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INTRODUCTION 

In October 1973, the Urban Mass Transportation Administration 

of the Dep?.rtment of Transportation, awarded funds to the Metro­

politan Washington Council of Governments to study the relationship 
between public bus transportation and public safety in the metrD­

politan Washington area. 

Public bus transportation has played an increasingly important 

role in meeting the transport.ation needs of the metropolitan 

Washington area over the past few years as indicated by the action 

of local, state, and federal officials in assuming public responsi­

bility for bus transit throughout the Washington transit zone. 
Citizens of the metropolitan Washington area, as well as the rest 

of the nation, have alSO expressed concern about street crime over 

the past few years and this concerfi has become a factor in personal 
preferences for residential location, schooling, recreational 

activities and transportation requirements. 

This study has been undertaken because of this important, if 

not crucial role, that bus transportation plays in the metropolitan 

area and its poss.ible relation to public concern about crime. 

In the near future, bus transportation wi.ll play an expa.nded 

role as the METRO rapid rail transit system begins operations and 
buses provide the important feeder linkages between ME.TRO stations 

and residential and commercial areas. Encouraging increased bus 
ridership will be a ~ey factor in the healthy operation of both 

the METRO bus system and the METRO rapid rail system. 

This study addresses the question of whether concer~ for 

personal safety in the use of bus transportation discourages rider­

ship. In undertaking the study, actual events and incidents 
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. reported by bus drivers, actual reported crime at some inter­

sections associated with bus stops, and a sample opinion survey 

to gauge the level ot' public concern for safety were utilized 

to determine the potential obstacles for effectively dealing 

with bus safety and security incidel1'l:.s. This report summarizes 

the major activities undertaken in this study and sets forth 
some conclusions and recommendations abo~t citizen safety and 
bus transit in the metropolitan Washington area. 

-3-

I I . SUMMARY 

Survey and Review of Related Research 

The American Transit Association, ip a major work entitled, 
"Vandalism and Passenger Security ll, devoted an en'tire chapter to research 

in the area of public attitudes toward transit security issues. While 

two of the studies included in this chapter dealt extensively with 

rapid rail transit, the remaining four stUdies dealt particularly with 

public attitudes about bus transit. These four stUdies and the 1971 
s,tudy, lIReduction of Robberies and Assaults of Bus Drive:rs", form the 
basic background for staff research. 

A review of the conclusions and recommendations of this previous 
research reveals: 

1) A combination of active measures (no cash carried by driver, exact 

fare, radios) and passive measures (driver training, community 

rapport, particularly among disadvantaged citizens) are required 

to reduce assaults on bus drivers and improve passenger security. 

2) Transi,t crime can strongly influence patronage depending on the 

interrelation of many variables (crime volume on route, trans­
portation alternatives, hour of the day, etc.) 

3) Transit crime tends to bave a greater influence on rail transit 
use than on bus transit use. 

4) Transit crime appears to have some influence on all age and 

s~x classifications. 

5) There is insufficient data to establish the influence of crime 

on bus ridership. 

Rel~tionship of Previous Research to the Current study 

Unlike previous research efforts, the present study investigates 

all of the major factors' which effect the relationships between bus 
trans i"c, crime I and the citizen in the Washington area. These factors 

include: 

1) Actual reported on-bus incidents. 

2) :Reported incidents that occur at local bus stop intersection~ 

and bus stop approaches. 

3) Incidents observed by bus riders. 

1 ., 
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4} Attitudes of bus riders and non-riders about bus related 

personal safety. 

Actual Bus Incidents Reported by Drivers 

Incidents reported by bus drivers indicate an extremely low level 

of n.uisance and menacing behavior on NETRO buses.. Almost all reported 

in.cidents occur in the District of Columbia. The current driver reporting 
system emp:p.asized driver related incidents and does not systematically 

felclls on passenger victimization. 

RE!12C)rted Crime by Bus stop Intersections in the Sam121e Jurisdiction 
of l~lexandria 

Many bus riders and potential bus riders consider the bus stop 

and approaches to bus stops as part of the bus ride. No effective 

method of retrieving bus related crime data from local police departments 
exists. The City of Alexandria contains the socio-economic characteristics 

and crime patterns which make it possible to use Alexandria statistics 
as an incomplete sample of the Washington region served by bus transit. 

Major bus routes in Alexandria and stops along those routes at 

tntersections were identified, and,utilizing Alexandria Police Department 

r'eported crime data, the following comparisons were made: 

a) Comparison between intersections in various parts of the city 
(in regard to crimes occurring there) ; 

b) Comparison between types and amounts of crime occurring along 
block faces in various parts of the city; and 

c) Comparisons between crimes occurring at intersections wher~ known 
bus stops exist and corresponding data for their respective blocks~ 

The analysis indicates that the types of crimes most likely to 

affect transit users at bus stops (i.e. person-to-person crimes) are 

no more frequent at bus stops than at other intersections, and may be 

less frequent than those types of crime occurring along the block face. 
These data address crime types, and,by inference, the potential riders 

\'lh.ich those crimes effect. While this data is not directly applicable 

to the potential victimization of Alexandria bus users at bus stops, 

it indicates that citizens at bus stops are no more likely to be 
victimized than citizens at other locations and may, based on these 

available data, have a reduced potential for victimization. 

--~-----.. --.=.==========~~------------------------------------------------------
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Bus Safety Att',itudinal Survey 

The Attitudinal Survey was conducted in a two-part implementation 

during the months of March and April, 197~. In March, 12,000 question­

naires were n'lailed to a random sample of metropolitan Washington area 
residents, who mayor may not be actual riders, and in April, 1,400 

questionnaires were distributed to actual bus passengers in transit. 

Based upon the attitudinal 8ample of residents in the metropolitan 

Washington area; 

a) concern fer personal safety is not a priority concern among 

Washington residents, 
b) when compared to METRO driver incident reports, respondents 

appear to have ob~erved incidents on buses which were not 

reported to the driver, 
c) in contrast to the reported crime data in the city of Alexandria, 

respondents indicated that bus stops were the most likely 

location for incidences of robbery and assault to occur, 

particularly during the night time. 

CONCLUSIONS 

A systemized method of determining the nature and extent of 

personally threatening incidents associated with bus riding does not 

currently exist in the mE~tropolitan Washing·ton area. 

Driver reported bus related incidents which might threaten personal 

security are at a low level. 

Based on a sample jurisdiction, incidents which might threaten 

personal security at bus stop intersections are at a l.ow level. 

There appears to be a' low priority of concern an\ong bus riders 

and non-bus riders about bus related personal safety. 

Personal safety is 'a concern to both riders and non-riders but 

may not be a significant inhibition to public bus riding in the 

metropolitan Washington area. 

i 
i 

\ 

i 

I 
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-
RECOMMENDATIONS 

I} No direct public action should be taken to reassure citizens 
about personal safety on buses. Such action might generate a 
concern that does not currently exist. 

2) Reporting systems which provide a clearer pictuI€ of passenger 
victirnizatiop should be developed so that trends in bus transit 

personal safety can be monitored easily, and action, if required, 
taken quickly. 

3) Continue to aggressively seek bus transit improvements 
in non-safety related areas such as bus cleanliness, areas 

related to safety such as non-rush hour scheduling, time table 
accuracy and improved information responses to telephone 

inquiries, and crime exposure situations such as lighting 

at bus stops. Such a comprehensive improvement program would 
reduce residual concern for pe~sonal safety, particularly 
during evening non-rush hours and weekends. 

'-
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III. SURVEY.AND REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH 

The initial step to be taken in implementing the study 

design involved a review of previous studies done on citizen 

attitudes toward bus related personal safety. 

The most recent and comprehensive work done on public 

attitudes in relation to transit safety has been conducted 

by the American Transit Association (ATA) in its report entitled, 

"Vandalism and Passenger Security".. Chapter VIII of the 

comprehensive V.A.P.S. report contains a description and 

discussion of six surveys conducted across the country 

which attempted to gauge public attitudes on safety in the 

use of public transportation. While two of these studies 
deal extensively with rapid r'ail transit systems, the remaining 

four studies deal particularly with public attitudes on bus 

transit. These four stud+es and a study of robbery and assault 

of bus drivers prepared for the Oakland, California transit 

authority form the basic background for the bus safety study 
conducted by the Council of Governments. The following pages 

provide a review of these related studies and present the 

conclusions reached in each study and the overall conclusions 

and ~ecomrnendations made by the staff about the relationship 

between public bus tran.sportation and citizen attitudes on 
personal safety. 
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"REDUCTION OF ROBBERIES AND ASSAULTS OF BUS DRIVERS" * 

This federally funded study, originating in 1968, provides a two­

fold approach to the problem of robberies and assaults of bus drivers. 

Contributions by four transit properties provided data inputs reflect­

ing a cross-section of the transit industry (thus providing a national 

scope), and also provided a participating advisory council of transit 

represent~tives, to insure the widest possible applicability of 
results.** 

The report, completed in 1970 and rel~ased in 1971, consists of 

two major sections dealing with the scope of the transit crime problem 

and its resolution, and technological and operational methods available 
to deal with transit crime. 

Volume II: The Scope of the Crime Problem and its Resolution. 

The objective of this volume was to look at robberies/assaults 
in a social context, (e.g. local transit operations, attitudes, and 
styles of bus drivers) and the way in which the administration 
of justice and police agencies respond to v,arious threats to 
transit vehicle security. 

The guidelines for maintaining a proper balance between generality 
and specificity were derived by investigating the limitations 
imposed by the transit industry for recommendations suitable for 
implementation. Certain areas were seen as more amenable to 
change, and these became points of ,reference for research 
priorities. As a consequence, the research had five phases: 

1. Operator Phase 

The data for this phase was obtained both through questionnaires 
and interview techniques, and indirectly through observations in 
the fielq. It was felt that the bus driver was the best source 
of information about the variety and frequency of crime on buses 
and changes in these variables over time. The effort was to 
document the fears, the apprehensions and the "facts" from the 
drivers themselves. 

2. Offender Phase 

The purpose of this phase was to collect and systematize data about 

robbers and offenders who committed crimes on buses. Several assumpt­
ioris were made at the outset: 

a. The quantitative and qualitative assessment of the bus 
robber universe is unobtainable. 

* Reduction of Robberies and Assaults of Bus Drivers, Vol. I II -, Al d , , & III. ame a-Contra Costa Transit District, Oakland, California. 
** Advisory Council: Transit Properties represented: 

1. AC Transit, Oakland, California 
2. Seattle Transit System 
3. Atlanta Transit System, Inc. 
4. Chicago Transit Authority 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 
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, 
Common-law crime categories provide the least ambiguous 
and the most easily applicable determinates of inner-city 
deviant behavior. 

Adj udicated robbers are the mo'st realistic approximation 
of the entire group of violators. 

Convicted offenders are the most accessible for re~earch 
purposes. 

There is generally sufficient official records information 
available about convicted o£fenders. 

Under these assumptions, the study of the offender rep+esents 
a study of the "exit level" in the administration of criminal 
justice. 

3. Community Phase 

The sampling of passenger attitudes was done through the use of 
a survey questionnaire distributed by drivers in the Seattle 
Transit System. The survey was done city-wide, and all r~spo~dents 
were over the age of 12. There were three waves of distr~but~on 
on the survey, each achieving consecutively higher rates of 
return. Community attitudes were also obtained through survey 
interviews with individuals from many walks of life: poverty 
office directors, school principals, teachers and coache~, h~use­
wives working class males, social workers who· worked pr~mar~ly 
with ~ouths, and youths from potentially delinquent gangs. These 
interviews were sometimes taped or transcribed from notes on to 
tape for presentation and consistency in format. 

4. Police Phase 

The ,investigation of police operati~ns was complete~ by using 
a modified "systems approach". seek~ng t~ ~nalyze d~ffe::ences 
in police operations in the f~ve study;c~t~e~. Three d~~ferent 
methodological approCl;ches ,,!ere.use~: ~nterv~e,,!s, a~alys~s o~ 
existing police data and d~str~but~on of quest~onna~res. Th~s 
phase of the study investigated the "entry level" into the 
criminal justice system. 

5. Criminal Justice Phase 

Data was collected abbut other aspects of the system of criminal 
justice in each of the study cities. 

.Research staff me~ers did interview various perso~s invd~ved 
in the administration of criminal justice: probat~on off~cers, 
research personnel, judges, etc. These interviews supplemented 
the data collected in the police and, the offender phases of the 
research. 

Volume II: Conclusion&:~ 

While the immediate needs of the transit.indu~try were the ~ajor 
concern, the study also focused on relat~onsh~ps between cr~me 
as a national phenomeno~ and transit crime as one aspect of that 
national phenomenon. 
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The conclusions reached in Volume II were several, and may be 
summarized as follows: 

o Robberies and assaults on bus drivers are only one aspect of a 
broad spectrum of anti-social behavior which occurs on mass 
transportation. These types of behavior are threatening to both 
passengers and drivers and must be dealt with by attempts to 
increase the security and, hence, improve the attractiveness of 
urban mass transportation to the public. 

o The problem of robbery of bus drivers in most cases has been 
virtually eliminated by the ready-fare'system. The possibility 
of this forcing robbers to look elsewhere for cash may effect 
a rise in passenger robbery. 

o Bus robbers were largely young black males with limited experience­
in crime. Expediency of target with insured reward of considerable 
amount and the minimal risk were sources of impetus for the crime. 

o There was 'a minimal risk of being injured by a robber. In three 
cases of murder, drivers had shown similar resistence patterns. 

o The problem of "assault" on buses is more sweeping than companies 
realize. Frequency with which this occurs has caused many 
drivers to accept this risk as part of the job. 

o Most driver assaults arise from interactions between drivers and 
passengers. Generally, the more complex the system of fares, 
zones, and routing, the higher is the probability that conflict 
will arise. 

Volume II: Recommelidations.'* 

Probably the most pertinent recommendation made in Volume II was that 
a study (or studies) of public perceptions of crime on urban mass 

, transportation systems be pursued. This specifically would consist 
of a comparison of public perceptions with the actual level of 
criminal, deviant, and disruptive behavior; or a study of the etiology 
of public perceptions. 

*Volume II recommendations are reproduced in their entirety ~n 
Appendix D. 
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Volume III: Technologieal and Operational Methods 

The objective of this volume was to'determine which technological 
and operational methods are most promising for reducing robberies 
and assaults. 

Existing and advanced methods were examined and efforts made to 
devise new techniques. Evaluations were made on the basis of 
technical and operational characteristics and on the basis of 
cost-benefit analysis. 

The following criteria were developed to assess the effectiveness 
of the alternative methods: 

o The primary yardstick for countermeasure effectiveness should 
be reduction in the number of robberies, assaults, and result­
ing injuries to bus drivers. Countermeasures to reduce the 
financial impact of robberies and assaults are of much less 
importance. 

o Countermeasures involving the arming of drivers, use of 
chemical or mechanical disarming devices by drivers, and 
protective shields for drivers are not likely to be acceptable 
for implementation, regardless of effectiveness. 

o The net cost of any countermeasure must be a relatively small 
portion of total property expenditures. 

Volume III: Conclusions 

The research team found some of the technological devices to be only 
marginally useful. Among these are alarm systems, two-way radios, 
bus locators, weapons such as guns or chemical sprays, tape recorders, 
and nonphotographic tracin~ aids, and periodic police surveillance. 

Volume III: Recommendations 

There were three recommendations for countermeasures, in addition 
to exact fares, which appeared promising: 

1) Physical barriers, such as shields between drivers and passengers, 
particularly when accompanied by turnstiles for fare enforcement. 

2) Use of paid riders as monitors on high-traffic, high-risk runs, 
such as school trips. 

3) Use of cameras on low traffic runs to record each passenger 
who boards. 

CONCLUSIONS: 
In spite of the thorough investigation which is recorded in 

these comprehensive studies, the final analysis, (found in Volume I) 

suggests that a combination of technology (active measures) as well 

as passive measures, such as improved driver training and intensive 

community efforts, particularly among the disadvantaged, is necessary 

in order to achieve maximum effectiveness ~n this area. 

1 : 
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"VANDALISM AND PASSENGER SECURITY"* - CHAPTER VIII 

The Vandalism and Pasenger Security (VAPS) project, is perhaps the 

most ambitious effort to date to attempt to obtain indications as to 

possible relationships between transit riding patterns and passenger 

attitudes toward transit crime and vandalism in the united States. 

A. MILWAt~EE ATTITUDE STUDY 

The purpose of the study, as one segment of the overall research 
design, is to determine whether any relationship can be established 
between transit riding patterns and passenger attitudes toward 
transit crime and vandalism on one bus route in Milwaukee, Wisconsin . 

. Specifically, the primary purpose is to test the hypothesis that 
transit crime and vandalism adversely influence passenger patronage 
of this one route. A secondary purpose of the Milwaukee study 
is to take note of any other factors found to be influencing 
passeng~r patronage of the route. 

This study assumed that the effect of on-bus crime and vandalism 
on transit usage is caused by experience with and beliefs about 
such acts. It was proposed that the existence of this effect be 
measured by identifying the following relationships: 

1) The effects of experience with on-bus crime and vandalism 
on users and non-users of public transportation on a 
particular route. 

2) The effect of beliefs about vandalism and crime on users and 
non-users and the nature of those beliefs. 

3) Comparison of Jche effects oJ experience and belief relative 
to on-bus crime vandalism on users and non-users. 

4) Transit usage by those having no experience with crime and 
vandalism. 

5) User and non-user perception of crime and vandalism. 

6) Personal security analyzed in relation to other service 
characteristics. 

7) Survey results analyzed according to land use and socio­
economic characteristics. 

The initial work for the passenger attitude study started in the 
fall of 1971 when the ATA selected Milwaukee as one of the urban 
centers to be included in the nationwide Vandalism and Passenger 
Security Project. 

* Vandalism and Passenger Security - 1973. American Transit Assn. 
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, 
Milwaukee was selected for a case study for several reasons: 

1) The ATA was already working in. the area in connection with 
a comprehensive transit study. . 

2) Marquette University's Urban Transportation Program expressed 
interest and offered to cooperate. 

3) Milwaukee and Suburban Transport Company (M&ST) had 
experienced 1,677 reported incidents of vandalism and 
crime during 1971. 

4) M&ST management agreed to help with the project. 

A bus route was selected for the tes·t which serves a diverse area 
embracing factories, shops and schools that draw riders covering 
a wide range of age, occupation, and racial characteristics. 

A tentative list of topics of inquiry was drawn up. Among these 
were: 

1) Number of transit users and non-users for whom crime and 
vandalism might influence decisions to use or not to use 
the route. 

2) Ranking of crime and vandalism as negative £actors in 
relation to other influences on passenger patronage, such 
as fare level and frequency of service. 

3) Number of transit users reluctant to use the route at certain 
hours of day or night for fear of crime and vandalism. , 

4) Analysis of the composition of passenger ridership on the 
route by se~/age characteristics. 

The survey essentially provides information derived from the study 
of one day on one bus route in one U.s. city. 

The combined total response to the two que~tionnaires (ha~ded.out 
on buses and mailed) was 649 out of approx1mately 2,000 d1str1buted 
or a 32.5% return. 

Findings and Conclusions 

It was concluded that the data developed by the survey do not tend 
to confirm the hypothesis that incidents of tra~sit c7ime and 
vandalism have a major influence on passenger r1dersh1p on that 
route. 

Recommendatdons 

It was recommended that surveys along ~imilar.lines be conduc~ed 
on bus routes in other urban centers w1th a V1ew to accumu~at1~g 
evidence that may prove or disprove the foregoing ~ypothes1s w1th 
regard to urban mass transit in the United States 1n general. 
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B. WASHINGTON, D. C. ATTITUDE STUDY 

. The objectives of the Washinqton, D.C. Attitude Study, conducted 
in 1972 were the sa:me as those set forth in the Milwaukee 
Attitude Study. Again the specific purpose was to test the hypothesis 
that transit crime and vandalism adversely influenced passenger 
patronage of one bus route, this time in Washington, D.C. A 
secondary purpose was to take note of any other factors found to 
be influencing passenger patronage of the route. 

The questionnaire was basically the same as the one used in the 
Milwaukee study. Unlike the Milwaukee study, where some of the 
questionnaires were mailed to selected addresses, all of the 
questionnaires were distributed by hand. Most of those distributed 
were given out on buses in transit, but some were handed out in 
shopping centers and department stores along the route. 

The Pennsylvania Avenue/Wisconsin Avenue bus route (hereafter 
called Route #30, for convenience, although it has several other 
numbers depending on the destination in the southeast section of 
the city), one of the longest within the District of Columbia, 
was chosen because it is representative of virtually all types 
of Washington ridership: 

1) Route #30 runs from the extreme northwest corner, of the 
city through the center of the city to alternate destinations, 
in the extreme southeast corner, requiring approximately one 
hour and ten minutes for transit in its longest version. 

2) It either passes or links with connections for several 
major universities and other institutions of higher education. 

3) It passes several high schools and junior high schools of 
varying racial ratios. 

4) It serves resic'l~ntial Q.rF.!as of affluence and of lower 
income. 

5) It runs through shopping centers of various types, including 
luxury-stores, "mod" Georgetown stores, old-line depart~ent 
stores, and small neighborhood shops. 

6) It carries tourists '.:0 downtown attractions. 

7) It transports government employee commuters. 

8) It serv'es city areas that are largely white racially, areas 
that are largely black, and areas that are racially mixed. 

Of the 4,037 questionnaires distributed, there were 2,054 responses, 
or 50.88% of the total distribution were returned. 

Findings and Conclusions 

The VAPS staff found that "crime and vandalism were clearly matters 
of concern" and "these factors influence the attitudes of an 
important portion of the(~idershipll. The study points out that 

l/ 

-15-

patronage on the route is relatively unchanged by this concern 
but "that 53.27% of respondents said they had no other means 
of transportation". Given the relatively high percentages who 
thought "Personal Security Poor", who' had witnessed or personally 
experienced Vandalism or Robbery/Assault, and who stated there 
were times at which they preferred not to take the bus because 
.of personal' security, indications are strong that crime and 
vandalism are among the factors that affect decisions regarding 
ridership of Route #30. Thus, the study supported the hypothesis 
that transit crime and vandalism adversely influence passenger 
patronage of one bus route in Washington, D.C., and as a result, 
this route serves areas representative of the entire city. The 
VAPS staff concluded that crime and vandalism adversely affect 
passenger patronage on all main transit routes in the District 
of Columbia. 

Recommendations 

The ATA recolmnended that surveys along similar lines be conducted 
on bus routes in other urban centers with a view to accumulating 
evidence that may prove or disprove the hypothesis that transit 
crime and vandalism adversely affect passenger ridership on 
this one bus route or other bus routes in Washington, D.C. 

C. BALTIMORE PATRONAGE STUDY 

The purpose of this study, conducted in August, 1972, was to 
determine whether a well publicized criminal incident (armed 
robbery of a driver and passengers on a Baltimore City bus) 
would adversely affect patronage on the bus route 'where the 
incident occurred. ' 

The survey staff compared patronage figures for the same day of 
the week three weeks prior to the incident, and one week after 
the incident to determine the effect of the criminal incident 
on bus patronage. 

Findings and Conclusions 

The survey team discovered that several other factors which might 
have affected bus patronage on the route were also at work during 
the survey period. ' 

The report concluded that there was a small decline in patronage 
in the survey period following the incident but that the patronage 
figures could not be verified. The staff further concluded that; 
"A number of independent variables were present that could have 
influenced passenger ridership patterns both positively and . 
negatively. No decisive conclusion is possible. The hypothes~s 
that there is a functional relationship between transit riding 
patterns and passenger perceptions toward transit crime is neither 
accepted nor rejected by this study." 

'. 

r 
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D. CHICAGO MARKETING AND QUALITATIVE OPINION STUDIES 

The Chicago Marketing Study, conducted along with a separate 
qualitative opini.on study, was implemented by an independent 
marketing research company, Market Facts, Inc. The object of 
the re~earch was ~o develo~ a marketing program aimed at improving 
the Ch1cago Trans1t Autpor1ty's (eTA) transit services and the project 
included a survey of passenger attit,udes which consisted of 
personal household interviews with approximately 200 respondents 
throughout the CTA service area. It should be noted that neither 
this nor the Qualitative Opinion Study dealt sOlely with bus 
transit, but included opinions on subway and elevated rapid 
transit as well. 

Marketing Study 

The Marketing/Attitude Survey was conducted by interviewing people 
with regard to their experiences with CTA facilities •. All 
respondents we,re read six statements after each of which they 
w7re asked ~hether they agreed, disagreed, or neither agreed nor 
d1sagreed w1th the statements. Out of the six, only one statement 
had to do with personal security; that was: 

"There is no reason to be concerned about riding the CTA 
during the day." . 

Agreement with the statement varied with frequency of ridership. 
The more frequently a person rode the CTA the more often he 
agreed with the statement that there was no reason for concern 
when riding the eTA during the day. 

Finding~ 

The Marketing/Attitude Survey found that personal safety is not 
a major influence on patrons' decisions concerning ridership on 
CTA. 

, Qualitative Study 

The Qualitative Study was conducted with four groups of CTA riders 
and non-riders - three groups of women and one group of men - each 
of which consisted of eight to ten non-black Chicago residents 
between ages 20 and 60. All sessions were audio and video tape 
recorded. Respondents were encouraged to describe situations in 
which they had accepted or rejected use of CTA. Findings were not 
tabulated as such and what follows are general attitudes which 
were perceived throughout the sessions. 

Findings 

Some of the elements of the CTA that create special apprehension 
seem most apparent to th~ interviewed riders of the elevated and/or 
s~way systems. Most respondents felt that personal safety is the 
~aJor concern of passengers and non-passengers of the CTA; convenience 
1S a secondary consideration. According to the statements of these 
respondents, bus transportation was frelt to be much safer than 
rapid rail transit because the bus driver is viewed as a sort of 
~uthority figure, capable of stopping the vehicle or summoning aid 
1n case of trouble. 
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Generally, buses appear to the respondents to be the least anxiety­
provoking form of public transportation. Bus stops, unle.ss they 
are in quiet, dark, deserted areas, seem fairly safe as compared 
to subway platforms. The on-board situation brings with it an almost 
complete relaxation of any defenses raised in waiting. The bright 
lighting on. buses and the fact that they are occasionally more 
neighborhood oriented than subways, helps create a sense of 
familiarity and security that, along with the other considerations, 
makes the bus eminently preferable to the respondents interviewed. 

E • .;;;.C;;.:.H;::.I ~CA;;.:.G;::.O::......:T::..::RA=N~S:..::I:..::T:......:.A:..::UT:..=.:.:H:.::O;.:..R::.::I~T..::.Y-=:.S=E..::.C..::.U:::.:R=-IT=-Y::..-...:S=-.:T=-.:U::..:::..:D! 

Under a grant approved by the Urban Mass Transportation Adminis­
tration in December, 1972, the City of Chicago undertook a program 
for demonstrating and testing the effectiveness of crime prevention 
devices with a view to promoting public transportation. The Survey 
Research Laboratory (SRL) of the University of Illinois was selected 
to conduct the second of three major work elements, Perception of 
Crime on Mass Transportation. SRL drew up a questionnaire for the 
general objective of ascertaining people's use of, and attitudes 
toward, the Chicago Transit Authority. The questionnaire was used 
for 1,586 interviews by telephone to a statistically random sample 
of all private households with telephones in Chicago. The final 
questionnaire consisted of 45 questions, of which 2 dealt with 
personal security. 

Findings 

The survey found that conditions under which the public felt most 
secure while using the CTA were while riding the bus, while going 
from home to the bus or el-subway stops, and while riding the 
el-subway. Conditions under which people felt least secure were 
while on stairs, rampway or tunnel to el-subway platform, while 
waiting on the el-subway platform, and while waiting in the el-sub­
way stations. The three preferred conditions under which they 
would have felt more secure would have been if they had seen 
more police officers on el-subway platforms and trains, if they 
had known quick assistance was available from CTA personnel or the 
police; and if a policeman and police dog were assigned to each 
bus or el-subway train during non-rush hour periods. 

"VANDALISM AND PASSENGER SECURITY" 

CONCLUSIONS 

CHAPTER VIII 

Based on the VAPS research studies just described, the following 

tenta't;L ve concl us ions were made: 

1. Transit crime and vandalism can exert strong influence on passenger 

decisions concerning' use of urban mass transit but with many 
variations depending on the volume of crime and/or vandalism in the 
area served by a particular route, the transportation alternatives 
available to the passengers, the hours at which they must ride, and 

numerous other factors. 
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2. In general, and subject to deviations according to local conditions 

transit crime and vandalism are more likely to influence passenger 

. decisions concerning ridership on rapid transit than on buses alone. 

3. Riders are more likely to view with serious conCe1.7n the potentially 

menacing aspects of rowdyism such as verbal threats and vandalism 

than" ruisance" aspects such as the pushing and shoving involved 

in horsepl ay . 

4. Riders' concern is likely to be more in~ense when they personally 

witness crime or serious acts of rowdyism than when they are not 
personnaly involved. 

5. With those who are reluctant to ride urban mass transit because 

of personal security considerations, the hours least favored for 

riding are thos~ after 7:00 p.m. 

6. On the basis of the present studies, no firm conclusion is possible 

regarding attitudes toward transit crime and .vandalism according 

to age/sex characteristics. Houever, findings suggest that transit 

crime and vandalism have a potential influence on all classes of 

rid~rs regardless of age or sex, although possibly not in the same 

degree. 

7. It is extremely difficult to establish that a given change in 

ridership is caused by a single factor such as crime or vandalism. 

In any situation a combination of factors is likely to be present 

that can so influence ridership as to make it all but impossible 

to determine the degree of influence of anyone factor. 
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IV. THE RELATIONSHIP OF PREVIOUS RESEARCH TO THE COG STUDY OF 
CITIZEN SAFETY AND BUS TRANSIT ' 

The findings and research methodologies of previous research 

efforts in bus' safety were analyzed in developing the methodology 

for the COG study of citizen safety and bus transit. 

The major distinction between this study and those previously 

conducted is that the current effort approaches the problem of personal 

safety on public bus transportation as a multi-dimensional problem. 

The primary assumption which has been made is that the dimensions of 

the transit security question extend beyond the physical domain of 

the bus itself to those locations which the citizen personally 

associates with using the bus system. 

This study attempts to investigate the implications of this 

assumption by utilizing the following methodology: 

1) Analysis of actual incidence data reported was obtained from 

the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Autho1:ity (WMATA). 

The identification of the typical crime, frequency of all 

incidences, and the actu,a.l degree of seriousnes~) reflected in 

the reported data are of importance. 
~ 

2) Analysis of crime data for bus stop intersections along various 

bus routes in the metropolitan area. ('rhis data was to be 

obtained from each jurisdiction with appropriate data retrieval 

facilities. ) 

3) Utilization of citizen attitudinal surveys: 

a) Direct Mail Questionnaire: to be mailed to 12,000 

metropolitan Washington residents, selected randomly by 

computer (both bus riders and non-riders), and 

b) Hand Distributed Questionnaire: to be handed out on 

buses along specific routes in the metropolitan area. 

(Respondents are actual bus riders.) 

4) Integratiol'. and analysis of all data for action recommendation 

in regard to the bus safety issue. 

r 
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The methodology outlined above was chosen for the purpose of 

identifying in as much depth as possible the actual incidents 
--;-

associated with bus transit and the related issues and corunents 

i~tegralto an understanding of passenger perception of personal 

safety as it relates to .transit buses. The end goals of integrating 
the information and providing sound recommendations for action are 

facilitated by this methodology. 

Methodology for the Attitudinal Survey. 

Previous studies of bus security have employed attitudinal surveys 

in the investigatory process. To date there is rr~ indication that 

att;empts have been made to investigate the types of in,cidences occur­
ring at stops or intersections in communities served, nor do these 

studies, incorporate actual report da,-'ja from their respective transit 

authorities. 

There are several points of distinction bet~een previous 
attitudinal studies and tb.e6ur~~nt study. Previous surveys of 

passenger security have·; 

1) emphasized secoIlda:ty pu~poses in ~~at~~mpting to identify other' . 
~.. .~~- ~-' --' '\ 

factors influencing passenger patronag'e, aside from personal 
!i security consi~erations, 

2) relied g~nerally on one-route, non-random distribution patterns, 
'/ 

in identifying those routes as "representative" of the particular 

metropolitan area in question, 

3) dealt primarily with incidences which would effect passengers 

while in transit', 

4) Used non-random samples. 

The current attitudinal survey*, on the other hand, had a two-

part implementation phase. The first phase involved a survey mailed 

to a random sample of 12,000 metropolitan Washington residents. The 

second phase, the same questionnaire printed in a self-mailing return 

format, was distributed to 1,400 actual transit 'users (i.e. was distributed 
by hand, on buses, while in transit).. This dual phase method of 

*There was only one questionnaire devised, and it was utilized in 
both phase one and phase two. Henceforth, we shall refer to an 
attitudinal. study, and not attitudinal studies; although the 
respondent populations may vary distinctly. 

':.'.-
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dissemination was des;lgned, a) toavoid'relyi~g solely upon a non­

~andom sample from a route chosen on the ·basis of its representa­

tiveness, b) 'to involve as many metropolitan Washington residents as 

possible, and c) to attempt to provide infrequent or non-riders with 
a channel for input.* 

The route chosen for the hand-administered survey was selected 

with a specific criteria, similar to the criteria utilized in previous 

studies to choose a route representative of other metropolitan areas.** 
However, in the current study, the biases of this approach are offset 

to some degree by the implementation of the direct-mail SUrvey to a 
statistically random sample. 

The three routes which were chosen for the hand-out portion (of 
this survey were chosen so as to; 

1.) represent a significant dross-section of the socio-economic 

levels existing in the metropolitan area, 

2) encompass links with major institutions, and the federal 

employment areas in downtown Washington, D~C., 

3) service residential areas of affluence and lower income, 

4) service areas with predominantly black, predominant'ly white, 

and racially mixed popalations, 

5) sample both commuter populations as well as District of 

Columbia residents (see Mass Transit I:J0licy Planning, by 

William J. Murin, for a discussion of the distinctive needs 
of these respective groups), 

6) take into account shopping areas and the commercial concerns 

particular to both urban and suburban Washington, D. C. 
~i 

Allother singular characteristic of this survey is that it deals 

in a more detailed fash~onwith the topic it seeks to investigate, 

that is, the impact of personal safety considerations for riders on 
ie, 

METRO buses. Previous related studies have mingled questions of personal 

safety with an entire': assortment of other ridership prpblems. 

* NOI1-riders, if their re.ason for not riding is due in part I or in whole 
to fear/concern"for personal safety, are precisely those people whose 
opinions should be documented. ' 

** Vandalism and Passenger Security - 1973. Wa~hington, D.C. Su~vey. 
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The approach taken here represents an effort to assess the , 
problem in terms of behavior orientations of the metropolitan 

Washington bus riding public. Specifically, it attempts to address 

whether fear or concern for personal safety on the part of the 

public is manifested in patterns of non-ridership for significant 

and identifiabie portions of the .!resident population. 

In line with the scope of this investigation and in light of the 

specified intentions, the focus of the questions themselves were 

different from previous studies. They reflect a perspective whioh 

views the bus system as a sub-system of the con~unity which it serves. 

The logical extension of this perspective is that crime trends in 

the community are related to bus operations and thereby to the 

patronage of the bus system, including bus stops and access routes 

used by citizens to arrive at bus stops. These considerations have 

been made in the design of the attitudinal survey, and are reflected 

as well in the inte:.::'section data analysis. The survey attempts, among 
other things, to discover location-specific aspects of transit related 

crime as perceived by communities which are served. Two previous 

studies of citizen perceptions of crime have been done in the 

Washington area, one of which related directly to bus transit safety. 
As mentioned earlier, the researchers in this study, ATA, found crime 

to be a significant consideration for riders on the "#30" route(s) 
, ~ 

which runs across town from Friendship Heights to Anacostia. Several 

questions were drawn from this survey and with modificationsliti,lized 

in the present surv~y. 

The second study, "A Study of Citizen's Reaction to Crime in the 

District of Columbia and Adj acent Suburbs", while no'!:. directly related 
to transit, safety, does provide some insights into the perspective 

area residents have toward themselves, their communities, and crime. 

"Crime" was rated by respondents as being among the top three 
problems facing the United States (1972). When citizens were asked 

what would make them feel safer in their neighborhoods, they ranked 

"More Policemen on Foot" number one, and "More Street Lights" as 
number two. It is interesting to note that 11.8 and 14.6 percent ,of 
those interviewed ranked "Knowing that the Crime Rate was Down" as 

the, first and second (respectively) most important items which would 
make them feel safer in their neighborhoods. 
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The impact of publicized crime trends seems to play a role in 

people's perceptions of themselves as potential victims of crime. 

This has implications for those who would ride buses within the 

metropolitan area, as well as for transit officials seeking to 
establish good rapport between the citizen and the bus system. 
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v. WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN AREA TRANSIT AUTHORITY: ACTUAL INCIDENCE 
REPORTS BY DRIVERS 

To determine the nature and extent of actual reported offenses 

which occurre'd on public buses in the Washington area, the Washington 

Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA) provided securit~ reports 

on bus incidents occurring through the period January 14 - December, 

1973. 
The Security Division of WMATA categorizes the incidents occurring 

on metrobuses according to the following categories: 

1) Robberies of Metro bus employees 

2) Assaults of Metro bus employees 

3) Disorderly stu4ent incidents 

4) Other incidents 

For the period January 14 - December, 1973 there was a total of 

110 reported incidents: 11 robberies, 35 assaults, 18 disorderly 

student incidents, and 46 other incidents (including stolen company 

vehicles, traffic incidents, damaged fareboxes, etc.). 

In most of the case descriptions the incidents do not involve 
passengers as victims, but, report driver victimization. There are, 

however, a few cases of robbery where riders and drivers alike, on 
a particular bus, were victimized. While the victims most often were 

bus drivers, the perpetrators tended to be young, black males. 
Most of the incidents took place in the District of Columbia, although 

the reporting area extends throughout the metropolitan bus service 

area. 

Assaults on bus dr~vers occurred both on the actual routes and 

in service areas. In many cases, weapons of some sort were involved. 
Only two reported incidences directly involved passenger victims: 

one passenger was assaulted with a knife and one group of passengers 

(all on the same bus) was robbed. 

Window breakage was a common incident, especially among the 

student offenders. 

There were also many assaults without actual weapons where 

objects such as stones, bottles, umbrellas or fists were used by the 

attackers. 
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The total number of (actual) bus incidents appears to be low when 

considered with regard to such factors as the size of the METRO fleet, 

the number of vehicle miles, and the number of revenue passengers 

involved. This total is dwarfed even further if consideration is 

given to the amount of crime affecting the areas within which the 

transit already operates (as documented by the FBI Uniform Crime 

Reports). However, these types of judgments are complicated by the 

nature of the transit-crime reporting area, and the reporting system 

itself. More importantly, there are two fac~ors related to the 

incident data which are integral to assessing the extent of transit 

crime and its effects. They are as follows: 

1) victimization 
There is no assurance that incidents which occur on buses, but 

are not observed by the driver, are reported to the driver. The 

driver is not a law enforcement official and the passenger may 

choose to report the incident to the police or not report it 

at all. This is likely to occur in pickpocketin9 'cases 
where the citizen becomes aware of the theft only after leaving 

the bus. In such a case, even if the citizen is relatively 

sure the theft took place on the bus, it is highly unlikely that . 

the bus driver would ever be informed about the incident. 

2) Demonstration Effect 
There is no method available within this reporting system, or 

in any similar reporting system, to determine the effect of 

an on-bus incident on other passengers who observe it or who hear 
of it from acquaintances or who read about it in terms of 

perception of personal sa~ety. Therefore, the true impact of 

the incident itself on bus patronage cannot be measured. 
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VI. REPORTED CRIME BY LOCAL BUS STOP INTERSECTION 

One method utilized to be·tter determine the number of actual 
reported incidents related to bus transit involved the use of 

reported crime data fr0m local police departments in the metropolitan 
area. While it is evident that criminal incidents within a local 

jurisdiction, whether they occur at bus stop intersections or else­
where, are of equal concern and require equal response by the local 

police department, it is also clear that many citizens associate 

the local approaches to a bus stop interse<;:tion, al'1d the bus stop 

itself, with the use of public bus transportation. There are several 
factors which substantiate the citizen's view that bus stops are an 

extension of bus riding when considered in te.:tmlS of personal safety. 

An individual would not necessarily stand at an intersection at a 

particular time of day unless waiting for a bus. A person might 

feel apprehensive about a particular area, but must walk through 

that area in order to reach a bus route. Data'was sought from local 

police departments in an attempt to assess the actual incident risk 

involved in the non-bus riding portion of bus patronage. 

At present, there is no effective method of retrieving reported 

crime data which relates to bus transit. A passenger who had been 

robbed at a bus stop might report the incident to the driver of the 

bus if he rode the bus, but there is no guarantee that the actual 

police report would, in the end, contain any specific reference to the 

fact that the crime occurred at a bus stop, much less which bus 

route or bus number. Moreover, even if there were an indication to 
that effect, it is highly unlikely that the information would be 

transferred to the ,data retrieval systems commonly used in local 

police departments. The only way in which to track down bus related 

crime is by referring directly back to the original officer reports. 
This type of procedure was not possible. Consequently, the staff 

chose a number of bus routes and proceeded to identify e~act locations 
of bus stops along those routes. 

The format of the data needed presented a problem for many 

jurisdictions. Fortunately, the Alexandria Police Department had 

the data retrieval system which could provide the pertinent crime 

statistics for the identified Alexandria bus stop intersections. 

Although it would have been preferable to obtain intersection data 

-29-
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from all jurisdictions, Alexandria is, in many ways, representative 

of the entire metropolitan area within the beltway. 

The City of Alexandria is not a suburban jurisdiction in the 

usual sense in which that phrase is used. In age it compares with 
the District of Columbia and Arlingtori County, and it is al+eady 

developed to a high degree. It was only in the recent past that 

the western pa:r:t of Alexandria has begun to assume the suburban role 

of a bedroom community, with residents working in the District of 

Columbia, in Arlington, and in other parts of the metropolitan area. 

The population is extremely diversified in terms of occupational 

criteria, racial mixture, and age composition. Crime patterns in 

the City of Alexandria are similar, on a smaller scale, to those 

patterns found throughout the metropolitan area. There is a wide 

variation in crime levels within the city, just as there is a 

wide variation in socio-economic characteristics, and poorer, 

denser deteriorating high crime areas are interspersed with 

relatively crime free, more stable and economically advantaged areas. 

Given that these two types of populations are side-by-side in one 

jurisdiction, and both are potential users of the same transportation 

facilities, bus stops could become a gathering point for a wider 

population, and therefore ~ay represent a location for an exchange 

of crime. 

In light of this diversity of crime patterns and social and 

economic conditions existing throughout Alexandria, it was determined 

that its data would reflect an adequate cross-section of the metro­

politan area. 

The Alexandria Police Department provided the COG staff with 

statistics for crimes :rni..:~rted at the intersections in that j uris­

diction, as well as reported crime along block faces. These 
statistics provide a basis for comparisions along several lines: 

1) Comparison between intersections in various parts of the city, 

2) Comparison between types and amounts of crime along block 

faces in various parts of the city, 

3) Comparison between crimes occurring at intersections where 
known bus stops exist and corresponding data for their respec­

tive blocks. 

----------------~------------~------~----~-------------------
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The report statistics consisted of three parts: Part I offenses 

reported, Part II offenses reported, and a final section on arrests and 
citations issued. These data were made available for intersections . 
(i.e. bus stops) along two bus routes in Alexandria: the 12A route* 
and the 2BA route.*~ Xhese two routes connect Alexandria with the 

District of Columbia and with Arlington. 

The results of the comparisons listed can be summed up in the 

following fashion: 

1) There is little difference in the type of reported crime at 

intersections, regardless of where the intersections are in the 

ci1;y. 

2) Block face data varies greatly in volume and type across the 

city. 

3) The crimes reported at intersections differ both quantit'ative1y 

and qualitatively from those reported along the block face. 

Two examples from the data g~thered shall be used to illustrate 

the above comparisons. 

Along King Street east of George Washington Street, the block 

data shows a variety of reported crimes (burglary, larceny, rape, 

e,tc.). However, the data for the specific intersections show that 

the majority of the crimes occurring there were traffic-related. 

Auto theft (a Part I offense) was reported at several intersections, 

but for the period January through March, 1973, there were no reported 

person-to-person crimes of opportunity at any of the intersections east 
of Washington Street along King Street. Both petty larcenies and 

robberies were frequently reported in the block data for this area. 

While in some cases the actual volume of reported crime/arrests 
might be higher where the nature of the arrests made does not 

immediately relate to personal safety considerations for transit 
riders who might be standing at a particular stop. 

'. The 12A,route runs,from,14th and Constitution to 600 North Royal 
Street 1n Alexandr1a, V1a the Pentagon, the AUrora Highlands 
(South Arlington), and central Alexandria. The end of the route is 
only a few blocks from the Potomac in southeast Alexandria. 

The 28A route runs from Hunting Towers in Alexandria to Seven 
Corners in Arlington. 
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In another section of Alexandria, adjacent to Jefferson Davis 
Highway, where there is a high volume of reported crime (relative 

to other parts of the city), the crime at intersections is almost 
intire1y traffic-related crime. The block data, however, . 
reveals a wide variety and high volume of crime. The statistics 

show that even in a "high crime" area the immediate bus stop area 

does not accrue a high volume of person-to-person crime which 
might affect bus riders. 

While these report data show qualitative differences between 

incidences occurring at intersections and those along the block, 

several other considerations must ,be incorporated into this analysis. 

First, the initial attempt to separate the report data irr!::.o inter­
section and block categories may imply an element of isolation which 

does not exist in reality. These areas necessarily overlap. How­

ever, the degree to which incident exchange has an impact on the 

reported data is not known, and cannot now be measured. Secondly, 

while the prospective passenger may appear to be relatively secure 

in the intersection area, the approach to those intersections could 
be along streets which may create threatening situations, unless 

the passenger simply transfers from onet bus to the other at that 

particular bus stop or inte~section. 

In spite of these considerations, the fact remains that these 

data represent the closest measure of factual bus stop related crime 

which is currently availabl-e. In thi.s case the fact that the data 

initially were not gathered by police with this issue (bus related 

crime) in mind is reflected in the many considerations which have been 

made. It should also be noted that this data can not reflect any bus 
stop related victimization which may occur and is not reported to the 

police. 
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VII. BUS SAFETY ATTITUDINAL SURVEY 

The data to be analyzed in this section of the report was 

generated through the i~plementation of an attitudinal survey. A 
questionnaire was mailed to a random sample of metropolitan Washington 
residents in February, 1974. In April, 1974 a control group of 
transit users was queried, using the same instrument. (See Appendix A.) 
The results are disc'Ussed in subsequent pages and recommendations are 

presented at the end of the section. Additional demographic and 
ridership c~aracteristic data are contained'in Appendix B. 

Age and Sex 

The total sample consists of 2,991 records: 1,525 of which 

are male respondents, and 1,418 of which are female respondents 

(a three percent discrepancy in the total number of records and the 
sum of the male and female records is accounted for as non-response 

to the item requesting the sex of the respondent) • 

The sample had a slightly larger proportion of males than 
females: 50% (1,525) as compared to 47% (1,418), respectively. 

The most highly represented age group was composed of individuals 

between the ages of 25 and 34 years. Twenty-seven percent of the 

total sample fell into this age group. Among all males in the 
sample, 28% were aged 25 to 34 years, and these l:epresented the 

largest group in anyone age category. The same is true of the 

female portion of the sample, of which 28.9% were age 25 to 34. 

The second largest age groups appearing in this sample were the 
35-44, and the 45-54 age groups, each of which contained 18% of the' 

total population. 

Over one-half of the total sample falls between the ages of 

25 and 54 (64%). Of the remaining half, 19% falls in the older age 

ranges of 55 to 65, and 13% falls into the 11 to 24 age ranges. 

The age/sex distribution of the on-bus component of the sample 

is similar to that found in the random sample. The largest group of 

respondents fell between the ages of 25 and 34. The second most 
represented age group was the 20-24 year aIds, who constituted 21% 

of the total hand-out population. 

r , 
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! 
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Bus passengers who were surveyed were split with 54% of them age 
11 to 34 and 46% age 35 to 65 and over. Females outnumber males, 

constituting 58~ (as compared to 42%) of the sample. The total numerical 
response from the hand-out s.urvey was 339. 

Frequency of Ridership 

Females tended to rice more frequently than males, with 39% of all 

female respondents identifying themselves as frequent riders and only 
29% of all males indicating thus. 

Men,on the other hand, dominate the "never ride" category. Forty­
two percent (42%) of all male respondents state that they never ride, 
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whereas only 30% of all the women state that they never ride. Respectively i 

these groups comprise 21% and 14% of the total sample. 

SEX 

Male 
Male 
Male 

Male 

Female 

Female 

Female 

Female 

FREQUENCY 
( days/week) 

4-7 dCilYs 
1-3 days 

1 day 

Never 

4-7 days 

1-3 days 

1 day 

Never 

TABLE 1. 

PERCENT OF 
NUMBER SAMPLE 

447 14% 

121 4% 

306 10% 

874 29% 

643 21% 

643 21% 

1,517 50% 

551 18% 

196 6% 

242 8% 

989 33% 

420 14% 

420 14 

1,409 47% 

2,962 97% 

PERCENT TOTAL 
MALES/FEMALES 

29% 

8% 
20% 

42% 

39% 

19% 
17% 

30% 
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Location of ResJ,:?ondents 

The District of Columbia is represented by 26% of the sample, 

Maryland residents constitute 38%, and Virginia residents constitute 

32% of the sample. The non-response category contained 1% of the 

total population. 

The relatively higher proportion of response from Maryland may 

represent a bias in favor of the more secure area.s of the region. 

Concomitant~y, there may be an under-representation of the more crime 

conscious District of Columbia residents (~ee Appendix B, Table 5) . 

Further breakdown:~6f the Virginia and Maryland responses provides 

information by specific local jurisdictions within these states. 

In Maryland, the larg.est number of responses came from Montgomery 

cCounty (21%), while in Virginia, Fnirfax County had the highest 

response, representing 15% of the t~tal sample. Table 2 represents a 

display of respondents by local jurisdiction. 

Jurisdiction 

District of Columbia 

Alexandria 
Arlingtion (' 
Fairfax County 
Falls Church 
Loudoun County 

Virginia Total - 38% 

prince George~s County 
Montgomery County 

Maryland Total - 38% 

TABLE 2 

p'ercent Total 'S'ample 

26% 

6% 
9% 

15% 
less than 1% 
less than 1% 

17% 
21% 

Response to location items reflects a distinct di,fference in rider-

ship patterns with respect.to frequency of ridership and location of the 

I 
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In the District of Columbia, this pattern is nearly reversed as 

55% of the respondents from this area indicated that they ride 4-7 

days a week, and only about. 10% indicated that they never ride the 

bus. 

Response from Virginia seems to represent a different pattern of 

ridership from either of the two previously mentioned jurisdictions. 

Thirty-four percent (34%) of these respondents indicated that they 

ride 4-7 days a week, with a nearly equal amount (38%) stating that 

they never ride. Twenty (20%) percent of the Virginia respondents 
, 

indicated that they ride less than one day a week, and 8% ride 1-3 

days a week. The followi~g table displays the data for frequency 

of ridership by the location of the respondent. 

TABLE 3 

4-7. Days 1-3 Days 

District of 
Columbia 55% 17% 

Maryland 19% 8% 

Virginia 34% 8% 

Less than 
1 Day/Week 

18% 

19% 

19% 

Never 

9% 

54% 

38% 

. % of Total 
Sample 

26% 

38% 

32% 

96% 

Non-Response: 4% 

respondent. Over 53% of all respondents from Maryland indicated that ' .. 

they never ride the bus,· with 19% stating that they ride the bus 

frequently (.4":' 7 days a w'eek) . 
v 
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Mode of Transportatio~ 

The two types of trips for which the highest percent of respondents 

in the sample "normally use" the bus are the trip to and from work and . , 
personal business trips. Thirty-si~ percent (36%) of the total sample 

, 
responded that their trip to or from work was mad~ by bus. Forty-nine 

percent (49%) use other forms of transportation (walk, car, bicycle, 

car pool) for the work trip, and 66% stated that a car was available 

for travel to and from work. 
TABLE 4 

TRIP PURPOSE OR TYPE OF TRIP BY TRANSPORTATION MODE 

% Use Bus % Use Other' % Total % Car Available 

WORK 36% 49% 85% 66% 

SHOP 18% 68% 86% 75% 

SCHOOL 11% 39% 51% 43% 

RECREATION 12% 67% 79% 73% 

PERSONAL BUSINESS 20% 65% 86% 74% 

Only 11% of the total population indicated that the bus was the 

mode of transportation normally used to travel to or from school. Thirty­

nine percent (39~ responded that they normally use other forms of 

transportation to travel to or from school. Approximately half of the 

sample stated that travel to and from school was one type of trip which 

. they did make. Since only 2% of the sample is between the ages of 5 

and 19, the majerity ef these respendents' are cellege level students. 

, The data presented in Table 5 shew that a greater percentage 

ef female respendents than male respendents use the bus. This seems 

to held true fer each purpose listed. 

-~~'-~.~--.-'--'--"--- " ----~ ~.---:--.~"~--."- -----

MALE (Te'tal 1,525) 

WORK 

SHOPPING 

SCHOOL 

RECREATION' 

PERSONAL BUSINESS 

TOTAL 

FEMALE (~eta1 1,418) 

WORK 

SHOPPING 

SCHOOL 

RECREATION 

PERSONAL BUSINESS 

TOTAL 
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TABLE 5 

TRIP PURPOSE BY BUS USAGE 

N'umber Using Bus 
2 ransportation 

470 

139 

160 

119 

193 

1,081 

Number Using Bus 
Tr anspo~rtation 

561 

375 

171 

213 

387 

1,707 

Percent ef 
Total Males 

30% 

9% 

11% 

8% 

13% 

71% 

Percent of 
Total Females 

40% 

26% 

12% 

15% 

27% 

120% * 

The 120% total fer females indicates that . proport~onately more 

women than men normally use bus transportation for the purposes which 

are listed. Cencomitantly, a greater percentage of males are more 

prone to. use other transportation and to have a car avaiJ"able than are 

females in this sample. 

* Each respondent was asked to. note each type 
an eptimum level ef 500%. ef trip, creating 
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TABT.lE 6. 

9CCUPATIONAL COMPOSITION OF SAMPLE RESPONDENTS 

I. Profes'sional 

II. Administrators and 
Managers 

III. Sales 

IV. Clerical 

V. Craftsman 

VI. Operatives, except 
Equipment 

VII. Equipment Operative~ 

VIII. Laborers 

IX. Service Workers 

Sub-Total 

Unknown** 

TOTALS 

672 (22%) 

154 5%) 

62 2%) 

64 ( 2%) 

49 ( 2%) 

8 ( 0%) * 
8 ( 0%,)* 

7 ( 0%:)* 

39 ( 1%) 

1063 (35%) 

430 (14%) 

320 (11%) 

69 ( 2%) 

28 ( 1%) 

435 (14%) 

12 0%)* 

2 ( 0%) * 
o ( 0%,) * 
3 ( 0%,) * : 

264 ( 9%) 

1133 (38%) 

265 ( 9%) 

Total 

992 (33%) 

223 ( 7%) 

90 ( 3%) 

499 (17%) 

61 ~%) 

10 ( 0%)* 

8 ( 0%) * 
10 ( 0%) * 

303 (10') 

2196 (73%) 

695 (23%) 

1493 (49.9%) 1398 (46.7%) 2891 (96.6%) 

Non-response = 100 (3\) 

* Indicates that response in: this category was less than 1%. 

** Occupation "unknown" reflects the fact that 23% of the 
respondents answered this question wi~h a "?l~ss of , worker" 
designation, that is government,pub11.c adml.nl.stratl.on, 
self-employed, etc. rather than an occupational 
designation. 
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There was a 3% non-response to the item requesting the occupa­

tion ,:of the respondents, and while 74% of the population provided 
, ) 

their occupational titles, another 23% indicated their class as 

workers rathe'r than their. actual occupation. 

The two largest occupational groups represented are the 

professional and the clerical workers, respectively, comprising 33% 

and 17% of the sample. Service workers (primarily domestic workers 

and housewives) comprised another 10% of the sample. 

, Laborers, craftsmen and equipment operatives of all types 

combined represent only about 4% of the total,sample. 

Whereas 22% of the total sample consisted of male professionals, 
} 

only 11% of the sample was female and professional. For females 

in gen~ral, clerical work was the most frequent occupation. 

Clerical workers, among all the occupations,indicated the most 

clear cut p~~disposition for riding. Fifty-six (56) percent of all 

clerical workers identified themselves as frequent riders, that is 

they rode the bus 4-7 days per week. Only 23% stated that they never 

ride the bus. 

The least disposed to ~ide were the professional workers, 

sales workers, and service workers. Within these groups 41%, 56%, 

and 43% respectively, indicated that they never ride. 
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. TABLE 8. 

TIME OF DAY RESPONDENTS USE BUS TRANSIT* 

MALE FEMALE % TOTAL 

MORNING RUSH 41.4% 45.4% 43% 
EVENING RUSH 37.9% 40.4% 39% 
NON-RUSH 17.1% 32.5% 25% 
NIGHT TIME 9.7% 9.3% 10% 
DO NOT RIDE 42.9% 29.1% 36% 

Forty-three percent (43%) of the total population indicated that 
their bus trips normally, occur during the morning rush hour. Only 10% 

responded that they normally ride at night and thirty-six percent (36%) 

responded that they do not ride the bus. Fifty-one percent (51%) of 
the night riders were from the District of Columbia. 

In each tilnB category, a greater percentage of District of Columbia 
residents indicated making bus trips than residents of Virginia or 

Maryland. Fifty-three percent (53%) of all respondents from Ma~land 
stated that they do not riop- the bus. 

Of the three jurisdictions, Maryland respondents are the least 
likely to ride. 

In terms of sex, more females than males tend to ride the bus 
during all hours, except during the night time. Slightly mOl:'e males 

than females normally ride during the night, whereas 43% of all males 

state that they never use the bus, only 30% of all women indicated 
that they never ride. 

Along with the fact that women tend to ride more frequently, it 

is also apparent that they ride more often than m~n during most times 
of the day. (Male respondents have a slight edge on night riding.) In 

light of this, it is not surprising to note that more women than men 

indicated having personally observed the various types of anti-social 
behavior during the day. On the other hand, more males than females 
indicated having observed anti-social acts or events during the night 
time. 

*There is a possible 100% for each time category. 

, .. 
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Major Transit Pr'obleros: ' Respondent :Eel=rul·~s. 

In questionnaire item Number 5, respondents were asked to rank 
order transit related problems. Given a list of ten such transit 
problems (plus a "No problems" and an "Other" choice), respondents 
were first requested to c?oose the four major problems, and then to 
assign to them a rank of one through four. Response from the total 
sample and the random portion of the sample resulted in the same rank 
ordering: * (See Appendix B) . 

Place Rank Problem 

1st Infrequency of Service 
2nd Inconvenience of Routes 
3rd Takes Too Long 
86 TOO Crowded 

Among transit users surveyedm 
the major problems identified were 
not related to personal security. 

Place Rank Problem 
1st 1st Too Crowded 

2nd Infraquency of Service 
3rd Buses Are Not on Time 
4th Dirty Buses 

Weighted Percentage Response 
To·t'at S'~le, "Ralidol'ri Mail-out 

142 155 
130 

93 
86 

148 
103 

90 

the hand-out segment of the sample, 
substantially different, although 

Weighted Percentage Response 
Hand-out Segment 

141 
123 

96 
76 

* Response on this i.tem shows that a decreasing percentage of 
respondents participated in the rank-ordering process. Among males, 
par'ticipation ranged from a response of 85% in ranking one or the 
other problem in first place toa low of 46% in. ranking the fourth place 
problem. The same general trend is displayed by female respondents 
who participated in the ranking exercises 85% of the time for rank 
order number one, 75% of the time in identifying the second order 
problem, and so forth at the rates of 62% and 50% for the ranking of 
the third and fourth place problems. For the population as a whole 
the highest degree of participation was achieved for the first, i.e. 
mQst serious problem (achieving 86% participation), with the second 
most, third most, and fourth most (or least among the four choices) , 
serious problems illicited responses among 76, 63, and 48% of the 
population responding to the questionnaire. (See Appendix C) • 
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The mail-out survey respcmdents also indicated concern for service 

problems, particularly the infrequency of service and inconvenient routes. 
The more inuredi'ate concerns o,f actual passengers which were expre,ssed 
involve overcrowding and dirty buses. 

The fact that the respondents to the mail-out survey ranked 
"Inconvenience of Routes" among the four major problems with bus 

transportation is emphasized by the fact that 16% of this group 
mentioned the "Lack of Routes in (their) Area" as the condition most 
needing improvement. Another 16% stated that "More Frequent Service" 
was a major improvement which they would like to see made. 

The alternative relating to personal security in this item, "Crime/ 
Threats on Your Personal Safety by Others", did not emerge as a major 
problem with bus transportation. Approximately 10% placed it among 
the four major problems.. Three percent (3.3%) ranked "Crime/Threats 
on Your Safety by Others" as the Biggest Problem. It was ranked second 
by 2.4% of the sample, third by 2.7% and fourth by 1.9% of the sample. 

Accordingly, the results of this item reflect significant concern 

with the service elements and a lesser degree of concern for the 
personal security element of bus transportation. The data does not 
imply that it is a major factor in determining ridership. 

Ten percent (lO%) of the'total sample did place "Crime/Threats 
on Your Safety by Others" among the four major transit problems. 
This group, when compared to the total sample: 

o has a higher percentage of females than males; 
o rides the bus less frequently (42.8% say they never ride, as 

compared to 34% of the total sample) I and 
o has a proportionately lower percentage of respondents from 

Virginia and higher percentage from the District of Columbia, 
and Maryland. 

Forty-three percent (43%) of those who rank crime among the major 
concern are residents of Maryland, 23% are Virginia residents, and 34% 
are residents of the District of Columbia. The total sample distribution 
is broken out with 38% Maryland, 26% District of Columbia, and 32% 
Virginia residents. 

-""---- -_. _.-
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Anti-social Behavior: Respondent Concern, Vulnerability and Personal 
Observance. 

Three other ~tems ~royide some additional depth to the issue. 

Respondents were requested to indicate from a series of events* l} those 
which they had personally observed and when (night or day), 2) those 
which concerned them (might prevent them from riding the bus), and 3) 
those which they felt were most likely to happen to them. (See Appendix C) . 

For the purposes of this study, the events listed in questionnaire 
items 7, 8, and 9 shall be classified according to whether they represent 
annoying behavior or menacing behavior. This classification is imposed 
in order to emphasize the nature of the various events as well as the 
actual occurrence of the events themselves. It seems important to 

know whether actual crimes (Le. robbery I vandalism, assault) are more 
or less threatening than other events which, while they may be annoying 
and aggravating, are not crimes in the legal sense. Moreover, it may 
prove significant to inquire as to the impact of location for the rider 
or potential rider, in terms of the vulnerability.dimension of the issue. 

The followin~ definitions shall apply to the classification of an 
event as either annoying or menacing. 

Artnoying events; Evetits which, while markedly anti-social in 
nature, evince a low threat level, and prove to be more of an irritation, 
aggravation or nuisance than a threat to person or property. These 
events make the process of transit usage less pleasurable, They are 
not crimes subject to legal action, and in the strictest sense do not 
involve a forboding confrontation. These events listed on the 
questionnaire are as follows: pushing and shoving, swearing, drunkenness, 
vulgar/indecent behavior and generally annoying behavior. 

Menacing events: Events which directly intimidate, thre&ten, and/or 
harm transit use~,~. They are marked by an element of confrontation and/or 

'\ 

have an air of imminent danger or molestation. Their special character­
istic is that they may be defined more readily than annoying behavior 
in terms of victim and perpetrator. These events ar~ as follows: 
robbery, vandalism, spoken (verbal) threats, and assa',tlt. 

Annoying events were mOre often observed by respl,:mdents in this 
sample than the menacing events. listed. They were observed more often 
during the day -than during the night. 

*The types of events displayed i;anged from highly 'threatening 
incidences such as rob~ery and assault, to annoying types of events 

such as swearing, or pushing and shoving. 

-45-
Generally I incidences of menacing types o;fevents;~ere ..reported 

, 
with only one-third the frequency of nuisclnce events. rrhey were 
reported observed with approximately the same frequency at night as 
during the day. 

In previous chapters the level of actual incidents occurring 
on Metrobuses 'was investigated. For'the calendar year of 1973, a 
total of 110 incidents were reported by drivers: 11 robberies, 
35 assaults, 18 disorderly student incidents, and 46 "other" incidents. 
Response on the questionnaire shows that a total of 355 incidents 
of menacing behavior were I·personally observed" by respondents during 
the day, and 508 incidents were observed during the night time. Out 
of the 863 total reports, 47 were robbery or assault and 816 were 
either spoken threats or vandalism. 

It appears that many events are being observed by passengers, 
but going unreported to drivers. While the number of robberies and 
assaults reported to drivers and those reportedly observed by 
respondents are remarkably similar, the comparisons are not direct. 
There is no way of knowing how many of the incidents reported by 
drivers were witnessed by respondents in this sample. There is no 
way tm lirtk the driver reports to the answers provided by respondents 
on the questionnaire. 

Analyzing these groups of events according to their influence 
on ridership, it seems that~hi1e menacing events are less frequently 
observed, they do have an influence on ridership decisions, particularly 
during the evening and night time hours. (See Figures 3 and 4~) 

The response on item nine seems to indicate that certain events, 
and types of events are location-specific and to some extent time­
specific. Respondents were aSked to indicate where* and when* t~ey 
felt the events previously mentioned were most likely to happen to them. 

Twenty-six percent (26%) of the sample responded that pushing 
and shoving was likely to happen to them during the day while riding 
the bus. This was the largest percentage of response for anyone event. 

Slightly over 1% of the total sample responded that robbery s.nd 
assault were likely to happen to them while riding the bus during the 
day. This figure changes to a significantly higher percentage of 14% 
who felt that robbery and assault were likely to happen to them 
during the night time. Concern about these two events has the quality 
of being to a large extent location-specific as well as time-specific. 
*Where: While riding the bus, while waiting at the bus stop, while 
walking to/from the bus stop; When: During the day or the night. 
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% RESPQNDING THAT CERTAIN EViNTS 
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For a significant proportion of the sample, it is of particular concern 
during the night while waiting at the bus stop. . , 

'" ... ' ........ 
Pushing and shoving, on the other hand, is more specificaily 

related to the actual bus ride, and judgi~g by the number of respondents . , 
who state that it is I'likely to happe~" duri~g ~he day time, it is 
also more particular to day time riding than to night time riding. 

The pattern revealed by responses to the question of where 
certain events are most likely to happen implies that, a) for all of 
the events except robbery and assauit, the actual bus ride seems to 
be the most ,common situation in which events are likely to occur, 
b) that bus rides taken at night seem to have a greater potential for 
all types of anti-social behavior to occur, {both men~cing and annoying 
events were seen as likely to occur by a relatively high percentage of 
the respondents, in comparison with their perceived likelihood at 
other locations}., c) with the exception of robbery and assault, the 
other events listed concern the greatest numbers of respondents whiJ::e 
riding the bus, and the least numb~rs of respondents while walking 
to the bus stop, d) a grea~er number of respondents state that robbery 
,and assault are likely to happen to them at the, bus stop as opposed 
to the actual ride or the walk to the bus stop. (See Figures I and 2'.) 

, , 

, In regard to respondents who placed '''personal safety" among the , , 

four major problems, the number who state that the events are likely . , 

to happen are nearly doubled in each case. ' These same respondents 
were nearly three times as likely to indicate having witnessed annoying '. ' 

or manacing behavior as co~pared to-the response from the total 
sample. .~his group was also much more likely to state that they were 
concerned about both the menacingand·annoyi~g events listed. (See 
Figures 3 and 4.) 
0een-Ended Respo'nses: 

~e-4~Concerns « 
~I\ '~~ 

i'tir.aI1 open-:-ended question was included as a follow-up to three major 
items dealing with the types of incidences occurring on,or in relation 
to buses. The response on this item which asked, .. Do you have any" 
concerns about riding the bus that you have not already mentioned:? If 
so, please describe:" was the lowest response of any item c:m the survey. 
Twenty-six percent (26%) of the sample responded with,some concern 
which they felt needed to be mentioned. In the development of coding 
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, , seventeen,{17}' different 
ca~egories 

I,·' 
I of response were 1,\,' 

manner to transit' , 

identified, seven of Which related in some 
The most c 

dealt 
, ' ommon response 

w~th service aspects as 
{containing 

fOllows: 

j secur~ty. r 
only 6% of th t . L 

"Lack of 'ro t ( 
e otal responses) ~ 

u es service)' , 
B ~n my area or' d Uses do no,t go wh ~na equate serv' ere I ~ce; , need to go,' B enough to my uses do not run area to service often 

my needs." 
~rhi.;; was th e major response 

sample mentioned' ' and less than two percent 
secur~ty related issues as an II , (2%) of the 

A se unment~oned" c parate analysis of th' , oncern. 
out co ~s 1tem from re 

mponent of the sampl Sponde,nts from the hand-
awareness f e Suggests that bus riders have 

o personal safety consid ' a greater 
Who were actual passe ,erat~ons in bus riding. 
h ' 1 ngers, f~ ve percent (5 )' Among those 

w ~ e riding on buses. f % mentioned "Poor se ' , .ear of robbery d cur~ty 
anti-social acts" an lor assault and other as a concern the ' 
for personal security is interesti~ n:ede~ to mention. This concern 
a) proportionately more t g n l~ght of the fact that, 
b ac ual bus ride ./ , 

9 served all types of .. rE? surveyed stated havi 
events than res d ' ng 

and b) in spite of this th pon ents in the random sample 
, ey were less' I ' " 

,as ~nhibitive to their usage of transit ~nc ~ned to ,see the~e inciden~s 
larger random sample. (Th ~h than were respondents in th 
r e ~sence of alt ' e 
esponse on other items may. e,rnat,~ve modes indicated 

redUce the 1 by as a Solution.) ava~ ab~lity of d f e err~d riding 
Improvements Needed 

The second open-ended question 
what they would 1ik t ~eqUested that respondents ind':cate 

e 0 see done to ~, • 
on this item Was much h' h rnprove the~r bus rides. Respons,r~ 

.. ~g er than on th ' ,-
The overwhelmingrespo' e prev~ous Open-ended question. 

nse consisted of serv' 
(Scheduling, routing 'f' ~ce related improvements 
S' , ~n ormat~on, express b 

1xteen percent (16%) f th . uses, and comfortable buses). 
o e total popul t' 

most needed improvement a 10n suggested that the 
was more frequent , .. 

percent (9%) of the sam 1 serV1ce. Less than nine 
1 p e sUrveyed mention d 

re ated improvements needed. e any type of security-

In a follow-up question \ 03% f th 
their sugge t d ' '0 e sample responded that ~f s e ~mprovements were f 1 ~ 
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Results from the survey of public attitudes about, and perception 

of transit safety show that: 
Concern for crime and threats to personal safety does not 
rank among the-four major transit problems chosen by survey 

,1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

res~ndents. . 
The{major transit problems as seen by the sample respondents 

were related to service characteristics. Actual riders who 

were s'Urveyed had significantly different concerns which 

reflected the more immediate involvement with patronage. 
Whereas, the random sample respondents were concerned about 

"Convenience of Routes", and "Frequency of Service", the riders 

who were surveyed stated that "Overcrowding" an,? "Dirty Buses" 

were major transit problems. 
A comparison between the reports from the transit authority and 

the events observed by the total sample reflects considerable 

discrepancy, with the implication that respondents have witnessed 

menacing behavior which has gone unseen, 'and hence unreported by 

the drivers. (It is virtually impossible to make 'an estimate 

of the percentage of these which may be reported to police, ex 

post facto.) 
Respondents indicate' that the most likely situation in which 

annoying behavior (which is not legally punishable) is likely 

to occur is during the day while riding the bus. However, the 

most likely situation for menacing, t~.e. criminal incidences) 

to occur is while waiting at the bus stop during the night time. 

Bus patrons sampled stated having observed more incidences of 

menacing behavior during the day than during the night time. 

While menacing behavior is more commonly witnessed during the 

day, this appears to be a function of increased patronage. 

The same menacing events, while less frequently observed at 

night, are reported by respondents to be significantly 

threatening to prevent them from riding. 
7. The areas where the need fot' improvement was most felt were 

,the service areas, a result'which follows from the high ranking 

of service problems by the survey respondents. 
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~INDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

FINDINGS 

Previous studies have concluded that concern for personal safety 

can, under some circumstances, playa major role in deterrninin 
, , g 

passenger r~d~ng behavior. That bus riding behavior, is to some extent 

a fUnction of many environmental and soc;al 'ab' ~ var~ les has been a point 

of general consensus among these studies. The ' prec~se relationship 

between transit safety considerations and such variables as, a) the 

vOlume,of crime and vandalism occurring in the area served by the transit 

aut~or~ty, b) the nature of crime in that area, c) public confidence in 

pol~cing effectiveness, d) time of day when transit users are most 

inclin~d to us~ public transportation,' and e) the types of reporting 
mechan~sms ava~lable for transit related crime, is not known. 

The data obtained from the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit 

~u~ority s~curity Division indicates that the actual level of reported 
~nc1dences ~s relatively low. Moreover, these reports point out that 

the bulk of the assaults and robberies are perpetrated against drivers 

robberies are not specifically (although passenger assaults and 

categorized) • 

Local crime statistics relating specifically to transit crime are 

not readily available. 

occ~rringat bus stop intersections 

crime is no more prevalent at this 
Data g~thered relative to crimes 

in a sample jurisdiction reflect that 

location ehan at other locations. Moreover, it appears that person-to­

~erson crime, that relating ~ost highly to the transit user's situation 
1S reported less frequently at intersections than at on-street locations 

on the block face. Accordingly, the data se~m to imply that the safer 

of the two spots may be the intersections, and by implication, the bus 

s,top. 

Based upon a random sample of residents in the metropolitan Washingtol 

area; 

a) conceril for personal safety does not rank among the four major 

problems with bus transportation • 

. J 
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, ' 

, , 



-54-

b) when compared to METRO driver incident reports, respondents 

appear to have observed incidents on buses which were not 

reported to the driver, , 
c) respondents indicated that while bus stops were the most 11kely 

location for incidences of robbery and assault to occur, 
particularly during the night time, the data from Alexandria 
'does not indicate a large number of these types of offenses. 

CONCLUSIONS 

A systemized method of determining the nature and extent of 

personally threatening incidents associated wit~ bu~ riding does not 

currently exist in the metropolitan Washington area. 

d b related 1'ncl.'dents which might threaten Driver reporte us 
personal security are ,at a low level. 

Based on a sample jurisdiction, incidents which might threaten 

personal security at bus stop intersections are at a ,lOW level. 

There appears to be a low priority of concern among survey", 

respondents (both bus riders and non-bus riders) about bus rela~ed 

personal safety at this time. 

Within the limitations of this sample, it appears that personal 
.. t 1'nhl.'bition to public bus riding in the safety is not a sign1f1can 

metropolitan Washington area. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

No special pUblic action needs to be taken to reassure citizens about 
personal safety on buses at this time. 

An analysis of actual reported bus related incidents, criminal 

activity which could be associated with bus stops in a sample 
jurisdiction, and the priority concerns of a sample popUlation of 

bus riders and citizens who do not ride the bus indicate that 

personal safety is not a priority concern in bus transportation. 

It may be counter-pro~uctive to generate concern about personal 
safety by assuring the public that their concerns on this area are 

groundless. If concern for personal safety in buses should increase 

for some reason in the future, any public announcements to reassure 
bus patrons should be coordinated between the transit authority 

and local police departments for maximum effectiveness. Respondents 

to the attitudinal survey noted that they believed bus stops were . 

the place where the greatest potential for victimization existed, 

making the inclu~ion of local police departments, which are directly 

responsible for law enforcement at bus stops, essential in any , 
public campaign of this nature. 

Continue to aggressively seek bus transit improvements, particularly 

improvements in non-rush hour time-table accuracy, bus cleanliness, 
and bus stop improvements, such as adequate lighting. Such an 

improvement program would reduce residual concern for personal safety, 
particularly during evening,non-rush hours and weekends. 

During the past year, METRO has been able to stabilize bus patronage, 

however, the many citizens who began utilizing buses during the 

energy orisis appear to have returned to other modes of transporta­

tion. This portion of the population appears to have an easy 
alternative choice of transportation. The obvious challenge to the 

system is to convince this portion of the public that METRO bus is 

a better, more efficient and safer mode of transportation. The 

• I 
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sample population surveyed responded that their concerns about bus 

transit dealt mainly with dirty buses, infrequency of service, 

inc~nvenience of routes and other service problems. The transit 
authority has, through fa?ility design and lighting, attempted to 

assure that passengers will feel a seuse of security in using the 
METRO rapid rail system. The sam~ sorts of techniques should be 

applied to indirectly increase passenger perceptions of security 
in using bus transit, particularly in view of attitudes reflected 
in this study about feelings of security while waiting at bus stops. 

At this time" bus service improvements are not only the best method 

for increasing patronage, but also provide an indirect but sub­
stantial assurance to citizens about personal safety in utilizing 

bus transit. 

o Reporting systems which provide a clearer picture of passenger 

victimization should be developed so that trends'in bus transit 

personal safety can be monitored easily and action, if required, 

taken quickly. 

The driver incidence reports that are currently available accurately 

reflect the nature and extent of bus driver-related incidents. How­

ever, passenger victimization is not so fully treated. In the past 
year, LEAA has conducted several studies on crime victimization 
and in most cases has found that victimization is much higher than 

the reported crime rate for a given jurisdic'tion. It can only be 

,; assumed that the same holds true for incidents related to bus 
transit. In a local community, when crime reaches the point where 

it can no longer be, tolerated by society as a whole, steps will be 
taken such as increasing police manpower. In a bus transit system 
however, the transit authority must become and remain aware of the 

i e:xtent and nature of passenger victimization. Once the incident 
rate rises above an acceptable level, passengers will begin to take 

corrective action, (i.e. stop rid~ng the bus) which would be 

disasterous to any transit system. 
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Three basic information systems are needed: 

1) While the Transit Authority currently maintains a patron reporting 

system through its consumer affairs function, relocation, expansion 

and redefi~ition of the bus incid~nt portion of the reporting system 
under the METRO Police Reporting Board is recommended as the METRO 
Police Force becomes operational. This will provide the Transit 
Authority with a functional method of monitoring trends in bus 
patron victimizatioh. 

2) Local police departments should consider the inclusion of a "bus 

related" category to their automated data systems so that events 
which are associated with bus transit on officer field rep'orts 

will be noted as such in the reporting and information retrieval 
systems. 

3) The Transit Authority and local police departments should exchange, 

on a regular routine basis, information about trends which develop 

in bus transit victimization. The reporting systems noted above 

should facilitate quick, coordinated and joint action to meet 
any future problems which might arise. 

Such a set of repo:r::ting systems would also be~ cost effective. Minimal 

costs would be involved to implement these reporting systems which 

would provide a clear barometer of personal safety on bus transit and 

make future comprehensive studies on this subject unnecessary .. 

In the near future, Metrobus will assume the role of providing the 

critical linkage between residential areas and rapid rail transit 
stations. An accurate reporting system of passenger victimization 

would also be very beneficial in assessing safety concerns on these 
feeder buses. One of the previous studies on bus safety concluded . 
that the public is more concerned about personal safety on rapid 

transit than on bus transit. This may not prove to be the case in 
the Washington area but, with an accurate, effective passenger 

victimization reporting system, authorities would be in a much 

stronger position to assess whether a loss of patronage on particular 

bus feeder lines was related to concern for safety in bus transit or 
was more related to some condition which existed on the METRO rapid 

rail system • 
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~.APPENDIX A 

SAMPLE QUESTIONNAIRE 
City and County ____ ........ __________ , State _, _________ , Zip Code ____ _ 

2. 'Por each type of trip listed below, please check the means of transportation which you normally use (bus or other), and 
whether you have a car a~'ailable for each type of trip. 

Wo~k 
Shopping 
School 
Recreation 
Personal business 

BUS OTHER, CAR AVAILABLE 

3. How often do you ride the bus? (Please check one) 

__ 4·7 days ,a week _ Less than one day a week 
_Never _1·3 days a week 

4. During what times of the day do your bus trips normally occur? (You may check more than one). 

_ Morning rush hour __ Night time 
__ Afternoon rush hour __ 1 do not ride the bus 
__ Daytime, non-rush hour 

5. Please indicate on the following list, the biggest problems with bus transportation (circle no more than four of the 
letters). Circle answer Uk" if you feel that there are no problems with bus transportation. 

a. Too crowded g. Costs too much 
b. Dirty buses h. Discourteous bus drivers 
c. Crime/Threats on your safety by others i. Buses are not on time 
d. Infrequency of service j. Bad weather 
e. Inconvenience of routes k. "no problems" 
f. Takes too long J. Other 

6. Please rank your choices from question five ,from the biggest problem to the less serious problem. Place the letters in the 
numbered blocks provided for you below. 

7. 

I 0 Biggest problem 2 0 3 0 4 0 Less serious problem 

If you choose Uk" abo.,e, yO/l may complete this questionnaire simply by aTlSwering Qllestion 10. Please retllrn thl's in the 
enclosed en.,elope, and deposit it in the nearest mailbox. No postage 1'5 reqllired. Thank you for YOllr help. 

Which, if any of these events have you 8. Which of these events concern you (prevent 
personally observed, and when did they you from riding the bus during the day or 
occur? night?) 

Night Day EVENTS Night Day 

Pushing and shoving 
Swearing 
Spoken threats 
Vandalism 
Drunkeness 
Robbery 

~ 

Assault 
Vulgar/Indecent 
behavior - Generally annoying 
behavior 

" 
None of the above 
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APPENDIX B 

Age by Sex for Total Sample 
"Crime Sub-qroup, and H _' Random Mail-out 

and-out Sub-group Sub-group, 

Frequency of Ridership: 
Total Sample Response 

Frequency of Ridership b 
y Local Jurisdiction 

Bus Trips by Time of Day, Sex 

Rankinq of "C' " 
d ~c~~c-)n r~me as Ridership P bl ~ ~~ ro em by Local J . 

ur~s-



Night Day 'J" . 

Pushing and shqvin ~ -i Swearing • 
. S )oken threats , 

Vandalism 
Drunkeness .-
Robbery 

I 
Assault 
Vulgar IIndecent 
behavior 
Generally annoying 
behavior 
None of the above 

9. Plctlse indicu(c (he place und time of day when (in your opinion) these events arc most likely to happen to you: 

EVENTS 
While riding bus While waiting at bus stop While walking to bus stop 

Night Day Night Day Night Day 

Pushing and shoving 
Swearing 
Spoken threats 
Vandalism 
Drunkeness 
Robbery 
Assault 
Vulgar/Indecent behavior -
Generally annoying behavior 
None of the above 
arc likely to happen 

10. Please indicate your sex, age, and occupation: 
___ Female 
___ Male ___ Age Occupation ___ . ____________ _ 

II. Do you have any concerns about riding the bus that you have not already mentioned? If so, please describe: ___ _ 

12. What would you like to see done to improve your bus ride? ____________________ _ 

13, I r the actions that you have suggested were taken, would you ride the bus more often? __ Yes No. 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR TIME AND ASSISTANCE. 

.... 
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AGE BY SEX FOR TQTAL SAMPLE, RANDOM MAIL-OUT SUB-GROUP, nCRIME tr SUB-GROUP, 

AND HAND-OUT .SUB-GROUP 

Age Cex 

11-15 . /,Ma1e: 
·11-151'''- Female Y . ,,' 

~. f . 
11;-19' Male 
16,":,-19 Female 

l I ~/o 

r£'".:C] 
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7 " J' ~/ 

20-.24 Male 
20-24 Female 

~~''''' 3 4 Mc.\le '.~ 

25-34 Female 
;~-,-" 

\" '\ 

35-.44"~ale 
35-44 Female 

45-54 Male 
45-54 . Female 

55":".64 Mal·e-"j 
55";'64 Female 

65+ Male 
65+ Female 

(' 
-' 

.' 
" TOTAL SAMPLE 

NumEer-Percert-t 

8 ,0 0 
7 0 

15 -0-

20 0 
36 1% 

56 1% 

120 4% 
193 6% 
313 10% 

420 14% 
410 13~ 
830 27% 

348 ;11% 
204 II 6% 

'!--
552 , 18% 

307 10% 
23&'! 7% 

"543" 18% 
J." ;:;Y 

192 ,6% 
172 5% 
364 12% 

91 .. 3% 
122 4% 

213 7% 
~; 

2,886 96% 

CRI~~ ON~Y Hand-Out 
"AANDOM SAMPLE Sub-GrouE c~onEmt 
Number-Percent Number-Percent N-er-Percent 

3 .1~i 0 .0 5 1% 
6 .2% 1 .5% 1 0 

8 .3% 1 .5% 12 3% 
18 .7% 2 .6% t'l 18 5% 

97 3.7% 14 74 • 3 % 23 6% 
144 5.4.% 19 5.9% 49 13% 

381 14.4% 36 11.2% 39 11%· 
372 14.0% 43 13.4% 37 10% 

"".'. 

332 12.6% 31 9.6% 16 4% 
181 6.8% -24 7.5 23 6% 

283 10.7% 32 10% 24 6% 
'. 210 7.9% 26 ~.1,% 26 7% 

174 .,,,,,,!,,,:-'~cQ",, 6 %, 25 7.8% 18 5% 
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",'. 
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102 3.9% 13 4.0% 20 5% 
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I "i" "Tab1e 3. 
I 

FREQUENCY OF RIOERSHIP BY LOCAL JURISDICTION 

Less than 
County 4-7 Days/Wk 1-3 Days/Wk 1 Day/Wk Never 

--c:-

, . 
Alexandria 106 18 23 /''''' 46 

(' , 
I~-.,.'f!--i}.:= 

., 
" 

~:,_:~;::'." /i 

Arlington 110 25 67 .' , 73 
, 

District of 
CoJ.(umbia 444 

i,J 
139 143 76 

Fairfax 106 36 89 235 

'Falls Church 5 0 4 9 
o () 

LOUdoun 0 0 0 2 

Montgomery 130 52 1.29 319 

Prince George's' 92 41 86 297 

County Unknown 23 9 14 23 

TOTAL: 1,016 320 I 555 I 1,080 
< 

-- -- --- ----

C) 

Non-Response: 3% 
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APPENDIX C 

Bus Transportation Problems by Rank: 

o Percentage Response by Total Sample 
o Percentage Response by Respondents in Random 

Mail-out Sample 
o Percentage Response by Actual Riders Surveyed 

in Hand-out Component 

Time of Day Eve;nts Are Most Likely to Happen: 
Total SamPte_ J?ercentag'es 

Time of Day Events Are Most Likely to Happen: 
Percentage Response by Random Sample Respondents 

Tim~ of Day Events Are Most Likely to Happen: 
Percentage Response bY' T'~"atisi tRiders' Surveyed 

, 
!ime of Day Events Are Most.: Likely to Happen~ 

Percentage Response by Those Who Placed Cr~me 
Among Major Trans,it Problems 

Identification of Crime as a Ridership Problem 
by FrequencY of Ridership., 

Improvements and Other Concerns: Response by 
Total Population, Random Mail-out Sub-Group, 
and Bus Riders Sampled 



,·;::::~:-~~~..;._.;L:c:},;::i¥~~!~r-' ." --:~:;.',"o::_.,-,c_;:,,~<·,;"'"; ._~;-:'~"-;~~.>:,~~7.':?:"~~:,.:, :~~~: ..... ~ ...• ~ ... ~'==~~~'--_.~±~~~!:~!';~~:;~:1:~} 
Table 1 

BUS TRANSPORTATION PROBLEMS BY' RANK: WEIGHTED PERCENTAGE RESPONSE 

Problems Percentage Resvonse by Total Sample Total Weighted 
Score Per 

% 1st % 2nd % 3rd % 4th Problem 
Place (x4) Place (x3) Place (x2) Place (~1) 

0 

A. Too Crowded 12% (48) 7% (21) 6% (12) 5% ( 5) 86 

B~ Dirty Buses 2% ( 8) 5% (15) 5% (10) 7% ( 7) 40 

C. Crime/Threats 3% (12) 3% ( 9) 3% ( 6) 2% ( 2) 29 
on your safety by . 
Others 

D. Infrequency of 16% (64) 18% (54 ) 10% (20) 4% ( 4) 142 
Service 

E. Inconvenience 19% (76 ) 13% (39) 6% (12) 3% ( 3) 130 
of Routes 

F. Takes too long 9% (36) 10% f30) 11% (22) 5% ( 5) 93 

G. Costs too much 6% (24 ) 6% (18) 6% (12) 6% ( 6) 60 

H. Discourteous 1% ( 4) 1% ( 3) 2% ( 4) 3% ( 3) 14 
bus drivers . 

I. Buses are not 6,% (24) 8% (24) 6% (12) 5% ( 5) 65:::.\ 
on time 

J. Bad Weather 1% ( 4) 3% ( 9) 3% ( 6) 5% ( 5) 24 

K. "No Prob1ems ll 1% ( 4) 0% ( 0) 0 ( 0) 0 ( 0) 4 

L. Other 8% (32) 3% ( 9) 2% ( 4) 1% ( 1) 46 , 

Um'leighted 
Percentage Totals 84% 75% 62% 47% 

, , 

-ioo~.~""""""",~,~, 
. ____ ~_~-:;::.:::::......:::-' •. ' .•. A.::..::..::_~. __ ~ .. _._~~_,~~_, ___ . _'_'. ____ ~_~~., __ :...,__ ... --.::::::::...:::;.::;.:.....,-,.~~--. 

Table l (Continued) 

PERCENTAGE RESPONSE BY RESPONDENTS IN RANDOM MAIL-OUT SAMPLE 

Problems Percentage Response by Total Sample Total Weighted 
)} Score Per ::./ 

% 1st % 2nd % 3rd % 4th Problem 
.' Place (x4) Place, (x3) Place (x2) Place (xl) 

J. 

A. Too Crowded 13% (52) 7% (21) 6% (12) 5% ( 5) 90 

E. Dirty -Buses 2% ( 8) 6% (18) 6% (12) 7% ( 7) 45 

C. Crime/Threats 4% (16) 3% ( 9) 3% ( 6) 2% ( 2) 33 
on your safety by 
Others . 

. 

,~ 

D. Infrequency of 17% (68) 20% (60) 11% (22) 5% ( 5) . 155 
Service 

E. Inconvenience 22% (88) 14% (42) 7% (14) 4% ( 4) . 148 
of Routes -

F. Takes too long 10% (40 ) 11% (33) 12% (24 ) 6% ( 6) 103 
I , 

G. Costs too much 7% (28) 6% , (18) 6% (12) 7% ( 7) 65 
. I 

. 

H. Discourteous 1% ( 4) 1% ( 3) 2% ( 4) 3% ( 3) 14 
bus drivers 

I. Buses are not 6% (24) 8% (24) 7% (14) 5% ( 5) 67 
on time 

J. Bad Weather 1% ( 4) 3% ( 9) 4% ( 8) 6% ( 6) 27 

K. "No Problems" 1% ( 4) 0% ( 0) 0% ( 0') 0% ( 0) 4 .. 

L. Other 8% (32) 3% ( 9) 2% ( 4) 1% ( 1) 46 

Unweighted 
Percentage Totals 92% .82% 68%_0, 52% 

- ---- - ----------- .- _. -- - --- - -- --- - ---_ .. _---
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Table 1 (Continued) 

PE~CENTAGE RESPONSE' BY ACTUAL BUS RIDERS' SURVEYED' IN' HAND-OUT COMPONENT 

Problems Percentage Response by Total Sample 
t Total Weighted 

Score Per 
% 1st % 2nd % 3rd % 4th Problem 
Place (x4) Place (x3) Place (x2) Place (xl) 

A. Too Crowded 21% (84) 11% (33) 9% (18) 6% ( 6) ;1;41 

B. Dirty Buses 6% (24) , 7% (21) 10% (20) 11% (1) .76 

c. Crime/Threats 3% (12) 2% ( 6) 2% ( 4) 1% ( 1) 
> 23 

on your safety by 
Others 

D. Infrequency of 17% 
Service 

(68) 12% (36 ) 7% (14) 5% ( 5) 

J 
123 

E. Inconvenience 3% (12) 7% (21) 5% (10) l 2% ( 2) l 45 of Routes 
, 

F. Takes too long 7% (28) 9% (27) 7% (14) 3% ( 3) 72 

G. Costs too much 8% (32) 5% (15) 6% (12) 6% ( 6) 65 

H. Discourteous 1% 
bus Drivers 

( 4) 2% ( 6) 3% . ( 6) 4% ( 4) 20 

I. Buses are not 12% (48) 9% (27) 7% (14) 7% ( 7) 96 on time 

J. Bad Weather 2% ( 8) 3% ( 9) 4% ( 8) 5% ( 5) 30 

I K. 
.~ 

"No Problems" 0% ( 0) 0% ( 0) 0% ( 0) 0% ( 0) 0 

L. Other 3% (12) 4% (12) 1% ( 2) 1% ( 1) 27 

Unweighted 
Percentage Totals 82% 71% 61% 50% 

- -

?~ 

-"---,.,---

I 

,1 

, f 
,0'\ 
00 
I 
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Table 2. 

Events 

Pushing and Shoving 
r---
Swearing, 

Spoken,Threats 

Vandalism . 

Drunkenness 

Robber-y 

Assault 

Vulgar/Indecent Behavior 
: 

Generally Annoying Behavior 

None of the Above is Likely 
to Happen 

TIME OF DAY EVENTS ARE MOST LIKELY TO HAPPEN 

TOTAL SAMPLE PERCENTAGES 

Riding Bus Waiting at Bus Stop 
Night Day Total N~ght Day Total 

~ 

9% 26% 35% 5% 9% 13% 

13% 10% 23% 7% 4% 11% 

11% 7% 18% 10% 3% 13% 

13% 5% 18% 8% 3% 10% 

~ '-"~. ~ 

Wa1kinc: to Bus Stop 
N~ght Day Total 

2% 2% 4% 

4% 1% 5% 

7% 2% 10% 

6% 2% 8% 
-- -

28% 6.% 24% 12% 3% 15% 8% .3% 11% 

14% 2% 17% 19% 1% 21% I 17% 1% 18% 

1- 17% 
, 

12% 1% 13% 17% 1% 1.8% 16% 1% 

14% 5% 19% 11% 1% 12% 7% 1% 8% 

16% 11% 27% 11% 3% 14% 7% 1% 8" ~ 

120:1 46% 52% 98% 49% 60% 109% 55% 65% 
{ 
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Table 3 ,~, 

TIME OF DAY EVENTS ARE MOST LIKELY TO HAPPEN 

PERCENTAGE RESPONSE BY RANDOM SAMPLE RESPONDENTS 

Events While Riding Bus Wait~ng at Bus Stop Walk~ng to Bus . Stop 1 
Night Day TotaL Night Day Total N~ght Day Total' 

Pushing and Shoving 10% 28% 38% 5% 9% 14% 2% .2% 4% 

Swearing 14% 11% 25% 8% 4% 12% 4% 2% $% J 
."1 

Spoken Threats 12% 7% 19% 11% 3% 14% 8% 2!i; .10% l 

" I 
Vandalism 14% 5% 19% 8% 3% 11% 6% 2% R% 

../ , 
Drunkenness 20% 6% 26% 13% 4% 17% 9% 3% I 12% ~ 

f 

Robbery 16% 2% 18% 21% 1% 22% 19% 1% 20% 

Assault 13% 1% 14% 19% 1% 20% 18% 1% .19% 

Vulgar/Indecent Behavior 15% 5% 20% 12% 2% 14% 8%· 1% 9% 

Generally Annoying Behavior 18% 12% 30% 12% 3% 15% 8% 2% 10% 

None of the Above is Likely 
to Happen 51% 56% 53% 53% ' 65% 118%* 59% 71%* :1.30%* 

-----

* This percentage represents a total from the "Night" and "Day" categories, and hence could reach: 
a maximum of 200%. 

. 

Table 

TIME OF DAY EVENTS ARE MOST LIKELY TO HAPPEN 

PERCE~~AGE RESPONSE' BY TRANSIT RIDERS SURVEYED 

While Ridin~ Bus . Waitinq at Bus Stop Walkin( to Bus S,1:0ll. 
Events I Nl.ght Day ITotal . ~1.gilt Day Total Nl.gnt Day 'rotal ' 

1--. ,~- -" -.-. - - ~ -.,. .- - -« . . 
--

Pushing and Shoving . 11%' 35% 45% 4% 12% 16%- 1% 2% ~% 

Swearing 13% 14% 27% 5% 3% 8% 3% 0 4% . 
Spoken Threats 9% "9% 18% 7% 2%' 8% 5% .1% 6% 
r-' 
Vandalism 11% 4% 16% 6% 2% 8% 4% 1% 5%' f ---_ .. - I 
Drunkenness 20% 10% 30% 11% 4% 16% 7% 3% lO% -..J ..... - I 

Robbery 11% 4% 15% 17% 2% 19% .14% 1% ,14% 

Assault 8% 2% 10% 13% 1% 14% 14% 1% 15% 

Vu1gar/Indecept Behavior 14% 9% 23% 9% 1% 10% 8% 0 8% 
. . 

Generally Annoying Behavior . 
21% 14% 34,% 10% 2% 12% 7% 1% 7% 

None of the Above is L'ikely 
45%, 54% 98% 52% 66% 118% 60% 71% 131% to Happen . 

,--,~ .. --~ ~.-.~- ~~~ --.-~ 
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Table 

TIME OF DAY EVENTS ARE MOST LIKELY TO HAPPEN 

PERCENTAGE RESPONSE BY THOSE WHO PLACED CRIME AMONG MAJOR TRANSIT PROBLE~~ 

• .., 

L tihile Riding Bus Waiting at Bus.Stop '. Walkin( to Bus Stop 
Events N~ght Day Tota.l N~ght Day Total N~ght Day 

pushing and Shoving 15% 44% 59% 9% 17% 26% 4% 4% 

Swearing 34% 24% 58% 17% 11% 28% 10% 5% 

Spoken Threats - 31% 21% 53% 24% 11% 35% 19% s 8% 
._--- .. -.,.,.-

Vandalism 31% 12% 43% 17% 8% 25% 1.3% 5% 
-- .,_. ~-~--~---- -......... 

Drunkenness 39% 14% 53% 25% 9% 35% 18% 9% 
- ~ -~ 

Robbery 33% 8% 41% 43% 3% 45% 38% 1% 

Assault 28% 2% 22% 38% 1% 39% 34.% 1% 

Vulgar/Indecent Behavior 34% 8% 44% 25% 3% 27% 18% 1% 
'--"---_.' . I 

Generally Annoying Behavior 38% 17% 55% 23% 4% 27% 15% 1% · 
INone of the Above is Likely 

I 

30% 67% 
. 

38% · Ito Happen 
37% , 54% 92% 46% 63% 

· 

* This percentage reflects a total from the "Night" and "Day" categories, and hence could 
reach a rnaxin1.1..lln of 200%. 

Total 

6% 

15% 

28% 

l8% 

28% 

39% 

35% 

19% 

17% 

108%* 
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:tMPROVEMENTS AND OTHER CONCERNS: RESPONSE BY % Response % Random % Response 
TOT.ru:a POPULATION,' RANDOM MAIL-OUT SUB-GROUP, Total Sample Sample Riders"·Sample 
AND BUS RIDERS SAMPLED , 

N=2,991 N=2,645 N=346 
" 

More express service, more direct service between my 
~ 

home and work, make routes more direct, without the 
need for transfers~ 5% 5% 2% 

-. 
,Bus stop closer to my home; create a bus route that 
runs closer to where '1 live. 1% 1% 0% 
Police patrol of buses, direct contact via radio 
with police or some agency of protection;~I,Uore'-: 

2% protection on buses. 2% 2% 
Police patrol of bus stops, protection at bus stops. 

~'~, 0 % 0% 1% 
Newer, more comfortable buses, repair air condi- " < 

,~, .-

tioners; take old broken-down buses off the roads. 0% 0% 1% 
Buses should be cleaned up; wash the windows on the' 
buses; make buses cleaner pollution-wise. 2% 2% 3% 
More frequent service; more buses;'lnore frequent ~~~\, 

service on weekends and holidays. 16% 14%':,;, 29% 
Establishbus lanes in the city and all main four- t.'. 

lane traffic roads. 1% 1% ,,', 0% I More c~nvenient k~s~-and-r~d~ ~tations. , , _ 
0% 0% 0% 

More m~d-r6ute or~g~ns; more routes that run between 
suburbs servicing shopping centers and major busi-
ness districts. 2% 2% 1% 
Service on tJme; buses running at the correct inter-
vals, not behind or ahead or schedule; faster service. 5% 5% 5% 
Posted Routes; better information on routing, sche-
duling and costs; make route and schedule information 
more accessible; more operators to give out informa-.I 
tion. 4% ' 5%, 2% 
Reassess present routes and schedules; make routes 
more c:;:::nvenient r study present traffic flows and 
re-route buses so that they run where heavy traffic 
flows are. 4% 4% 2% 
Quicker me'rhod of paying';, quicker, more efficient 1-, and orderly method of boardinEbus, i.e. queing up. 0% 0% {)% 
More visible bus number and route destination on 
front, sides, and back of bus. 0% 0% 0% 

'l 
, 

f 
-.J. 
~ 
d 

(;1 
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CJ 

Tabl,e (Continued) 

Better ventilation syst-em on buses; buses smell bad; 
fumes on buses are nauseating; fix buses so that the 
passengers do not suffocate. 
More time allowance on-transfers. 

Extend rush hour serv~ce, elthex in terms of the 
number of buses or in terms of the'length of time of-' 
rush hour service, i.e., earlier in the morning, later 
in the evenin~. ' 
SheI ter a£-l)us stops; protegtion rrom incTement 
weather. . 

. Drivers should be more polite and helpf.u 1 .~ Drivers 
are too reckless, drive. the bus as though it>is a 
hotrod. Drivers should be trained with a pUblic ser­
vice orient.ation, and should. be given more authority. 
Reduce cost; create anew fare structure; make family 
passes available so that entire f.amilie$can afford 
to ride, make wel?kly, monthly passes av~ilable at a 
discount for passengers \'lho mu~ide every day. 
Irnplernen t more andlor dif fereiit ro'.;;;u~t;;;.;e ..... d~-i;"-;:i..;;n;.L.m-y;....;;.; ... a...;;r-e-a-;;-" -. ---t----,-~""""----+_-...;;;..;'----t-~--___,----""1 

I Make Buses more safe and confortqble. 

Change the present system of transportation; reinstall 
the trolleys. Institute'<-a~:!iial-a-bus, mini-buses or 
more specif:i.c chartered buses" Get double-decker 

,- buses as. in England. 1% ; 1% , 0% 
, Eliminate overcrowding; put more buses on the routes I i, 

so that they are not too crowded; make more frequent 
service so tha.t the buses arc not so crowded causing 
the buses to pass you by at the stop; or if you do 
get on you don't have to stand all the way. 
Satisfred with tfie service, no·complaints. 

TOTAL RESPONSE 

C' 

2% 

I ::-
4% 

1% 0% 

65% I' 64% ',; 73% 

._---- -----~ 
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Table (Continued) 

" .;;;, 

Reckless driving. 
Fear of, street crime in the bu~~ stop area. 

~::: 

" 
·;1 

Vandalism, in the fringe park~ng lot or op buses. 

" Fear of street crime in route to the bus stop and at 
the bus st02,. 
More parking facilities for kiss-and-ride and pa,rk-
and.-ride passenger~~~ 
Lack of info~ation on routing and service; can't 
find out where or wheri-"''t~e buses' in my area run; 
information operators at ~~O never answer the 
phone; cannotl) find out where'vor how schedules may be 

if I - /( , 

obtaine(i~ //" 
Bus stopS'=are too darki :'!\o:'!lighting at bus stops. 

". 
" . ' 

Bus drivers do not ask people to move back; bus 
" , 

dri vers don't/won' t/ can't enforce rules regarding , 
smoking I transfers', boarding i paying; lack of 
enforcement power for drivers. : 

Overcrowding due to lack of buses, bad scheduling 
and the like. ; 

Pgor seS,uri ty while riding on buses; fear of robbery 
and/orassault J and other aeti-soeial acts. 
Dr~ver discourteous, 'not helpful or 210t himself 
informed so as to be of assistance to passengers. 
Passes you up when he sees you running fqr the bus, 
pulls away and leaves you waiting. 4j 

Discomfort caused by smokers~ fumes from the exhaust, 
lack of air conditioners, and lack of ci::1equate ven-
tilation. (Cannot open windows ,that are stuck, or 
in other cases, close ooen windows when it is cold.) 
Lack of routes (service) in my area or inadeg~~ate 
service; buses do not go where I need to go; b~~es 
do not run often enough to my area to service ray 
needs. 
Buses take too long; buses not on time; buses run in 
convoys causing passengers t.D miss not one, but .. ' 
several and forcing them'to wait long periods of 'time. 

% Response % Random 
Tot.al Sample Sample 
N=2,991 N=2,645 

1% 1% 

1% . 1% 
" 

0% 0% 

0% - 0% 

0% 0% 

< 

3% '" 3% 

0% 0% 

0% 0% 

2% 2% 
\\ 

-...--::::----' 

0% 1% -

2% 2% 

3% 3% 

6% 6% 

3% 3% 

% Response 
"Riders" Sample 
N=346- -

'j 

1% 

1% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

I 

1% 

0% 

0% 

3% 

i; 0% 

3% 

~ 

3% 

3% 

::0 

0% 
~-; 
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Tabd:e. I (Continued) 
~.-;:::;«- '-i r ,,; 

Need for bus shelters; protection from 
wea.ther while waiting at the bus stop. 
Bus'ride costs too much; fares are too 
cheaper to drive my car; it is cheaper 
cannot afford the bus fares. 

inclement 

nigh; it is 
to car pool; I 

Passengers are not courteous to one another; smoking-, 
fi drin.king, pushing, crowding, swearing, etc. School 

1% Response % Random % Response 
Total Sample Sample trRidersft Sample 
N=2,991 N=2,645 N=346 

0% I 1% II; 0% 

2% 1% 2% 

cf~ 

.~ children are extremely rude, sweariIlg, playing radios, 
etc. . 2% 2% 3% 

TOTAL RESPONSE 26% 27% 20% 
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APPENDIX D 

RECOMMENDATIONS FROM "REDUCTION OF ROBBERIES 
AND' ASSAULTS' ON BUS' DRIVERS" 

c General Recommendations 

1. A continuing program of research into the special aspects of urban 
mass transportation should be supported. 

2. ,The;threats of criminal acts and of disruptive ~ehavior has an 
effect upon the ridership·of urban,mass transportat70n systems. ~he 
crucial nature of this public serv~ce, and the frag~le nature of ~ts 
economic well-being must be publicly recognized. All ;r'easonable 
efforts should be made to pro,tect the riding public from both th7 ' 
risk of being criminally~ victimized and personc:,lly, offended by d~srup"7 
tive behavior. Our findings suggest a number of d~fferent methods wh~ch 
~ay be utilized to achieve these ends. 

3. A systematic study of public attitudes toward ';lrban mass transpor­
tation should be undertaken. This should be done 1.n a number of .' 
ci ties in order that the findings will not be b.ias€ld because of atyp~ca1 
situations which exist in a particu~ar city. 

4. A number of different areas for ~~uitful rese~rch have been sug­
gested in this study. Among these are the follow~ng: 

a. 

c. 

d. 

vandalism -- its trend over a period of time; its general 
characteristics: community differences in both rate and 
characteri the apparent causes; a comparative ,analysis of 
different anti-vandalism strategies. 

the ecology of the transit vehicle -- an 7xperimenta~ stu~y 
of the degree to which changes in the des~gn of the ~nter~or 
of transit vehicles effect changes in social behavior. 

public perception of crime on u:ban mass ~ransp~rtation 
systems -- a comparison of publ~c percep~~ons ~~th the . 
actual level of criminal, deviant, and d~srupt~ve behav~Qr;' 
a study of the etiology of public perceptions, i.e., 
personal experience, the experiences of.personal fr~ends, , 
acquaintances, etc. or the storie's related by the m~ss med~a. 

factors relating to, high morale among drivers o~ urban mass 
transportation vehicles -- study of morale and ~t~ apparent 
changes over a given period of time; differences ~n mo~a17 
among drivers in the same company, by age, len~th o~ serv~cet 
by geographical and time assignment; the re1at~ons~~p o~ 
"situational factors" and driver rnora1e~ the re1at~onsh~p of 
high morale to effective community relations. 
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Recommendations Addressed to the Transit Autho'ri'ty 

1. Steps should be taken to develop an effective management informa­
tion system capable of yie~ding timely and accurate information about 
various criminal and disruptive encounters which ·take place upon 
transit vehicles. This endeavor should combine the services of a' 
management information specialist and a criminolgist. Such a system 
should be capable of retrieving needed information for different levels 
of management personnel. It should be capable of extracting informa­
tion not only about the nature of the encounter (cxime), but also 
about the type of interactions which took place, the nuffiPer of different 
parties involved, the actual location on the vehicles in which the 
encounter took place, etc. 

2. Transit companies should re-examIne both their selection and their 
training programs for drivers. This should be done with a view of 
improving the interactions and the relationships between drivers and 
the public they serve. An end product of such a re-examination should 
be either the identification of an existing instrument or the develop­
ment of a psychological instrument capable of screening out those 
drivers who will predictably have trouble with the general public. 

In -the training programs, greater emphasis should be placed upon 
techniques which assist the drivers in making proper choices between 
alternative modes of behavior in "trying" situations. D:rciversmust 
be given explicit assistance in developing these proper responses. 
In the development of such a training program the experience of 
present personnel should be "captured" and utilized as a training 
resource. 

A substantial part of the training program should be devQted to prepar­
ing drivers to deal effectivE'lll' wi tIl the public. 

3. Short re-training programs should be periodically $cheduled for 
all drivers in a company, such programs, focusing upon the matter of 
personal interactions, dealing with the public, the difference in 
community life styles, etc. 

4 ... Companies should develop sy~tems whereby the drivers. are recognized 
and rewarded for their ability to deal with the public. This should 
be given as rntlch prestige as is conferred by winning lIsafe-driving 
awards." 

5. Companies shoul,d explicitly addre,ss the problem of the public IS 
fear of criminal victimization. The public must constantly be 
reassured that urban mass transporta'1;it:m is cl safe public facility to 
use. The major problem in regard to the ridfng public is not the 
actual number of victimizations, but ~e widespread belief that crime 
is "rampant" and that the public is eaSy prey for the criminal. 

Companies should make a conspicuous display of the use of certain 
"anti-crime measures." This must be done carefully and subtly or the 

----------------~~-----------?--------~------~---------
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publicity program may have the reverse of its intended effect, i.e. 
it· may' ca~J attention to a "magnified" crime problem. 

" 

Certain "anti-crime" programs should be directed toward the entire 
company operation, i"e. city-wide. Others should be directed at 
reassuring riders of particulat' "high ,risk" routes. Again, this 
must be done with caution in order not to give the impression that it 
is discriminatory toward certain low-income neighborhoods. Rather, 
sucb a program should be directed at reassuring the potential riders 
who reside in low-income, neighborhoods. 

6. Continued efforts should be made to· reduce the assault problem on 
buses" This should be done in cooperation with drivers and drivers 
unions since drivers are the principal victims of such attacks. 
Both "hardware" and "software ll approaches to the problem should be 
considered. 

We recommend that transit companies review their fare structures, 
special fare schedules, z6ne structures in order to assure maximum 
clarity among drivers and passengers. Confusion, ambiguity, 
inconsistencies, and unnecessary complications all contribute to 
(;onflict-generating situations. Inevitably, drivers are confronted 
with angry and impatient passengers. 

So also should transit companies re-examine their systems for 
expediting the boarding and de-boarding of passe~gers at bus stops. 
The use of queue lines or railings should be used to maintain orderly 
lines and to establish position in waiting lines. 

7. Both transit companies and drivers unions should take steps to 
have cooperative and cordial relationships with police organizations 
and their personnel. This must be done in such a way as not to 
compromise the functional integrity of either organization. 

-

For their part, transit companies and driver unions should jointly . 
examine policies relating to the willingness of companies to prosecute 
offenders and give necessary information to the police. 

8. Each transit company should designate at least one of its perso~nel 
to have primary responsibility for liaison with police authorities. 
This person need not have these duties as his sole responsibility. 
In smaller companies, these particular duties can be combined with 
certain related duties, such as the handling of insurance claims. 

, 

In larger companies, when the workload of such responsibilities 
becomes great t.~nough, the hiring of a person with local' police experience 
would seem advi~able. This person can handle not only liaison 
responsibilities but also handle other, related industrial se.cu~ity 
functions. 
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Only in the largest of companies does~t seem advisable to organize 
a s7parate, specia"lized transit police force. Such a force seems 
adv1sable under th~ following set of circumstances: 

a. Whep thea~~and for these types of services clearly exceeds 
the capability of the local police force; 

b. when the number of attacks upon persons and property grow 
to the point of threatening the economic and social well­
being of the public transportation system. 

Caution should be exercised, however, in the decision to establish 
s~ch a sp7cia~i~ed transit police force. Cost-benefit andadministra­
t1ve cons1derat1ons should be determining factors. 

In times ,of particular need, it may be just as advantageous for the 
transit system to hire off-'du·ty policemen to perform protective 
services . 

9. Although the relationship between community attitudes and various 
attacks upon the per~onnel and,property of transit companies was not 
always clear, there 1S sq~e eV1dence which suggests that there is 
~uch a connection. Certainly, in some cities, the transit company 
1S seen by some persons as being a part of the overall white 
e~tabl~s~ment wh~cl) is exploiting the Slack community. (Amongthe 
f1ve C1t16S stud1ed, there was gr~at variation in these attitudes.) 

The public service character of urban bus companies makes it advisable 
for ~ransi~ companies to take extra steps to demonstrate fairness. 
At t1me~,1t may ac~ually b7 necessary to develop programs to counter 
allegat10ns of unfa1rness, 1nadequate service, exploitation etc. ~ 
Obviously, sUbh an information campaign will not be effecti~e if the 
allegations are correct. 

Hiring J?o~icies, policies governing promotions of ope,rating personnel, 
.and dec1s1~ns about levels of service to various neighborhoods are 
three cruc1al areas of company decision-making. Decisions in these 
.t~ree areas are particular bellwethers. Segments of the community 
w1ll often make judgments about the company's fairness Oh the basis 
of ,decisipns in these areas. -, 

It is obvious that transit companies must avoid making any decision, 
adop'cing any policy, or ini tia ting any program which can be construed 
as b~ing discriminatory~ , 

10'. Transit companies should adopt community relations programs. 
The t7rm "~ommunity relatio~sll i~ not synonymous with the term "public 
relat1ons. Rather than be1ng d1rected at the merchandising function 
comm~ity r~lations is directed specifically at the development of ' 
p'l1?11c ,?onf1dence and the est~blishment of communication patterns 
wh1ch w1ll keep both the pub11c and the company apprised of situations 
which might become problematic. 
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11. The transportation of school children represents a special 
problem for transit companies. Cooperative programs between the 
company and the schools should certainly be established. Students 
and student-leaders should not be excluded from planning and participat­
ing in these programs. Rather, their involvement should be encouraged. 
Perhaps, this type of program should even include such aspects as 
having students "adopt" their favorite driver. "Driver of the Monthll 
awards, decided by student constituencies are another suggestion. 

Wherever possible, regular drivers should be assigned to II school 
trippers" in order to establish consistent patterns of authority, and 
to stabilize standards of expected conduct. 

The use of "school aides ll should also be investigated for its opera­
tional and economic feasibility. 

The reiationship of "cOInlllunity relations"" and problems' associated 
with schools is obvious. Schools and their students represent one of 
the "significant others ll with whom transit companies must deal. The 
satisfactory resolution of "school problems" should have a positive 
effect upon driver morale and upon community relations, generally. 

Recommendations Addressed to Drivers and Driver 'Org'anizations 

1. Drivers should participat(/ in an analysis and review of company 
regulations ''lhich affect the conduct and discipline of drivers. The 
trade union or driver association appears to be the most logical 
vehicle for driver participation. 

In making this review and analysis, particular attention should be 
paid to those rules and regulations which are most problematic for 
drivers in their relationships with the riding public. For example, 
schedules are often adopted without formally consulting drivers. 
Insistence upon adhering to these schedules may create avoidable 
problems -- for both drivers and the riding public. There are othe:r: 
examples in the area of fare collection, control over pasSen~"~irS, etc., 

Some rules and regulations are patently unenforceable. Enforcement 
is often on a selective basis, and is often interpreted by many 
drivers as a device for "selective" and discriminatory discipline. 

The management of any large-scale operation obviously requires certain 
rules and regulations. Just as obviously, no set of regnlations can 
cover every conceivable situation. Labor and management may very well 
be able to determine cooperatively which areas of conduct should be 
subject to regulation. 

Experimentation w:i,.1;:h driver r~presentation on disciplinary boardsl or 
panels may also prove helpful in dealing with cases arising out olf 
circumstances no'bi adequately covered by rules and regulations • 

__ ..........,;,.1') .... ____________ _ 
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The point must be made that rules and regUlations in s ' 
r~~~t in driv7r confusion and dilemmas in dealing wit~m~h~o~l~i~~s 
p .~c', In,fa~rness to drivers and in order to diminish morale­
destroy~ng ~nfluences, ~teps shou:Ld be taken to simplify these r I 
~~d,,~~~u;~i~~n~f t~n th~s"realm, driyer participation in drawing

U 
es 

e game would appear to be helpful. 

2. ~r~ vers i:r: one or two companj,es throughout the nation should 
ba~~~c~pate w~th m~nagement ~n the study of driver attitudes, 
t~ ~efs, and pract~ces. A~a~n, the trade union or driver associa­
~on appears to be the log~cal vehicle for driver representation. 

~ 

~~ivers, as well ~s transit management, have a stake in such a stud 
bel~h~ da~ahof,th~S study clearly demonstrates, the attitudes y. 
up~~eO~h eda~~or, 7tc • of one driver can have an adverse eff~ct 

, er r~vers ~n the same city. Drivers often suffer from 
~eg~~~ve ~;e:eotype which some fellow driver has helped to creat! 

n e se ~~nterest of drivers, and in the interest of urban mas~ 
transportat~on, generally, such a study would be beneficial. 

The re~ults of such a study should be used thereafter in both the 
select~on and the training process for drivers. 

3. ,Employee organizations should examine the advantages of stab'l' , 
~ss~anments to trips. ,Efforts should even be made to give extra: ~z~ng 

oar'bmlen the opportun~ty "to work the same trips as frequently as 
poss~ e. 

~he comments made in relationship to school trips are just as valid 
~n, r-:gard to other assignments. Drivers working the same tri s 
cOlns~t~tentl¥ have a better <>pportunity to develop cordial working 
re a ~ons w~th passengers. ' 
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~ APPENDIX E 

COMPARATIVE STATISTICS FOR INDEX CRIMES IN THE METROPOLITAN AREA* 

Table 1. Percentage Distribution of Total D. C. SMSA Crime 
Index by Major Jurisdiction. 

Table 2. For Index Offense of Murder; Rate per 100,000 Popula­
tion as compared Among Jurisdictions in the Washington, 
D. C. SMSA, in 1971, 1972, and 1973. 

Table 3. For Index Offense of Rape; Rate per 100,000 Popula-
tion as Compared Among Jurisdictions in the Washington, 
D. C. SMEA, in 1971, 1972, and 1973. 

Table 4. For Index Offense of Robbery; Rate per 100,000 Popula­
tion, as Compared Among Jurisdictions in the Washington, 
D. C. SMSA t in 1971, 1972, and 1973. 

Table 5. For !ndex Offense of Aggravated Assault; Rate per 
100,000 Population, as Compared Among Jurisdictions 
in the Washington, D. C. SMSA, in 1971, 1972, and 
197'J'. 

." .... 

Table 6. For Index Offense of Burglary; Rate per 100,000 Popula­
tion, as compared Amon.g Jurisdictions in the Washington, 
D. C. SMSA, in '1971, 1972, and 1973. 

Table 7. For Index Offense of Larceny; Rate per 100,000 popu1a- ' 
tion" as Compared Among Jurisdictions in. the Washington, 
D. C. SMSA, in 1971, 1972, and 1973. 

Table 8. For the Index Offense of Auto Theft; Rate per 100,000 
\,population, as compared Among Jurisdictions in 
\the Washington, D. C. SMSA, in 1971, 1972, and 1973. 

* Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments, Department of 
public Safety, Serious Crime in Metropolitan Washinqton:' 1973, 
May 1 ~J.974 • 
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PERCENil'AGE DISTRIBUTION OF TOTAL D.C. SMSA 
u ~ 

CRIt~ INDEX BY,MAJOR JURISDICTION 13/ 

, 
I -

JURISDICTION 1973 1972 1971 
, 

DISiRICT OF COLUMBIA 35% 38% 44% 

PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY* 22% 21% 19% 

~ 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY~* 15% 14% 12% 

TOTAL MARYLAND ·SUBURBS 36% 35% 30% . 

ALEXANDRIA 6% 6% 5% 

-
ARLINGTON COUNTY 5% 5% 5% 

FAIRFAX COUNTY 14% 13% 12% 

VIENNA 0.3% NA 0.3% 
I 

FAIRFAX CITY • 1% 0.9% 0 .. 8% 
.. 

FALLS CHURCH 0.6% 0.7% 0.7% 

PRINCE WILLIAM COUNTY 3% 2% 2% 

-' . 
TOTAL VIRGINIA SUBURBS 29% 27% 25% 

SMSA TOTAL: 101,9% 100.6% 100.8% 

*INCLUDES HYATTSYILLE J GREENBELTJ LAUREL 

**iAKOMA PARK COUNTED TOTALLY IN MONTGOMERY COUNTY FIGURES., 
THOUGH APPROXIMATELY ONE-THIRD OF THE CITY IS LOCATED . 
WITHIN PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY . 

ALL PERCENTAGES ARE ROUNDED: 
III Percentages for the major jurisdictiona;t .categories were 

computed first, then the jurisdictions. 
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