, businesses and visitors. It is relatively safe 
in terms of traffic and crime issues, but there are some concerns about crime risks and traffic 
issues expressed by residents, business and to a lesser extent, by users of the night markets. 
These concerns appear to concentrate in and around specific locations and sections along the 
study area. These locations also received lower CPTED scores, suggesting perceptions maybe 
linked to elements of the design, management and use of the built environment.    

Table 10 (below) provides a simple summary of the finding from each of the four methodologies. 

Residents’ Survey Businesses Survey Night-market Users’ 
Survey 

CPTED Audits 

Most respondents 
felt safe from traffic 
and crime during the 
day. Some (around 
25%) felt unsafe with 
regard to traffic. 

The most common 
crimes witnessed by 
respondents and most 
worried about were 
property crimes rather 
than personal crimes. 

Most respondents were 
frequent users who 
frequently visited the 
markets (more than 10 
times). 

CPTED audits for 
the whole area 
were generally 
good, but some 
parts scored much 
lower than others. 

Respondents felt 
unsafe with regard 
to crime after dark 
especially in the 
north-east of the 
study area. 

A small number had 
witnessed or 
experienced personal 
crimes, such as 
physical assault, and 
more were worried 
about such crimes. 

People felt safe with 
regard to traffic and 
crime at the markets, 
and in the Beaufort 
Street area during the 
day and after dark. 

Laneways 
scored much 
lower than 
streets.  

 

Reduced traffic 
speeds and more 
numerous and safer 
crossing points may 
increase perceived 
and real safety. 

Businesses worried 
more about crime in 
laneways than in the 
streets. 

A small number of 
respondents felt unsafe 
with regard to traffic 
safety during the 
markets and at other 
times. 

Locations to the 
southwest were 
scored as being 
less problematic 
than east. 

 
Streets connecting to 
Beaufort Street were 
poorly lit. Improving 
this may increase 
perceptions of safety. 

Most were worried to 
more or less extent 
about pedestrian 
crossings over 
Beaufort Street. 

Some safety concerns 
about traffic but were 
minor compared to 
people who thought the 
area was safe. 

Surveillance was 
particularly low in 
laneways. 

The vacant shops 
and land was seen 
as a negative and 
could be increasing 
fear of crime. 

Along the street, 
being robbed, graffiti 
and vandalism (all 
60%) caused most 
worry for 
respondents. 

Interventions targeted 
at improving Beaufort 
Street at night were 
more popular, than 
other interventions. 

Locations with 
vacancy and 
dereliction were 
regarded as highly 
negative. 

Providing buffers 
from traffic and 
improving sightlines 
could help traffic 
concerns. 

In laneways, worry 
was most pronounced 
for vehicle-related 
crime and graffiti. 

Respondents commonly 
suggested more 
business activities after 
dark and better lighting. 

Residents fear 
maps align closely 
with CPTED 
scores. 

 

Table 10. Summary of Key findings 
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The research highlights several key issues related to safety in the Beaufort Street area, both from 
crime and traffic perspectives.  

Opportunities for crime revealed in the built environment audit and ‘fear of crime’ measured in 
surveys highlighted the north east of the study area, from the Civic Tower in Inglewood to the 
Civic Hotel, as an area concern. The southwestern end of the study area measured well overall, 
indicating an environment that offers limited opportunities for crime and is positive in terms of 
“feeling safe”. However, there are isolated areas that lack natural surveillance and afford 
concealment spaces, such as around the laneways on the eastern side of Beaufort Street and the 
area around the Inglewood Hotel. 

The most significant issues were identified in the area north-east of the Civic Tower in Inglewood. 
The CPTED audit scored the area lowest overall in ‘initial impressions’, ‘territoriality’, 
‘surveillance’, ‘order maintenance’ and ‘environment’ measures. Although the residential 
surveys indicated that most respondents felt from the perspective of crime during the day, fear 
of crime was a more significant issue after dark. The residential survey findings highlight vacant 
land and buildings in the area around the Civic Hotel extending to the Civic Tower, as contributing 
to these negative perceptions.  

Laneways were also identified as areas that provided opportunities for crime or potentially 
contributed to ‘fear of crime’ due to low levels of surveillance, concealment spaces, and limited 
territoriality. Specific laneways identified by the audit and surveys include some in the north-
eastern part of the study area, between the Civic Tower and the Civic Hotel; laneways around 
10th Avenue; laneways around Seventh and Eighth Avenue; laneways around the Inglewood 
Hotel; and laneways on the eastern side of Beaufort Street around Fifth Avenue. CCTV, increased 
security and upkeep of vacant land were identified as potential solutions, as well as longer term 
measures such as increasing land uses that were active beyond office hours to ensure there were 
more people on the street after dark. 

Fear of crime was reported in the surveys to be higher at night. Having more people on the street, 
more businesses open and activities at night, and improving lighting, particularly in the streets 
feeding into Beaufort Street, were the main measures identified that were perceived to improve 
the safety of the area.  

Findings relating to safety with regard to traffic were mixed. Only approximately a quarter of 
respondents in the residential survey felt unsafe on Beaufort Street during the day. A slightly 
higher percentage felt unsafe after dark. However, issues relating to traffic safety were 
frequently noted in the open-ended responses, suggesting that many had particular views they 
wanted to express. Areas concerning respondents with regard to traffic were widely distributed 
across the study area, concentrating at key activity nodes along the corridor. The most common 
issues that arose in the research were safe crossings on Beaufort Street and traffic speeds. 
Providing a safe crossing near the Civic Hotel was raised several times and there was also wide 
support for lower traffic speeds. 

Interventions to improve people’s perception of safety with regard to traffic should concentrate 
on planning, assessing the feasibility and advocating for one or more crossing points, particularly 
at key local activity centres like the 2nd Avenue IGA and the Civic Hotel area. Likewise, continuing 
to explore opportunities for lowering traffic speeds on Beaufort Street is recommended if the 
real and perceived safety of the Beaufort Street study area is to be improved. Other efforts could 
be to improve and extend the buffering effects of parked cars along Beaufort Street through 
traffic management efforts and maintain and improve sightlines for pedestrians, particularly at 
key crossing points.  
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5.  Recommendations 
The findings from What’s Up on Beaufort Street? suggest a range of recommendations for 
improving the safety from crime and traffic risks. Some may help to turn ‘spaces’ into ‘places’ 
and contribute to the process of emplacement (Sangamoon et al., 2013) and ongoing place-
making initiatives. Firstly, we identify recommendations in relation to laneways, Beaufort Street 
and the whole study area. We then highlight funding opportunities, further research, policy 
recommendations and future processes and strategies. Finally, we break down the 
recommendations into short-term and relatively inexpensive strategies and those likely to be 
longer-term and more costly. 

Laneways 
• Continue strategies to rapidly remove graffiti and repair vandalized sites. 

• Improve legibility and territoriality using paving and signage. 

• Consider urban art or green walls on bare surfaces to deter vandalism. 

• Improve lighting in the laneways without compromising amenity. 

• Consider options for redesigning the rear of premises / shops to face laneways, where 
practicable. 

• Consider activating laneways with some place making ideas / temporary uses (e.g. cultural 
events, music, art etc).  

• Enforce any caveats or local by-laws regarding the maintenance of landscaping in the 
area. 

• Emphasize laneways as an alternative movement network, given the poor quality for 
pedestrians along parts of Beaufort Street.  

• Consider using mobile CCTV for vulnerable laneways where incidents may have occurred. 

Beaufort Street 
• Consider establishing urban pockets in the streetscape for rest and shelter with 

integrated seating, shading and lighting.  

• Consider creating pocket parks in some of the building setback areas (dead spaces). This 
will require negotiation with landowners and businesses. 

• Urban art / green walling to deter vandalism and graffiti on public amenities such as sign 
posts, light poles, phone booths, bus shelters, bin and utility boxes. 

• Continue to contribute to current art pieces outside Cecchis etc.  

• Ensure entrances (doors / window / roof) are secured on vacant derelict structures. 

• Clean up and trim back the foliage on vacant sites and make them look more occupant- 
friendly.  

• If spaces are to remain vacant for an extended period, encourage the creation of 
temporary community spaces to fund maintenance of these spaces whilst providing 
community value. 

• Consider using vacant sites for temporary events to improve incentives for potential 
investors to experience possibilities for the space and generate temporary service and 
events for the community. 

• Consider complimentary / temporary tenancies to fill any vacant shops.  

• Enforcing any caveats or local by-laws regarding the maintenance of landscaping in the 
area. 

• Consider using CCTV along the study area to reassure users and potentially deter 
offending. 

• Consider the maintenance of greenery to promote surveillance. 
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• Install way-finding material denoting historical information of the area integrated into art 
pieces. This could also appear on the pavement and walls, where appropriate. 

The whole study area 
• CPTED works best when it is used as a participatory process. Engaging and involving the 

community in identifying, designing and installing potential improvement is likely to 
strengthen the capacity for improvements to be more resilient and sustainable. This can 
also build social capital, community pride and build on the existing successes. 

• Create and introduce a common urban design element / branding thematic. This could be 
used for way finding / signage, street treatments, bus stops, bins, light poles, benches etc.  
This will help strengthen street identity, acknowledging the distinct precincts identified in 
the Beaufort Street Strategy.  

• Consider more clearly defining each precinct with colours and signage / messages on the 
pavements / walls.   

• Consider additional crossing points, potentially on an initial trial basis. These are 
recommended near the Civic Hotel and the 2nd Avenue IGA. There is anecdotal evidence 
of incidents where traffic does not stop for pedestrians at the pelican crossing at the 
Inglewood library. Crossing areas should be located where there are clear sightlines 
where pedestrians can see oncoming traffic and traffic can clearly see crossing signals. 
The Beaufort Street Strategy recommends several ideas to help slow traffic. This report 
broadly supports these recommendations.  

• Existing crossing points need to be made more legible for pedestrians, particularly after 
dark. 

• Consider using different coloured / textured road surfaces near to where pavements are 
narrowed to potential slow traffic. 

• The Beaufort Street Strategy suggests car parking could be developed in spaces behind 
retailers / other properties. If this is pursued, ensure car parks do not provide more 
opportunities for theft or / from vehicles and other crimes.  

• Consider ‘Adopt an X’ scheme. Here, community members / schools can ‘adopt’ a space 
or piece of infrastructure, to monitor or personalise. This may help with developing social 
capital and in discouraging issues such as graffiti and vandalism. 

• Consider using CCTV along the study area to reassure users and potentially deter 
offending. This could also be linked to CCTV in local businesses. 

• Monitoring of street lights - acknowledge that overall, Beaufort Street is reasonably well 
lit; with some gaps. However, the side streets are noted to be less well-lit. This seems to 
be a barrier to people walking to Beaufort Street at night. A scientific lighting study could 
identify key side streets for better light treatments, as well as improving lighting along 
parts of Beaufort Street itself. 

Funding Opportunities 
One key recommendation is to use this report to leverage local, State and Federal funding to 
implement a range of improvements, as an evidence-based approach to highlighting local 
problems and issues and developing contextually-sensitive local CPTED (and other) solutions. At a 
Federal level, the Australian Government’s Department of Home Affairs recently announced the 
‘Safer Communities Fund Round 3 – Infrastructure Grants’, which provides up to $1 million for 
CCTV, security, lighting and CPTED initiatives. It is recommended that an application be made to 
this fund, using this report as evidence of the specific need for highly targeted CPTED (and other) 
initiatives. If this was not possible in 2018, this opportunity could be applied for in 2019. The details 
are in the link below.  
https://www.grants.gov.au/?event=public.GO.show&GOUUID=E4563A71-AAC9-1421-504741F82E778187  

https://www.grants.gov.au/?event=public.GO.show&GOUUID=E4563A71-AAC9-1421-504741F82E778187
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Further research 
• Conduct CPTED audits after dark. 

• Conduct pedestrian surveys to track actual use during the day and night. 

• Conduct a larger study. 

• Commission a scientifically robust lux survey of the lighting levels in and around the study 
area. 

Policy recommendations 
• All new planning applications lodged for consideration with the City of Stirling should 

comprise a full CPTED site assessment. 

• Review all relevant documentation and regulations to ensure CPTED principles are 
included. This includes the current policy document ‘A Form and Character Based Code for 
Corridor Revitalisation’ as adopted by the City of Stirling’s Council on 17 May 2016 which 
related directly to the Beaufort Street audit area. 

• Ensure all new place making strategies do not compromise CPTED principles. 

Future processes and strategies 
• Enhance business networking. Formally link all the local businesses to improve 

communication and share information. This can be used to inform each other when known 
offenders are around.  

• Consider networking existing CCTV and sharing footage to enable offenders to be tracked 
along the whole area, rather than just limited to individual premises. 

• Consider establishing a process and an appropriate body / agency for recording all crime 
and traffic incidents (reported to the police or not) and map these spatially and temporally. 
This data and potential ongoing responses to it could form a useful part of the Community 
Safety and Crime Prevention Plan for the City of Stirling. 

• The Beaufort Street Strategy recommended that a part-time place manager position should 
be created. This report supports this approach and recommends the responsibility should 
also extend to the night-time economy and after dark improvements. 

Finally, Table 11 and 12 (below) divides some of these recommendations up into short and long-
term strategies. Recommendations for the ‘whole study area’, mentioned above, are 
predominantly longer-term strategies, which could link to existing place-making initiatives. These 
are not listed separately in Tables 11 and 12.  

Ultimately, partnerships and a multi-agency participatory approach will be necessary to most 
appropriately implement any of these recommendations. Fully engaging with the community in 
this process will also add value and potentially contribute to the sustainability and resilience of any 
potential strategies, improvements or modifications that might be implemented.  
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Short-term 
and ‘less’ 
expensive 

 

Laneways 

• Continue strategies to rapidly remove graffiti and repair vandalized sites. 

• Improve legibility and territoriality using paving and signage. 

• Consider urban art or green walls on bare surfaces to deter vandalism. 

• Improve lighting in the laneways without compromising amenity. 

• Enforce any caveats or local by-laws regarding the maintenance of 
landscaping in the area. 

• Consider using mobile CCTV for vulnerable laneways where incidents may 
have occurred. 

Beaufort Street 

• Urban art / green walling to deter vandalism and graffiti on public 
amenities such as sign posts, light poles, phone booths, bus shelters, bin 
and utility boxes. 

• Continue to contribute to current art pieces outside Cecchis etc.  

• Ensure entrances (doors / window / roof) are secured on vacant derelict 
structures. 

• Clean up and trim back the foliage on vacant sites and make them look 
more occupant-friendly.  

• Enforcing any caveats or local by-laws regarding the maintenance of 
landscaping in the area. 

• Consider using CCTV along the study area to reassure users and 
potentially deter offending. 

• Consider the maintenance of greenery to promote surveillance. 

• Install way-finding material denoting historical information of the area 
integrated into art pieces. This could also appear on the pavement and 
walls, where appropriate. 

Funding Opportunities 
It is recommended that an application be made to the ‘Safer Communities Fund 
Round 3 – Infrastructure Grants’, which provides up to $1 million for CCTV, 
security, lighting and CPTED initiatives. See; 
https://www.grants.gov.au/?event=public.GO.show&GOUUID=E4563A71-
AAC9-1421-504741F82E778187  

Further Research 
Commission a scientifically robust lux survey of the lighting levels in and around 
study area. 

Future Processes and Strategies 

• Set up a part-time place manager position with the additional 
responsibility for the night-time economy and after dark. 

• Enhance business networking. Formally link all the local businesses to 
improve communication and share information. This can be used to 
inform each other when known offenders are around.  

Table 11. Short -term CPTED Strategies to Improve Community Safety 

  

https://www.grants.gov.au/?event=public.GO.show&GOUUID=E4563A71-AAC9-1421-504741F82E778187
https://www.grants.gov.au/?event=public.GO.show&GOUUID=E4563A71-AAC9-1421-504741F82E778187
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Long-term 
and ‘more’ 
expensive 

Laneways 

• Improve lighting in the laneways without compromising amenity. 

• Consider options for redesigning the rear of premises / shops to face 
laneways, where practicable. 

• Consider activating laneways with some place making ideas / temporary 
uses (e.g. cultural events, music, art etc).  

• Emphasize laneways as an alternative movement network, given the poor 
quality for pedestrians along parts of Beaufort Street.  

Beaufort Street 

• Consider establishing urban pockets in the streetscape for rest and shelter 
with integrated seating, shading and lighting.  

• Consider creating pocket parks in some of the building setback areas 
(dead spaces). This will require negotiation with landowners and 
businesses. 

• Consider using vacant sites / shops for temporary events to improve 
incentives for potential investors to experience possibilities for the space 
and generate temporary service and events for the community. 

Funding Opportunities 
These should be sought to potentially test any CPTED (or other) strategies which 
are implemented, to evaluate their effectiveness, or otherwise. 

Further Research 

• Conduct CPTED audits after dark. 

• Conduct pedestrian surveys to track actual use during the day and night. 

• Conduct a larger research study. 

Policy 

• Ensure all new planning applications lodged for consideration with the 
City of Stirling require a full CPTED assessment and report. 

• Review all relevant documentation and regulations to ensure CPTED 
principles are appropriately included.  

• Ensure all new strategies do not compromise CPTED principles. 

Future Processes and Strategies 

• Set up a part-time place manager position with the additional 
responsibility for the night-time economy and after dark. 

• Enhance business networking and formally link all the local businesses to 
improve communication and share information.  

• Consider networking existing CCTV and sharing footage to enable 
offenders to be tracked along the whole area.  

• Consider establishing a process and an appropriate agency for recording 
all crime and traffic incidents (reported to the police or not) and map 
these spatially and temporally. This data and potential ongoing responses 
to it could form a useful part of the Community Safety and Crime 
Prevention Plan for the City of Stirling. 

Table 12. Long-term CPTED Strategies to Improve Community Safety 
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Appendix 1: CPTED street audits 
Initial	impressions	('curb	appeal') S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 S17 S18 S19 S20 S21 S22 S23 S24 S25 S26 S27 S28 S29 S30

Initial	impressions	of	the	buildings	are	positive 4 4 5 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 5 5 5 5 4 5 2 3 3 2 1 3 3 4 2

Initial	impressions	of	the	street	are	positive 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 5 5 5 4 3 4 2 3 3 2 2 3 3 4 2

The	location	is	attractive 4 4 5 4 4 4 3 3 4 3 4 4 3 4 3 5 4 4 5 4 4 2 3 3 2 1 3 3 4 2

Initial	impressions	Score	/	15 13 12 15 12 13 11 10 10 11 11 12 11 11 12 10 14 13 13 14 11 13 7 8 9 5 3 9 9 12 6

Initial	impressions	%	Score	 88 79 100 80 87 73 65 65 76 75 77 72 73 79 67 93 87 87 91 72 88 44 50 57 30 20 58 58 78 40

Territoriality S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 S17 S18 S19 S20 S21 S22 S23 S24 S25 S26 S27 S28 S29 S30

Property	boundaries	are	clearly	defined 5 4 4 3 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 4 4 3 5 4 3 5 4 4 4 4

It	is	clear	whether	spaces	are	public,	semi-public	or	private 5 4 3 3 4 5 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 4 4 4 5 3 4 5 4 4 3 4 3 4

The	site	is	located	in,	or	close	to	spaces	with	activities 4 4 4 4 5 4 3 3 5 4 4 4 3 4 4 5 5 4 4 4 4 2 4 4 3 2 3 4 4 3

The	site	is	not	in,	or	close	to,	a	secluded	or	under-used	area 3 3 5 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 5 5 3 4 3 2 3 5 2 2 2 3 3 3

The	site	is	located	in	an	area	with	adequate	levels	of	pedestrian	circulation 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 3 4 5 5 5 4 4 3 4 4 3 3 3 4 4 3

Entrances	to	the	buildings	are	clearly	defined	and	visible 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 4 4 5 3 4 5 3 0 3 4 5 4

The	intended	use	of	the	site	is	clear 5 4 5 4 4 4 4 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 4 5 3 4 5 3 2 3 3 4 3

Territoriality	Score	/	35 30 29 30 25 29 29 25 25 30 29 29 29 27 29 27 33 34 32 30 29 30 19 27 29 19 17 21 26 26 22

Territoriality	%	Score 86 82 86 71 84 83 71 71 87 83 84 83 78 82 77 93 96 90 85 84 85 55 76 83 54 47 59 74 74 64

Surveillance S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 S17 S18 S19 S20 S21 S22 S23 S24 S25 S26 S27 S28 S29 S30

Building	frontages	address	the	street 4 5 4 4 5 4 4 5 5 4 4 4 5 0 4 5 5 5 4 5 5 3 3 4 3 1 4 4 5 4

Building	facades	are	visibly	permeable	(e.g.	windows	overlook	the	street) 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 3 4 3 4 4 3 4 5 5 4 4 4 2 3 3 1 1 3 3 4 3

Advertising	does	not	obscure	the	surveillance	from	overlooking	windows 2 3 4 4 4 2 4 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 1 2 3 4 4 3

There	is	passive	surveillance	from	surrounding	land	uses 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 3 3 4 2 2 3 3 4 3

There	is	passive	surveillance	from	passing	pedestrians	or	other	users 5 4 4 4 5 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 5 4 4 3 5 4 3 3 4 4 4 3

There	is	passive	surveillance	from	passing	vehicle	traffic 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 4 4 4 5 4 5 5 5 4 4 4 3 5 5 4 4 4 4 5 5

There	is	CCTV	in	use 0 2 2 2 2 1 3 3 1 4 3 3 3 2 3 3 0 0 1 1 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 4 3

Foliage	does	not	obscure	surveillance 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 3 5 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 3 4 3 3 5 5 5 2 4 3 2 4

Surveillance	Score	/	40 28 31 31 30 31 28 29 28 27 32 32 31 31 27 31 35 31 29 29 28 28 20 29 30 18 13 26 25 31 27

Surveillance	%	Score 70 78 76.3 75 77 69 73 69 68 81 79 77 77 67 78 87 76 73 74 71 70 51 71 74 45 31 64 61 78 66

Order	Maintenance S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 S17 S18 S19 S20 S21 S22 S23 S24 S25 S26 S27 S28 S29 S30

There	is	no	evidence	of	litter	/	rubbish	at	or	near	the	site 5 4 4 3 4 4 4 3 4 5 4 5 4 4 4 5 5 4 4 4 4 3 4 5 2 2 3 2 3 3

There	is	no	evidence	of	graffiti	at	or	near	the	site 5 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 5 4 4 4 3 4 4 5 5 5 4 3 2 2 5 2 4 3 1 4 3

There	is	no	evidence	of	vandalism	at	or	near	the	site 5 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 4 3 2 2 5 2 4 3 2 4 3

The	site	and	buildings	are	well	maintained 5 4 5 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 5 4 5 2 2 4 1 0 3 3 4 2

There	is	no	evidence	of	abandoned	buildings	and	/	or	vehicles 4 4 5 4 4 2 5 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 3 4 5 5 5 4 5 2 1 5 1 1 2 3 3 1

There	is	evidence	of	the	routine	maintenance	of	properties	and	structures 5 4 5 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 5 5 4 4 4 2 3 5 1 0 2 2 4 4

There	is	evidence	of	the	routine	maintenance	of	the	natural	landscape 5 4 3 4 4 3 4 4 1 2 4 4 3 2 4 2 3 0 5 3 4 1 3 5 1 1 3 3 4 3

Order	Maintenance	Score	/	35 32 28 30 27 28 22 25 25 25 29 29 30 27 25 28 28 31 28 33 27 28 14 16 32 9 11 18 16 25 18

Order	Maintenance	%	Score 93 79 86 76 81 64 71 71 71 84 84 86 76 70 81 81 89 79 94 77 79 39 46 91 26 30 51 45 71 50

Environment S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 S17 S18 S19 S20 S21 S22 S23 S24 S25 S26 S27 S28 S29 S30

There	are	no	entrapment	or	ambush	spots	in	or	around	the	site 4 3 3 3 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 2 4 5 3 3 3 2 2 3

The	site	is	not	adjacent	to	vacant	or	derelict	land	or	property 4 3 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 5 5 4 4 4 2 3 5 5 4 4 2 2 2 5 1 1 2 2 3 2

The	site	is	not	close	to	a	supplier	of	alcohol 4 1 1 3 4 5 3 2 1 2 4 4 5 4 3 3 4 4 3 4 1 3 3 4 5 4 2 2 1 1

The	site	is	not	linked	to	other	land-uses	via	pedestrian	access	ways	and	paths 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 5 5 5 4 4 4 3 4 4 5 5 3 3 3 3

The	site	is	not	close	to	pawn	brokers	or	cash	converters 4 4 3 3 4 4 2 1 3 4 4 4 5 4 3 5 5 5 5 3 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 4 4 4

Footpaths	do	not	deviate	to	areas	lacking	surveillance	(e.g.	underpasses/	segregated	paths) 5 4 4 4 3 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 4 4 4 3 4 5 5 5 3 3 4 2

The	buildings	in	this	block	are	open	over	a	24-hour	period 1 2 5 3 3 2 4 3 2 5 2 2 2 2 3 2 1 1 2 2 1 1 2 2 1 1 3 2 1 1

Environment	Score	/	35 26 22 23 22 25 25 23 22 24 27 26 27 27 24 23 26 29 28 26 24 21 19 23 29 24 23 19 17 18 15

Environment	%	Score	Score 75 63 64 63 71 72 65 61 69 77 75 77 77 69 67 75 81 79 74 70 59 54 66 83 67 66 54 49 52 43

Total	Designing	Out	Crime	Risk	Assessment	Score	/	160 130 121 128 116 126 115 111 109 118 129 128 128 123 116 120 136 137 129 131 120 119 79 102 128 74 66 92 92 112 87

(Note:	divide	total	score	by	the	number	of	categories	counted	[32]	to	created	%)		Total	% 81 76 80 72 79 72 70 68 74 81 80 80 77 73 75 85 85 80 82 75 74 49 63 80 46 41 58 58 70 55  
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Appendix 2: CPTED laneway audits 
Initial	impressions	('curb	appeal') L1 L2 L3 L4 L5 L6 L7 L8 L9 L10 L11 L12 L13 L14 L15 L16 L17 L18 L19 L20 L21 L22 L23 L25 L27 L28 L29

Initial	impressions	of	the	laneway	are	positive 5 4 5 3 4 5 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 2 3 4 3 3 4 4 2 3 2 3 3 3

The	laneway	is	attractive 4 3 5 3 3 5 2 2 3 3 4 4 4 3 2 3 3 3 2 3 4 1 3 2 3 3 2

Initial	impressions	Score	/	10 8 7 10 6 7 10 5 5 5 5 8 8 8 6 4 5 6 6 5 7 9 3 6 3 6 5 5

%	score 82 70 100 60 74 98 50 47 52 52 76 82 84 64 37 53 60 55 47 68 86 30 55 30 63 50 48

Territoriality L1 L2 L3 L4 L5 L6 L7 L8 L9 L10 L11 L12 L13 L14 L15 L16 L17 L18 L19 L20 L21 L22 L23 L25 L27 L28 L29

The	boundaries	of	the	laneway	are	clearly	defined 3 4 4 3 4 5 4 3 3 3 4 4 5 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 3 2 4 4 3 4 4

It	is	clear	whether	the	laneway	is	public,	semi-public	or	private 4 4 3 3 4 5 4 3 3 3 4 4 5 4 3 4 4 3 2 4 4 2 3 2 4 3 3

Entrances	and	exits	of	the	laneway	are	clearly	defined	and	visible 4 4 5 4 4 5 3 3 4 4 4 4 5 4 3 4 4 4 3 4 4 3 5 4 3 4 4

The	intended	use	of	the	laneway	is	clear 4 4 5 4 4 5 4 3 3 3 4 4 5 4 3 3 4 3 2 4 4 2 4 4 4 4 4

Territoriality	Score	/	20 15 16 16 14 16 20 15 11 13 13 16 16 19 15 12 15 15 14 12 16 15 10 15 13 13 16 15

%	Score 73 80 80 68 81 99 77 57 63 63 78 82 94 77 58 75 73 70 58 79 76 48 73 65 66 78 73

Surveillance L1 L2 L3 L4 L5 L6 L7 L8 L9 L10 L11 L12 L13 L14 L15 L16 L17 L18 L19 L20 L21 L22 L23 L25 L27 L28 L29

There	is	passive	surveillance	from	surrounding	land	uses 3 4 5 4 4 4 2 3 4 4 3 3 4 3 2 2 3 3 2 4 4 2 4 2 2 2 5

There	is	passive	surveillance	from	passing	pedestrians	other	users 2 2 4 3 3 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 2 2 1 2 3 3 2 3 3 1 3 2 2 2 4

There	is	passive	surveillance	from	passing	vehicle	traffic 2 2 4 4 3 2 1 1 3 3 3 3 2 3 1 2 2 3 3 3 4 2 3 2 3 3 4

There	is	CCTV	in	use 1 2 5 2 3 2 2 2 3 3 3 1 1 3 1 2 0 0 1 1 3 2 2 0 2 1 3

Foliage	does	not	obscure	surveillance 2 3 5 2 4 5 3 3 4 4 2 3 2 5 2 3 5 4 2 4 4 4 3 2 4 2 4

Surveillance	/	25 11 14 23 15 17 14 10 12 16 16 15 13 12 15 8 12 13 12 10 16 18 10 14 7 12 9 20

%	Score 42 56 90 58 69 55 41 48 64 64 60 53 46 62 31 48 50 48 40 65 70 40 54 28 48 37 80

Order	Maintenance L1 L2 L3 L4 L5 L6 L7 L8 L9 L10 L11 L12 L13 L14 L15 L16 L17 L18 L19 L20 L21 L22 L23 L25 L27 L28 L29

There	is	no	evidence	of	litter	/	rubbish	in	the	laneway 4 3 5 3 4 5 2 2 3 3 3 4 4 4 2 2 4 4 2 3 4 1 3 1 4 3 3

There	is	no	evidence	of	graffiti	in	the	laneway 4 3 5 3 4 5 2 1 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 1 2 5 2 4 3 2 4 1 4 2 3

There	is	no	evidence	of	vandalism	in	the	laneway 5 3 5 4 4 4 2 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 2 4 3 2 3 4 1 3 2 3 2 3

The	laneway	is	well	maintained 5 3 5 4 4 5 4 5 3 3 4 4 4 4 2 2 4 4 2 4 4 1 3 2 4 2 3

Order	Maintenance	/	20 17 13 19 14 16 18 11 11 13 13 15 14 15 16 11 7 13 15 8 14 15 6 13 5 15 9 12

%	Score 87 64 95 70 78 91 55 55 67 67 75 70 75 79 55 35 63 73 42 70 74 28 63 25 73 44 60

Environment L1 L2 L3 L4 L5 L6 L7 L8 L9 L10 L11 L12 L13 L14 L15 L16 L17 L18 L19 L20 L21 L22 L23 L25 L27 L28 L29

There	are	no	entrapment	spots	in	the	laneway 3 4 3 3 2 4 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 2 2 2 3 3 2 3 3 2 3 1 2 2 4

The	laneway	is	not	adjacent	to	vacant	or	derelict	land	or	property 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 2 4 4 4 4 4 4 1 3 3 4 3 3 3 1 2 1 4 2 3

The	laneway	is	not	close	to	a	supplier	of	alcohol 3 2 3 3 4 4 2 4 1 1 3 3 4 4 3 4 4 5 4 4 1 4 3 5 2 3 1

The	laneway	is	not	close	to	a	pawn	brokers	or	cash	converters 2 5 3 3 4 4 2 1 3 3 4 3 4 4 4 4 5 5 4 5 5 5 3 5 4 4 5

Laneway	does	not	deviate	to	areas	lacking	surveillance	(underpasses	/	segregated	paths) 3 4 3 3 2 5 3 1 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 5 3 3 4 2 3 4 2 1 3

The	laneway	appears	to	be	well-used 4 4 4 2 4 5 4 3 4 4 4 3 4 4 1 3 3 4 3 4 5 2 2 2 3 2 5

Environment	/	30 18 22 20 17 20 26 16 13 18 18 21 19 23 22 13 19 20 24 17 23 21 17 15 18 17 13 21

%	Score+A9 61 74 67 57 67 87 53 43 59 59 69 64 76 73 43 64 67 80 58 77 69 56 50 58 56 44 69

Total	Designing	Out	Crime	Risk	Assessment	Score	/	100 69 72 88 65 76 88 58 52 65 65 74 71 77 75 47 59 66 70 52 76 77 45 61 46 63 52 72

(Note:	divide	total	score	by	the	number	of	categories	counted	[21]	to	created	%)		Total	% 66 69 83 62 73 84 55 50 62 62 70 68 73 71 45 56 62 67 50 72 73 43 58 43 60 49 69



Appendix 3: Audit Point Locations 
Code Street Location Code Laneway Location 

S1 Beaufort Street, between First and Second Avenue 
L1 

Wenberi Lane, between First and Second 
Avenue 

S2 Beaufort Street, between First and Second Avenue L2 Ingleton Lane, between First and Second Avenue 

S3 Beaufort Street, between Second and Third Avenue 
L3 

Wenberi Lane, between Second and Third 
Avenue 

S4 Beaufort Street, between Second and Third Avenue 
L4 

Ingleton Lane, between Second and Third 
Avenue 

S5 Beaufort Street, between Third and Fourth Avenue 
L5 

Wenberi Lane, between Third and Fourth 
Avenue 

S6 Beaufort Street, between Third and Fourth Avenue 
L6 

Ingleton Lane, between Third and Fourth 
Avenue 

S7 Beaufort Street, between Fourth and Fifth Avenue 
L7 

Wenberi Lane, between Fourth and Fifth 
Avenue 

S8 Beaufort Street, between Fourth and Fifth Avenue L8 Ingleton Lane, between Fourth and Fifth Avenue 

S9 Beaufort Street, between Fifth and Central Avenue 
L9 

Wenberi Lane, between Fifth and Central 
Avenue 

S10 Beaufort Street, between Fifth and Central Avenue 
L10 

Ingleton Lane, between Fifth and Central 
Avenue 

S11 Beaufort Street, between Central and Sixth Avenue 
L11 

Wenberi Lane, between Central and Sixth 
Avenue 

S12 Beaufort Street, between Central and Sixth Avenue 
L12 

Ingleton Lane, between Central and Sixth 
Avenue 

S13 Beaufort Street, between Sixth and Seventh Avenue 
L13 

Inglewood Lane, between Sixth and Seventh 
Avenue 

S14 Beaufort Street, between Sixth and Seventh Avenue 
L14 

Ingleton Lane, between Sixth and Seventh 
Avenue 

S15 Beaufort Street, between Seventh and Eighth 
Avenue 

L15 
Inglewood Lane, between Seventh and Eighth 
Avenue 

S16 Beaufort Street, between Seventh and Eighth 
Avenue 

L16 
Ingleton Lane, between Seventh and Eighth 
Avenue 

S17 Beaufort Street, between Eighth and Ninth Avenue 
L17 

Inglewood Lane, between Eighth and Ninth 
Avenue 

S18 Beaufort Street, between Eighth and Ninth Avenue L18 Lawry Lane, between Eighth and Ninth Avenue 

S19 Beaufort Street, between Ninth and Tenth Avenue L19 Sturgate Lane, between Ninth and Tenth Avenue 

S20 Beaufort Street, between Ninth and Tenth Avenue L20 Lawry Lane, between Ninth and Tenth Avenue 

S21 Beaufort Street, between Tenth Avenue and 
Dundas Road 

L21 
Sturgate Lane, , between Tenth Avenue and 
Dundas Road 

S22 Beaufort Street, between Tenth and Eleventh 
Avenue 

L22 
Lawry Lane, between Tenth and Eleventh 
Avenue 

S23 Beaufort Street, between Dundas Rd and Normanby 
Rd 

L23 
Inglewood Lane, between Eleventh Avenue and 
Normanby Rd 

S24 Beaufort Street, between Eleventh Avenue and 
Normanby Rd 

L25 
Inglewood Lane, between Normanby and 
Crawford Rd 

S25 Beaufort Street, between Normanby and Crawford 
Rd 

L27 
Inglewood Lane, between Crawford Rd and 
Sussex St 

S26 Beaufort Street, between Normanby and Crawford 
Rd 

L28 
Beresford Lane, between Crawford Rd and 
Stuart Street 

S27 Beaufort Street, between Crawford Rd and Sussex 
St 

L29 
Inglewood Lane, between Crawford Rd and 
Sussex St 

S28 Beaufort Street, between Crawford Rd and Sussex 
St 

 
 

S29 Beaufort Street, between Wood St and Salisbury St   

S30 Beaufort Street, between Wood St and Salisbury St   

 



Appendix 4: Authors’ contact details 
Dr Paul Cozens 
PhD Crime and Design 
Senior Lecturer 
Room 609 Building 201 
Urban and Regional Planning 
School of Design and the Built Environment 
Faculty of Humanities  
Curtin University 
GPO Box U1987 
Perth WA 6845 
Tel | +61 8 9266 7174  
Fax | +61 8 9266 2711   
Email | p.cozens@curtin.edu.au / pmcozens@outlook.com  
Curtin Staff Profile: https://staffportal.curtin.edu.au/staff/profile/view/P.Cozens 
  
Dr Courtney Babb 
PhD Urban and Regional Planning 
Lecturer 
Room 642A Building 201 
Urban and Regional Planning 
School of Design and the Built Environment 
Faculty of Humanities  
Curtin University 
GPO Box U1987 
Perth WA 6845 
Tel | +61 8 9266 7259  
Fax | +61 8 9266 2711   
Email | c.babb@curtin.edu.au   
Curtin Staff Profile: https://staffportal.curtin.edu.au/staff/profile/view/C.Babb 
 
 
 
 

mailto:p.cozens@curtin.edu.au
mailto:pmcozens@outlook.com
https://staffportal.curtin.edu.au/staff/profile/view/P.Cozens
mailto:c.babb@curtin.edu.au
https://staffportal.curtin.edu.au/staff/profile/view/C.Babb

	Authors of the report
	Acknowledgements
	Disclaimer
	Table of Contents
	List of Figures
	List of Tables
	1. Executive Summary
	2. Introduction
	2.1 Background
	2.2 Context
	2.3 What makes a safe place?
	2.4 Research objectives and methodology
	2.5 Limitations
	2.6 Report structure

	3. Analysis
	3.1 Secondary data
	3.1.1. Crime data
	3.1.2  Traffic data

	3.2 Residents’ survey
	3.2.1 Research design and sample
	3.2.2. Survey findings

	3.2.3 Qualitative responses
	3.3 Business survey
	3.3.1 Research design and sample
	3.3.2 Survey findings

	3.4 Inglewood night-market survey
	3.4.1. Research design and sample
	3.4.2. Findings

	3.5 CPTED Audits
	3.5.1. Research design and administration
	3.5.2 Land use in the area
	3.5.3 CPTED audit findings
	3.8 Lighting survey


	4.  Summary of Findings
	5.  Recommendations
	Laneways
	Beaufort Street
	The whole study area
	Funding Opportunities
	Further research
	Policy recommendations
	Future processes and strategies

	6.  References
	7.   Appendices
	Appendix 1: CPTED street audits
	Appendix 2: CPTED laneway audits
	Appendix 3: Audit Point Locations
	Appendix 4: Authors’ contact details


