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Abstract
Over the decades, the social and behavioral sciences have become increasingly inte-
gral to the assessment of crime foreseeability in criminal and civil court cases. This 
paper uses case examples from litigation involving convenience stores and gas sta-
tions to describe the analytical steps of a forensic criminological investigation to 
assess crime foreseeability. We describe the investigative tasks of a premise secu-
rity lawsuit and address the challenges of examining and explaining the etiology of 
a criminal attack. A major goal is to demonstrate the translation of social science 
knowledge into actionable legal outcomes. The paper offers insights to enhance the 
investigative quality of forensic criminological assessments of crime and improve 
forensic applications of criminological theory and social science methods.

Keywords  Crime · Crime foreseeability · Forensic criminology · Premises security · 
Convenience stores and gas stations

Introduction

In this paper, we describe the ways in which a forensic criminologist can apply 
criminological methods and analytical techniques to explain the etiology of crime 
events at convenience stores and gas stations, otherwise known as “congas” stores. 
As discussed by Kennedy (2013, 2014), Savard and Kennedy (2017), Petherick and 
Ferguson (2017), and Petherick et  al. (2010), forensic criminology is an interdis-
ciplinary field of study that uses behavioral and social science methods and theo-
ries to determine adjudicative or case-specific facts, and provide general contextual 
information to assist the courts in determining negligent behavior. Forensic crimi-
nology includes standard social science methods for collecting data and a rich body 
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of criminological theories to render an opinion on crime foreseeability and security 
adequacy for a client (plaintiff or defendant). As consultants, forensic criminolo-
gists provide assistance to the courts in understanding the nature of crime, assess-
ing crime data, and evaluating criminological evidence (Kennedy 2006; Kennedy 
and Homant 1988). Contributing to this burgeoning field, in recent years, scholars 
and researchers have published a number of books and articles that offer sugges-
tions and advice on how to apply social science methods and theories to assist the 
courts in deciding litigation cases (Gotham and Kennedy 2019; Morewitz and Gold-
stein 2014; Forsyth 2014; Burns 2008; Hirsch and Quartaroli 2011; Weiner and Otto 
2013).

For decades, researchers have discussed and debated the linkages among neigh-
borhood-based conditions, store designs, place management activities, and security 
practices in generating or mitigating crime at convenience stores and gas stations. 
According to the National Association of Convenience Stores (NACS) (2017), there 
were 154,958 convenience stores in the United States as of December 31, 2017. 
Overall, nearly 80% of convenience stores (122,552 total) sold fuel. Convenience 
stores and gas station businesses tend to have cash on hand, offer food and refresh-
ments, including alcohol sales, and are lightly staffed. The combination of easy 
access, shopping convenience, and high volume of patrons can provide fertile oppor-
tunities for potential offenders, potential victims, and weak guardianship to come 
into contact (White and Muldoon 2015, pp. 280–281). Cashiers working at gas sta-
tions and convenience stores face a higher rate of workplace violence than almost 
any other non-law enforcement profession, according to a 2011 report from the U.S. 
Department of Justice’s Bureau of Justice Statistics (Harrell 2011). Police depart-
ments and others have long characterized convenient stores as “stop and rob” refer-
ring to how criminals can supposedly easily and often rob convenience stores.

Our chief concern in this paper is to demonstrate the usefulness of forensic crimi-
nology as a research tool that can reveal novel relational dynamics among crime 
events and the larger socio-spatial context in the assessment of crime foreseeability. 
We first describe the nature of crime and security efforts at convenience stores and 
gas stations. Next, we discuss the concept of foreseeability as it relates to premises 
liability for negligent security. Negligent security is a theory of premises liability 
law that victims of crime assert against owners and occupiers of land for failing to 
prevent foreseeable and avoidable criminal attacks from occurring. We then present 
two case examples of premises security litigation to demonstrate how a forensic 
criminologist can use social science methods to generate criminological knowledge 
to assist courts in making legal decisions. In doing so, we point to the strengths 
of triangulation, that is, multi-method analyses of crime foreseeability in which a 
forensic criminology leverages the unique strengths of different research methods to 
generate insights that may not be obtained using one method. In conclusion, we dis-
cuss several implications of our research and offer lessons for the practice of foren-
sic criminology.
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Crime and security practices at convenience stores and gas stations

The very features and design of convenience stores and gas stations that make 
them attractive for purchasing consumable products can make them attractive to 
motivated offenders looking to commit criminal activities. Convenience stores 
and gas stations tend to offer long business hours (compared to grocery stores and 
department stores) and are open on most holidays. In addition to their small size 
and extended hours, convenience stores and gas stations tend to have a small num-
ber of employees on hand and the majority of purchases in cash. The inventory of 
a convenience store and gas station is typically limited to high-convenience items 
and food basics that people commonly use and need quickly, such as toilet paper, 
soft drinks, gas, and microwavable and prepared foods. Clarke (1999) notes that 
consumable goods are at a higher risk of theft if they are CRAVED: Conceal-
able, Removable, Available, Valuable, Enjoyable, and Disposable. Theft rates of 
products correlate with CRAVED indicators and various analyses indicate that 
locations that sell an abundance of CRAVED products can become crime attrac-
tors (Armitage et al. 2018; Smith and Clarke 2015, 2018; Smith 2018). In addi-
tion, the widespread adoption of mobile scan and payment systems in convenient 
stores and gas stations can create fertile opportunities for crime in which “scan 
and rob” becomes another avenue for offending (Beck and Hopkins 2017).

Over the decades, criminologists have learned through research that the crime 
vulnerability of convenience stores and gas stations is not universal and omni-
present but is contingent and situationally specific. That is, different premises 
will have different levels of crime risk due to neighborhood-based, locational and 
situational characteristics that can intensify or lessen the criminogenic nature of 
some convenience stores and gas stations. In their analysis of “risky facilities,” 
Clarke and Eck (2007, p. 7) reported that a national survey from the National 
Association of Convenience Stores (1991) found that 6.5% of U.S. convenience 
stores experienced 65% of all convenience store robberies. In a comprehensive 
review of the literature from the 1980s and 1990s, Erickson (1998, p. 11) main-
tained that “nearly 80% of stores, in a particular year, do not have any robberies. 
In 1990, only 13% of convenience stores experienced one robbery, and only 7% 
had two or more than year.” More recently, in a study of crime at convenience 
stores in Glendale, Arizona, White and Katz (2013) found that while only 15 Cir-
cle K stores in Glendale represented 23% of all convenience stores in the city, 
these stores were responsible for almost 80% of police calls for service at all con-
venience stores in the city in 2010. Several of these stores experienced more than 
500 calls per year. The takeaway here is that only a small proportion of conveni-
ence stores have crime, with most stores having no crime at all (Altizio and York 
2007; La Vigne 1994).

The location, security features, and character of a convenience store and gas 
station can entice offenders looking to exploit potential crime opportunities (e.g., 
weak guardianship) to achieve instrumental criminal goals. Assault rates tend to 
be higher at convenient stores and gas stations that sell alcohol (Costanza et al. 
2001; Gorman et al. 2005; Gruenewald and Remer 2006; Livingston 2008; Parker 
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and Rebhun 1995; Roncek and Pravatiner 1989). Convenience stores located in 
socio-economically depressed areas can be sites of loitering and the potential for 
crime becomes more acute because of the inverse relationship between income 
and “street” crime (Greenberg and Rohe 1984; White 1990; Ellis et al. 2009, pp. 
60–62). Some convenience stores and gas stations can be a hangout for youth, 
with crime as a side effect (Spellman 1995; Schlosser 2004, pp. 78–87; Scott 
2004, pp. 5–6, 9; Block et al. 2004, pp. 211–217). In addition, many convenience 
stores and gas stations are located near highways and major transportation arter-
ies, a situation that allows for an easy quick get-away after committing an offense. 
The possibility of a speedy escape for an offender arises from the fact that con-
venience stores are designed to be easily accessible (Calder and Bauer 1992; Duf-
fala 1976; Nasar 1981). Corner locations make businesses more attractive targets 
because of the availability of four directions of escape rather than two (Kennedy 
1991, p. 58).

Much criminological research has examined the use and effectiveness of differ-
ent security efforts and programs at convenience stores and gas stores (for over-
views, see Hunter 1999; Erickson 1998). During the mid-1970s, the 7-Eleven 
Corporation adopted security measures initially recommended by Crow and Bull 
(1975) based on, among other factors, the perspectives of armed robbers. Vari-
ous physical changes to stores included posting signs regarding low cash; keeping 
windows free for employees to see outside vehicles and pedestrian movement, and 
for potential shoppers and pedestrians to see inside; moving the cash register to 
the front of the store; increasing lighting inside and outside; eliminating escape 
routes; and training employees in robbery prevention techniques (D’Addario 1982; 
Erickson and Lins 1998). As discussed by Erickson (1998, p. 4), from the point of 
view of robbery prevention, these countermeasures were designed to “persuade the 
robber there is little money available; maximize the perceived risks for the robber; 
maximize the probability of the robbery being witnessed; convince the robber he 
may be recognized; alter the escape routes or provide obstacles to a quick and easy 
exit.” Chambers (1997, p. 3) concluded that the results of research undertaken by 
Crow and Bull (1975) supported “the concept that robbers select their targets and 
that physical and behavior changes at the store can significantly reduce robberies.”

In short, criminologists have long known that the relationship among criminal 
events and convenience stores and gas stations is multifaceted and nuanced. Rather 
than assuming that convenience stores and gas stations in general are crime prone, 
criminologists recommend that we investigate the specific characteristics and con-
texts associated with crime opportunity at particular places (Gotham and Kennedy 
2019). A forensic criminologist can draw on extant criminological research and 
methods to compare the socio-spatial characteristics of high crime stores to those of 
low crime stores that are suggestive of high or low crime foreseeability (Eck et al. 
2007; Eck and Eck 2012). In addition, she or he can use comparisons of different 
convenience stores and gas stations to point to the role played by place management 
decision choices (e.g., store location; property characteristics; staff, training, and 
security; marketing strategies) in preventing criminal events or creating and exacer-
bating criminogenic conditions (e.g., Clarke and Bichler-Robertson 1998; Madensen 
and Eck 2008; Mazerolle et al. 1998).
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The criminologist can also draw on at least four theories to explain why some 
convenience stores experience more crime than others: (1) Neighborhood hypoth-
esis—stores in bad neighborhoods will produce more crime than bars in good neigh-
borhoods; (2) Management hypothesis—management can influence who frequents 
the store and how they behave regardless of neighborhood characteristics; (3) Patron 
hypothesis—high crime convenience stores and gas stations are places where peo-
ple who commit crime congregate; the amount of crime at a particular convenience 
store or gas station depends on the number of offenders who frequent the establish-
ment; (4) Behavior setting theory—the characteristics of the patrons, neighborhood, 
and management will create a standard for behavior that will either generate encour-
age or discourage deviant actions (Madensen and Eck 2008, p. 112).

That is, crime is neither random nor evenly distributed across different con-
venience stores and gas stations. Thus, any analysis of why and how a crime event 
occurred at a particular convenience store or gas station will need to examine the 
criminal history of the property, socio-economic characteristics of the neighbor-
hood, the level of security at the site, and the nature of the victim and offender.

Establishing a duty: investigating foreseeability in premises security 
cases

Attorneys often retain forensic criminologists to undertake investigations of crime 
foreseeability and to evaluate the criminogenic nature of commercial establishments 
and land-uses in lawsuits involving premises liability for inadequate/negligent secu-
rity. In order to prove his or her case of premises liability for negligent security, a 
plaintiff must establish by a preponderance of the evidence that (1) the defendant 
owed the plaintiff a duty to protect him or her from reasonably foreseeable crimi-
nal assaults; (2) the defendant breached his or her duty by failing to act as the duty 
required; (3) the defendant’s breach of duty was the cause-in-fact and proximate 
cause of injuries sustained by the victim of the assault; and (4) the plaintiff suf-
fered harm or injury. The concept of harm translates to financial damages a court 
awards to a plaintiff. The party who initiates the lawsuit and requests compensation 
for harm must clearly establish proof of all four essential elements of a lawsuit men-
tioned above. A defendant will not be held liable if she or he owed no duty of care to 
the victim under the facts of the case; she or he exercised reasonable care in fulfill-
ing their duty to the victim; or his or her actions or lack of actions did not cause the 
alleged damage or injury to the plaintiff.

In a case alleging negligent security, a plaintiff may claim that a property owner 
did not use ordinary care to protect business invitees from reasonably foreseeable 
risks of injury. Proving a defendant had a duty to prevent or minimize violent crime 
is fundamental in inadequate/negligent security cases (Kennedy 2006). The key fac-
tor in this inquiry is the concept of “foreseeability.” In the U.S. civil court system, 
attorneys, judges, and juries may rely on the investigation and evaluation of a foren-
sic criminologist to assess and determine the foreseeability of a crime given a spe-
cific set of facts. That is, a key question to address in a negligent security case is 
whether “there was sufficient information available that a reasonably prudent person 
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would have been aware of the danger” (Homant and Kennedy 1997, p. 5). While 
specific definitions of the legal concept of foreseeability vary by state, most states 
embrace a notion of foreseeability as “a reasonable or likely consequence of an act” 
(Black et al. 2009). Most jurisdictions use variations of this definition such as “rea-
sonably likely to occur,” “reasonable cause to anticipate,” or “appreciable chance.”

In order to provide guidelines on how to apply foreseeability to the fact pattern of 
a case, many jurisdictions embrace particular “tests” of foreseeability. While a defi-
nition of foreseeability is useful in orienting the forensic criminologist to the con-
cept, a test of foreseeability suggests which analytical steps a court is likely to follow 
in order to determine whether a certain crime was foreseeable, and thus whether 
there exists a duty to protect (Calder and Sipes 1992; Jacobs 2005, 2006). For ana-
lytic purposes, a forensic criminologist should consider foreseeability as a continu-
ous rather than a discrete variable and evaluate foreseeability on a continuum from 
not foreseeable to highly foreseeable (Homant and Kennedy 1997; Petherick et al. 
2010, pp. 246–247; Voigt and Thornton 1996). In general, courts use four basic 
tests of foreseeability in premises liability for negligent security cases. These tests 
include the imminent harm test, prior similar acts test, totality of circumstances test, 
and the balancing test. Box  1 provides an overview and description of these four 
tests of crime foreseeability. 

Below, we analyze forensic criminological reports from two litigation cases to 
demonstrate the uses and applications of social science methods and theories in 
the applied setting of the civil court system. In the context of a premises security 
lawsuit, a forensic consultant will review and analyze various data sources pro-
duced during the discovery process of the litigation or otherwise obtained through 

Box 1: Four tests of foreseeability

(1) Specific Imminent Harm Test A landowner does not owe a duty to protect patrons from the 
violent acts of third parties unless she or he is aware of specific imminent harm about to affect them. 
Major Cases: Taboada v. Daly Seven, Inc., 271 Va. 313, 626 S.E.2d 428 (2006); Delta Tau Delta v. 
Johnson, 712 N.E.2d 968, 973 (Ind.1999)

(2) Prior Similar Incidents Test In order to establish foreseeability requiring a landowner to take 
precautions against third-party crime, the plaintiff must establish a past history of similar criminal 
conduct on or near the premises. Major Cases: Timberwalk Apartments, Partners, Inc., et al. v. Cain 
(972 S.W.2d 749 Tex. 1998); Trammell Crow Cent. Texas, Ltd. v. Gutierrez, 267 S.W.3d 9 (Tex. 
2008); Doe v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc., 479 SE 2d 610—W. Va: Supreme Court of Appeals (1996)

(3) Totality of Circumstances Test This test looks to a host of factors such as the nature, condition 
and location of the land, the level of crime in the surrounding area, and any other factors that may 
alert the landowner to the likelihood of crime. Major Cases: Isaacs v. Huntington Memorial Hospital 
211 Cal.Rptr. 356, 695 P.2d at 659; Clohesy v. Food Circus Supermarkets, Inc., 694 A. 2d 1017—NJ: 
Supreme Court 1997; Richardson v. QuikTrip Corp., 81 S.W.3d 54 (Mo. Ct. App. 2002)

(4) The Balancing Test This test seeks to address the interests of both business proprietors and their 
customers by balancing the foreseeability of harm against the burden of imposing a duty to protect 
against criminal acts of third persons. Major Cases: McClung v. Delta Square Ltd. Partnership, 937 
S.W.2d 891 (Tenn. 1996); Posecai v. Walmart Stores, Inc. 753 So.2d 762, 767-68 (La. 1999)
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research, investigation, and/or other legal means. The forensic criminology can 
review and analyze the different data to identify the individual-level and contextual 
factors that may be responsible for the criminal event.

Analysis and assessment of crime foreseeability

Case example: assault of a gas station customer

The second author was retained by a plaintiff’s attorney to consult on a case 
involving an assault of a man at a gas station. The man was traveling with his 
wife from Alabama to Texas and stopped in order to refuel and use the restroom 
facilities. While he was pumping gas, the store employees decided to close the 
business earlier than the usual closing time. The employees locked the building 
doors and turned off the canopy lights over the gas pumps. When asked by the 
customer to turn the lights back on and unlock the doors so he could finish pump-
ing gas and use the facilities, the gas station employee refused to do so. A verbal 
disagreement erupted as a local resident appeared on the scene riding his bicycle. 
He then assaulted the customer. The offender was prosecuted for the attack and 
the victim initiated a negligent security suit against the gas station owner.

Before arriving at any opinions in this matter, the forensic criminologist 
reviewed depositions of five individuals; reviewed the complaint and answers to 
interrogatories as well as franchise documents; analyzed printouts of Calls For 
Service (CFS) from the local police department and other records of prior inci-
dents/calls; read the police investigative report concerning this matter; conducted 
two site visits to the property, one in the evening and another the following morn-
ing; studied relevant socio-economic census data for the property and surround-
ing area; and reviewed visual recordings of the event. The forensic criminologist 
assesses the foreseeability of crime based on the location of a property, the nature 
of business conducted there, and the history of crime at the property itself.

Nature of the neighborhood: analyzing socio‑economic characteristics

In this case involving an assault of a gas station customer, the forensic criminolo-
gist begins the analysis and assessment of crime foreseeability by comparing the 
median household income for the blockgroup in which the crime occurred with 
the median household income for the state, the county, the city, and the census 
tract. After listing the address and census tract and blockgroup location of the 
gas station, the forensic criminologist describes the median household income for 
the blockgroup for a three-year period. Next, the forensic criminologist compares 
this income figure to the median income for the entire state, county, city, and cen-
sus tract. The median household income for the blockgroup where the gas station 
was located was $21,725. This compares to a median household income for the 
entire state of $44,874; county of $51,462; city of $37,325; and for census tract 
of $31,289. Thus, the median household income for the blockgroup was much 
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less than the state-level median income and median household income for the 
county. The report concludes that “the neighborhood around the congas stations 
was much more economically depressed by comparison.”

The forensic criminologist buttresses the analysis of census data with a visual 
inspection of the surrounding neighborhoods. A visual inspection is important as 
an additional data collection tool and can be useful in corroborating data gath-
ered through different research methods. Relevant factors to evaluate in a visual 
inspection include lighting, lines of sight, places of concealment, remoteness, 
accessibility, security measures, conditions, etc. According to the forensic crimi-
nological investigation:

My visual inspection of the neighborhoods immediately south and west of 
the congas station confirmed what the economic data indicated. Many of the 
homes are small, wooden structures with poor upkeep. There are a number 
of trailer homes in poor condition and a small, run-down apartment building 
located just down the street from the stations. There were, however, pockets of 
pride and stability in the area in the form of brick family homes whose own-
ers maintained them well. Overall, however, the neighborhoods contiguous to 
the [gas station] are economically disadvantaged. Unfortunately, there is an 
inverse correlation between income and street crime; the lower the income, the 
higher the crime rate (citation to Ellis et al. 2009, pp. 60–61).

The socio-economic environment is the context within which to evaluate crime 
foreseeability because spatial–temporal factors can suggest opportunities for moti-
vated offenders to victimize targets at particular properties (for a comprehensive 
overview and discussion, see Gotham and Kennedy 2019). Decades of social sci-
ence scholarship and criminological research show that neighborhoods with low 
household income and high poverty rates tend to have higher rates of violent crime 
than affluent neighborhoods (Ellis et  al. 2009, pp. 36–37; Hsieh and Pugh 1993; 
Pratt and Cullen 2005). Other neighborhood socio-economic factors that correlate 
with crime include high levels of unemployment, low levels of home ownership or 
vehicle ownership, frequent residential turnover, meager and few business and cul-
tural amenities, high levels of physical disorder and environmental decay (e.g., graf-
fiti, dilapidated and burnt buildings, abandoned vehicles and appliances, trash and 
litter), and high levels of social disorder (e.g., open and flagrant drug sales and drug 
use, prostitution, and unemployed persons loitering) (Sampson et al. 1997). Many 
of these socio-economic factors are associated with weak guardianship and thereby 
with enhanced opportunities for criminal events through the convergence of suitable 
targets and motivated offenders (see Gotham and Kennedy 2019, pp. 75–77).

Analyzing prior similar crime incidents

Criminological research and courts recognize that the similarity of past criminal 
events at or near a business can be a predictor of future criminal events (Calder and 
Sipes 1992; Kennedy 2006, 2013, 2014). Collecting data on prior similar crime inci-
dents is part of a broader, comprehensive crime analysis to assess crime foresee-
ability and thus inform the courts on whether a property owner may be liable for 
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negligent security. A plaintiff must show that past crime incidents are sufficiently 
similar, numerous, and geographically and temporally proximate to the premises to 
provide adequate notice to a reasonable individual that a violent crime may occur. 
That is, courts will assess the foreseeability of a crime event based on whether there 
were prior, similar crimes in the same location. The existence of prior similar inci-
dents provides the evidence that the owner or possessor knew or should have known 
about the dangerous condition that resulted in the litigated incident. In the absence 
of prior similar incidents, a property owner may not be obligated to anticipate the 
criminal activities of third persons or take security precautions.

In this case, concerning the attack on a gas station customer, the forensic crimi-
nologist receives ten pages documenting police activity at the gas station. The report 
notes that sometime in the past, the gas station owner had decided to hire security 
officers to surveil and patrol the gas station. According to the forensic criminologi-
cal investigation:

I did note a number of problems at the [property]. For example, in a three-
year period prior to the attack on [the gas station customer], there were police 
entries concerning five reports of drugs, seven reports of assault, five “distur-
bances” and one threat at the two properties. Drug activity on or near a prop-
erty is often an indicator of violence potential [citation to Goldstein 1985]. 
Thus,…it would seem [gas station owner’s] initial decision to provide for secu-
rity personnel at [the gas station] was well taken. In this case, I am of the opin-
ion that the criminal act in question was foreseeable to [gas station owner].

Both the courts and extant criminological research suggest that prior criminal 
assaults on a defendant’s property can make another assault reasonably foresee-
able. That said, several incidents of non-violence (e.g., property vandalism) on the 
defendant’s premises do not make a violent crime at that same location reasona-
bly foreseeable (Voigt and Thornton 1996, p. 176). In addition to collecting data 
on prior similar incidents, a forensic criminologist should gather other crime data 
including property crime data. High levels of non-violent crime on or near the prop-
erty—theft, shoplifting, car break-ins—can suggest opportunities for more serious 
crimes against customers. In addition, according to Voigt and Thornton (1996, p. 
176) “although the numbers of minor property crimes may not be valid indicators of 
future crimes of violence, they can indicate the relative adequacy of security.” The 
nature of third-party criminal events and past crime incidents on or near the prem-
ises generally dictate and prescribe the level of security necessary at the premises.

Evaluating levels of security and the advantages of methodological triangulation

In premises liability cases, foreseeability is an element of both duty and causation. 
That is, foreseeability is factor in the analysis of whether the property owner owed 
a duty to the injured person, and whether the alleged failures of the property owner 
to provide adequate protection caused the injury. Thus, in some cases, the question 
of negligence centers on whether the premises owner should have provided secu-
rity measures that would have reduced the probability of a certain type of criminal 
attack. In jurisdictions that follow the totality of circumstances test, the absence of 
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prior similar incidents does not mean that the business owes no duty to protect its 
customers against third-party criminal acts. A business owner’s adoption of a writ-
ten security plan with a security policy, security budget, and set of security proce-
dures can suggest a recognition of a need to implement security measures to protect 
customers from reasonably foreseeable criminal events. Providing security light-
ing, contract or proprietary security guards, and target hardening and access con-
trol measures (e.g., warning signs, fencing, electronic monitoring systems, intrusion 
detection devices) can indicate that the premises owner is aware of security prob-
lems and is taking action to safeguard the property.

After considering the issue of duty to protect and the question of foreseeability, 
a forensic criminologist will consider whether a business owner defendant breached 
or violated the duty. A forensic criminologist will conduct an analysis of the breach 
of the duty of care by examining the presence or absence of adequate security at the 
premises. In a negligent security case, the plaintiff may allege that the defendant’s 
security (in)actions were negligent and in violation of the appropriate standard of 
care. Here, forensic criminologists should research any standards promulgated by 
various professional associations, the defendant’s own policies, community prac-
tices, and learned treatises (Gotham and Kennedy 2019, pp. 55–60; Kennedy 2006). 
A forensic criminologist’s analysis should typically focus on the steps taken by the 
defendant to protect the plaintiff from, or warn the plaintiff about, the possibility of 
criminal activity.

In this case, the forensic criminologist provides an evaluation of the levels of 
security at the gas station and notes the connections between the lack of reasonable 
security measures and the plaintiff’s harm.

It is obvious to me that no franchisor would tolerate the damage done to its 
brand by franchisee employees who turn off canopy lights before closing time 
especially while a customer is handling gasoline. This constitutes a safety haz-
ard to the customer as well as the incivility of denying that customer access to 
restroom facilities. Because of the large glass windows across the front of the 
store and video evidence of her actions inside the store, [the clerk] could also 
have seen the arrival of [offender], an individual who was a frequent loiterer 
and known to the police.

Still, she denied [the customer] entry into the store. This same clerk later 
refused to cooperate with police officers investigating the attack on [the cus-
tomer]. Such disregard for the safety of customers suggests inattention by 
the store’s owner… to reasonable personnel practices such as proper hiring, 
training, retention, and supervision of employees. In effect, [the clerk] aban-
doned the [customer] in an unfamiliar parking lot as they handled a hazardous 
substance under reduced lighting conditions in the presence of a grown man 
known to be a loiterer (with frequent police contacts).

Another violation of the standard of care concerns the termination of 
guard services without ascertaining whether there had been a concomitant 
decrease in the threat conditions which prompted their hiring in the first 
place. Canceling guard services for strictly economic reasons or because 
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of an impending sale of properties places economic concerns over the 
safety of invitees. This is a violation of the standard of care in that a threat 
had been acknowledged and preventive measures such as posting guards 
were having a positive effect, yet these measures were terminated without 
a diminution in threat level. If incidents had been reduced because of the 
presence of security, it is illogical to conclude that security was no longer 
needed. This is not to say that guard protection, once instituted, must be 
continued indefinitely. If a threat level no longer exists or has substantially 
diminished, it may be entirely appropriate to cancel guard service or to 
substitute other protective measures. This was not the case in this instance.

In this case, the forensic criminologist uses a strategy of triangulation to 
gather data from several different sources and methods to assess the credibility 
and validity of the claims being made in the case. Triangulation is strategy of 
“checking different data against each other to elaborate, refine, or evaluate a par-
ticular interpretation of evidence or an inference draw on from evidence” (Ragin 
1994, p. 186). We can understand triangulation “as a way of using independ-
ent pieces of information to get a better fix on something that is only partially 
known or understood” (p. 100). In a forensic criminological analysis, the investi-
gator recognizes that each type of crime data has strengths and limitations. Con-
sequently, in order to overcome the limitations of a single data source, a social 
scientist should use two or more methods to evaluate plaintiff and defendant 
claims, measure crime trends, and examine the various factors in the determina-
tion of crime foreseeability.

As part of an overall strategy of assessing crime foreseeability, deposition tes-
timony can be a relevant factor in helping to rebut and disconfirm or confirm and 
deepen insights gathered from other data sources and methods. In this case, the 
store clerk pointed out in her deposition that there were “a lot of fights” in the 
parking lot occurring both night and day, and the perpetrator loitered around the 
store frequently. The gas station owner referred to a history of customers being 
assaulted, fights in the parking lot, rowdiness of youngsters, and the “hoodlum 
element” moving on after uniformed security was implemented. A local police 
officer indicated in deposition that police officers who had worked security at the 
store before their services were terminated were there to keep the “riffraff” out.

In short, by using the strategy of triangulation to compare different data 
sources, a forensic criminologist can evaluate the overall quality of the evi-
dence and thereby help validate or refute particular claims. Forensic crimino-
logical investigation is akin to “translational criminology” (National Institute 
of Justice 2011) in which a forensic criminologist can bring criminological 
knowledge to the courts to assist judges and jurors in understanding the facts 
of a case and thereby help them to render a legal decision. Overall, while schol-
ars and researchers understand that triangulation can be an important strategy 
for advancing criminological theory (Noaks and Wincup 2004; Wincup 2017; 
Anderson et  al. 2011; Maruna 2010; Bachman and Schutt 2016), we wish to 
point out that triangulation can be an excellent technique for gaining a deeper 
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understanding of the factors that may affect crime foreseeability in a negligent 
security case.

Case example: shooting of a night clerk at a convenience store

This case concerns allegations of negligent security brought by a night clerk who 
was shot while working one night at a convenience store. On the night of the shoot-
ing, three culprits entered the store and proceeded to commit robbery. After the 
night clerk was unable to open the register quickly enough and amidst some shov-
ing by the assailants, one of whom was armed, the clerk was shot several times and 
severely wounded. This convenience store robbery was the first in a crime spree 
in which the offenders robbed about ten more convenience stores in the following 
months. They were eventually caught and convicted of robbery and attempted mur-
der. As a result of the violent incident at this convenient store, the night clerk filed 
a negligence complaint against the owner of the convenience store for inadequate 
security. In this case, the forensic criminologist reviews several depositions, video 
footnote taken of the robbery/shooting, three expert reports, census tract household 
income data, and crime data from FBI-Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) for repre-
sentative years.

Analyzing crime rates

In cases involving allegations of inadequate or negligent security, a crime rate per-
mits a forensic criminologist to “produce a precise estimate of the risk of a specific 
offense being committed against a specific individual at a specific place over a spe-
cific time period” (Sherman, et al. 1989, p. 42). Rates and ratios are key factors in 
understanding the criminogenic nature of a geographical area (Gotham and Kennedy 
2019, pp. 77–83; Voigt and Thornton 1996; Vellani 2010, p. 32). Plain numbers of 
crime events, such as robberies, murders, or rapes may have little meaning in them-
selves, lacking a context in which a criminologist can situate and interpret them. 
Calculating crime rates supplies such a context, by transforming numerical crime 
data in terms of the population at risk and the relevant time period. Jacobs (2005, 
p. 20) notes that a crime rate provides “a scientifically acceptable way to assess 
the objective probability” of a crime happening to someone at a particular place. 
Crime rates are illustrative of crime risks and “[w]ithout such an estimate,” accord-
ing to Jacobs (2005, p. 20), “litigants may lack an empirical basis for determining 
how dangerous something is to somebody and whether that danger is ordinary and 
reasonable or extraordinary and unreasonable.” Crime rates allow one to compare 
crime across different geographical areas and at various facilities. Crime rates also 
allow the researcher to speak of “low” or “high” crime areas through comparisons of 
properties of similar design and operations in the same city

To assess the criminogenic nature of the neighborhood where a crime occurred, 
a forensic criminologist can undertake a rate analysis of major violent crimes sum-
marized by category and location of the criminal event. To compute the crime rate, 
a forensic criminologist can compare the volume of offenses experienced against 
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the population of the area. With this information, the forensic criminologist can 
compare crime across scales—e.g., neighborhood, intersection, or city. Whenever 
comparing crimes between two cities, however, the researcher must take into con-
sideration the fact that city A may have more assaults than city B simply because 
there are more people in city A. To control for disparate population size, a forensic 
criminologist normally determines the crime rate per 100,000 people. The simple 
formula, which divides the number of crimes by the number of people and multi-
plies by 100,000, will allow the forensic criminologist to compare crime rates across 
cities and other geographical areas. According to the forensic criminological investi-
gation of the shooting at the convenience store:

[This convenience store] often deals in cash, just as do many other small busi-
nesses such as pizza shops, hairdresser shops, liquor stores, gas stations, bars, 
etc. Any such business can be robbed because there is generally only a clerk 
between a criminal and the money he seeks. The quality of a neighborhood 
is also relevant as stores in lower income areas may be victimized more fre-
quently. [This convenience store] is located in a census tract with a median 
family income of $70,456 in 2017. This is certainly not a slum. [The City] had 
a violent crime rate of only 293 for 100,000 in 2013 compared to [adjacent 
city’s] rate of 2,566 per 100,000 the previous year. In fact, the Violent Crime 
Rate for [the City] in 2012 was 308 per 100,000 compared to the U.S. average 
of 388 per 100,000. Further analysis did not reveal a sudden jump in crime in 
[the City] after [the adjacent city] forced retailers to close during later evening 
hours. In fact, the number of robberies in [the City] dropped from 62 in 2012 
to 49 in 2013 to 45 in 2014. [Thus, this convenience store] is not located in a 
crime-ridden neighborhood.

Calls for service (CFS) and narrative police incident reports

Forensic criminologists may also request records of local police department calls for 
service (CFS) at the site and the immediate vicinity as well as narrative police inci-
dent reports. The calls for service data received should include the offense number, 
date of call, time of call, address of caller, and how the call was initially coded by 
law enforcement (e.g., murder, assault, trespassing, etc.). Criminological research 
suggests that CFS data can be one indicator of crime foreseeability. For example, 
Sherman (1987) noted that CFS data can suggest locations where crime is concen-
trated. As he put it, in his classic study of Minneapolis:

The classic stranger-to-stranger crimes of robbery, rape, and auto theft are very 
likely to recur if they ever occur at all at a given location. Only 4% of the loca-
tions in Minneapolis had any of these calls for police service. But a location 
with one call had a 26% chance of having a second call within a year. A loca-
tion with two calls had a 41% chance of having a third call, and a location with 
three calls had a 58% chance of generating a fourth call within a year (1987, p. 
22)
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Other researches by Sherman et al. (1989) and Weisburd and Mazerolle (2000) 
support the use of CFS reports as indicators of future crime in an area and, conse-
quently, attest to their value in an analysis of foreseeability.

That said, there are limitations with CFS data and a forensic criminologist should 
not rely exclusively on CFS because these data can sometimes be inappropriate and 
misleading and some incidents may have nothing to do with crime. We address the 
limitations of the CFS because a security expert for the plaintiff in this case submit-
ted a table of all CFS for 4 years at the convenience store, alleging that these data 
suggested a high foreseeability of crime at the premises. The problem here is that 
CFS can include vehicle stops on the street, and in this case, included latrine stops, 
building checks, 911 hang ups, and lock outs. Technical errors, 911 misdials, hang-
up calls, pranks, lonely heart calls, and exaggerated emergency calls are just a few of 
the problems associated with interpreting CFS. For example, in this case, one CFS 
report of a strong-arm robbery at the convenience store was actually a shoplifting 
incident wherein the thief lost his shirt while struggling to escape from the store.

Savard and Kennedy (2014, p. 267) point out that “police incident reports may 
provide a clearer picture about the nature and types of crime occurring on a prop-
erty compared to police calls for service.” The latter may over or undercount crime, 
whereas police incident reports provide actual crime known to police and a qualita-
tive understanding of a particular incident. Several researchers including Sampson 
(2004), Boba (2009, p. 85), Klinger and Bridges (1997), Vellani and Nahoun (2001, 
p. 29) recognize that CFS should not be used alone as a measure of prior crime and 
should be accompanied by narrative police incident reports. Lersch (2004, p. 13) 
notes that CFS “are a rather crude measure of the level of criminal activity in an 
area” and “one of the drawbacks of using calls for service as a primary measure of 
the level of crime in an area is that citizen reports of criminal activity are often not 
valid” (p. 14) (for a summary and comprehensive analysis of the various measure-
ment errors in CFS, see Klinger and Bridges 1997). Actual narrative police incident 
reports are the “gold standard” for proper analysis of crime foreseeability at a given 
property. The International Association of Professional Security Consultants (2014) 
and the ASIS International (2003), General Security Risk Assessment Guideline, 
both endorse the use of narrative police incident reports to evaluate crime risk.

Analysis of environmental cues: crime prevention through environmental design 
(CPTED)

The techniques of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) can 
be useful to a forensic criminologist in investigating whether the design and physical 
features of the built environment played a role in the etiology of a criminal event. 
Over the decades, researchers and practitioners have expressed a range of CPTED 
techniques and principles (Armitage 2018; Atlas 2013; Cozens and Love 2015). In 
the field of forensic criminology, CPTED suggests that place managers can limit the 
likelihood of criminal events by modifying the physical features of the premises and 
surrounding area. These methods can include, among others, the use of placement of 
activities involving money transactions in areas with high levels of activity and with 
surveillance opportunities; use of clear windows, lighting, and video surveillance 
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to detect and record unwelcome intruders; and image/space management efforts to 
promote a positive image with property upkeep (Armitage et al. 2018; Atlas 2013; 
Crowe and Fennelly 2013; for an overview, see Ceccato and Armitage 2018).

In the excerpt below, the forensic criminologist provides a summary of a visual 
site inspection of the premises paying attention to the use and quality of lighting, 
paths for pedestrian and vehicular traffic, location and control of premises entrances, 
and other features that may enhance the surveillance potential of the site by capable 
guardians.

I inspected the premises of the [convenience] store on the evening of May 3 
and toured the immediate neighborhood on the morning of May 4. My even-
ing store visit revealed a well-lit parking lot illuminated by spotlights, a large 
[convenience store] sign, building lights, and ambient lighting from the public 
street. There are no convenient escape routes alongside the building, which is 
a robbery deterrent feature. The entire front of the store is glass, virtually from 
top to bottom; and the interior, including the cashier location, is in clear view 
of passers-by. An ATM inside the building brings in additional foot traffic as 
does the location itself in the middle of [the] … business district. In terms of 
the neighborhood tour, this part of [the town] is older but sufficiently main-
tained. I saw no abandoned buildings or boarded up homes as the area remains 
quite viable and can best be described as a solid heterogeneous, working class 
neighborhood.

The forensic criminological report for this case notes that an inventory of security 
measures at this convenience store shows that store owners used CPTED principles 
as a crime prevention tool. According to the report:

Three components of CPTED include territoriality, access control, and natu-
ral surveillance. Territoriality involves clearly defining private from public 
property and conveying an image that a property is cared for (graffiti removed, 
refuse pickup, etc.) and will be monitored. Access control limits the ways in 
and out of a store and surveillance refers to the ability to detect and record 
unwelcome intruders through clear windows, CCTV, and good lighting. The 
[convenience store] program also covers cash control through frequent use of 
a timed-access drop safe, appropriate signage, and the availability of panic 
alarms. “Night ride” inspections by corporate personnel provide advice on 
security measures at sensitive times. [E]mployees are trained in robbery/vio-
lence deterrence measures…[that instruct]…employees how to handle aggres-
sive customers, shoplifting, gasoline “drive offs,” and robberies as well as how 
to respond to emergencies.

Police are encouraged to visit [convenience store] frequently because of the 
availability of coffee and restrooms. A door entry bell signals that someone 
has entered, and door height markers are available to estimate an escaping rob-
ber’s height. [The corporate franchisor] provides for a hot line and incident 
reporting system and frequently distributes security-related information flyers 
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and posters. In addition, corporate security consultants are made available on a 
regular basis to the franchisee.

CPTED suggests that the socio-spatial organization and physical environment of 
some places can give off powerful behavior cues that can either motivate offenders 
to commit crimes or deter them from initiating a criminal event. Social and physical 
cues—lack of natural surveillance, absence of place managers, and prominent crime 
targets—can suggest to potential offenders that the risks are low and the reward 
could be high for committing an opportunistic crime. Other environmental cues 
such as access control, image maintenance, security awareness, and specific target 
hardening measures may increase the effort and risk of offending as well as reduce 
the rewards associated with the commission of a crime (Armitage 2018). Properties 
designed with security and crime prevention in mind will consider the layout of the 
property, lighting, access points, sight lines, and other factors, with the purpose of 
creating a space where the offender feels more vulnerable to detection (Ceccato and 
Armitage 2018).

CCTV as investigative tool

At times, security experts may imply in their expert witness reports that video sur-
veillance (e.g., closed-circuit television, CCTV) can be an effective crime deterrent 
and that a crime could have been prevented had the premises owner used CCTV. 
Much criminological research suggests that the linkages among CCTV and crime 
deterrence are implicit and unclear (Welsh and Farrington 2003; Gill and Spriggs 
2005; Gill et  al. 2007; Gill 2018; Ratcliffe et  al. 2009). According to Piza et  al. 
(2014a, p. 238) summary of the research on CCTV:

CCTV has not produced consistent benefits and, in many instances, there has 
been little or no evidence of crime reductions. Given these findings, it is dif-
ficult to anticipate the performance of CCTV upon installation. While previous 
works have called for the identification of precise contexts in which CCTV 
best performs, little has been developed in the sense of “best practices” (cita-
tions omitted)

In this case involving a shooting of a night clerk, security experts for the plaintiff 
victim faulted the convenience store for not providing remote video monitoring of 
the store’s surveillance system as a reasonable deterrent to prevent armed robber-
ies. Likely, this would require pushing a button only when and if the clerk feels safe 
enough to do so. The forensic criminological report provides a rebuttal to the plain-
tiff’s claim that enhanced video surveillance could have had a deterrent effect.

At this point in time, I have not encountered any reputable studies which estab-
lish the deterrence value of remote monitoring. Absent such proof, remote 
monitoring would not constitute a standard of care. I also suggest that remote 
monitoring is not a widespread industry practice. I do know, however, that 
[this convenient store] provides internal security cameras which record robber-
ies and are useful in the investigation of crimes. Also, [this convenient store] 
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provides video monitors installed in ceilings so that all entering customers will 
realize they are on camera and being recorded. Theoretically, this may deter 
many robbers from carrying out their intentions.

As a surveillance technology, CCTV can be useful as a post hoc data collec-
tion tool in forensic investigations of crime foreseeability. In this case involving the 
shooting of the night clerk, a granular analysis of the robbery and shooting is pos-
sible due to the overhead camera that recorded the crime. As two robbers were grab-
bing merchandise, the night clerk with his back to the counter, began moving to his 
right, possibly towards the panic or alarm button under the counter. The third robber 
shot the night clerk just as he raised his right arm. The shooting may have been pre-
cipitated by the third robber’s belief that the clerk was attempting to push the alarm 
button. According to the forensic criminological investigation:

I do opine that [the victim’s] injuries were caused most immediately either by 
his attempt to push a panic alarm button and/or by the shooter’s irrational deci-
sion to shoot [the victim] based on the shooter’s nervous fearfulness or his 
perverse thrill seeking [citation to Jacobs and Cherbonneau 2017; Katz 1988]. 
I do not know for certain if [the victim] reached for a panic alarm under the 
counter against all previous training or against common sense … The ground 
truth of this matter will have to be decided by judge or jury and not by forensic 
expert witnesses.

Serious or fatal injury to a robbery victim is a relatively rare event…Only 
about one in 500 robberies, for example, leads to the death of the victim…In 
fact, victims who resisted were forty-nine times more likely to be killed than 
those who cooperated [citation to Cook 1985, pp. 480–489].

In this case, the CCTV recording of the shooting shows the actions of the vic-
tim at the moment of the shooting and provides an additional piece of evidence in 
the assessment of crime foreseeability. Turvey (2013, p. 444) suggests that what-
ever the circumstance, forensic criminologists should conduct a victimology—e.g., 
analysis of the relationship between an injured person and an offender—to deter-
mine whether and how victim actions or traits and contextual factors played a role 
in the victimization. As discussed by Voigt and Thornton (1996, p. 187), typologies 
of victims usually have two bases: (1) the relative responsibility of the victim for the 
crime (i.e., “to what degree is the victim culpable for the actions of the offender”) 
and (2) the relative vulnerability of the victim to crime (i.e., “what social conditions 
or environments lead to more or less risk of crime for the person”). A forensic crimi-
nologist can use these two factors—responsibility and vulnerability—to explain the 
relationship between the offender and the victim. Voigt and Thornton (1996, p. 187) 
identify three typologies of victims:

•	 Complete innocence—the most commonly accepted category of victimization 
that includes people who did nothing that conceivably could have provoked the 
criminal action.
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•	 Unintentional facilitation—unwittingly, carelessly, or negligently making it eas-
ier for a crime to occur

•	 Victim precipitation—when a person “willfully initiates the encounter with the 
eventual offender, directly enticing, challenging, insulting, provoking, or even 
initially assaulting the person” (p. 187)

Based on the CCTV recording, the actions of the victim appear to be an example 
of unintentional facilitation. That is, the night clerk’s movements during the robbery 
were likely construed as a threat by the perpetrators of the robbery and resulted in 
his injuries from the use of a weapon. In this case, in the three-year period prior to 
the shooting, the convenience store had experienced one armed robbery per year 
with no reported injuries. The prior number of armed robberies is not significant 
from a security standpoint; however, the fact that no prior injuries occurred is sig-
nificant in that it could be that store employees were following recommended proce-
dures during those robberies. That is, the training materials provided to employees 
at this convenience store include instructions on what actions to take during a rob-
bery. The instructions stress cooperation and sacrificing of money and goods to pre-
vent injuries to both store patrons and employees.

In short, the forensic investigation in this case of the shooting of a night clerk has 
two implications for the use and application of CCTV systems. First, CCTV sys-
tems can be useful data gathering tools since they “can observe crime incidents in 
progress” (Piza et al. 2014b, p. 1020). While much debate surrounds the deterrence 
effect of CCTV, we believe that forensic criminologists can use CCTV as an inves-
tigative tool for checking and corroborating other data in the assessment of rime 
foreseeability.

Second, the surveillance footage in this case corroborates longstanding research 
that has documented offender willingness to operate illegally in sight of CCTV 
(Butler 1994; Ditton and Short 1998; Gill and Turbin 1998; Gill 2018). During 
interviews with prisoners, Gill and Loveday (2003 p. 19) found that most offenders 
did not consider CCTV as a serious deterrent because “offenders appear to believe 
that the notification of an incident [via CCTV] carries no guarantee that the police 
are able to respond quickly.” Other work by Piza et al. (2014a, b), Armitage et al. 
(2018, pp. 136–137, 140), and Strome et al. (2018) finds that the mere presence of a 
camera does not generate deterrence unless the offenders know that the camera cov-
erage will be accompanied by a real threat of apprehension. According to research 
by Hunter et al. (2018, p. 92): “The flaws in formal security such as blind spots of 
CCTV cameras, alongside the unintentional human errors in the behavior of secu-
rity/retail staff…are…easily discerned and negated/exploited by…offenders.”

Moreover, research suggests that the deterrence and apprehension function 
of CCTV varies by place. Strome et  al.’s (2018) examination of the relationship 
between situational deployment factors and the deterrence effect of public view 
monitors finds that display height and border color were significant factors affecting 
the noticeability of cameras in retail environments. These findings corroborate those 
of Piza et al. (2014a, p. 238) who find that “CCTV effect is contextual, somewhat 
influenced by a camera’s environmental backcloth, line-of-sight, ability to generate 
proactive enforcement, and the targeted crime type.”
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Our analysis suggests that CCTV can provide visual evidence for use in criminal 
investigations and aid attorneys and prosecutors in crime data collection and analy-
sis (Ashby 2017). In this case of the shooting of the night clerk, the offenders may 
have believed that their actions would not result in arrest and capture even when 
recorded on CCTV. CCTV is ubiquitous in convenience stores and the fact that the 
offenders eventually robbed another ten convenience stores in the following months 
suggests that CCTV was not a deterrent. The crime preventive and deterrent effect 
of CCTV is one of several anticipated outcomes of video surveillance. Our analysis 
supports calls by Hollis (2019) and Piza et  al. (2019, p. 152) to develop “a body 
of research on the investigatory benefits of CCTV” that can “expand the focus of 
CCTV evaluations to include more outcome measures than crime prevention.” Find-
ings from our forensic criminologist investigation highlight the utility of security 
cameras in identifying criminal offenders, confirming the sequence of events leading 
to a crime, and corroborating other data on the actions of victims and offenders in 
the commission of crime.

Conclusion

Our goal in this paper has been to show how a forensic criminologist can apply social 
science methods and analytical techniques to generate criminological knowledge to 
assist courts in the assessment of crime foreseeability. Our analysis of two cases 
of litigation involving allegations of negligent security suggests that theoretical and 
methodological insights from the social sciences may help inform jury deliberations 
concerning factual ingredients of crime foreseeability. Courts have long expressed 
the need for high quality, relevant, and reliable evidence to determine the foresee-
ability of a crime (Calder and Sipes 1992). By adopting a systematic approach to 
the analysis of evidence, a social scientist can collect a variety of data and use a 
rich body of criminological theories to render an opinion on the foreseeability of 
a criminal event. Our areas of investigation have included the following analytical 
steps: measuring and analyzing the socio-economic characteristics of the neighbor-
hood and premises where the crime occurred, analyzing prior similar crime, com-
paring crime rates, analyzing calls for service and narrative police incident reports, 
investigating environmental cues using the insights of CPTED, and using CCTV as 
an investigative tool.

Premises security litigation defies blanket generalizations and cases involving 
crimes at convenience stores and gas stations cannot be easily classified or catego-
rized. Laws and foreseeability tests vary by jurisdiction and courts will judge each 
case on its own merits with an understanding that properties, victims, and offenders 
are unique in their own ways. Voigt and Thornton (1996, pp. 188–189) point out 
that each case “involves an act or event, its relationship to a particular space, and 
the degree to which the owner or manager of the space and the victim are, in part, 
responsible for the unfortunate occurrence.” This conception assumes that crimes 
are “events which occur at specific locations in space and time, involving specific 
persons and/or objects” (Cohen and Felson 1979, p. 589, emphasis in original). 



	 K. F. Gotham, D. B. Kennedy 

Despite their diversity and different insights, what unites many negligent security 
cases is the importance of place and locational opportunities in the generation of the 
crime event (Weisburd et al. 2018). A forensic criminologist thus “imagines a world 
where a single act or event is embedded in a complex array of spatial, temporal, his-
torical, and interpersonal contingencies and conditions” (Voigt and Thornton 1996, 
p. 189). A major lesson is that forensic criminological investigations should include 
socio-spatial and environmental factors, as well as measure the geographic and tem-
poral proximity of crime, in the analysis of crime foreseeability. Failure to address 
these factors can limit the quality of a forensic investigation, lead to erroneous or 
irrelevant observations, and bias the interpretation of the findings.

Finally, our analysis in this paper suggests that forensic social scientists could 
enhance the quality and thoroughness of forensic criminological investigations by 
using the strategy of triangulation. Triangulation is not simply the act of combining 
multiple methods, theories, or data sources in the conduct of research. Rather, trian-
gulation is a strategy of investigation that compares and contrasts different sources 
of evidence to uncover convergences, divergences, discrepancies, or complemen-
tary findings that might have remained hidden or concealed if the forensic scientist 
had relied on one data source or method alone. Triangulation is an iterative process 
of collecting and analyzing data generated in a negligent security case to answer 
whether a crime was reasonably foreseeable. Different data sources can have vary-
ing levels of quality and strengths. Triangulating data and methods is a technique to 
evaluate the quality, strengths, and weaknesses of different data sources and meth-
ods. In a negligent security case, the idea behind triangulation is that the conver-
gence of multiple data sources and methods upon a single conclusion (e.g., high or 
low foreseeability of criminal event) better supports that conclusion than just relying 
on one method or one data source. In short, the strategy of triangulation can enhance 
the quality, thoroughness, and validity of the forensic criminological investigations 
and thereby lead to a holistic and rich contextual understanding of the etiology of a 
criminal event.
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