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ABSTRACT

We use high resolution data to investigate the association between crime incidence

and proximity to different types of public schools over the past fifteen years in the

city of Philadelphia. We employ two statistical methods, regression modeling and

propensity score matching, in order to better isolate the association between crime

and school proximity while controlling for the demographic, economic, land use

and disorder characteristics of the surrounding neighborhood. With both of these

approaches, we find significantly increased crime incidence near to public schools

regardless of crime outcome, educational level and time period. The effect of school

proximity on crime varies substantially depending on whether or not school is in

session, as well as between different types of crime and educational levels of the

school. We see the largest effects of school proximity on crime for violent crimes

near to high schools during their in-session time periods. Our results support several

theories which suggest that crime should be elevated near to schools, as well as

finding significant associations between crime and other aspects of the surrounding

area.
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1. Introduction

The recent availability of data gives us the opportunity to investigate characteristics of

the urban environment at a higher level of resolution than previously possible. In this

paper, we focus on the extent to which proximity to different types of public schools is

associated with elevated or reduced levels of crime in the surrounding neighborhood,

both within and outside of time periods where schools are in session.

There are many theories in urban planning and criminology that provide mecha-

nisms for how schools can affect criminal incidence in their surrounding neighborhoods.

In their routine activities theory, Cohen and Felson (1979) state that ”criminal acts

require convergence in space and time of likely offenders, suitable targets and the

absence of capable guardians against crime” (p.88). Schools collect large numbers of

young individuals that could serve as either perpetrators or victims in particular lo-

cations within a neighborhood for particular periods of each week day. Within schools

themselves, there is a high level of guardianship but elevated crime incidence might

be expected in the surrounding neighborhood during travel to/from school when there

could also be a gap in guardianship since school hours tend to end prior to work

hours. The concentration of potential perpetrators and victims together would also be

predicted to elevate crime incidence under the criminal opportunity theory of Cook

(1986).

Schools also gather together individuals at the age where they have the highest

propensity to be either victims or perpetrators of crime. Rates of both criminal of-

fending and victimization are highest during teenage years, with the peak occurring

during ages 16 to 19 (Farrington 1986). This observation suggests that crime inci-

dence would be most elevated around high schools compared to other levels of public

schools. Social interactions theory (Glaeser et al. 1996) suggests that schools increase

the potential for crime through the influence of offenders on their peers.

Many of these previous theories are collected into the larger framework of pattern

theory (Brantingham and Brantingham 1993), which considers criminal behavior as

a multi-faceted decision process where variation in crime patterns is driven by both

individual and environmental factors that vary in both space and time. Specifically,

2



criminal activity is impacted by the nature of the crime itself, the readiness and will-

ingness of individuals to commit a crime, and the structural and activity backcloth of

the place and time.

Schools collect young people that commute to/from and congregate nearby the

school at regular times during each week, during which time those individuals gain

knowledge about the level of guardianship in the surrounding neighborhood. In the ter-

minology of Brantingham and Brantingham (1993), the structural and activity back-

cloth of schools create a template that allows for both planned criminal activities

(since the surrounding neighborhood becomes well known) and spontaneous criminal

activities if there is a gap in guardianship. However, we should note that this activ-

ity backcloth is only present around school hours on weekdays and so elevated crime

incidence would not be expected on the weekend or during summer months.

Taken together, these theories suggest the following hypotheses that we will evalu-

ate using all public schools in Philadelphia. First, we hypothesize that neighborhoods

with public schools will have elevated crime incidence relative to neighborhoods with-

out public schools but only in time periods around and during school sessions. Second,

high schools will have more elevated crime incidence compared to middle or elemen-

tary schools, since previous work suggests crime rates peak in the late teenage years

(Farrington 1986).

Finally, we also will make a distinction in our analyses between different types of

crime (violent vs. property vs. drug) as criminal incidence is impacted by the nature of

the crime itself (Brantingham and Brantingham 1993). However, theory and previous

empirical work (which we review below) is ambiguous on which types of crime are

expected to be most impacted by proximity to a public school.

There have also been many previous empirical investigations of crime incidence in

areas near to schools. Roncek and Lobosco (1983) find higher incidence of burglaries

and auto thefts around public (but not private) high schools in 1970 in San Diego,

California. In a spatial study of Omaha, Nebraska in 2000-2002, Murray and Swatt

(2013) find higher incidence of auto thefts and aggravated assaults in blocks contain-

ing public high schools as well as higher incidence of aggravated assaults in blocks

containing public middle schools. However, there were several other crime types ex-

3



amined that showed no relationship with school proximity. Both of these studies use

US census blocks as the geographical unit for their analyses and we will also focus on

US census blocks in our investigation.

Several studies have examined the impact of schools being in session on crime. Jacob

and Lefgren (2003) examine 29 US cities and find that violent crime increases while

property crime decreases on days when school is in session. Billings and Phillips (2017)

and Billings et al. (2019) find that concentrating economically disadvantaged students

into the same schools in the Charlotte region was associated with increased crime,

which provides empirical support for the social interation theory of (Glaeser et al.

1996).

There have also been several studies into changes in crime after either the opening

of new schools or closing of existing schools. Brinig and Garnett (2009) found increases

in crime after the closing of neighborhood Catholic schools in Chicago whereas Mac-

Donald et al. (2018) found no evidence of a change in crime around school openings in

Philadelphia and that that changes in the number of schools are not associated with

changes in crime at the census tract level. In comparison to MacDonald et al. (2018),

we will explore associations between crime and school proximity in Philadelphia at the

census block level which is a much higher resolution than census tracts, but we will

not take into account the age of those public schools or opening of new public schools

within the time frame of our data.

Steinberg et al. (2019) used closures of public schools in Philadelphia to identify dif-

ferences in crime rates and found significant declines in crime following school closures,

which is in contrast with the lack of change around newly opened schools found by

MacDonald et al. (2018). In Philadelphia, and more generally, schools that are closed

tend to be among the worst performing schools in the city, and so the study of Stein-

berg et al. (2019) is focused on academically underperforming schools. In comparison

to Steinberg et al. (2019), our investigation focuses on all public schools in Philadel-

phia rather than just academically underperforming schools that were recently closed.

Thus, our study is based on a larger number of 325 public schools (vs. less than 40

closed schools) and our evaluation of crime incidence will be based on schools across

the entire range of academic performance in Philadelphia. We will revisit the findings
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of MacDonald et al. (2018) and Steinberg et al. (2019) in comparison with our own

results in Section 6.

Beyond schools, MacDonald (2015) and MacDonald et al. (2019) reviews previ-

ous research on different aspects of the urban environment and safety, where many

quasi-experimental studies have shown that changes in green space, housing, zoning

and public transit have an association with crime. Historically, it has been difficult to

alter the urban environment in a well controlled experimental way and this is partic-

ularly true for public school locations. In an ideal controlled experiment, we could use

randomization to create a balanced comparison between neighborhoods with public

schools and neighborhoods without public schools. However, public school locations

are not randomly chosen. Rather, public school locations are determined by historical

convenience, transit options, land availability and economic factors as well as a myriad

of other considerations. Due to these considerations, the neighborhoods with public

schools are likely to have quite different characteristics compared to neighborhoods

without public schools.

Any differences in surrounding neighborhood characteristics are a challenge to our

efforts to isolate the association between public schools and crime incidence. We will

be comparing crime levels between neighborhoods that are in close proximity to public

schools (our “treatment” group) and neighborhoods that are not in close proximity to

public schools (our “control” group). However, when doing these comparisons, we must

be careful to take into account the systematic differences between these two groups in

terms of their surrounding neighborhood characteristics.

In order to account for surrounding neighborhood context, we incorporate avail-

able data on the economic, demographic and land use characteristics of Philadelphia

neighborhoods into our analyses. We also incorporate additional “Broken Windows”

features (Wilson and Kelling 2003) of these neighborhoods based on available litter,

code violation and 311 request data from the City of Philadelphia. In Section 3, we

will see substantial differences on many of these neighborhood characteristics between

areas around public schools versus areas without public schools.

We will employ two statistical techniques, regression modeling and propensity score

matching, to estimate the association between crime and public school locations while
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controlling for surrounding demographic, economic and land use measures. We will

fit a set of regression models to estimate the partial effects of proximity to different

levels of public schools on crime while controlling for other neighborhood factors by

including them in our regression models.

In an alternative approach, we also address the systematic differences in surrounding

neighborhood context by a careful matching of individual neighborhoods that contain a

public school to individual neighborhoods that do not contain a public school but have

highly similar surrounding neighborhood context. Specifically, we will use propensity

score matching (Rosenbaum and Rubin 1983) to create matched pairs of neighborhoods

where each pair of consists of a neighborhood with a public school and a neighbor-

hood without a public school. The matching is based on our collected demographic,

economic, land use, and disorder measures so that our within-pair comparisons of

crime are balanced in terms of all these aspects of surrounding neighborhood context.

With both statistical approaches, we find significantly increased crime incidence

near to public schools regardless of crime outcome, educational level and time pe-

riod. However, our estimated school effects vary substantially between different crime

outcomes, educational levels and time periods. Other estimated parameters in our re-

gression model support both theory (Wilson and Kelling 2003) and previous empirical

studies (Bernasco and Block 2009) of the association between crime and characteristics

of the urban environment.

We describe our available data on public school locations, crime, demographic, eco-

nomic characteristics, land use, litter, code violations and 311 requests for Philadel-

phia in Section 2, along with some exploratory analysis of this data in Section 3. In

Section 4.1, we fit a series of regression models to estimate the association between

crime, proximity to public schools and other neighborhood factors. Our propensity

score matching analysis in Section 4.2 uses matched pairs of neighborhoods to evalu-

ate the association between crime and proximity to different levels of public schools.

We conclude with a brief summary and discussion in Section 6.
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2. Urban Data in Philadelphia

Our analyses will be based on publicly available data on school locations, crime, and

the economic, demographic land use and disorder characteristics of each Philadelphia

neighborhood. We also incorporate a comprehensive database on business types and

locations that has been compiled and curated by our research group. Below we provide

individual descriptions of each data source and the quantitative measures we create

for local neighborhoods in Philadelphia.

Data processing and analyses were performed in the R statistical computing envi-

ronment (R Core Team 2021). The github repository for our code and data can be

accessed at:

https://github.com/leonardoharth/School_Crime_Research

2.1. School Data

We have the GPS coordinates for the location of every public school in the city of

Philadelphia. We also have the educational level for each school, e.g. elementary vs.

middle vs. high school. Some public schools contain multiple levels, such as both middle

and high school grades. In our analyses, we will investigate whether the association

between public schools and crime differs depending on the educational level of the

school.

We categorize each US census block in Philadelphia as either being near to a school

or not near to a school. Specifically, we define a US census block as being near to a

school if any portion of that census block overlaps a 200m radius ( 1.5 Philadelphia

city blocks) around the GPS coordinates of that school location. For the 18872 US

census blocks in Philadelphia, this classification gives 5124 census blocks that are near

to a school versus 13748 census blocks that are not near to a school. In Figure S1 of

our supplementary materials, we provide a map of Philadelphia that indicates the US

census blocks that are near vs. not near to a public school.
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2.2. Crime Data

The Philadelphia Police department has made available data on every reported crime

in Philadelphia from 2006 onwards. Our analyses will be based on reported crimes

from Jan 1, 2006 until January 19, 2020 which was when we acquired the data from

the opendataphilly.org data portal. For each reported crime, we have the date, time

and GPS coordinates where the crime occurred as well as the type of each crime. There

are five broad categories of crimes:

(1) Violent crimes: aggravated assault, robbery, homicide, rape, other assaults,

and other sex offenses.

(2) Property crimes: arson, burglary, motor vehicle theft, theft, and receiving

stolen property.

(3) Drug crimes: narcotics

(4) Other crimes: disorderly conduct, driving under the influence, liquor law vi-

olations, offenses against family and children, prostitution, public drunkness,

vagrancy, vandalism, and weapon violations

There are a few additional crime types (e.g. embezzlement, forgery, fraud, and gam-

bling) that are not considered in our analysis. In Figure S2 of our supplementary

materials, we provide maps of Philadelphia that compare the spatial distribution of

total, violent, drug and property crimes. We will focus our analyses on total crime in-

cidence over the time period of our data, but we will also run some analyses separately

for violent vs. property vs. drug crimes.

2.3. Economic and Demographic Data

We have detailed data on neighborhood-level income, poverty, race, age and population

density from the United States Census Bureau. From the 2010 Census, we have the

total population within every Census block as well as the percentage of white, black,

asian, and hispanic residents, and the percentage of young residents (ages 15 to 29).

From the 2017 American Community Survey, we have the median household income

and the number of families in poverty within every Census block group. These datasets

were downloaded using the Census API through the tidycensus R library (Walker
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and Herman 2021).

2.4. Land Use Data

The city of Philadelphia provides the zoning designations for the approximately half

million lots in the city which we acquired from the opendataphilly.org data portal on

Jan 19, 2020. From this zoning data, we classified each lot in the city into one of nine

land use categories: residential, commercial, industrial, civic, transport, culture, water,

vacant, and other. This data allows us to summarize the proportion each type of land

use within any particular region of Philadelphia. Although the geographical units for

our analyses are US census blocks, we will use land use proportions that are calculated

at the larger US census tract level in order to better represent the variation in land

use in the larger area around each school.

2.5. Neighborhood Disorder Data

The city of Philadelphia provides data on various indicators of neighborhood disorder,

including public litter, 311 maintenance requests and code violations. Litter data is

made available by the City of Philadelphia and was downloaded on Jan 19, 2020 from

the opendataphilly.org data portal. This litter data consists of a litter index for every

geocoded street segment in the city. This litter index is a qualitative assessment made

by city workers according to the amount of work necessary to remove the accumulated

litter on the streets, and ranges in value from one to four with one the less work-

intensive and four the most severe. We calculate the litter index for each US census

block by averaging the litter indexes for all street segments contained in that census

block and across the two years, 2017 and 2018, that we have litter index data.

Data on 311 maintenance requests and code violations in Philadelphia was also

downloaded on Jan 19, 2020 from the opendataphilly.org data portal. The code vio-

lations consists of all geocoded code violations from 2009 to 2020. From this data, we

calculate the total number of code violations for every US census block in Philadel-

phia. We normalize these values by dividing the total number of code violations by

the area of the census block and then log-tranforming them to create a code violations

9



index for each census block.

From the 311 maintenance requests data, we extracted six different variables: 1.

Abandoned vehicle, 2. Streetlight out, 3. Graffiti, 4. Dumping, 5. Infestation, 6. Street

defect. For every US census block, we calculate the total number of occurrences of

each of these six variables. We normalize each of these six variables by dividing by

the area of the census block and log-tranforming in order to create six different 311

maintenance indices for each census block.

2.6. Business Data

Our research group manually assembled a database of Philadelphia business locations

from three different web resources (Google Places, Yelp, and Foursquare). Each busi-

ness is categorized into one or more of eight business types: Cafe, Convenience, Gym,

Institution, Liquor, Lodging, Nightlife, Pharmacy, Restaurant, and Retail. Additional

details about this data is given in Humphrey et al. (2020).

From this database, we create measures of the presence of each business type around

each US census block, which will be the geographical units of our analyses in Sections 3-

4.2. Specifically, we examined the average distance between the centroid of each census

block and the nearest k businesses of each business type. We explored different values

of k between 1 and 10, and chose a particular value of k for each business type based

on which k had the highest correlation with total crime which will be the primary

outcome measure we examine in our analyses. For most business types, we chose a

value of k between 3 and 5, except for k = 10 for retail which is the most prevalant

business category. We will use these distances to k businesses for each business type

as our measures of business presence around each US census block.

3. Simple Comparisons of Crime near vs. not near to Public Schools

Our overall goal is to investigate whether crime incidence is substantially different

in local areas (or neighborhoods) of Philadelphia that are near to a public school

compared to neighborhoods that are not near to a public school. In most of our

analyses, we will define these local areas as the US census blocks provided by the
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US Census Bureau. As we discussed in Section 2, we classified each of the US census

blocks in the city of Philadelphia based on whether that census block overlaps a 200

meter radius around any public school location or not.

We begin our analysis in Figure 1 by comparing the weekly trends in total crime

incidence (per unit area) between census blocks that are near versus not near to a

public school. We see a much greater difference between weekday and weekend crime

incidence within the census blocks near to public schools, with elevated crime incidence

during weekdays and lesser crime incidence during weekends compared to census blocks

not near to public schools.
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Figure 1. Weekly trends in total crime incidence (per unit area) for US census blocks near to a public school

(red) versus not near to a public school (blue)

We can also examine trends in total crime incidence throughout the year. In Fig-

ure 2, we compare the monthly total crime incidence (per unit area) between census

blocks that are near versus not near to a public school. We see that the block groups

near to a public school (solid gray line) have lower crime incidence during summer

months (when school is not in session) compared to block groups not near to a public

school (dashed gray line). We also separated out these monthly trend depending on

the educational level of the nearby school. We see that the reduction in crime incidence

during summer months is most dramatic for block groups near to public high schools

with lesser reductions for middle and elementary schools.
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Figure 2. Monthly trends in total crime incidence (per unit area) for US census blocks near to a public school

(solid gray line) versus not near to a public school (dashed gray line). Seperate trends (colors) given for census
blocks near to public schools with different educational levels

These weekly and monthly trends in crime incidence motivate us to divide the Jan

1, 2006 - Jan 19, 2020 time range covered by our available crime data into two distinct

subsets based on when crime incidence is most likely to be affected by school proximity.

Specifically, we defined 6 am to 8 pm on weekdays from January to May and from

September to December as our “in-session” time period when students would be most

likely to be in school or traveling/congregating in the area around their school. Out of

the full collection of ≈2.7 million crime incidences in our data, ≈1.1 crime incidences

fall in these in-session time periods. We label the time periods (and the ≈1.6 million

crime incidences) outside of these target time windows as the “out-of-session” subset

of our crime data. We will conduct (and compare) all of our analyses separately for

these “in-session” and “out-of-session” subsets of time.

We separately aggregate the number of total crimes, violent crimes, property crimes

and drug crimes within each census block in Philadelphia and within the in-session vs.

out-of-session time windows. Total crime counts for each census block were divided by

the area of that census block to generate a total crime index for each census block.

Our primary focus will be on the total crime index during the in-session time period

but we will also perform some of our analyses on the out-of-session time period and

separately for violent vs. property vs. drug crimes.

In Figure 3, we compare the crime incidence during in-session time periods between

Philadelphia census blocks that are near to public schools versus census blocks that

are not near to public schools. We see in Figure 3 that, during in-session time periods,
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the average total crime index is substantially higher for census blocks near to public

schools, as are the violent, drug and property crime indexes. In Figure S3 of our

supplementary materials, we provide the same comparison of crime incidence but for

the out-of-session time periods and we find that crime incidence is higher near to public

schools during out-of-session time periods as well. From this simple comparison, we

would conclude that crime incidence within Philadelphia is higher in the areas near

to public schools.

Figure 3. Comparison of the average crime index within in-session time periods between Philadelphia census

blocks near to a public school (blue) versus not near to a public school (red). Separate bar plots are given for

total crimes, violent crimes, property crimes and drug crimes.

However, we must be careful about interpreting these differences as the effects of

school proximity on crime since the census blocks near to schools may differ from

census blocks not near to schools on a myriad of other neighborhood characteristcs

which are themselves associated with crime. As examples, in Figure 4 we see substantial

differences between census blocks near to versus not near to public schools in terms of

their median household income, commercial land use, average litter index, and average

number of code violations. Census blocks near to schools have lower median household

income, higher percentage of commercial land use and also have higher average litter

and code violation indices. Though not shown here, we also see differences on many

of the other measures described in Section 2.

These substantial differences in surrounding neighborhood characteristics between

the census blocks with vs. without public schools make it difficult to attribute any ob-

served differences in crime incidence to the presence of a public school. In Section 4, we

outline two different statistical approaches that account for these differences: linear re-
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Figure 4. Comparison of neighborhood characteristics between Philadelphia census blocks near to public

schools versus not near to public schools. From left to right, we compare 1. median household income, 2.
percentage of commercial land use, 3. average litter index, and 4. average code violation index.

gression modeling (Section 4.1) and a propensity score matching analysis (Section 4.2).

4. Methodology to Account for Neighborhood Characteristics

4.1. Linear Regression Modeling

In this linear regression approach, we consider total crime incidence within each census

block in Philadelphia as our outcome variable. We are specifically interested in whether

being near to a public school is a significant predictor of total crime while controlling

for other surrounding neighborhood characteristics that may also be predictive of total

crime incidence. We will estimate different effects for being near to public schools with

different educational levels, i.e. elementary vs. middle vs. high public schools.

We begin our linear regression modeling by noting that distribution of the total

crime index created in Section 3 across Philadelphia census blocks is quite skewed

and contains some outlying values. In Section 2 of our supplementary materials, we

compare the distribution of the total crime index calculated over the in-session time

window with the distribution of the logarithm of the total crime index and find that

the log scale is a better fit to the standard linear regression assumption of normally

distributed errors.

We consider the following linear model for the logarithm of the total crime index yi
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in Philadelphia census block i:

log (yi) = β0 + β ·Xi + ϕ · Si + ϵi (1)

where ϵi ∼ Normal(0, σ2) and Xi are the demographic, economic, land use, disorder

and business characteristics of census block i as outlined in Section 2. Specifically, we

included the following characteristics as potential predictors of crime: median house-

hold income, families in poverty, racial proportions, age brackets, land use proportions,

distances to different business types, and indices for litter, 311 and code violations.

The variable Si is an indicator variable where Si = 1 if census block i is near to

a school, and Si = 0 otherwise. As outlined in Section 2.1, we define a census block

as being near to a school if any portion of that census block overlaps a 200m radius

around the GPS coordinates of that school location.

The coefficient ϕ can be interpreted as the partial effect on the logarithm of to-

tal crime of a census block being near to a public school. An estimated ϕ that is

significantly different from zero would suggest that proximity to a public school is

significantly associated with total crime even after controlling for the effects (β) of the

surrounding neighborhood characteristics (Xi).

However, there is also the possibility that the effect of proximity to a public school

on total crime is different depending on the educational level of that public school. We

address this possibility within our regression framework by estimating three additional

versions of model (1) where the indicator variable Si = 1 only if the census block i

is near to an elementary school vs. middle school vs. high school. By comparing the

estimated ϕ’s from each of these four versions of (1), we can evaluate the association

between total crime and proximity to elementary vs. middle vs. high vs. any public

school.

This regression framework also allows for other types of comparisons. Beyond our

examining different educational levels, we are also interested in whether the relation-

ship between crime and proximity to public schools is different between the “in-session”

versus “out-of-session” time periods defined in Section 3. We also explored regression

models where only violent crimes, property crimes or drug crimes were the outcome
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variable. In Section 5, we will focus on results for total crime as the outcome variable

but we present results for the other combinations of crime outcomes and time periods

in our supplementary materials. In the next subsection, we describe an alternative

analysis for the relationship between proximity to public schools and crime that uses

propensity score matching to create balanced comparisons between neighborhoods that

are near versus not near to public schools.

4.2. Propensity Score Matching Analysis

In this approach, we create paired comparisons consisting of matched pairs of census

blocks (one block with a public school and the other without a public school) that

have highly similar surrounding neighborhood characteristics. These matched pairs

allow us to better isolate the relationship between crime and proximity to a school

based on within-pair comparisons that are balanced on their surrounding demographic,

economic, business, land use and disorder characteristics.

We create these matched pairs using a propensity score matching procedure (Rosen-

baum and Rubin 1983) implemented in the MatchIt package (Ho et al. 2011) in R.

The propensity score for a unit (census block) in our analysis is the estimated proba-

bility of that census block being near to a school based its surrounding neighborhood

characteristics. We estimate these propensity scores using a logistic regression model

with the near school vs. not near school indicator as the outcome and the demographic,

economic, land use, business and disorder measures for each census block as predictors.

Two census blocks with highly similar demographic, economic, land use, business

and disorder characteristics will have highly similar propensity scores. For each census

block that is near a school, we create a matched pair by finding a census block not

near a school that has a highly similar propensity score. Thus, within each matched

pair we have an “apples-to-apples” comparison of two census blocks that have highly

similar surrounding neighborhood context but differ in terms of being near to a school

vs. not near to a school. A full list of the measures included in the propensity score

estimation is given in Figure 7 where we evaluate the improved balance obtained by

this matching procedure.

We then use our created sets of matched pairs of census blocks to estimate the effect
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of school proximity on crime incidence. Specifically, we calculate

D = mean (log ysi − log yni ) (2)

where, within each matched pair i, ysi is the total crime index for the census block

near to a school and yni is the total crime index for the census block not near to a

school.

Similar to our regression analysis, we calculate the mean within-pair differences (2)

seperately for the “in-session” versus “out-of-session” time periods defined in Section 3.

In addition to our main comparison based on total crime incidence, we also calculate

comparisons based only on violent crimes, property crimes or drug crimes.

5. Results of Regression and Matching Analyses

In Section 4.1, we described a regression model for estimating crime incidence around

Philadelphia public schools, while accounting for the demographic, economic, business,

land use and disorder characteristics of each neighborhood. In Figure 5, we provide

the estimated coefficients (β and ϕ) for model (1) with total crime during “in-session”

time periods as the outcome variable and indicator variable Si = 1 for proximity to

any public school (regardless of educational level).

We see in Figure 5 that most of the largest (either positive or negative) partial

effects on total crime at the census block level are the measures of land use zoning and

business presence outlined in Sections 2.4 and 2.6. Among the neighborhood disorder

measures, the average litter index has the largest partial effect on total crime. We are

most interested in the partial effect ϕ of the indicator variable Si for proximity to any

public school, which is labeled as “NEAR SCHOOL” in Figure 5. We see that being

near to any public school has a significant positive partial effect on total crime.

Since the outcome variable is log-transformed, we can interpret this partial effect

as an expected percentage change in the outcome between Si = 0 vs. Si = 1. A

neighborhood near to a public school is associated with an expected increase of ≈ 18%

in total crime, holding all other variables in the model equal. For a neighborhood with
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Figure 5. Estimated coefficients (β and ϕ) from linear regression model of total crime during “in-session”

time periods regressed on neighborhood characteristics Xi and an indicator variable Si = 1 for proximity to
any public school. The effect of being near to a school (ϕ) is emphasized with arrows and capital letters.

the median number of total crimes per block (89 total crimes per block over 14 years

in Philadelphia), that 18% corresponds to an extra 16 crimes (1.1 crimes per year).

In Figure 6, we compare the effect of being near a public school between differ-

ent crime outcomes and educational level of the public school, as well as between the

“in-session” versus “out-of-session” time periods. We control for the same set of neigh-

borhood characteristics Xi in each of these models. Overall, we see positive effects (i.e.

increased crime incidence) of being near to a public school regardless of crime outcome,

educational level and time period, but there is still substantial variation in the value

of the estimated effect across these different conditions.

In particular, we see substantially larger estimated school effects on violent crimes

within the in-session time period compared to either property crimes or drug crimes.

Being near to any public school is associated with an expected increase of ≈ 29%

in violent crime in the in-session time period compared to an expected increase of

≈ 10% in property crime. For a neighborhood with the median number of violent

and property crimes (20 violent and 31 property crimes per block over 14 years in

Philadelphia), those percentages correspond to an extra 5.8 violent and 3.1 property

crimes (0.4 violent and 0.2 property crimes per year).

We also see substantial differences in the estimated school effect depending on the
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Figure 6. Linear regression: comparing the estimated school effect ϕ between different crime outcomes,
educational level of public schools, and time periods. For each estimated ϕ we also provide vertical lines

indicating ± 2 · SE(ϕ). Vertical lines that do not overlap correspond to significant differences (at a α = 0.05

level).

educational level of the school. Across all four crime types within the “in session” time

period, we see substantially larger school effects for high schools compared to middle

schools or elementary schools. The difference is especially large for violent crimes in

the in-session time period, where being near to a high school is associated with an

expected increase of ≈ 31% compared to ≈ 20% for being near to a middle school and

≈ 19% for being near to a middle school and ≈ 17% for being near to an elementary

school.

Finally, we see generally larger estimated school effects on crime within the in-

session time period compared to the out-of-session time period. In particular, being

near to any public school is associated with an increase of ≈ 18% in total crime during

the in-session time period compared to ≈ 12% in the out-of-session time period, and

is associated with an increase of ≈ 20% in violent crime during the in-session time

period compared to ≈ 12% in the out-of-session time period.

In estimating each of the school effects mentioned above, we are attempting to

control for the surrounding neighborhood context by including the demographic, eco-

nomic, land use, disorder and business measures outlined in Section 2 in our linear

regression models. However, there are possibly neighborhood aspects that may af-
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fect the relationship between school proximity and crime which are not captured by

the variables we have included in our analyses, such as neighborhood watch groups,

local community organizations, etc. In our supplementary materials, we extend our

regression model to allow for neighborhood-specific random school effects in order to

explore additional neighborhood level variability in the relationship between crime and

proximity to public schools.

As described in Section 4.2, matching analyses are an alternative approach for iso-

lating the relationship between crime incidence and proximity to public schools from

their surrounding neighborhood context. In Figure 7, we evaluate the improved bal-

ance on surrounding neighborhood characteristics that has resulted from our propen-

sity score matching procedure. Specifically, we calculate the standardized differences

in each neighborhood characteristic within our matched pairs of census blocks near to

a school and not near to a school and compare to these to standardized differences

calculated between all unmatched census blocks near to a school versus not near to a

school. We see in Figure 7 that our matched pairs of census blocks have much less dif-

ference in their surrounding demographic, economic and land use characteristics which

enables us to better isolate the relationship between crime incidence and proximity to

a public school.

In Figure 8, we compare mean within-pair differences (2) between different crime

outcomes and educational level of the public school, as well as between the “in-session”

versus “out-of-session” time periods. We also provide standard errors as vertical bars

for each of these mean within-pair differences.

We see very similar estimated effects of school proximity on crime in Figure 8 from

these matched pair differences compared to the estimated effects in Figure 6 from our

regression modeling. We do observe some subtle differences however, such as a larger

positive effects of being near an elementary school on each crime type (as well as all

crimes). Similar to our regression analysis, we find a large effect on violent crimes in

proximity to high schools during the in-session time period, where being near to a high

school is associated with an increase of ≈ 27% (compared to 31% from our regression

analysis).

Overall, this propensity score matching analysis confirms the results from our re-
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Figure 7. Standardized differences for many surrounding neighborhood characteristics between census blocks

near to a school versus not near to a school census. For the “matched” set, differences were calculated within
the matched pairs created by our propensity score matching procedure. For the “unmatched” set, differences

were calculated between all unmatched census blocks near to a school versus not near to a school.

gression modeling in Section 4.1. We find significantly increased crime incidence near

to public schools regardless of crime outcome, educational level and time period, but

with substantial variation in effects across these different conditions.

6. Discussion

In this paper, we explore the relationship between proximity to public schools and

crime incidence from January 2006 to January 2020 in the city of Philadelphia. In

our analysis of this relationship, we must account for the surrounding economic, de-

mographic and land use characteristics of locations with and locations without public

schools. We employ two statistical approaches, regression modeling and propensity

score matching, in order to better isolate the association between crime and school

proximity while controlling for surrounding neighborhood context.

In both our regression modeling (Section 4.1) and propensity score matching (Sec-
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Figure 8. Propensity score matching: comparing the estimated school effect D within our matched pairs

of blocks between different crime outcomes, educational level of public schools, and time periods. For each

estimated D we also provide vertical lines indicating ± 2 · SE(D) where SE(D) is calculated using the paired
version of the t.test package in the statistical software R. Vertical lines that do not overlap correspond to

significant differences (at a α = 0.05 level).

tion 4.2) approaches, we find significantly increased crime incidence near to public

schools across almost all educational levels and time period. However, the magnitude

of elevated crime varies substantially between different crime outcomes, educational

levels and time periods.

We see the largest effects of school proximity on crime for the in-session time period,

violent crime type, and high school educational level. Our regression analysis finds that

proximity to a high school in the in-session time period is associated with an expected

increase of ≈ 31% in violent crimes compared to ≈ 14% in property crime and ≈ 17%

in total crime. Similarly large effects were also found in our propensity score analysis,

where proximity to a high school in the in-session time period is associated with an

expected increase of ≈ 27% in violent crimes compared to ≈ 15% in property crime

and ≈ 16% in total crime.

As we hypothesized, crime incidence around public schools is substantially higher

during in-session time periods compared to out-of-session time periods for most crime
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types and education levels. These results support the routine activities theory of Co-

hen and Felson (1979) and pattern theory of (Brantingham and Brantingham 1993).

However, crime incidence around public schools is also significantly elevated (though

with a smaller magnitude) during the out-of-session time periods for most crime types

and education levels, which was not expected. We also find that high schools have the

highest elevated crime incidence during in-session periods among the education levels,

which we hypothesized based on the peak ages of crime propensity (Farrington 1986).

Finally, we hypothesized based on pattern theory (Brantingham and Brantingham

1993) that crime types could be differentially impacted by proximity to a school, and

we observe substantial differences between our estimated violent crime effects versus

property crime effects. Specifically, we find that violent crime incidence is more elevated

during in-session periods compared to out-of-session time periods (especially around

high schools), whereas property crime incidence is not substantially different between

in-session and out-of-session time periods.

We can also compare our results to Steinberg et al. (2019) where crime incidence

was examined following closures of academically under-performing public schools in

Philadelphia. Steinberg et al. (2019) estimated a 15% decline in total crime and a 30%

reduction in violent crime in the surrounding area following school closures, but did

not find any effect on property crimes. Similarily, we find total crimes to be elevated

by around 14-16% and violent crimes to be elevated by around 24-29% around public

schools during in session time periods. However, we also find that property crimes are

significantly elevated by around 7-10% around public schools during in session time

periods.

This comparison is especially interesting given that we evaluated crime incidence

in the areas around all public schools in Philadelphia whereas Steinberg et al. (2019)

focussed only on a small subset of academically under-performing schools that were

recently closed. We generalize their results with our finding that elevated incidence of

total and violent crimes is characteristic of the areas around all public schools rather

than just the worst performing schools in the city. In contrast with Steinberg et al.

(2019), we also find significantly elevated incidence of property crimes around public

schools in Philadelphia but we see very little separation in property crime incidence
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between in-session and out-of-session time periods, especially compared to the large

differences (especially around high schools) in violent crime incidence that we find

between in-session and out-of-session time periods.

Beyond our focus on the presence of public schools, our regression approach also

provides insight into other neighborhood features that are associated with crime inci-

dence. Commercial land uses are highly correlated with crime incidence which was also

found by Bernasco and Block (2009). The litter index is also highly correlated with

crime which supports the “Broken Windows” theory of Wilson and Kelling (2003).

We should also note that our results are based on the Philadelphia Police Depart-

ment database of all reported crimes in Philadelphia which is not a complete census of

all crimes that were committed in Philadelphia over the time span of our study. Buil-

Gil et al. (2022) investigate the potential biases in police crime data at different levels

of spatial aggregation. To the extent that reported crimes are a biased representation

of all committed crimes, some part of the elevated reported crime incidence found

nearby to public schools could be driven by increased police attention and activity in

those areas.

Beyond potential biases in the crime data, the complex relationship between schools

and public safety is presumably influenced by many other factors (e.g. home ownership

and residential turnover) that we have not taken into account in this current study.

Particularly interesting would be measures of human activity and guardianship at

different times of the day in order to provide a more detailed picture of the activity

backcloth (Brantingham and Brantingham 1993) around each school.
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Supplementary Materials for “Spatial Analysis of the Association

between School Proximity and Crime in Philadelphia”

S 1. Visualizations of School and Crime Data

Figure S1 is a map of Philadelphia that indicates all US census blocks that are near

to a school versus not near to schools. As described in our main paper, we defined any

US census block as being near to a school if any portion of that census block overlaps

a 200m radius around a school location.

Near School

0

1

Figure S1. Map of Philadelphia that indicates all schools (black circles) as well as all US census blocks near

to those schools (light blue = 1) versus US census blocks not near to schools (red = 0).

The four maps in Figure S2 below show the spatial distribution of total crimes,

violent crimes, drug crimes and property crimes (all on the log scale). It is worth

noting that drug crimes are more prone to spatial clustering than other types of crime

in Philadelphia.

27



0

3

6

Log of crime per area

All crimes

0.0

2.5

5.0

7.5

Log of crime per area

Violent crimes

0.0

2.5

5.0

Log of crime per area

Crimes against property

−2

0

2

4

6
Log of crime per area

Drug crimes

0

3

6

Log of crime per area

All crimes

0.0

2.5

5.0

7.5

Log of crime per area

Violent crimes

0.0

2.5

5.0

Log of crime per area

Crimes against property

−2

0

2

4

6
Log of crime per area

Drug crimes

Figure S2. Maps of Philadelphia that give the spatial distribution of total crimes, violent crimes, drug crimes

and property crimes, all on the log scale

Figure S3 gives the trends over time for total crimes, violent crimes, drug crimes

and property crimes. We see that there is a small decrease in each crime type in

Philadelphia from 2006 to 2019.

S 2. Comparison of Crimes in Philadelphia

In Figure S4, we compare the crime incidence during out-of-session time periods be-

tween Philadelphia census blocks that are near to public schools versus census blocks

that are not near to public schools. We see that, during out-of-session time periods,

the average total crime index is substantially higher for census blocks near to public

schools, as are the violent, drug and property crime indexes. These results echo the

same findings in Figure 3 of our main paper for crime incidence in the in-session time

periods.

Figure S5 gives the distribution of the total crime index in the target time window
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Figure S3. Number of crimes per year of different types (all vs. violent vs. property vs. drug vs. other) for

each year in our data

.

Figure S4. Comparison of the average crime index within out-of-session time periods between Philadelphia
census blocks near to a public school (blue)versus not near to a public school (red). Separate bar plots are

given for total crimes, violent crimes, drug crimes and property crimes.

over all census blocks in Philadelphia on both the original scale (left) and log scale

(right). Separate histograms are given for census blocks near to a public school (blue)

versus not near to a public school (red). Note that a value of 0.1 was added to the

crime index of each observation to avoid having to take the logarithm of values equal

to zero.
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Figure S5. Distribution of the total crime index in the target time window over all census blocks in Philadel-

phia on both the original scale (left) and log scale (right). The blue histogram is census blocks near to a school
whereas the green histogram is census blocks not near to a school.

S 3. Random Effects Linear Regression Models

The regression model in Section 4 of our manuscript estimates effects of school prox-

imity and other neighborhood characteristics that are fixed, i.e. shared by all neighbor-

hoods in the city of Philadelphia. However, as discussed above, there may be idiosyn-

cratic neighborhood-specific effects of school proximity on crime that vary between

different parts of the city, e.g. neighborhood watch groups.

One way to address this possibility within our regression framework is by allowing

different random effects of school proximity on crime for each neighborhood, while still

estimating fixed effects for the other neighborhood characteristics in our model, i.e.

log (yi) = β0 + β ·Xi + ϕi · Si + ϵi (3)

where ϵi ∼ Normal(0, σ2).

Comparing (3) to the regression model in Section 4 of our manuscript, the only

difference is that being near to a school (Si = 1) now has potentially different effects

ϕi for different neighborhoods in (3). These neighborhood-specific school effects are

random effects that are assumed to share a common distribution, ϕi ∼ Normal(0, τ2),

whereas the effects β of the other neighborhood characteristics on crime still considered

fixed and shared across all neighborhoods.

However, this new random effects approach also differs from our fixed effect approach
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in Section 4 of our manuscript in terms of spatial resolution of our analysis. Allowing

neighborhood-specific random effects to our model would lead to an extra ≈ 10000

extra parameters in (3) if we define our neighborhoods by US census blocks as we

did in Section 4 of our manuscript. A model with that many extra parameters would

probably be quite unstable even with the regularization imposed by the shared prior

distribution on those added random effects.

So instead, we implemented neighborhood-specific random effects for each US census

block group in Philadelphia, which only adds ≈ 1000 extra parameters to the model.

We also changed our two comparison time periods to be simply weekdays vs. weekends,

rather than the “in-session” vs. “out-of-session” time periods from Section 4 of our

manuscript.

Having neighborhood specific random effects allows us to visualize the variation

between different neighborhoods in terms of their specific effects ϕi of being near to a

public school on total crime. In Figure S6, we compare the distribution of the estimated

neighborhood specific effects of being near to a public school on total crime between

the model (3) estimated using just weekdays versus just weekends.

Figure S6. Violin plots of the neighborhood specific effects ϕ̂i from model (3), estimated using only weekday
time periods (red) or only weekend time periods (blue). Vertical lines also indicate the global effect of school

proximity on total crime ϕ̂ from the fixed effect model, estimated using only weekday time periods (red) or

only weekend time periods (blue).

We see quite a bit of variation between block groups in terms of their estimated

random effects ϕ̂i, which suggests that the relationship between school proximity and

total crime does vary between different neighborhoods in Philadelphia. We also see a

substantial shift towards larger positive values in the distribution of random effects for
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weekdays (red) compared to weekends (blue). These results provide additional support

for the significantly positive effects of school proximity on total crime found in Section

4 of our manuscript.

S 4. Regression Tables

Figure S7 gives results for the regression models with log of all crimes per area during

in-session time periods as outcome variable.

Figure S8 gives results for the regression models with log of violent crimes per area

during in-session time periods as outcome variable.

Figure S9 gives results for the regression models with log of drug crimes per area

during in-session time periods as outcome variable.

Figure S10 gives results for the regression models with log of property crimes per

area during in-session time periods as outcome variable.

Figure S11 gives results for the regression models with log of all crimes per area

during out-of-session time periods as outcome variable.

Figure S12 gives results for the regression models with log of violent crimes per area

during out-of-session time periods as outcome variable.

Figure S13 gives results for the regression models with log of drug crimes per area

during out-of-session time periods as outcome variable.

Figure S14 gives results for the regression models with log of property crimes per

area during out-of-session time periods as outcome variable.
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 Coef  SE  Coef  SE  Coef  SE  Coef  SE 
 Families in poverty  0.055***       (0.01)  0.056***     (0.01)  0.057***     (0.01)  0.057***      (0.01)
 % Hispanic residents  0.007***       (0.00)  0.007***     (0.00)  0.007***     (0.00)  0.007***      (0.00)
 % Young Males  0.007***       (0.00)  0.007***     (0.00)  0.007***     (0.00)  0.007***      (0.00)
 Median household income -0.0010       (0.00) -0.0010     (0.00) -0.0010     (0.00) -0.0010      (0.00)
 Litter Index  0.466***       (0.01)  0.471***     (0.01)  0.469***     (0.01)  0.473***      (0.01)
 Code Violations  0.169***       (0.01)  0.170***     (0.01)  0.170***     (0.01)  0.170***      (0.01)
 Abandoned Vehicles  0.164***       (0.01)  0.166***     (0.01)  0.164***     (0.01)  0.165***      (0.01)
 Dumping  0.110***       (0.01)  0.111***     (0.01)  0.110***     (0.01)  0.111***      (0.01)
 Street lights out  0.075***       (0.01)  0.075***     (0.01)  0.075***     (0.01)  0.074***      (0.01)
 Graffiti  0.045***       (0.01)  0.047***     (0.01)  0.047***     (0.01)  0.047***      (0.01)
 Infestation  0.102***       (0.01)  0.102***     (0.01)  0.103***     (0.01)  0.101***      (0.01)
 Damaged streets  0.124***       (0.01)  0.125***     (0.01)  0.125***     (0.01)  0.126***      (0.01)
 % Civic Landuse  1.485***       (0.13)  1.520***     (0.13)  1.561***     (0.13)  1.556***      (0.13)
 % Culture Landuse  -0.495***       (0.08)  -0.495***     (0.08)  -0.490***     (0.08)  -0.484***      (0.08)
 % Commercial Landuse  0.501***       (0.12)  0.514***     (0.12)  0.537***     (0.12)  0.542***      (0.12)
 % Industrial Landuse  -0.439***       (0.10)  -0.452***     (0.10)  -0.441***     (0.10)  -0.436***      (0.10)
 % Residential Landuse  0.154**       (0.06)  0.174***     (0.06)  0.163***     (0.06)  0.174***      (0.06)
 % Transportation Landuse  0.479***       (0.10)  0.480***     (0.10)  0.510***     (0.10)  0.501***      (0.10)
 % Vacant Landuse  0.953***       (0.15)  1.013***     (0.15)  1.002***     (0.15)  1.041***      (0.15)
 Distance to Cafes -0.043       (0.03) -0.046 *     (0.03) -0.034     (0.03) -0.039      (0.03)
 Distance to Convenience  -0.054**       (0.03)  -0.052**     (0.03)  -0.054**     (0.03)  -0.051**      (0.03)
 Distance to Gyms  0.296***       (0.02)  0.295***     (0.02)  0.302***     (0.02)  0.295***      (0.02)
 Distance to Institutions  -0.167***       (0.02)  -0.170***     (0.02)  -0.177***     (0.02)  -0.178***      (0.02)
 Distance to Liquor stores  -0.084***       (0.02)  -0.081***     (0.02)  -0.085***     (0.02)  -0.087***      (0.02)
 Distance to Lodging  -0.116***       (0.02)  -0.119***     (0.02)  -0.121***     (0.02)  -0.126***      (0.02)
 Distance to Nightlife  0.079***       (0.02)  0.084***     (0.02)  0.078***     (0.02)  0.082***      (0.02)
 Distance to Restaurants  -0.119***       (0.03)  -0.122***     (0.03)  -0.122***     (0.03)  -0.116***      (0.03)
 Distance to Retail  -0.157***       (0.03)  -0.152***     (0.03)  -0.157***     (0.03)  -0.155***      (0.03)

 Near School  0.178***       (0.02)
 Near High School  0.170***     (0.03)
 Near Middle School  0.121***     (0.03)
 Near Elementary School  0.128***      (0.04)

 Constant  3.341***       (0.23)  3.327***     (0.24)  3.379***     (0.23)  3.425***      (0.24)

 Observations 18872 18872 18872 18872
 R2 0.628 0.627 0.627 0.626
 Adjusted R2 0.627 0.626 0.626 0.626
 Residual Std. Error (df = 1.143 1.144 1.144 1.145
 F Statistic (df = 29; 18842)     

 Note:  *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 

 Near schools  Near High School  Near Middle School  Near Elementary 

 Outcome: Log of All Crimes per area during In-Session Time Period 

Figure S7. Regression results with log of all crimes per area during in-session time periods as outcome
variable
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  Coef    SE    Coef    SE    Coef    SE    Coef    SE  
 Families in poverty 0.011      (0.008) 0.012      (0.008) 0.014 *     (0.008) 0.014 *     (0.008)
 % Hispanic residents 0.008 ***      (0.001) 0.009 ***      (0.001) 0.009 ***     (0.001) 0.009 ***     (0.001)
 % Young Males -0.010 ***      (0.001) -0.010 ***      (0.001) -0.010 ***     (0.001) -0.010 ***     (0.001)
 Median household income -0.003      (0.002) -0.003      (0.002) -0.004     (0.002) -0.004     (0.002)
 Litter Index 0.309 ***      (0.013) 0.315 ***      (0.013) 0.313 ***     (0.013) 0.319 ***     (0.013)
 Code Violations 0.181 ***      (0.006) 0.182 ***      (0.006) 0.184 ***     (0.006) 0.184 ***     (0.006)
 Abandoned Vehicles 0.153 ***      (0.007) 0.156 ***      (0.007) 0.154 ***     (0.007) 0.155 ***     (0.007)
 Dumping 0.095 ***      (0.007) 0.097 ***      (0.007) 0.095 ***     (0.007) -0.007
 Street lights out 0.069 ***      (0.007) 0.068 ***      (0.007) 0.068 ***     (0.007) 0.067 ***     (0.007)
 Graffiti 0.018 ***      (0.006) 0.022 ***      (0.006) 0.021 ***     (0.006) 0.021 ***     (0.006)
 Infestation 0.155 ***      (0.014) 0.156 ***      (0.014) 0.157 ***     (0.014) 0.155 ***     (0.014)
 Damaged streets 0.087 ***      (0.007) 0.089 ***      (0.007) 0.089 ***     (0.007) 0.090 ***     (0.007)
 % Civic Landuse 1.508 ***      (0.123) 1.556 ***      (0.124) 1.632 ***     (0.123) 1.628 ***     (0.124)
 % Culture Landuse -0.107      (0.076) -0.109      (0.076) -0.099     (0.076) -0.09     (0.077)
 % Commercial Landuse 0.619 ***      (0.117) 0.636 ***      (0.117) 0.678 ***     (0.117) 0.687 ***     (0.117)
 % Industrial Landuse -0.468 ***      (0.094) -0.491 ***      (0.094) -0.471 ***     (0.094) -0.466 ***     (0.094)
 % Residential Landuse 0.273 ***      (0.062) 0.305 ***      (0.062) 0.288 ***     (0.062) 0.305 ***     (0.062)
 % Transportation Landuse 0.408 ***      (0.097) 0.405 ***      (0.097) 0.458 ***     (0.097) 0.445 ***     (0.097)
 % Vacant Landuse 1.198 ***      (0.145) 1.291 ***      (0.146) 1.279 ***     (0.146) 1.342 ***     (0.146)
 Distance to Cafes 0.019      (0.027) 0.013      (0.027) 0.034     (0.027) 0.027     (0.027)
 Distance to Convenience stores -0.096 ***      (0.026) -0.092 ***      (0.026) -0.096 ***     (0.026) -0.092 ***     (0.026)
 Distance to Gyms 0.365 ***      (0.022) 0.364 ***      (0.022) 0.376 ***     (0.022) 0.366 ***     (0.023)
 Distance to Institutions -0.160 ***      (0.020) -0.162 ***      (0.020) -0.176 ***     (0.020) -0.177 ***     (0.020)
 Distance to Liquor stores -0.036 *      (0.021) -0.032      (0.021) -0.039 *     (0.021) -0.042 **     (0.021)
 Distance to Lodging -0.088 ***      (0.016) -0.092 ***      (0.016) -0.097 ***     (0.016) -0.104 ***     (0.016)
 Distance to Nightlife 0.151 ***      (0.022) 0.160 ***      (0.022) 0.149 ***     (0.022) 0.156 ***     (0.022)
 Distance to Restaurants -0.165 ***      (0.026) -0.170 ***      (0.026) -0.170 ***     (0.026) -0.162 ***     (0.026)
 Distance to Retail -0.110 ***      (0.028) -0.101 ***      (0.028) -0.109 ***     (0.028) -0.106 ***     (0.028)

 Near School 0.291 ***      (0.019)
 Near High School 0.310 ***      (0.030)
 Near Middle School 0.196 ***     (0.025)
 Near Elementary School 0.167 ***     (0.037)

 Constant 0.413 *      (0.230) 0.378      (0.231) 0.476 **     (0.231) 0.541 ** -0.231

 Observations 18872 18,872 18,872 18,872
 R2 0.571 0.568 0.567 0.566
 Adjusted R2 0.571 0.568 0.567 0.566
 Residual Std. Error (df = 1.122 1.126 1.127 1.128
 F Statistic (df = 29; 18842) 865.561 ** 855.736 *** 852.185 *** 848.910 ***

 Note: 

 Outcome: Log of Violent Crimes per area during In-Session Time Periods 

 *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 

 Near schools  Near High School  Near Middle School  Near Elementary 

Figure S8. Regression results with log of violent crimes per area during in-session time periods as outcome
variable
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  Coef    SE    Coef    SE    Coef    SE    Coef    SE  
 Families in poverty -0.025 ***    (0.008) -0.025 ***      (0.008) -0.024 ***     (0.008) -0.024 ***     (0.008)
 % Hispanic residents 0.011 ***    (0.001) 0.012 ***      (0.001) 0.012 ***     (0.001) 0.011 ***     (0.001)
 % Young Males -0.030 ***    (0.001) -0.030 ***      (0.001) -0.030 ***     (0.001) -0.030 ***     (0.001)
 Median household income -0.014 ***    (0.003) -0.014 ***      (0.003) -0.014 ***     (0.003) -0.014 ***     (0.003)
 Litter Index 0.282 ***    (0.015) 0.284 ***      (0.015) 0.285 ***     (0.015) 0.286 ***     (0.015)
 Code Violations 0.126 ***    (0.006) 0.126 ***      (0.006) 0.127 ***     (0.006) 0.127 ***     (0.006)
 Abandoned Vehicles 0.037 ***    (0.008) 0.038 ***      (0.008) 0.037 ***     (0.008) 0.037 ***     (0.008)
 Dumping 0.132 ***    (0.008) 0.132 ***      (0.008) 0.132 ***     (0.008) 0.132 ***     (0.008)
 Street lights out 0.019 **    (0.008) 0.018 **      (0.008) 0.018 **     (0.008) 0.017 **     (0.008)
 Graffiti 0.070 ***    (0.007) 0.071 ***      (0.007) 0.071 ***     (0.007) 0.070 ***     (0.007)
 Infestation 0.146 ***    (0.015) 0.146 ***      (0.015) 0.146 ***     (0.015) 0.145 ***     (0.015)
 Damaged streets 0.019 ***    (0.008) 0.020 ***      (0.008) 0.021 ***     (0.008) 0.021 ***     (0.008)
 % Civic Landuse 0.952 ***    (0.134) 0.965 ***      (0.134) 1.006 ***     (0.134) 0.988 ***     (0.134)
 % Culture Landuse 0.041    (0.083) 0.04      (0.083) 0.046     (0.083) 0.051     (0.083)
 % Commercial Landuse 0.789 ***    (0.127) 0.792 ***      (0.127) 0.816 ***     (0.127) 0.815 ***     (0.127)
 % Industrial Landuse -0.995 ***    (0.102) -1.005 ***      (0.102) -0.997 ***     (0.102) -0.988 ***     (0.102)
 % Residential Landuse 0.227 ***    (0.067) 0.240 ***      (0.067) 0.240 ***     (0.067) 0.239 ***     (0.067)
 % Transportation Landuse 0.084    (0.105) 0.08      (0.105) 0.102     (0.105) 0.095     (0.105)
 % Vacant Landuse 2.699 ***    (0.158) 2.733 ***      (0.158) 2.753 ***     (0.158) 2.757 ***     (0.158)
 Distance to Cafes 0.129 ***    (0.029) 0.125 ***      (0.029) 0.133 ***     (0.029) 0.131 ***     (0.029)
 Distance to Convenience stores 0.048 *    (0.028) 0.049 *      (0.028) 0.049 *     (0.028) 0.050 *     (0.028)
 Distance to Gyms 0.368 ***    (0.024) 0.367 ***      (0.024) 0.370 ***     (0.024) 0.365 ***     (0.024)
 Distance to Institutions -0.099 ***    (0.022) -0.098 ***      (0.022) -0.105 ***     (0.022) -0.105 ***     (0.022)
 Distance to Liquor stores 0.050 **    (0.023) 0.053 **      (0.023) 0.049 **     (0.023) 0.047 **     (0.023)
 Distance to Lodging -0.232 ***    (0.017) -0.233 ***      (0.017) -0.238 ***     (0.017) -0.240 ***     (0.017)
 Distance to Nightlife 0.146 ***    (0.024) 0.150 ***      (0.024) 0.148 ***     (0.024) 0.149 ***     (0.024)
 Distance to Restaurants -0.058 **    (0.028) -0.060 **      (0.028) -0.059 **     (0.028) -0.053 *     (0.028)
 Distance to Retail -0.102 ***    (0.031) -0.098 ***      (0.031) -0.100 ***     (0.031) -0.101 ***     (0.031)

 Near School 0.117 ***    (0.021)
 Near High School 0.145 ***      (0.033)
 Near Middle School 0.015     (0.027)
 Near Elementary School 0.175 ***     (0.040)

 Constant -3.243 ***    (0.250) -3.266 ***      (0.251) -3.209 ***     (0.250) -3.167 ***     (0.250)

 Observations 18872 18872 18872 18872
 R2 0.408 0.407 0.407 0.407
 Adjusted R2 0.407 0.406 0.406 0.406
 Residual Std. Error (df = 1.221 1.222 1.222 1.222
 F Statistic (df = 29; 18842) 447.087 ** 446.410 *** 445.283 *** 446.401 ***

 Note: 

 Outcome: Log of Drug Crimes per area during In-Session Time Periods 

 *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 

 Near schools  Near High School  Near Middle School  Near Elementary 

Figure S9. Regression results with log of drug crimes per area during in-session time periods as outcome
variable
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  Coef    SE    Coef    SE    Coef    SE    Coef    SE  
 Families in poverty 0.036 ***   (0.007) 0.036 ***    (0.007) 0.037 ***    (0.007) 0.037 ***      (0.007)
 % Hispanic residents 0.005 ***   (0.001) 0.005 ***    (0.001) 0.005 ***    (0.001) 0.005 ***      (0.001)
 % Young Males 0.017 ***   (0.001) 0.017 ***    (0.001) 0.017 ***    (0.001) 0.017 ***      (0.001)
 Median household income 0.002   (0.002) 0.002    (0.002) 0.002    (0.002) 0.002      (0.002)
 Litter Index 0.345 ***   (0.013) 0.347 ***    (0.013) 0.347 ***    (0.013) 0.349 ***      (0.013)
 Code Violations 0.139 ***   (0.006) 0.140 ***    (0.006) 0.140 ***    (0.006) 0.140 ***      (0.006)
 Abandoned Vehicles 0.161 ***   (0.007) 0.162 ***    (0.007) 0.162 ***    (0.007) 0.162 ***      (0.007)
 Dumping 0.079 ***   (0.007) 0.080 ***    (0.007) 0.079 ***    (0.007) 0.080 ***      (0.007)
 Street lights out 0.064 ***   (0.007) 0.064 ***    (0.007) 0.064 ***    (0.007) 0.064 ***      (0.007)
 Graffiti 0.040 ***   (0.006) 0.041 ***    (0.006) 0.041 ***    (0.006) 0.041 ***      (0.006)
 Infestation 0.088 ***   (0.013) 0.088 ***    (0.013) 0.088 ***    (0.013) 0.088 ***      (0.013)
 Damaged streets 0.114 ***   (0.006) 0.114 ***    (0.006) 0.114 ***    (0.006) 0.115 ***      (0.006)
 % Civic Landuse 1.126 ***   (0.115) 1.133 ***    (0.115) 1.168 ***    (0.115) 1.168 ***      (0.115)
 % Culture Landuse -0.466 ***   (0.071) -0.468 ***    (0.071) -0.463 ***    (0.071) -0.461 ***      (0.071)
 % Commercial Landuse 0.264 **   (0.109) 0.264 **    (0.109) 0.284 ***    (0.109) 0.286 ***      (0.109)
 % Industrial Landuse -0.181 **   (0.088) -0.190 **    (0.088) -0.182 **    (0.088) -0.181 **      (0.088)
 % Residential Landuse -0.036   (0.058) -0.026    (0.058) -0.03    (0.058) -0.025      (0.058)
 % Transportation Landuse 0.336 ***   (0.090) 0.331 ***    (0.090) 0.352 ***    (0.090) 0.349 ***      (0.090)
 % Vacant Landuse 0.417 ***   (0.136) 0.443 ***    (0.135) 0.448 ***    (0.136) 0.465 ***      (0.135)
 Distance to Cafes -0.126 ***   (0.025) -0.129 ***    (0.025) -0.121 ***    (0.025) -0.123 ***      (0.025)
 Distance to Convenience stores -0.03   (0.024) -0.029    (0.024) -0.03    (0.024) -0.029      (0.024)
 Distance to Gyms 0.227 ***   (0.021) 0.226 ***    (0.021) 0.230 ***    (0.021) 0.227 ***      (0.021)
 Distance to Institutions -0.134 ***   (0.019) -0.133 ***    (0.019) -0.139 ***    (0.019) -0.139 ***      (0.019)
 Distance to Liquor stores -0.101 ***   (0.019) -0.099 ***    (0.019) -0.102 ***    (0.019) -0.103 ***      (0.019)
 Distance to Lodging -0.067 ***   (0.015) -0.067 ***    (0.015) -0.070 ***    (0.015) -0.072 ***      (0.015)
 Distance to Nightlife 0.047 **   (0.020) 0.050 **    (0.020) 0.046 **    (0.020) 0.048 **      (0.020)
 Distance to Restaurants -0.132 ***   (0.024) -0.134 ***    (0.024) -0.134 ***    (0.024) -0.132 ***      (0.024)
 Distance to Retail -0.157 ***   (0.026) -0.154 ***    (0.026) -0.157 ***    (0.026) -0.156 ***      (0.026)

 Near School 0.097 ***   (0.018)
 Near High School 0.134 ***    (0.028)
 Near Middle School 0.053 **    (0.023)
 Near Elementary School 0.037      (0.034)

 Constant 3.760 ***   (0.215) 3.736 ***    (0.215) 3.783 ***    (0.215) 3.799 ***      (0.215)

 Observations 18872 18872 18872 18872
 R2 0.589 0.589 0.588 0.588
 Adjusted R2 0.588 0.588 0.588 0.588
 Residual Std. Error (df = 1.047 1.048 1.048 1.048
 F Statistic (df = 29; 18842) 930.278 ** 929.748 ** 928.257 *** 927.918 **

 Note: 

 Outcome: Log of Property Crimes per area during In-Session Time Periods 

 *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 

 Near schools  Near High School  Near Middle School  Near Elementary 

Figure S10. Regression results with log of property crimes per area during in-session time periods as outcome

variable
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  Coef    SE    Coef    SE    Coef    SE    Coef    SE  
 Families in poverty 0.063 ***      (0.008) 0.064 ***      (0.008) 0.064 ***      (0.008) 0.064 ***      (0.008)
 % Hispanic residents 0.006 ***      (0.001) 0.006 ***      (0.001) 0.006 ***      (0.001) 0.006 ***      (0.001)
 % Young Males 0.008 ***      (0.001) 0.008 ***      (0.001) 0.008 ***      (0.001) 0.008 ***      (0.001)
 Median household income -0.001      (0.003) -0.001      (0.003) -0.001      (0.003) -0.002      (0.003)
 Litter Index 0.521 ***      (0.014) 0.525 ***      (0.014) 0.523 ***      (0.014) 0.526 ***      (0.014)
 Code Violations 0.188 ***      (0.006) 0.188 ***      (0.006) 0.188 ***      (0.006) 0.188 ***      (0.006)
 Abandoned Vehicles 0.163 ***      (0.008) 0.164 ***      (0.008) 0.163 ***      (0.008) 0.163 ***      (0.008)
 Dumping 0.116 ***      (0.008) 0.117 ***      (0.008) 0.116 ***      (0.008) 0.117 ***      (0.008)
 Street lights out 0.085 ***      (0.008) 0.084 ***      (0.008) 0.084 ***      (0.008) 0.083 ***      (0.008)
 Graffiti 0.052 ***      (0.007) 0.054 ***      (0.007) 0.053 ***      (0.007) 0.053 ***      (0.007)
 Infestation 0.101 ***      (0.015) 0.101 ***      (0.015) 0.102 ***      (0.015) 0.100 ***      (0.015)
 Damaged streets 0.133 ***      (0.007) 0.134 ***      (0.007) 0.133 ***      (0.007) 0.134 ***      (0.007)
 % Civic Landuse 1.334 ***      (0.133) 1.373 ***      (0.133) 1.384 ***      (0.133) 1.376 ***      (0.133)
 % Culture Landuse -0.419 ***      (0.082) -0.417 ***      (0.082) -0.416 ***      (0.082) -0.410 ***      (0.082)
 % Commercial Landuse 0.347 ***      (0.126) 0.365 ***      (0.126) 0.371 ***      (0.126) 0.375 ***      (0.126)
 % Industrial Landuse -0.464 ***      (0.101) -0.470 ***      (0.101) -0.465 ***      (0.101) -0.459 ***      (0.101)
 % Residential Landuse 0.197 ***      (0.067) 0.211 ***      (0.067) 0.202 ***      (0.067) 0.209 ***      (0.067)
 % Transportation Landuse 0.394 ***      (0.104) 0.403 ***      (0.105) 0.415 ***      (0.104) 0.407 ***      (0.104)
 % Vacant Landuse 0.912 ***      (0.157) 0.962 ***      (0.157) 0.941 ***      (0.157) 0.971 ***      (0.157)
 Distance to Cafes 0.022      (0.029) 0.023      (0.029) 0.029      (0.029) 0.024      (0.029)
 Distance to Convenience stores -0.096 ***      (0.028) -0.094 ***      (0.028) -0.096 ***      (0.028) -0.094 ***      (0.028)
 Distance to Gyms 0.324 ***      (0.024) 0.325 ***      (0.024) 0.329 ***      (0.024) 0.323 ***      (0.024)
 Distance to Institutions -0.148 ***      (0.022) -0.152 ***      (0.022) -0.154 ***      (0.022) -0.154 ***      (0.022)
 Distance to Liquor stores -0.068 ***      (0.022) -0.068 ***      (0.022) -0.069 ***      (0.022) -0.072 ***      (0.022)
 Distance to Lodging -0.162 ***      (0.017) -0.166 ***      (0.017) -0.165 ***      (0.017) -0.170 ***      (0.017)
 Distance to Nightlife 0.039 *      (0.023) 0.042 *      (0.023) 0.038      (0.023) 0.042 *      (0.023)
 Distance to Restaurants -0.121 ***      (0.028) -0.122 ***      (0.028) -0.123 ***      (0.028) -0.117 ***      (0.028)
 Distance to Retail -0.192 ***      (0.030) -0.190 ***      (0.030) -0.193 ***      (0.030) -0.192 ***      (0.030)

 Near School 0.120 ***      (0.021)
 Near High School 0.063 *      (0.032)
 Near Middle School 0.094 ***      (0.027)
 Near Elementary School 0.138 ***      (0.039)

 Constant 4.014 ***      (0.248) 4.026 ***      (0.249) 4.038 ***      (0.248) 4.083 ***      (0.249)

 Observations 18872 18872 18872 18872
 R2 0.629 0.629 0.629 0.629
 Adjusted R2 0.629 0.628 0.628 0.628
 Residual Std. Error (df = 1.212 1.213 1.213 1.213
 F Statistic (df = 29; 18842) 1,102.737 * 1,099.954 * 1,100.752 * 1,100.738

***

 Note: 

 Outcome: Log of All Crimes per area during Out-of-Session Time Periods 

 *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 

 Near schools  Near High School  Near Middle School  Near Elementary 

Figure S11. Regression results with log of all crimes per area during out-of-session time periods as outcome

variable
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  Coef    SE    Coef    SE    Coef    SE    Coef    SE  
 Families in poverty 0.016 **     (0.007) 0.017 **      (0.007) 0.017 **      (0.007) 0.017 **      (0.007)
 % Hispanic residents 0.008 ***     (0.001) 0.009 ***      (0.001) 0.008 ***      (0.001) 0.008 ***      (0.001)
 % Young Males -0.003 **     (0.001) -0.003 **      (0.001) -0.003 **      (0.001) -0.003 **      (0.001)
 Median household income -0.002     (0.002) -0.002      (0.002) -0.002      (0.002) -0.002      (0.002)
 Litter Index 0.368 ***     (0.013) 0.371 ***      (0.013) 0.369 ***      (0.013) 0.372 ***      (0.013)
 Code Violations 0.207 ***     (0.006) 0.207 ***      (0.006) 0.208 ***      (0.006) 0.207 ***      (0.006)
 Abandoned Vehicles 0.166 ***     (0.007) 0.168 ***      (0.007) 0.167 ***      (0.007) 0.167 ***      (0.007)
 Dumping 0.099 ***     (0.007) 0.100 ***      (0.007) 0.099 ***      (0.007) 0.100 ***      (0.007)
 Street lights out 0.104 ***     (0.007) 0.104 ***      (0.007) 0.104 ***      (0.007) 0.103 ***      (0.007)
 Graffiti 0.019 ***     (0.006) 0.021 ***      (0.006) 0.020 ***      (0.006) 0.020 ***      (0.006)
 Infestation 0.165 ***     (0.014) 0.165 ***      (0.014) 0.166 ***      (0.014) 0.164 ***      (0.014)
 Damaged streets 0.093 ***     (0.007) 0.094 ***      (0.007) 0.094 ***      (0.007) 0.094 ***      (0.007)
 % Civic Landuse 1.444 ***     (0.121) 1.481 ***      (0.121) 1.494 ***      (0.121) 1.488 ***      (0.121)
 % Culture Landuse -0.087     (0.075) -0.085      (0.075) -0.084      (0.075) -0.079      (0.075)
 % Commercial Landuse 0.508 ***     (0.115) 0.525 ***      (0.115) 0.531 ***      (0.115) 0.536 ***      (0.115)
 % Industrial Landuse -0.338 ***     (0.093) -0.345 ***      (0.093) -0.339 ***      (0.093) -0.334 ***      (0.093)
 % Residential Landuse 0.320 ***     (0.061) 0.334 ***      (0.061) 0.325 ***      (0.061) 0.333 ***      (0.061)
 % Transportation Landuse 0.285 ***     (0.095) 0.292 ***      (0.095) 0.306 ***      (0.095) 0.298 ***      (0.095)
 % Vacant Landuse 1.307 ***     (0.143) 1.356 ***      (0.143) 1.336 ***      (0.143) 1.367 ***      (0.143)
 Distance to Cafes 0.011     (0.027) 0.011      (0.027) 0.017      (0.027) 0.013      (0.027)
 Distance to Convenience stores -0.097 ***     (0.025) -0.096 ***      (0.025) -0.097 ***      (0.025) -0.095 ***      (0.025)
 Distance to Gyms 0.371 ***     (0.022) 0.372 ***      (0.022) 0.376 ***      (0.022) 0.370 ***      (0.022)
 Distance to Institutions -0.142 ***     (0.020) -0.146 ***      (0.020) -0.148 ***      (0.020) -0.149 ***      (0.020)
 Distance to Liquor stores -0.053 ***     (0.020) -0.053 ***      (0.020) -0.054 ***      (0.020) -0.056 ***      (0.020)
 Distance to Lodging -0.116 ***     (0.016) -0.120 ***      (0.016) -0.120 ***      (0.016) -0.124 ***      (0.016)
 Distance to Nightlife 0.079 ***     (0.021) 0.081 ***      (0.021) 0.077 ***      (0.021) 0.081 ***      (0.021)
 Distance to Restaurants -0.167 ***     (0.025) -0.168 ***      (0.025) -0.169 ***      (0.025) -0.164 ***      (0.025)
 Distance to Retail -0.083 ***     (0.028) -0.080 ***      (0.028) -0.083 ***      (0.028) -0.082 ***      (0.028)

 Near School 0.122 ***     (0.019)
 Near High School 0.070 **      (0.030)
 Near Middle School 0.099 ***      (0.024)
 Near Elementary School 0.121 ***      (0.036)

 Constant 1.418 ***     (0.227) 1.427 ***      (0.227) 1.441 ***      (0.227) 1.483 ***      (0.227)

 Observations 18872 18872 18872 18872
 R2 0.624 0.624 0.624 0.624
 Adjusted R2 0.624 0.623 0.623 0.623
 Residual Std. Error (df = 1.107 1.108 1.107 1.108
 F Statistic (df = 29; 18842) 1,079.406 * 1,076.130

***
1,077.124
*** 1,076.647 **

 Note: 

 Outcome: Log of Violent Crimes per area during Out-of-Session Time Periods 

 *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 

 Near schools  Near High School  Near Middle School  Near Elementary 

Figure S12. Regression results with log of violent crimes per area during out-of-session time periods as

outcome variable
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  Coef    SE    Coef    SE    Coef    SE    Coef    SE  
 Families in poverty -0.031 ***      (0.009) -0.030 ***      (0.009) -0.030 ***       (0.009) -0.030 ***      (0.009)
 % Hispanic residents 0.010 ***      (0.001) 0.010 ***      (0.001) 0.010 ***       (0.001) 0.010 ***      (0.001)
 % Young Males -0.031 ***      (0.002) -0.031 ***      (0.002) -0.031 ***       (0.002) -0.031 ***      (0.002)
 Median household income -0.015 ***      (0.003) -0.015 ***      (0.003) -0.015 ***       (0.003) -0.016 ***      (0.003)
 Litter Index 0.305 ***      (0.015) 0.307 ***      (0.015) 0.306 ***       (0.015) 0.308 ***      (0.015)
 Code Violations 0.138 ***      (0.007) 0.139 ***      (0.007) 0.139 ***       (0.007) 0.138 ***      (0.007)
 Abandoned Vehicles 0.052 ***      (0.008) 0.053 ***      (0.008) 0.053 ***       (0.008) 0.052 ***      (0.008)
 Dumping 0.165 ***      (0.008) 0.166 ***      (0.008) 0.166 ***       (0.008) 0.166 ***      (0.008)
 Street lights out 0.018 **      (0.008) 0.017 **      (0.008) 0.017 **       (0.008) 0.017 **      (0.008)
 Graffiti 0.081 ***      (0.007) 0.082 ***      (0.007) 0.082 ***       (0.007) 0.081 ***      (0.007)
 Infestation 0.149 ***      (0.016) 0.150 ***      (0.016) 0.150 ***       (0.016) 0.148 ***      (0.016)
 Damaged streets 0.017 **      (0.008) 0.018 **      (0.008) 0.018 **       (0.008) 0.018 **      (0.008)
 % Civic Landuse 1.141 ***      (0.141) 1.171 ***      (0.141) 1.177 ***       (0.141) 1.159 ***      (0.141)
 % Culture Landuse -0.06      (0.087) -0.058      (0.087) -0.057       (0.087) -0.052      (0.087)
 % Commercial Landuse 0.654 ***      (0.133) 0.668 ***      (0.134) 0.671 ***       (0.133) 0.671 ***      (0.133)
 % Industrial Landuse -1.068 ***      (0.107) -1.071 ***      (0.107) -1.069 ***       (0.107) -1.059 ***      (0.107)
 % Residential Landuse 0.202 ***      (0.071) 0.211 ***      (0.071) 0.208 ***       (0.071) 0.209 ***      (0.071)
 % Transportation Landuse -0.034      (0.110) -0.026      (0.110) -0.021       (0.110) -0.029      (0.110)
 % Vacant Landuse 2.520 ***      (0.166) 2.555 ***      (0.166) 2.550 ***       (0.166) 2.558 ***      (0.166)
 Distance to Cafes 0.095 ***      (0.031) 0.096 ***      (0.031) 0.098 ***       (0.031) 0.096 ***      (0.031)
 Distance to Convenience stores 0.068 **      (0.029) 0.068 **      (0.029) 0.068 **       (0.029) 0.069 **      (0.029)
 Distance to Gyms 0.445 ***      (0.026) 0.446 ***      (0.026) 0.447 ***       (0.026) 0.441 ***      (0.026)
 Distance to Institutions -0.148 ***      (0.023) -0.151 ***      (0.023) -0.152 ***       (0.023) -0.152 ***      (0.023)
 Distance to Liquor stores 0.062 ***      (0.024) 0.062 ***      (0.024) 0.061 ***       (0.024) 0.058 **      (0.024)
 Distance to Lodging -0.299 ***      (0.018) -0.302 ***      (0.018) -0.302 ***       (0.018) -0.305 ***      (0.018)
 Distance to Nightlife 0.234 ***      (0.025) 0.235 ***      (0.025) 0.234 ***       (0.025) 0.236 ***      (0.025)
 Distance to Restaurants -0.143 ***      (0.029) -0.144 ***      (0.029) -0.144 ***       (0.029) -0.138 ***      (0.029)
 Distance to Retail -0.101 ***      (0.032) -0.099 ***      (0.032) -0.100 ***       (0.032) -0.101 ***      (0.032)

 Near School 0.079 ***      (0.022)
 Near High School 0.028      (0.034)
 Near Middle School 0.028       (0.028)
 Near Elementary School 0.182 ***      (0.042)

 Constant -2.612 ***      (0.263) -2.599 ***      (0.263) -2.591 ***       (0.263) -2.545 ***      (0.263)

 Observations 18872 18872 18872 18872
 R2 0.437 0.437 0.437 0.437
 Adjusted R2 0.436 0.436 0.436 0.436
 Residual Std. Error (df = 18842) 1.283 1.284 1.284 1.283
 F Statistic (df = 29; 18842) 504.404 *** 503.658 *** 503.674 *** 504.788 ***

 Note: 

 Outcome: Log of Drug Crimes per area during Out-of-Session Time Periods 

 *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 

 Near schools  Near High School  Near Middle School  Near Elementary 

Figure S13. Regression results with log of drug crimes per area during out-of-session time periods as outcome

variable
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  Coef    SE    Coef    SE    Coef    SE    Coef    SE  
 Families in poverty 0.047 ***      (0.007) 0.047 ***      (0.007) 0.047 ***      (0.007) 0.047 ***     (0.007)
 % Hispanic residents 0.006 ***      (0.001) 0.006 ***      (0.001) 0.006 ***      (0.001) 0.006 ***     (0.001)
 % Young Males 0.018 ***      (0.001) 0.018 ***      (0.001) 0.018 ***      (0.001) 0.018 ***     (0.001)
 Median household income 0.004 *      (0.002) 0.004 *      (0.002) 0.004 *      (0.002) 0.004 *     (0.002)
 Litter Index 0.368 ***      (0.013) 0.369 ***      (0.013) 0.369 ***      (0.013) 0.370 ***     (0.013)
 Code Violations 0.144 ***      (0.006) 0.144 ***      (0.006) 0.144 ***      (0.006) 0.144 ***     (0.006)
 Abandoned Vehicles 0.167 ***      (0.007) 0.168 ***      (0.007) 0.167 ***      (0.007) 0.167 ***     (0.007)
 Dumping 0.088 ***      (0.007) 0.088 ***      (0.007) 0.088 ***      (0.007) 0.088 ***     (0.007)
 Street lights out 0.072 ***      (0.007) 0.072 ***      (0.007) 0.072 ***      (0.007) 0.071 ***     (0.007)
 Graffiti 0.040 ***      (0.006) 0.041 ***      (0.006) 0.040 ***      (0.006) 0.040 ***     (0.006)
 Infestation 0.082 ***      (0.013) 0.082 ***      (0.013) 0.082 ***      (0.013) 0.082 ***     (0.013)
 Damaged streets 0.124 ***      (0.007) 0.124 ***      (0.007) 0.124 ***      (0.007) 0.124 ***     (0.007)
 % Civic Landuse 0.809 ***      (0.117) 0.823 ***      (0.117) 0.837 ***      (0.117) 0.834 ***     (0.117)
 % Culture Landuse -0.457 ***      (0.072) -0.456 ***      (0.072) -0.455 ***      (0.072) -0.452 ***     (0.072)
 % Commercial Landuse 0.066      (0.111) 0.072      (0.111) 0.079      (0.111) 0.081     (0.111)
 % Industrial Landuse -0.302 ***      (0.089) -0.307 ***      (0.089) -0.303 ***      (0.089) -0.301 ***     (0.089)
 % Residential Landuse -0.185 ***      (0.059) -0.178 ***      (0.059) -0.182 ***      (0.059) -0.178 ***     (0.059)
 % Transportation Landuse 0.245 ***      (0.092) 0.246 ***      (0.092) 0.256 ***      (0.092) 0.253 ***     (0.092)
 % Vacant Landuse 0.123      (0.138) 0.146      (0.138) 0.142      (0.138) 0.155     (0.138)
 Distance to Cafes -0.102 ***      (0.026) -0.103 ***      (0.026) -0.099 ***      (0.026) -0.101 ***     (0.026)
 Distance to Convenience stores -0.081 ***      (0.024) -0.081 ***      (0.024) -0.081 ***      (0.024) -0.080 ***     (0.024)
 Distance to Gyms 0.245 ***      (0.021) 0.245 ***      (0.021) 0.247 ***      (0.021) 0.244 ***     (0.021)
 Distance to Institutions -0.117 ***      (0.019) -0.119 ***      (0.019) -0.121 ***      (0.019) -0.121 ***     (0.019)
 Distance to Liquor stores -0.088 ***      (0.020) -0.087 ***      (0.020) -0.089 ***      (0.020) -0.090 ***     (0.020)
 Distance to Lodging -0.106 ***      (0.015) -0.107 ***      (0.015) -0.108 ***      (0.015) -0.110 ***     (0.015)
 Distance to Nightlife -0.006      (0.021) -0.004      (0.021) -0.006      (0.021) -0.005     (0.021)
 Distance to Restaurants -0.133 ***      (0.024) -0.134 ***      (0.024) -0.134 ***      (0.024) -0.132 ***     (0.024)
 Distance to Retail -0.134 ***      (0.027) -0.132 ***      (0.027) -0.133 ***      (0.027) -0.133 ***     (0.027)

 Near School 0.065 ***      (0.018)
 Near High School 0.057 **      (0.028)
 Near Middle School 0.042 *      (0.024)
 Near Elementary School 0.057 *     (0.035)

 Constant 4.433 ***      (0.218) 4.430 ***      (0.219) 4.447 ***      (0.218) 4.466 ***     (0.219)

 Observations 18872 18872 18872 18872
 R2 0.599 0.599 0.599 0.599
 Adjusted R2 0.598 0.598 0.598 0.598
 Residual Std. Error (df = 1.066 1.066 1.066 1.066
 F Statistic (df = 29; 18842) 969.612 *** 968.879 *** 968.810 *** 968.766 ***

 Note: 

 Outcome: Log of Property Crimes per area during Out-of-Session Time Periods 

 *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 

 Near schools  Near High School  Near Middle School  Near Elementary 

Figure S14. Regression results with log of property crimes per area during out-of-session time periods as
outcome variable
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