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Summary 
 

The Community Gateway project represents a long-term working partnership between Cardiff University and the 
Grangetown community which aims to make Grangetown an even better place to live and work.   From this 
partnership, residents have identified a number of key themes that they would like to address to better meet 
local needs, one of which is the theme of community safety. The Universities’ Police Science Institute (UPSI), 
now part of the larger multidisciplinary Crime and Security Research Institute (CSRI) at Cardiff University, were 
approached by Community Gateway earlier this year to help develop opportunities to support, engage and 
collaborate with community-led initiatives under this theme.  

From our initial contact with community members, enthusiasm for carrying out research to better identify what 
people living and working in Grangetown feel are the key crime and disorder issues affecting their local 
neighbourhood came from Grangetown Youth Forum.  Researchers at the Crime and Security Research Institute, 
and two students undertaking a summer placement on the Cardiff University Research Opportunities 
Programme (CUROP) with us, worked closely with three members of the Youth Forum and supported them in 
taking ownership of this community-led piece of research.   

The Youth Forum members attended training on the theory and application of our community intelligence tool 
‘SENSOR’, a tablet based application that allows users to collect local information on ‘signals’ of crime and 
disorder that have a disproportionate impact upon how people feel about their neighbourhood security.  

As nominated ‘SENSOR Champions’ in their community, the three then helped to facilitate an interactive focus 
group at the Grange Pavilion on Wednesday 5th July 2017. Here, an innovative practical activity enabled crime 
and disorder signals to be visualised and collected together on a map of Grangetown ward.   With the help of our 
Champions, participants were encouraged to talk about issues impacting on their sense of community safety 
and were asked to plot on a map where these issues are located.   The champions then attended a half-day 
session at the Crime and Security Research Institute to learn and gain practical hands-on experience of how this 
type of data is analysed. 

This summary report presents key findings from the focus group data analysis.   As a small, exploratory study, 
the findings presented here do not claim to give a full or robust picture of crime and disorder perceptions in 
Grangetown.  However, the focus group did elicit a range of viewpoints and some specific information about 
crime and disorder.  It is intended that this report is shared with residents and taken forward by them as a 
starting point for ongoing discussions with local partners.   

Positive findings from the research process were the engagement of young people in the process of becoming 
SENSOR champions and the clear commitment of local residents to working together to benefit their 
neighbourhood.  Both suggest that this community-led and ‘owned’ approach to conducting research on 
community safety has great potential to give further insights in the future.  The final section of this report 
therefore details opportunities to develop and ‘upscale’ the SENSOR method in any future partnership working 
between the Crime and Security Institute and the Grangetown community. 
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Sample 
 

A total of 13 adults attended the focus group after responding to notifications via Community Gateway twitter, 
word of mouth/email invitations or picking up information about it from the Grangetown Festival event.   

 

                                                                              N 
Total Focus Group participants: 13 
Gender:                                                 Male 7 

                 Female 6 
Ethnicity:                                             White 9 

Asian 2 
Mixed 1 

Not stated/recorded 1 
Age Range: 17-85 yrs 
Mean Age: 43 yrs 
Residency:              Resident in Area only 6 
                                        Work in Area only 3 

Live and work in area 2 
Not stated/recorded 2 

 

Initial Perceptions 
 

Up to nine people participated in a short interactive Kahoot survey, designed as an orientation activity to get 
people thinking about issues of crime and disorder in their neighbourhood.   

Participants were asked a series of questions to which they responded anonymously using a mobile phone.  
After each question, the software displayed the range of group responses to all in the room, thus prompting 
some initial discussion and providing a good ‘ice-breaker’ for discussion among a number of people who had 
just met for the first time. 

 

Responses showed that: 
 

Only one person felt that crime and disorder in the area had got better over the last year, compared with three 
who felt it had deteriorated over this period.  Three people were unsure if it had changed and two felt that there 
was no change. 

 

In the last year, crime and disorder has… 
Got better 1 
Stayed the same 2 
Got worse 3 
Not sure 3 
N = 9 
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Environmental issues were uppermost in peoples’ minds when asked to think about the kind of problems in 
their neighbourhood over the last year: 4 people felt issues such as litter were most frequently experienced 
compared with single individuals opting for crime and for social disorder1. 

 
In your local area, which of these have happened most in the last year? 
Environmental disorder 4 
Crime 1 
Social disorder 1 
Don’t Know 2 
N = 8 

 
Local crime and disorder problems made these participants, living and/or working in Grangetown, feel 
overwhelmingly angry or frustrated (see Figure 1), with one individual feeling worried by them. These negative 
feelings, which were also observed in group discussion, are important to acknowledge and channel 
appropriately. 

 
Figure 1: How do crime and disorder make local people feel?     

 
 

The previous finding should be balanced against the fact that most people at the focus group said they enjoyed 
living in Grangetown and there were healthy levels of trust and community cohesion: feelings that people get on 
well together and treat each other with respect and consideration. 

 

Do you enjoy living in your neighbourhood 
Yes, definitely 3 
Yes, to some extent 3 
No 1 
Not sure 1 
N = 8 

 

Would you say in your neighbourhood… 
Most people can be trusted 3 
Some people can be trusted 4 
A few people can be trusted 1 
No-one can be trusted 1 
N = 9 

                                                             
1 The terms ‘environmental disorder’ and ‘social disorder’ were both introduced by the focus group researchers 
as part of a general introduction where examples of each were given. 



5 
 

 

Would you say that in this area people from different backgrounds 
get on well together? 
Agree 9 
N = 9 

 

Do people treat others with respect and consideration in your 
neighbourhood? 

Yes 1 
No 0 
Sometimes 7 
Not sure 1 
N = 9 

 
For other questions, including one about changes to quality of life and another about perceptions of 
neighbourhood safety, opinions in the room were more divided. 

 

In the last year, has your quality of life…  
Got better 2 
Stayed the same 4 
Got worse 2 
Not sure 1 
N = 9 

 
How safe is your neighbourhood? 
Very safe 0 
Safe 5 
Slightly unsafe 4 
Not safe 0 
N = 9 

 
Following the orientation exercise, the substantive part of the focus group commenced, involving an interactive 
mapping exercise based upon the Signal Crimes Perspective.	
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Context: The Signal Crimes Perspective 
 
The key idea of the Signal Crimes Perspective is that some criminal and disorderly incidents function as warning 
signals to people about the distribution of risks to their security in everyday life.  Some crimes and disorderly 
behaviours are thus held to matter more than others in shaping the public’s collective risk perceptions.  In 
interpreting this data, it is important to recognise that members of the public do not necessarily differentiate 
between ‘crime’ and ‘disorder’, nor between the responsibilities of different stakeholders such as the police, 
council and local authority. 

• A signal crime is any criminal incident that causes change in the public’s behaviour and/or beliefs 
about their security. 

• A signal disorder is an act that breaches situated conventions of social order and signifies the presence 
of other risks. They can be social or environmental in nature. 

 

All signals are made up of three parts: 
 

1. The expression is the incident that is the focus of a member of the public’s concerns. For example, if 
someone refers to a mugging or vandalism of a bus shelter, then this is the expression. 

2. The content refers to the meaning that the expression has for the person. In respect of signal crimes 
and signal disorders, the content is a sense of being ‘at risk’ in some way that is signified by the 
presence of the crime or disorder referenced in the expression. 

3. The effect is the change that is caused by the expression and its content. Signals cause changes in how 
people think, how they feel and/or how they behave. 

 

Research2 has shown:  
 

• The public’s sense of being ‘at risk’ of crime is not determined solely by the ‘volume’ of offending in an 
area, but also the ‘impact’ that single incidents have upon their collective risk perceptions. 	

• Levels of concern about safety are profoundly shaped by the presence of incivilities and disorder in an 
area. In some areas, levels of disorder are more influential than crime in shaping perceived risk.  

• Perceptions of risk vary considerably by area, and different signal crimes and signal disorders function 
as causes of insecurity in different locations. 

• Interventions by police, partners and communities can shape perceptions of security. In particular, 
some standard operating practices employed by the police can, rather than reassuring the public, 
actually generate greater concern. 
 

  

                                                             
2 Innes, M. (2014). Signal Crimes: Social Reactions to Crime, Disorder and Control. Oxford: Oxford University 
Press. 
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Interactive Signal Mapping Exercise 
 
METHOD 

The interactive signal mapping exercise utilised drew upon on the Universities’ Police Science Institute’s 
innovative community intelligence tool ‘SENSOR’, a tablet based data capture application that allows 
researchers to identify and record signals identified by members of the community. As this exploratory focus 
group was aimed at determining the potential for SENSOR research to be conducted by members of the 
community in Grangetown, a paper-based version was devised as an interactive and accessible way to apply the 
same principals of data capture that could be accessed by all participants.  

Three volunteers from the Grangetown Youth Forum were trained by Universities’ Police Science Institute 
researchers to help facilitate the focus group. Development of these ‘SENSOR Champions’ was aimed at 
bridging the gap between community and academic researchers, to encourage ‘buy-in’ from participants and 
community ownership of the research and the issues it raised. 

Following the initial orientation Kahoot survey, each participant was asked to physically ‘build’ the signal crimes 
and disorders they recalled with easy to use paper components, attaching them to a large paper map in the 
location they had experienced or perceived them to be. This design enabled individuals to work independently 
within the group, building and plotting their own personal signals to ensure each voice was equal when the data 
was collected and minimising dominant voices.  

Following this interactive exercise, participants came together again to complete the final Kahoot questionnaire 
on police and partner performance allowing for greater group discussion. 

 
MATERIALS 

Each participant was provided with a number of small envelopes, each labelled with an anonymous participant 
identity number and containing a complete set of signal component parts (see Figure 2 overleaf):  

• an orange ‘signal’ card (the expression); 
• blue triangular ‘risk’ stickers (the content); 
• blue circular ‘action’ stickers (behavioural effects); 
• a set of emoticon stickers (emotional/cognitive effects); 
• small map stickers of different shape/colour for each individual participant (signal location) 

For each signal crime or disorder identified, participants were instructed to open one envelope and place the 
orange signal card on a large laminated A1 map of the area at the location they had experienced or perceived 
the problem to be. Having written the problem on the card, facilitators then asked questions of the participant 
about the problem they were describing, probing and prompting to identify the signal’s content and effects. 
When these emerged, participants were instructed to write them on the appropriate risk and action stickers 
and/or to choose an emoticon to best describe how the problem made them feel. When all stickers were ‘built 
up’ on the signal card on the map it was removed and returned to the envelope which was labelled with a signal 
number, to be replaced on the map by a location sticker bearing the same number.  

Participants then repeated the process for each problem they recalled until they exhausted the signals they 
wished to report.  
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Figure 2: Interactive Exercise Materials     

 
 

 
 

 

 

Stimulus	Emoticons	developed	for	the	focus	group:		

l-r:   happy, indifferent, intimidated, worried/anxious/nervous, fearful/scared, sad/upset/disappointed; angry, 
frustrated/annoyed. 

 
Analysis 
After the focus group, location data on the paper map was entered by the SENSOR Champions into the 
Universities’ Police Science Institute’s bespoke SENSOR analysis software and married to the expression, 
content and effect data contained on the signal cards in envelope baring the same participant and signal 
identifiers. When all participants’ data had been entered, the software ran the analysis for the full focus group 
sample, generating the maps and tables presented in the next section. 
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Study Findings 
 
SIGNIFICANT PROBLEMS 

The number of times a problem is reported across the area provides a measure of its comparative ‘strength’ 
within the data.  The table below highlights the five strongest and therefore most significant problems identified 
by participants. 

 
Crime or Disorder Problem Expression Count 
Litter 10 
Road safety 4 
Inconsiderate parking 3 
Fly tipping 3 
Dog mess 3 

 
Mirroring the findings within the orientation questions, the most significant problems identified by participants 
within the mapping exercise are dominated by environmental disorders, most notably litter, which emerges as 
the top signal problem over all. Issues associated with road safety and parking also emerge as significant. 
Overall, the top five signals account for 40% of all problems identified suggesting that, together, they are 
contributing to perceptions and experiences of insecurity within the community.  

 
Figure 3: Contribution of Top 5 to Signals Overall    	
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SIGNIFICANT LOCATIONS 

The most significant locations across the ward are displayed in the table below. Places become significant when 
two or more people identify the same or related problems at the same specific location. The more people who 
identify particular problems in particular places, the more impact these locations are having on overall public 
insecurity in the ward.  

 
Significant Location Key Problem Category/Type  
Ferry Road (7) All Problem Types 
Holmesdale Street (4) Environmental Disorder 
Clydach Street (2)                
Ferry Road (2) 

Road Safety Issues 

Ferry Road (2) Drugs Related Issues 
Ferry Road (5) Problems causing Anger 

 
The map below provides a visual representation of all crime, social disorders and physical disorders identified by 
participants across the area. Each red dot or line indicates where problems identified were plotted on the map.  

The figure illustrates areas where co-existing problems cluster to generate insecurity, mostly in the eastern, 
residential part of the ward. The most significant location for such a cluster is Ferry Road.	

Figure 4: Area Signal Profile – All Signals Map     

 
 
Looking specifically at the top signal, litter, the map below illustrates the problem is spread across the ward but 
highlights one area where the signal is particularly coherent (that is mentioned by more people in the same 
location) – Holmesdale Street, Clydach Street and the section of Corporation Road between the two.   
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Figure 5: Area Signal Profile – Litter Signals Map     

 
 
It should be noted that, in a small sample exercise such as this focus group, locations can assume greater 
significance by virtue of the home and workplace locations of participants, and the following findings should be 
interpreted with this in mind.   

 

SIGNIFICANT LOCATION PROFILES 

In this section, the most significant locations identified above are discussed in more depth. Co-existing 
problems, significant features, effects and any detailed intelligence are pulled together into a Significant 
Location Profile to aid the development of a structured and systematic, multi-agency intervention plan.   

Ø Ferry Road 
Ø Holmesdale Street/Clydach Street/Corporation Road 



Confidential – Restricted Circulation 
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Significant Location Profile:  Ferry Road 
 

1. Significant Location Summary 

Ferry Road is characterised by weak but co-existing signals covering three 
thematic areas: 

o Drugs related issues: drug dealing in public spaces and the 
environmental signs of drugs use, such as discarded needles etc are 
both reported in the road; 

o Social disorder: daily anti-social and threatening behaviour are 
associated with “gangs” of young people in the area, together with 
excessive noise nuisance; 

o Road safety issues: intrusive and dangerous driving and motorcycle 
nuisance are both reported.    

  

2. Impact 
Together these issues are generative of anger and frustration among some participants of the focus group.  Some participants also reported having taken positive action 
in the form of reporting noise and anti-social behaviour to authorities and tweeting about dangerous driving issues. 
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Significant Location Profile:  Holmesdale Street/Clydach Street/Corporation Road 
 

1. Significant Location Definition 

Clusters of predominantly environmental and road safety signals co-exist in 
Holmesdale Street, Clydach Street and the short stretch of Corporation Road 
between the two. Viewed in aggregate it is clear that this area of Grangetown is 
generating significant insecurity within the community. The most coherent 
problems are: 

o Litter – identified in all three locations, together with dog mess, broken 
glass and fly-tipping. One participant noted there are “not enough bins, 
bins not big enough and not emptied enough. Litter everywhere. Shops 
don't keep their outside clean. People fly tip on any available space. Car 
drivers [have a] culture of throwing litter from their cars, also when they 
clean cars, leave rubbish at kerb”. 

o Inconsiderate/Insufficient Parking – most notably in Clydach Road. 
Racing on Corporation Road is also noted incoherently. 

  

2. Impact 
Together the problems identified are generative of some anger and anxiety among focus group participants, leading some to avoid the area. Many participants reported 
taking positive action by reporting issues to the authorities.  
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SIGNAL EFFECTS ANALYSIS 

People generally attend to particular problems that they experience or perceive because those problems 
have a direct impact on how they feel, think and/or behave in relation to their personal security.  This 
section analyses the type of effects that signals are generating and the relationships between these 
effects, problems reported and the places in which they occur.  

The figure below displays the types of effects generated by the various problems identified throughout the 
area in aggregate.  

 
Figure 6: Signal Effects Analysis 

 
It is clear that the issues experienced by the Grangetown focus group participants are generating 
significant anger, sufficient to mobilise many to take direct action by way of reporting to authorities.  This 
negative profile is of some concern: community safety partners may wish to use these findings as an 
opportunity to channel emotions appropriately to minimise the impact upon community relations and 
create opportunities for the co-production of solutions to community concerns.   

The visual representation that follows overleaf takes, as its starting point, the anger felt by participants and 
goes on to chart the interrelationships between it, the most common types of problem that generate it and 
the most significant locations. The boxes marked in blue indicate the strongest ‘path’ through the data. 
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Figure 7: Anger Path Analysis  
 

Effect  Signal  Locations 
     

  Drugs Related Issues (4)   

     

Anger (31)  Environmental Disorder (13)  Holmesdale Street (2) 

     

  Road Safety Issues (5)  Clydach Street (2) 

     

  Social Disorder (4)   

     
The figure illustrates that the overwhelming driver of the anger reported by participants using the ‘angry’ 
emoticon is the environmental disorder they perceive and experience. The most coherent locations for this 
response are Holmesdale and Clydach Streets.   

 

Closing Survey 
 
The focus group concluded with another short Kahoot survey which focused the attention of the group on 
the role played by local police and council services. 

The results suggested that both have some work to do in terms of promoting greater public confidence and 
satisfaction, as well as effectively dealing with some longstanding problems in the local area. 

o Three people felt that local police were not dealing with important local crime and antisocial 
behaviour, whilst a further four people felt unsure whether they were or not, which could suggest 
an opportunity for better communication and feedback between local police and local people. 

 

The local police are dealing with crime and anti-social behaviour 
issues that matter in the area 
Agree 1 
Disagree 3 
Not sure 4 
N = 8 

 
No-one taking part in the survey felt that the local council were dealing with the same type of issues and 
responses were evenly split between ‘disagree’ and ‘not sure’. 

 

The local council are dealing with crime and anti-social behaviour 
issues that matter in the area 
Agree 0 
Disagree 4 
Not sure 4 
N = 8 
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A majority of those taking part in the survey felt satisfied with local police, but three others responded that 
they were not satisfied. 

 

How satisfied are you with the local police as a whole? 
Very satisfied 0 
Satisfied 5 
Not satisfied 3 
Not satisfied at all 0 
N = 8 

 

Has anything happened in the last three months to 
increase/decrease your confidence in local police? 
Yes, something has happened to increase my 
confidence 

0 

Nothing has increased my confidence 5 
Not sure  3 
N = 8 
  
Yes, something has happened to decrease my 
confidence 

2 

Nothing has decreased my confidence 5 
Not sure 1 
N = 8 

 
 

None of the participants could recall a time over the previous three months when something had 
happened to increase their confidence in the local police. However, two people who indicated that their 
confidence had decreased took the opportunity to record the following additional information about why 
this was the case: 

 

 “Attempted to discuss concern with neighbours, police officers were very rude to me, 
not helpful.” 

 
“I reported some antisocial behaviour. I was told that letters would be sent to the 

street and me but I haven't received anything. I felt they wanted me to have all 
information such as addresses etc which I didn't have and therefore they weren't 

interested.  There has been no follow up.” 

 

Previous research3 suggests that interactions between the public and police that are perceived to be less 
than satisfactory have a disproportionate impact on local confidence in police.   In the focus group, people 
discussed how much they value being ‘kept in the loop’ about what is being done to tackle issues that they 
have raised. 

 

                                                             
3 Skogan, W. (2006) Policing and Community in Chicago: a tale of three cities. Oxford University Press. 
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Conclusions 
 
The signal crimes approach using SENSOR provides a diagnostic tool-kit that can be utilised by members of 
the community to ‘drill-down’ and evidence crime and disorder issues that matter to them and which may 
necessitate a multi-agency response. The interactive focus group exercise, although small in scale, was 
successful in eliciting information (both detailed and verifiable) from a diverse group of community 
members. 

 

HEADLINE FINDINGS FROM THIS EXPLORATORY STUDY ARE: 

 

1. Environmental disorder emerges as the most significant problem to residents taking part, most 
notably litter, which emerges as the top signal overall.  

 

2. Issues relating to road safety, particularly inconsiderate and insufficient parking could be 
indicative wider of public concern. 

 

3. Ferry Road emerges as the most significant location as a result of multiple weak but co-existing 
signals there, including some relating to drugs misuse in the area. This could be reflective of the 
areas in which the participants of this study live. 

 

4. The area encompassing Holmesdale Street, Clydach Street and Corporation Road emerges as 
particularly significant in relation to environmental disorder. 

 

5. Issues reported in this small sample could indicate anger in the wider community driven by 
environmental disorder such as litter. 

 

6. There is room to improve levels of satisfaction and confidence in local police and community 
safety partners to deal with the issues that matter most to the community. 

 

7. Levels of community cohesion are high, suggesting there is considerable scope for multi-agency 
plans to develop solutions co-produced by the community themselves.  

 

Researchers present during the focus group observed that the practical activity was itself valuable in 
helping bring people together for the first time.  Individuals of different ages and ethnic backgrounds who 
had never previously met were, in the process of engaging with survey, the maps and materials, conversing 
at some length with each other by the end of the session about their lives and experiences of living in 
Grangetown.    

 
A key part of this success was due to the three SENSOR champions.   Anecdotally, people commented that 
they felt it was right that their young people as ‘the next generation’ in the area took ownership of these 
issues and were at the heart of driving forward positive changes.   
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One of the participants said at the beginning of the focus group she felt a little unsure 
about the interactive activity, but with the Champion’s help, she felt far more 

comfortable and able to fully participate. 

 

There exists an opportunity for Community Gateway, together with other local partners, to capitalise upon 
people’s enthusiasm and drive for sustainable, co-produced solutions to some of the issues raised in this 
report.   The young people who took ownership of this work also felt that they benefited from the 
experience and have expressed a willingness to continue their engagement with the community safety 
agenda in Grangetown.  

 

 “I live in Grangetown and this piece of work will be good to help keep us even more 
safe and secure by improving policing priorities but also being involved in this as a 

SENSOR Champion is doubly good!!” 

Saeed, SENSOR Champion, Grangetown Youth Forum 

 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Ali Abdi, Partnerships and Facilities Manager for the Grangetown Community Gateway Project, 

accompanies Youth Forum SENSOR Champions as they receive their certificates from Professor Martin 
Innes, Director of the Cardiff University Crime and Security Research Institute. 
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Opportunities for Future Work 
 
The findings from this exploratory study suggests a more detailed community intelligence gathering 
exercise utilising the bespoke SENSOR Interviewing Application in the area would provide valuable data to 
help inform community co-produced solutions to the crime and disorder problems that matter most to local 
residents. As such it would be a useful contribution to the Safer Grangetown theme for the Grangetown 
Community Gateway Project.  

In order to obtain a fully representative sample for this type of work in Grangetown, a sample of sixty–one 
(61) members of the community distributed across the ward would be required, to interviewed on a one-to-
one basis over a two-three week period. 

Interviewers could be sourced from the local neighbourhood policing team, local authority community 
safety staff or local community volunteers recruited under the auspices of the Grangetown Community 
Gateway Project (or indeed, a combination of all three). The three SENSOR Champions involved in this 
exploratory study have already expressed an interest in becoming interviewers for a more detailed study 
and with an appropriate level of advanced planning, it is likely that more volunteers could be recruited.   

To proceed with this scale of resident-led research, significant time will need to be invested by research 
leaders to gauge interest in this research tool and to build the meaningful relationships and networks, 
across residents and local agencies, required to co-produce far reaching community solutions. 

 
THE SENSOR INTERVIEW – WHAT IS IT AND HOW DOES IT WORK?  

 
Based upon the Signal Crime Perspective, SENSOR is designed as an applied methodology, rather than a 
‘pure’ research tool, to be used by PCSOs, Police Officers, other Community Safety practitioners or indeed, 
members of the community themselves. 

The interview elicits information from members of the public on a one-to-one basis about what problems 
locally are generative of personal and collective insecurity. It is less concerned with collecting general 
attitudinal data, than knowledge and perceptions of what incidents are occurring locally and what 
community impacts they are having 

 

Data capture  
During the interview, respondents are shown a tablet computer displaying an electronic map of their 
neighbourhood and surrounding area. Commencing with some fairly general questions about life in the 
local area, the interviewer asks the respondents about ‘any problems’ in the neighbourhood and further 
afield that they are aware of, and they are encouraged, through probing and prompting, to provide detailed 
descriptions of any issues or incidents.  

All incidents and problem locations are plotted electronically directly onto the map by the interviewer, 
triggering a series of questions designed to generate more descriptive detail about the problem, details of 
when it occurs and the impact or effect it is having on the respondent.  The interviewer then ‘attaches’ this 
information to the geo-coded data via a combination of predefined tick-box codes and free text data entry. 
Additionally, the software guides interviewers to ask other questions providing useful supplementary 
information. These include assessments of neighbourhood levels of community cohesion, shifts in crime 
and disorder prevalence, and confidence in police and council services. 

The interview process is something of a hybrid methodology combining aspects of semi-structured 
interviews with more structured question based approaches. The interview interaction is guided according 
to the procedures and understandings that underpin the conduct of qualitative interviews, but data are 
coded in a fashion more akin to structured surveys.  

 



Confidential – Restricted Circulation 

 

20 
 

Sampling 
The selection of interviewees utilises a purposive sampling strategy, recruiting ‘high knowledge’ 
respondents based upon three factors:   

o An established role within the rhythms and routines of neighbourhoods such that they are firmly 
embedded within local social networks, with a high degree of situational awareness about what is 
happening to whom;  

o Routine activities that involve large amounts of time traversing public spaces in an area, such that 
they are more attuned to what unsettling and troubling events happen, where and when. So for 
example, mothers with children, those involved in voluntary community activities, together with 
people working in roles such as postal delivery workers, taxi drivers, and hairdressers all seemed 
to have a particular awareness of local problems;  

o Interest and investment in a neighbourhood, such that they take a greater interest in the fortunes 
of their local area. 

 

The selection and recruitment of interviewees is further structured by the application of a geographic 
sampling frame. This geographic dimension ensures recruited respondents are distributed across the 
entire ward and together, there are no areas with which the full sample is not familiar. This sampling 
methodology is also helpful in preventing interviewers from engaging solely with members of the public 
they already know, requiring them to widen their ‘radar’ of engagement. 

 
Data analysis 
By aggregating the data from across individual interviews analysis seeks to develop a picture of what signal 
crimes and disorders are impacting most within and across different communities, and the significant 
locations where they occur. The data collected in this way is translated into a form of ‘community 
intelligence’; information that, when analysed, provides foresight into the risks posed by or too a particular 
group of people.  Similar to both crime and criminal intelligence, it has a prospective dimension, but what 
gives it its unique value is that it has a ‘collective’ quality.  

 
Application 
Interviewers are given one day’s classroom training by the academic team at UPSI, covering the 
background to SENSOR, cognitive interviewing skills, the identification of signal crimes and disorders and 
operating the software. Individual ward sample details are prepared and interviewers given a period of 14 
working days to interview the required number of respondents. Each interviewer’s first interview is also 
attended by the academic trainer in order to consolidate the classroom learning.  

At the end of the data collection period, analysis is performed at a ward level to provide a Ward Community 
Intelligence Report.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Get in touch.

Crime and Security Research 
Institute, Cardiff University
Level 2, Friary House, Greyfriars Rd, 
Cardiff CF10 3AE

Rosie Cripps, Community Gateway Project 
Manager, School of Architecture, Cardiff University
Bute Building, King Edward VII Avenue,
Cardiff CF10 3NB

+44 (0) 2920 875440 +44 (0) 2920 870532

crimeandsecurity@cardiff.ac.uk crippsr1@cardiff.ac.uk

@CrimeSecurityCU @CommunityGtwy

www.cardiff.ac.uk/crime-security www.cardiff.ac.uk/community-gateway

If you would prefer to receive a Welsh version of this document, we would encourage you 
to contact us at: 
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