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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

FACTORS AFFECTING THE INCIDENCE OF BUS CRIME IN LOS ANGELES

by

NED LEVINE and MARTIN WACHS

Graduate School of Architecture and Urban Planning

University of California, Los Angeles
and

The Institute for Social Science Research
University of California, Los Angeles

A survey of 1088 randomly-selected households was conducted to
measure the incidence of bus crime in west central Los Angeles, to
assess sources of crime reporting error and to isolate
environmental factors contributing to bus crime. Crimes on buses
and when travelling to or from buses (bus-related) were examined.
The major conclusions were:

1.

The incidence of bus and bus-related crime in central
Los Angeles is much greater than has been documented.
About 9% of respondents had been victimized with 3%
being victimized in 1983 alone. Constructing a
household exposure rate for 1983, 5% of households had
at least one member victimized in 1983, which translates
into about 23,292 bus-related crimes in 1983 for west
central Los Angeles. This estimate is 20 to 30 times
greater than official data published by the Southern
California Rapid Transit District.

There were major sources of reporting error (information
'leakage’) for bus and bus-related crimes which account
for the discrepancy between SCRTD reports and survey
estimates. In 1983, 57% of the crimes occurred outside
buses, either at bus stops or on the way to or from bus
stops. In addition, in 1983 only about 28% of the crimes
were reported by victims and the police investigated
reports about 50% of the time. When it was the police
who investigated, it was usually the Los Angeles Police
Department who investigated. Since the LAPD do not
categorize crimes as transit-related, the likelihood of
SCRTD receiving information about bus crimes is
negligible. Consequently, SCRTD is only aware of a small
proportion of all bus-related crimes occurring. Even for
crimes on buses, information 'leakage' is high.







t

Three recommendations are made. First, the existing
system for collecting information on transit crime has
fundamental faults that can only be corrected by
revising the categories used in measuring crime. This
will require consultation between the U.S. Department of
Transportation and the U.S. Department of Justice.
Second, environmental information is important for
understanding factors contributing to crime and should
be included in any transit crime data base. Third, the
physical and social causes of bus stop crime are
particular to the environment surrounding each stop.

Any strategy for protecting passengers at bus stops must
be based on an assessment of the unique elements at a
location.
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INTRODUCTION

How much transit crime is there in the United States? Recent
interest in transit crime has raised the issue of the scope of the
problem. Many newspaper reports and several congressional
hearings have brought into focus the problem of security on
America's transportation systems. Policymakers and transit
authorities are trying to determine whether various measures taken
over the last decade to improve security have been effective.
There have also been many studies of bus crime, some of which are
reviewed in Chapter 1.

Uniqueness of Criminal Incidents

This report also examines bus crime and attempts to document its
incidence in central Los Angeles. But it differs from other
studies in two respects. First, it uses a survey method to
estimate the amount of bus crime occurring in central Los Angeles.
This method can overcome many deficiencies found in existing
transit crime statistics collected by transit and police agencies.
Second, the study tries to obtain information about the conditions
under which bus crimes have occurred. Though crime is a
widespread problem and though its 'causes' may reflect the
existence of inequalities, frustrated opportunities, and family
pathology, however it is always specific in that a particular
person attacks another individual at a specific location and time.
Current methods for analyzing crime tend to ignore the specificity
of situations. Starting from statistics of crime, which begin
with police reports (if they are reported) to their compilation
and aggregation through the reporting system, there has been a
tendency to minimize the uniqueness of crime and seek the
generalities. Yet in looking for the general patterns, the unique
set of factors which led to the crime may be ignored.

For transit, this becomes important. Many 'bus' crimes occur at
bus stops or when individuals are walking to or from bus stops.
For the victim the crime may have occurred at any point on the
transit route, starting from the time the person left home to the
time he or she returned. Policymakers have tended to deal with
the most accessible parts of the system, the buses and the
drivers, and have tended to ignore the least accessible parts, the
bus stops or streets.

A Needed Data Base on Transit Crime

Providing solutions to crimes on buses and at bus stops is
intrinsically tied up with information systems. To break up the
problem into manageable pieces, a data base is needed which has
information about which bus lines or bus stops are dangerous, at







suggestions for future research. There are also several
appendices that are included in Volume II. Appendix A presents
the questionnaire used in the survey. Appendix B discusses survey
sampling error and bias. Appendix C shows the results of
observations at three dangerous bus stops in Los Angeles.

Appendix D is a discussion of the way various southern California
transit and police agencies categorize bus crimes.







burglaries were less frequent. No figures were given on the cost
of these crimes to the transit authorities.

Definitional Problems

There are major weaknesses with these data bases which affect
estimates of the number of transit crimes in the United States.
First, there is the definition of transit crime itself. In 1930,
the FBI and the U.S. Department of Justice developed the Uniform
Crime Reporting (UCR) system to standardize crime reporting
throughout the United States (FBI, 1983). This system divides
crimes into two categories, Part I or Serious Crimes and Part II
or Misdemeanors and Local Ordinance Violations. The Part I crimes
include eight types which are considered serious: Murder and
Nonnegligent Manslaughter, Forcible Rape, Arson, Burglary,
Robbery, Aggravated Assault, Larceny-Theft, and Motor Vehicle
Theft. These are further sub-divided into Property Crimes and
Violent Crimes. The Part II crimes are made up of around 20
remaining crimes which are generally enforced by states and local
jurisdictions (e.g., simple assault, forgery, fraud, vandalism,
drunkenness, drug abuse, disorderly conduct).

Although providing for consistency among police agencies across
the country, the categories define crime in terms of what happened
to the victim, not the activity or location where the crime
occurred. Most police agencies do not categorize crimes by
transit use. Jacobson et al. (1979) attempted to redefine crime
categories to make them more appropriate for transit systems.
Their system has four categories: I - crimes against persons
(e.g., assault, battery, rape); II - crimes against personal
property (e.g., pickpocket, robbery); III - crimes against the
system's property (e.g., burglary, vandalism, fare evasion); and
IV - crimes against the public (e.g., drunkenness, disorderly
conduct, drug law violations). Such improvements to transit crime
reporting are necessary, but must go further. In both the UCR
system and the Jacobson et al. system, crimes are categorized by
their effects on victims. The categories provide little in the
way of environmental or contextual information which could allow
for a preventive strategy. For a transit system, this becomes
essential as the crimes occur within a well-structured activity
and it becomes important to monitor the effectiveness of a
security system through all stages of a transit operation.

Incidents may also be classified differently by different
agencies, as well as varying between what the agency considers a
crime compared to the victim. For example, few agencies have
records of sexual harassment, yet one study found that almost 90%
of female transit users had experienced some form of sexual
harassment on buses (cited by Klein, 1980).

Another issue is the scope of transit crime. Many transit
authorities may resist including crimes outside buses or trains as







4,864 Part I offenses for Brooklyn, but only 3,984 Part II
offenses. Los Angeles, on the other hand, had only 623 Part I
offenses for the year but 36,417 Part II offenses. By 1980,
however, the patterns had changed. Brooklyn had 13,665 Part I
offenses but 37,495 Part II offenses, while Los Angeles had 757
Part I offenses and 3,359 Part II offenses. Although there are
real differences between cities in the distribution of transit
crimes, variability in the use of categories appears to be
significant, making comparisons difficult.

A final source of information loss is statistical. Most police
departments use the FBI's UCR system as the basis for their
reporting forms and do not categorize crimes by the activities of
victims. Any relationship to transit use will be recorded only
for legal purposes and will not be coded in statistical reports.
Therefore, many transit or transit-related crimes which are
investigated by the police are noted without any reference to
transit.

As will be shown in Chapter 3, the cumulative effect of unreported
crimes, police not responding to calls, inconsistent reporting and
statistical loss is large and makes existing transit statistics
guestionable.

Victimization Surveys as An Alternative Method

Surveys of victims, on the other hand, could get around these
difficulties because respondents can report crimes occurring at
any point in a transit trip, whether the crime was reported or
not. But the few victimization surveys that have been done have
not tried to generate estimates of the amount of transit crime.
Several studies have studied the risk of being involved in a
criminal incident when using transit (Shellow et al., 1974;
Thrasher and Schnell, 1974a) but have not estimated the total
volume of crime nor victimization rates among the population. In
one attempt, Shellow et al. (1974) estimated that the risk of
being robbed was about one-third as great on the Chicago transit
system as in the rest of the city. But the exact connection
between general crime and bus crime would not be expected to
follow a systematic pattern and would depend on a myriad of
socio-economic and transit factors. 1In another study (Thrasher
and Schnell, 1974a), the researchers found the risk of being
involved in a criminal incident was twice as great when using an
urban transit system as in a non-transit situation in New York.

Bus drivers may have more chances of being victimized than
passengers. One report, upon examining several studies, indicated
that 20% of victims were transit employees (Metropolitan, 1974),
and for the Los Angeles area Pearlstein and Wachs (1982) have
shown that bus drivers have a far higher risk of being victimized
than passengers, at least using SCRTD statistics. This







concentrated principally on routes which cross areas characterized
by high crime rates in general.

Within the SCRTD, systematic collection of bus crime data first
began in 1970, but it wasn't until 1978 that some consistency in
crime statistics developed. Figure 1.1 shows the number of
reported incidents from 1970 through 1983 and, as should be
apparent the increase in reported incidents must reflect as much
an increasing effectiveness in detection as a real increase in the
number of incidents (SCRTD, 1982c; SCRTD, 1983). The pattern of
reported crime in SCRTD parallels the SEMCOG studies. 1In 1983,
41% of all reported Part I crimes were larcenies (thefts and
pickpocketings), 32% were aggravated assaults, 13% were robberies,
10% were burglaries and 3% were motor vehicle thefts. There has,
however, been a shift over time. Since 1973, larcenies have
increased faster than any other type of bus crime.

There has also been an apparent shift in the pattern of reported
bus crimes. Until 1980, most reported victims were drivers, but
since that time an increasing proportion of reported crimes are
against patrons. The shift probably reflects increased
measurement effectiveness by SCRTD. Since 1978, for example,
thefts against drivers have decreased consistently with the
introduction of the exact change policy, and since 1980 assaults
against drivers have also decreased. Reported crimes against
passengers, however, have tended to jump during this latter
period, especially thefts and assaults. Whether this is a real
increase or one beécause of better measurement is not clear. As
Chapter 3 will show, most incidents occurring on the system are
not detected by the SCRTD. Measurement error is so high that one
cannot place any confidence on temporal shifts in published
statistics about crimes against passengers. Trends in crimes
against drivers, on the other hand, may be more reliable because
it would be in a driver's interest to report an incident.

This report will show a method for estimating the number of bus
and bus-related crimes in a geographical area and will provide
estimates for west central Los Angeles in 1983. This report will
also examine the degree of reporting error for existing SCRTD
transit crime statistics and will evaluate sources of information
'leakage'. It is hoped that the study will provide a basis for
improving existing transit crime statistics and linking them more
closely with preventive actions.

ENVIRONMENTAL CORRELATES OF BUS CRIME

In addition to measuring the amount of bus crime, this report
examines environmental correlates of bus crime. Crime is not an
abstract phenomenon but occurs in specific contexts.
Surprisingly, little is known about the specific environmental
conditions which contribute to crime on buses.







There are some spatial and temporal correlates. The geographic
association with general crime has frequently been noted. Bus
crime incidents are highest on routes passing through high crime
areas (Carnegie-Mellon, 1975; Shellow et al., 1974; Richards and
Jacobson, 1980; Andrle et al., 1980; Pearlstein and Wachs, 1982).
The association is based upon aggregate data, however, and it is
important not to attribute uniform characteristics to people
living within geographical areas.

Pearlstein and Wachs (1982) showed that most reported bus crimes
in Los Angeles occur during the late afternoon and early evening;
violent crimes are more likely to occur at nighttime but the bulk
of robberies and thefts occur during the evening rush hours.

There is contradictory evidence for seasons. Ferrari and
Trentacoste (1974) found that winter was perceived as most
dangerous in Chicago; they attributed this to longer hours of
darkness in winter and the use of the transit system by 'street
people' as shelter. 1In Chicago, robberies were more likely to
occur in the evening and were most frequent on Friday and Saturday
nights (Carnegie-Mellon, 1975). On the other hand, Pearlstein and
Wachs (1982) found no seasonal differences in Los Angeles.

What is not known is the relative distribution of crimes between
the bus and other locations in the transit trip (the bus stop,
travel to-and-from the bus stop). Patterson and Ralston (1983)
found that 4% of a small sample of elderly persons in Philadelphia
had been victims of a crime on a bus and slightly over 2% had been
victims at a bus stop. They also found that there was greater
fear among the elderly about waiting at bus stops compared to
riding on the buses themselves. In a small survey in Santa
Monica, California, 60% of all known bus crimes occurred at a bus
stop, compared to 40% on a bus (Levine, 1982).

Crime must be understand as an interaction between the victim, the
criminal and the situation. Richards and Hoel (1980) argued that
crimes require a conducive situation. They hypothesize that some
criminals actively seek out situations while others are just
tempted. They state that crimes for profit usually involve the
perpetrator looking for an opportune situation. Pickpockets and
purse snatchings are more likely to occur in crowded environments,
whereas muggings and rapes occur more in isolated situations.
Aggressive acts are often triggered by crowded situations. These
are plausible hypotheses but lack empirical confirmation. There
have been several attempts to characterize criminal strategies.
Several studies have suggested that the 'typical' transit
criminals in New York and Chicago are young, male and black (SRI,
1970; Carnegie-Mellon, 1975). They work alone or in small groups
(SRI, 1970; Hawkins et al., 1977) and will usually pick on a lone
victim. For robbery, the offender usually commits the crime soon
after boarding and exits immediately after. The criminal almost
always is able to escape, usually on foot. Drivers usually will
not try to stop a robbery and usually are not injured. A Rand
study (Chaiken et al., 1974) found that passenger robbers in the
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increased after the introduction of exact change policy, though
robberies did decrease dramatically (SCRTD, 1982c).

Surveillance Measures

Surveillance and alarm devices have been used to communicate with
people outside the bus to either prevent crimes from occurring or
allow intervention before the event has developed sufficiently.
Automatic vehicle monitoring systems have been used to keep track
of buses as they pass through their route. Two-way radios have
been used to allow direct communication with transit personnel.
Silent alarms have been used to alert a station that a bus has
been stopped or hijacked. External, 'flashing electronic messages
have been use to alert outside observers of an emergency event on
the bus and to ask them to call the police for helpn.
Identification numbers painted on the top of buses easily identify
the vehicle in case of a helicopter search. Closed-circuit
television systems have been used at the most dangerous bus stops
to allow visible protection at all times of the day.

In spite of widespread use, communication measures have been
criticized for their lack of effectiveness in combating crime
(SRI, 1970; SCAG, 1976). Since most criminal acts take a short
amount of time, even if police respond quickly the offender is
likely to have finished and escaped from the system. SRI (1970)
stated that the best effect of such systems is morale boosting for
drivers and passengers, but questioned whether this benefit
justified the capital expense required to install the systems.
However, communication systems continue to be popular measures.

Further, there is a question about whether such devices even have
psychological value. Survey respondents often state the need for
more personnel and for communication or alarm systems to deal with
bus crime (Ferrari and Trentacoste, 1974; Richards and Hoel,
1980). One study found that few people are aware that many of
these measures are already in practice (Feldman and Vellenga,
1977). The result of visible security attempts may also increase
patrons' fear, rather than abate it. Richards et al. (1980)
examined the effects of installing a closed-circuit television
system at one dangerous bus stop. The effect was that women felt
more safe, but men felt less safe. The authors proposed that the
reason for this was that women, who were already sensitive to
crime, were reassured by the presence of the system, whereas men
had been less sensitive about crime to begin with. It is not
clear that surveillance or alarm systems can mitigate crimes or
soothe public fears about crime.

Scheduling Measures

Other measures that have been proposed are scheduling and re-
routing buses to minimize bus crime. It has been noted several
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CHAPTER 2

BUS CRIME VICTIMIZATION SURVEY METHODOLOGY

A telephone survey of residents of the central core of Los Angeles
was conducted during the winter of 1983-84 to measure the
incidence of bus crime. It was decided to select a random sample
of households in west central Los Angeles, interviewing both bus
users and non-users.

WEST CENTRAL LOS ANGELES

The west central area of Los Angeles was selected for the survey.
This is an area that extends from downtown Los Angeles in the east
to West Hollywood in the west, and from the Hollywood Hills in the
north to the Crenshaw district in the south. Figure 2.1 shows a
map of west central Los Angeles is relation to the whole of Los
Angeles County while figure 2.2 presents a more detailed map
showing general boundaries but sub-divided into 17 internal areas.

A limited geographical area was chosen to maximize the information
available. The SCRTD service region covers 2,000 square miles.
Transit ridership falls off with increasing distance from central
Los Angeles and, outside the core, sufficient numbers of persons
who had experienced transit crimes would not be found without
taking a large sample. The area has the highest transit usage in
Los Angeles (bata Sciences, 1981) with more than 30 bus lines
passing through the area. Although transit usage in Los Angeles
County is low (0.16 average daily boardings per capita in 1981),
transit usage in west central Los Angeles is much higher (0.61
average daily boardings per capita in 1981; SCRTD, 1982a). West
central Los Angeles also has a sizeable proportion of the Los
Angeles area population. The 1980 Census indicated that about 1.1
million persons lived in the area, which represents about 40% of
the Los Angeles City population and about one-seventh of the Los
Angeles County population (U.S. Census Bureau, 1980).

The area is diverse both ethnically and economically. The 1980
Census indicated that the ethnic/racial breakdown of west central
Los Angeles was about 32% non-Hispanic White, 26% Black, 31%
Hispanic, 11% Asian and 0.5% American Indian. Economically, the
area covers census tracts having median household incomes which
vary from very low to very high; however, for most census tracts
in the area the median household income is low. The area also has
a high transit crime rate. An examination of the distribution of
reported transit crimes over a three-month period indicated that a
high proportion of incidents occur in west central Los Angeles
({Pearlstein and Wachs, 1982).

Although an area was chosen which is a "best case'", having a high
crime rate and high transit ridership, the purpose was to estimate
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the total number of crimes occurring, rather than population or
ridership rates, to illustrate sources of reporting error.

SURVEY DESIGN

Questionnaire

The questionnaire was developed over a two year period, starting
with a pilot study during the spring of 1982 in the City of Santa
Monica, California (Levine, 1982). The west central questionnaire
explored bus usage, experience with bus crime and attitudes toward
bus crime prevention. Both household experience with bus crime
and indirect experience were examined. Household experience was
defined as either the respondent having been victimized by a bus
or bus-related crime in Los Angeles or another member of the
respondent's current household having been victimized. Indirect
experience was defined as either the respondent having witnessed a
bus or bus-related crime in Los Angeles or the respondent knowing
another person who had been victimized by a bus or bus-related
crime. For each level of experience, detailed questions about the
location and circumstance were asked.

Appendix A provides a copy of the questionnaire in English. A
Spanish version was also produced because of the high frequency of
Spanish usage within the survey area. This can be obtained upon
request.

Telephone Sample

The survey was by telephone and the sample was drawn using random
digit dialing. Random telephone numbers are generated and
interviewers telephone all numbers. When a household is reached,
an interview is conducted. Even though most generated numbers are
either not working or are businesses, the process is more cost
effective than face-to-face surveys. See Tuchfarber and Klecka
(1976), and Groves and Xahn (1979) for more detail.

The sample size was 1088 households. One adult, age 16+, randomly
selected from within each household, was interviewed. The survey
was administered by the Institute for Social Science Research at
U.C.L.A. Fifteen interviewers worked on the survey from the end
of November 1983 through mid-April 1984, stopping for two weeks at
Christmas. Interviews were conducted in either English or
Spanish.

Sampling Bias

There are two major biases with telephone samples for estimating
household characteristics. First, households without telephones
cannot be sampled. From the 1980 Census, 10.2% of households

17







CHAPTER 3

THE INCIDENCE OF BUS CRIME IN WEST CENTRAL LOS ANGELES

How much bus crime is there in a large city such as Los Angeles?
As pointed out in Chapter 1, the answer to this question may be
difficult, if not impossible, to find. No existing data source
can possibly account for all the crime that exists and, at best,
data from several sources have to be integrated.

Problems with Published Crime Statistics

There are several reasons for this. Many crimes go unrecorded
because victims do not report them or the police do not
investigate. Many other bus and bus-related crimes are
misallocated as existing police recording forms usually make no
referencé to transit. Therefore, the extent of underreporting
transit-related crimes is probably large.

The SCRTD records crime incidents made available to them through
either their transit police department or through communications
from local police departments, such as the Los Angeles Police
Department. For example, in 1983 the SCRTD recorded 848 crimes
committed against passengers and drivers, up from 555 in 1982, an
increase of 53%. How much faith should be put in such statistics?
Does the increase of 293 crimes represent a real increase or does
it reflect an improvement in measurement capability?

The statistics become important because the emphasis given in
public policy may depend on them. If the data have flaws so that
the increase is not real or bears little relationship to the scope
of the problem, then judgments based on measured rates of growth
of the phenomena may themselves be faulty.

The reason for caution is that the results from the survey bear
little relationship to the published statistics of SCRTD. The
degree of underreporting and miscategorization is so large as to
obscure the relationship of crime to bus travel. The differences
in estimated crime rates by the survey and those reported by SCRTD
vary by a factor of 25 to 30 times. As will be seen, the problem
is systemic, relating to flaws in the data collection system and
to reticence by the public.

RATES OF EXPOSURE TO BUS CRIME

Most of the crimes reported either directly by the victims
themselves or indirectly were serious, 'Part I' crimes. Although
respondents defined crimes in their own terms, the crimes were
converted into the FBI's Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) categories.
Figure 3.1 shows the relationship between the survey categories
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SURVEY CRIME CATEGORIES COMPARED TO UCR SYSTEM

FIGURE 3.1
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ESTIMATING BUS CRIME FOR 1983 IN WEST CENTRAL LOS ANGELES

Taking 1983 as a standard, it is possible to estimate the number
of serious (Part I) bus crimes that occurred. A household crime
index was constructed. Table 3.2 summarizes the construction of
household rates for 1983 with 95% confidence intervals.

On census day 1980 (April 1), there were 1,113,287 persons living
in and around the area of west central Los Angeles, living in
458,976 households. To estimate the number of bus crimes
occurring in the area in 1983, the number of households existing
on July 1, 1983 (mid-year) had to be determined. Three estimates
were constructed. A low estimate assumed that at a minimum there
should be the same number of households in the area as in 1980. A
medium estimate assumed the same rate of household formation as
experienced between 1970 and 1980. Lastly, a high estimate
assumed that the rate of household formation was equivalent to the
population growth rate. Table 3.3 summarizes these estimates.

Applying the measured household bus crime rate for 1983 to these
figures produces an expected estimate of 23,292 bus and bus-
related crimes in west central Los Angeles for 1983. TIf the 95%
confidence intervals are taken with the highest and lowest
estimates for the number of households in the area, there is a low
estimate of 16,982 (a 3.7% household bus crime rate with no change
in the number of households between 1980 and July 1, 1983) and a
high estimate of 29,835 (a 6.3% household bus crime rate and a
rate of household formation equivalent to that of the expected
population growth). (2)

Table 3.4 summarizes the results and breaks down the estimates on
a proportional basis consistent with the 1983 survey results - 43%
for crimes on buses, 34% for crimes at bus stops, and 23% for
crimes on the way to or from bus stops.

The numbers are 25-30 times as high as that recorded by SCRTD for
their entire service area in 1983 (843 serious crimes) and more
than half the estimates published by SEMCOG for the entire United
States and Canada in 1980. Of course, most crimes reported by
transit agencies such as SCRTD are crimes occurring on the systen,
whereas the survey estimates include transit-related crimes too.
However, the survey estimates for crimes only on buses still is
many times higher than SCRTD statistics. Crime as indicated by
transit company statistics represents only a small fraction of the
total amount of transit-related crime. (3)
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TABLE 3.4

ESTIMATED BUS CRIMES IN 1983 FOR WEST CENTRAL LOS ANGELES

Occurring:
ON AT TO/FROM
TOTAL BUS BUS STOP BUS STOP
Low Estimate 16,982 7,302 5,774 3,905
Medium Estimate 23,292 10,016 7,919 5,357
High Estimate 29,835 12,830 10,144 6,861

EFFECT OF BIAS ON THE ESTIMATE

The effect of bias on these estimates was examined. Table 3.5
summarizes factors that could overestimate or underestimate the
number of bus-related crimes. The key component is the survey
estimate for the household bus-related crime rate, which is the
number of bus-related crimes enumerated relative to the number of
households interviewed (n=1088). If any factor increases the
numerator of the index relative to the denominator, then the
number of bus-related crimes will be overestimated.
Alternatively, if any factor decreases the numerator of the index
relative to the denominator, then the number will be
underestimated.

Factors which could have led to overestimation were victims' or
researcher's miscategorization, undersampling of males and Asians,
and not including elderly persons living in convalescent homes.
Care was taken to count only those crimes which clearly fit into
the UCR Part I crime index. The main ambiguity concerned assaults
in which no robbery occurred. The UCR system distinguishes
between 'aggravated' assaults (Part I) if a serious injury occurs
or if there is a threat of injury' and 'simple' assaults (Part II)
if there is no injury nor threat of injury. If anything, the
categorization used here has been cautious compared to usual
police categorization practices; two-thirds of the reported
assaults without robbery were coded as 'simple'. Other possible
exaggerating biases were undersampling of males (who are less
likely to be victimized than females) and Asians (who are less
likely to be victimized than other racial/ethnic groups); the
percent of underestimation, however, was less than 4%.

On the other hand, factors which could have led to underestimation
are 130 respondents being interviewed before the end of 1983 was
completed (December was the highest crime month in 1983; LAPD,
1984), multiple incidents in 1983 not being counted (only the last
crime was queried), loss of information on victims through
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mortality or out-migration (the area has net out-migration), not
including households without telephones (typically these are
persons of lower income who have higher victimization rates), and
not including persons living in residential hotels (the 'skid row'
area of Los Angeles is within the survey area and appears to have
extraordinarily high victimization rates for all types of crime).

Without going into detail, it is our opinion that the effects of
underestimation are probably greater than the effects of
overestimation. 1In short, the sample has most likely
underestimated the number of bus and bus-related crimes.

COMPARISON WITH OTHER TYPES OF CRIME

How realistic are these estimates? Published transit authority
data give figures much lower. Unless the survey is completely
aberrant about crime, although other measured characteristics were
generally consistent with census parameters, the data suggests
that there is a high amount of bus and bus-related crime.

Respondents were asked whether they or any other member of their
household had ever been a victim of a serious crime in Los Angeles
aside from bus or bus-related crimes. Three-hundred ninety-one
respondents indicated that they or other members of their
household had been victimized by 'other' crimes in Los Angeles of
which 370 were serious ('Part I') offenses. This represents a
weighted household rate of 35.8%. For 1983, the figures were 137
other crimes committed against households of which 129 are serious
('Part I') offenses. The weighted household rate for 1983 was
11.9%. As with bus-related crimes, the rate is probably an
underestimate.

Using the above method, estimates for the number of 'other'
household crimes were made. Household bus crimes were added to
household 'other' crimes to give an estimate for the total number
of crimes in 1983 of 78,726 with a low estimate of 63,339 and a
high estimate of 95,187. (3) Table 3.6 summarizes the
calculations.

COMPARISON WITH LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT STATISTICS

The results were compared with Los Angeles Police Department
published statistics (LAPD, 1984). Taking the whole or part of 7
police areas which approximately match the survey area, their
records indicated about 105,000 reported Part I incidents for
1983, a figure slightly higher than the survey estimate.

Of course, the two data sets are not exactly comparable. The

police records include incidents reported within the geographical
area, whether the victims happened to live there or not. It is
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suspected that many crimes happen to persons not living within the
area since the area includes downtown Los Angeles. Similarly,
some of the crimes occurring to residents of the survey area may
have happened outside the area.

However, Table 3.7 shows that the distribution of crimes as
reported by the survey parallels the distribution of crimes as
reported by the police statistics. In other words, the survey
data matches official police statistics in the distribution of
crimes but significantly underestimates the volume of crimes. For
this reason, the estimated 23,292 bus-related crimes for 1983

should be seen as a minimum estimate.

TABLE 3.7

DISTRIBUTION OF CRIMES IN 1983 FOR WEST CENTRAL LOS ANGELES

LAPD Records Survey Estimates

Larceny-Theft 39.4% 44.2%
Burglary 22.4% 24,.3%
Motor Vehicle *

Theft 18.0% 10.5%
Robbery 12.2% 14.4%
Aggravated

Assault 6.9% 6.6%
Forcible Rape 0.9% -
Murder 0.3% -

* - 95% Confidence Interval around estimate does not include

LAPD result

Bus crime is a problem for bus users in central Los Angeles and
the scope of it hasn't been recognized because of distortions in
the crime reporting system. This situation most likely holds in
other large cities in the United States. Further, it is a problem
that even the local police don't completely recognize. When
questioned, police officials told us that bus crime is "only a
small proportion of the crimes that occur in Los Angeles". The
survey data suggests that this is not correct for the central city
population. About 20%-30% of the total crimes experienced by the
survey population are bus-related (Table 3.8).
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TABLE 3.9

SOURCES OF INFORMATION "LEAKAGE" FOR VICTIMS

ALL YEARS 1983

LOCUS OF BUS CRIMES
On a Bus 46% 43%
At a Bus Stop 32% 34%
To/From a Bus Stop 22% 23%
WHETHER CRIMES WERE REPORTED 42% 28%

(on bus - 13%)

WHETHER POLICE CAME
WHEN CRIME REPORTED 62% 50%

TYPE OF POLICE WHO CAME

LAPD 92% (24) 80% (4)
SCRTD 4% (1) 20% (1)
OTHER POLICE 4% (1) -

Third, the police may not investigate a bus crime even when it is
reported. With increasing crime rates over the last decade and
decreases in public funding for police departments, serious
deployment problems have confronted local police departments,
struggling to match an increasing social problem with constant or
declining manpower. Therefore, the extent to which the police may
not show up to investigate a crime even though it has been
reported is a significant variable in the underestimation of
transit crime. Over all years, the police came only about two-
thirds of the time when they were called (62%) but in 1983 this
dropped to 50%. Further, in almost every case where the police
were called, it was the Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) which
investigated. Of the 5 cases in 1983 when the police came, it was
the LAPD which came 4 times. The SCRTD transit police came in
only 1 case in 1983, as reported by the respondents, giving a
"detection rate" of about 1 out of 31; the numbers are so low that
it is impossible to generalize. TFor the first part of 1984, the
corresponding figures are out of 12 crimes, the police were called
in 5 cases with the police coming in 3 of these (of which all were
LAPD). Most bus crimes are not being picked up by SCRTD, though
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(1)

(2)

(3)

FOOTNOTES

There is surprisingly little overlap between the different
levels of bus crime exposure. Of the 108 victims, 35 had also
witnessed a bus crime, 5 had another member of the household
be a bus crime victim, and 34 knew someone who was a victim.
Similar overlap percentages hold for the other indices.

An alternative per capita measure can be constructed. In
1983, there were 57 bus crimes experienced by the respondents
or members of their households. The 1088 respondents lived
in households which had 2,655 persons. This represents a per
capita bus crime rate of 2.15% which translates into 25,024
bus crimes using the middle population project (1,165,581).
The two estimates are close. The household measure is a
better estimate, however, because it is weighted and also is
more precise., The per capita measure is defined as

Total Sample Crimes-1983 # of
Bus Crimes S e e - X Persons
in 1983 # of Persons represented in Area

by Sample (1088 X 2.44 ppu)

where ppu is the average number of persons per household.

The household measure is defined as

Total Sample Crimes-1983 # of
Bus Crimes = mmmm e e X Households
in 1983 # of Sample Households in Area

(n = 1088)

The per capita measure includes a variable in the denominator
of the index, thereby increasing sampling error, whereas the
household measure includes a constant.

A cohort estimate is based on the number of crimes that
households were exposed to within the last year, irrespective
of the calendar year. Respondents were asked for the month if
the crime occurred in 1983 or 1982. Using this index, there
are slightly more crimes reported for the last year than
taking recorded 1983 incidents. Within the last year, forty-
five persons had been victims of bus crimes, 22 respondents
indicated that members of their household had been bus crime
victims and 161 households had been victimized by another
type of crime. These produce weighted household rates of
6.2% for bus crimes and 14.8% for other household crimes.

The corresponding population estimates using the middle-range
household multiplier are 28,656 bus crimes and 68,860 other
types of crime, giving a combined total of 97,516.
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within the last six months; 2) Took the bus less than once a
month; 3) Took the bus once or twice a month; 4) Took the bus one
to four days a week; and 5) Took the bus five or more days a week.
Taking this index as a proxy for continual usage, there was a
definite relationship between use and exposure to bus crime
(Figure 4.1). PFrequency of bus use was the most important factor
predicting direct exposure to bus crime. For all respondents, 9%
had been victims of a bus crime in Los Angeles and 19% had
witnessed a bus crime. For heavy bus users (defined as persons
who took the bus five or more days a week), 25% had been victims
in Los Angeles and 35% had witnessed a bus crime.

Because bus crime exposure is directly related to bus use, it is
essential to separate out different levels of bus ridership to
assess the effects of other variables on victimization. Heavy bus
users would be those persons closest to the "true" probability of
being victimized by a bus crime in that they ride the buses
frequently and are exposed more often. The results are not
completely conclusive but they strongly suggest that the elderly,
women, persons of Hispanic background and persons with lower
incomes are more likely to be victimized.

The Elderly as Victims

The elderly appear to be more vulnerable to bus crime in Los
Angeles than other age groups. There are two statistical problems
that affect the interpretation. First, although the elderly are
more dependent on buses than younger persons, they are also less
likely to travel. An earlier study of the elderly in Los Angeles
showed that most of today's transit-dependent elderly never drove,
whereas those who drove in their youth continue to drive (Wachs,
1979). However, as people age they travel less in all modes and
environment because work-related travel is around 40% of all
travel. To assess the relative vulnerability of the elderly,
therefore, the extent of bus use must be statistically controlled.
Second, age is a proxy for having lived and the greater the time
spent in a city, the greater the likelihood of being victimized by
a crime (bus or otherwise). For those under 30 in the sample, 8%
have been victims of a bus crime but for those 65 or older, 17%
have been victims.

To distinguish these factors, only those bus crimes that have
occurred in 1982, 1983 and the first part of 1984 have been used,
and these have been further broken down by the five levels of bus
use (Figure 4.2). For non-users and light users, there is little
selectivity by age, whereas for moderate and heavy users (one or
more days a week on average), those age 65 and older are more
likely to have been victimized since 1982. For those elderly (age
65+) taking the bus daily, more than one out of four (29%) have
been victimized since 1982. It should be noted that sample sizes
are small, but the consistency of the change across the four age
categories strongly suggest that vulnerability increases with age.
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BUS CRIME AND THE PUBLIC

People who have not been victimized are also affected by bus
crime. All respondents (whether they had taken the bus within the
last six months or not) were asked how safe from crime they
perceived bus travel in Los Angeles under four conditions. Table
4.2 presents the proportion of the sample who perceived bus travel
as safe or very safe. Not surprisingly, bus travel in the
neighborhood is perceived as more safe than bus travel to or from
downtown Los Angeles, and night travel is perceived as more unsafe
than during the daytime.

The four items tend to correlate highly with each other and have
been added to form a scale (called 'Perceived Safety of Bus
Travel'). For example, if a respondent stated that it was very
safe to take a bus in the neighborhood during daytime (scored as
T47), safe to travel to downtown during daytime (scored as '3')
but unsafe to travel in the neighborhood in the evening (scored as
'2') and very unsafe to travel to downtown in the evening (scored
as '1'), then this person's scale score would be '10' (4+3+2+1).

TABLE 4.2

THE PERCEPTION OF BUS TRAVEL SAFETY
(Percentage indicating 'Safe' or 'Very Safe')

3
Neighborhood Travel
During the Daytime 79%
Neighborhood Travel
During the Evening/Night 29%
Travel To/From Downtown L.A.
During the Daytime 61%
Travel To/From Downtown L.A.
During the Evening/Night 10%

Several multiple regression models were constructed to examine the
relationship of background and crime exposure to perceptions of
safety. Table 4.3 presents the standardized model which fit the
data best. Women, Hispanics and persons with less education
perceived bus travel as less safe from crime than males, other
ethnic groups and persons of higher education. As seen in the
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It should be mentioned that these are exploratory hypotheses which
fit the data. By using a stepwise regression model, those
variables which show the strongest relationships have been
selected; the R-squares will be artificially high (though in these
cases, not particularly so). In other words, the data suggests
that the perception of safety on buses is partly a function of
crime experience with those who have been exposed to crime
perceiving bus travel as less safe. In addition, persons who have
characteristics associated with greater risk of exposure also
appear to perceive bus travel as less safe.

Safety and Bus Use

To what extent does the perception of safety on buses affect
ridership? There is a sizeable literature on the determinants of
bus use and 'mode choice', much of which shows the economic
constraint that limits some persons to public transit. There are
many people who use public transportation out of choice, but there
are many more who use it because of limited income, lack of car
ownership or inability to drive.

However, safety on the system may play an additional role in
affecting ridership, especially for those who can afford to choose
between automobiles and buses. 1In an earlier study of Santa
Monica (Levine, 1980), the perception of safety in riding buses
was a significant 'fourth-order' factor in predicting ridership
following car ownership, ethnic background (non-Whites were
greater bus users), and educational background (persons of higher
education in Santa Monica used buses more). With these data,
similar results are found (Table 4.4).

People who don't have a driver's license, who live in households
without a car, and who are younger are more likely to use buses.
Hispanics and Blacks are also more likely to use buses. 1In
addition, persons who perceive that bus travel is more safe are
more likely to use buses. As with the Santa Monica study, the
perception of safety does predict usage, though the effect is
small,
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CHAPTER 5

ENVIRONMENTAL CORRELATES OF BUS CRIMES

This chapter explores some environmental correlates of bus crime.
The data in the last two chapters showed the widespread scope of
bus crime and the vulnerability of many persons, especially
elderly. It is important, however, to go beyond describing the
facts of bus crime and to outline factors that can be incorporated
into a preventive strategy. Some general environmental correlates
of bus crimes will be examined followed by a focus on dangerous
bus stops. Because the aim is exploratory, information from all
levels of experience with bus crime has been combined.

CONTEXTUAL CORRELATES

Where do Bus Crimes Occur?

Many crimes occur at bus stops or on the way to or from bus stops.
For victims, 54% of the bus-related crimes occurred outside buses,
whereas when victim experiences were combined with other
experiences (witnesses, having another member of the household be
a victim or knowing another person who was a victim), the
proportion of crimes outside buses was only 42%. Whether the
difference between direct exposure and indirect exposure
represents 'sampling error' or a systematic distortion in indirect
perception cannot be gauged. Still, a sizeable proportion of bus
crimes occur outside buses.

Using information from all levels of exposure, differences were
found between the type of crime and where they occur. Bus crimes
have been grouped into three categories. First, there is larceny.
This category includes purse snatchings, jewelry snatchings, being
pickpocketed, a general reference to robbery, and is similar to
the UCR Part I 'Property Crime' Index (see Figure 3.1). The
second category is life threatening. This includes aggravated
assault, robbery with assault, armed robbery and rape and is
similar to the UCR 'Violent Crime' Index. The third category is
other crime, which involves simple assault, verbal abuse and
harassment (Part II crimes). Table 5.1 presents the type of bus
crime broken down by where it occurred. For all stages of a bus
trip, most crimes are larcenies. However, for crimes occurring
outside a bus, a greater proportion are life threatening.

Perceived Contributing Factors

Respondents who had been victimized or who had witnessed a bus
crime were asked whether there were any factors in the situation
that contributed to the crime. Those respondents who had other
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TABLE 5.2

PERCEIVED CONTRIBUTING FACTORS
(number of mentions by respondents)

Perceived Number of

Factor Mentions
Overcrowding on Bus 137
Victim was Vulnerable 54
Dangerous Location 33
Dark/Late at Night 25
Valuables were Exposed 25
Few People at Bus Stop 18

Ease of Escape for
Criminal 16

Victim Provoked Situation 13
Overcrowded Bus Stop 9

Non-Involvement by Others 5

Time of Occurrence

Other research has shown that most bus crimes occur in the late
afternoon and early evening (Pearlstein and Wachs, 1982) and these
data are supportive of this (FPigure 5.1). Dividing the day into
six periods, 69% of all incidents experienced by the respondents
occurred in the afternoon and evening rush hours. Types of crime
do vary, however, over the course of the day (Figure 5.2). Life
threatening crimes increase dramatically after evening rush hours.
People's fears about bus travel at night appear to be real. Even
though there are fewer incidents at night than in the daytime,
because of lower passenger loads, the danger to victims is higher.
Crimes occurring on a bus are heavily concentrated in the
afternoon and evening rush hours (76%), whereas crimes outside
buses are extended more evenly through the day: 58% of the crimes
at bus stops and 63% of the crimes on the way to or from the bus
stop occur during the afternoon and evening rush hours.
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opposite to that for crimes on buses. There has been a relative
shift in downtown bus crimes from the bus to the bus stop.

Respondent perceptions of contributing factors for bus stop crimes
are more diverse than for crimes on buses. Overcrowding at a bus
stop was a reason given predominately for downtown bus stop
crimes, almost all during the evening rush hours. For other
areas, however, other factors appear to be important. Fifteen
persons mentioned that the stop was at a dangerous location.
Eleven persons, on the other hand, stated that there were too few
persons at the stop. Lastly, eight persons mentioned that it was
late and dark. In short, there are several dangerous bus stops
throughout the area which appear to be affected by different kinds
of variables.

SOME DANGEROUS BUS STOPS IN WEST CENTRAL LOS ANGELES

The following presents a method for analyzing specific bus stops
which are dangerous and building an environmental data base for
transit crime. The method is not complete and needs further work.
But it does represent a start to understanding the unique micro-
environments which support crime. Ideally, information would be
collected routinely as part of crime reporting and incorporated in
an information base.

Defining the Most Dangerous Bus Stops

A survey is a good place to begin an analysis of dangerous bus
stops, but there are limits to its usefulness. There are large
sampling errors for small numbers of cases. For example, six
respondents either were victimized, witnessed a crime or knew
about crimes occurring at the intersection receiving the highest
number of mentions: 7th. St. and Hill St. in downtown Los
Angeles. Sampling error is large for six mentions. Only a
systematic data base could correct the deficiencies of using
survey data to collect information on dangerous locations.

All respondents who experienced a bus stop crime - either as
victims, witnesses, having other members of their household be
victims, or knowing persons who were victims, were asked where the
stop was located. Bus stops were coded by the nearest
intersection and organized in matrix form (Figure 5.7). The
matrix approximates the geographical location of main streets
within the survey area. On the horizontal axis, streets are
organized from west (left) to east (right) and on the vertical
axis streets are organized from north (top) to south (bottom).

The numbers inside the cells represent the total incidents

enumerated by the survey, not rates. There are 144 bus crimes
listed within the matrix. Many stops which have a high number of
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.incidents do so because of high patronage. The analysis of the
matrix, however, will use the total number of incidents because
the purpose is to detect those locations which are in need of
preventive actions. Such a matrix could be mapped on a computer
using the intersections as coordinates. When used with a current
data base on bus stop crimes, dangerous locations could be
continually monitored, producing monthly or even weekly maps. The
effectiveness of preventive actions could be more easily assessed.

Directional Patterns

By adding the columns and rows, the geographical pattern of bus
stop crimes can be seen. First, the pattern is not concentrated
but is 'linear'. Since bus stops are arranged in lines, this
pattern is logical. Second, there is a heavier concentration along
several of the north-south streets than there is along east-west
streets. For north-south streets (the totals on the horizontal
axis), the most mentioned streets are Vermont Ave. (23 mentions),
Western Ave. (15), Broadway (14), Fairfax Ave. (14) and Hill St.
(10). For east-west streets, the distribution is more even. The
most mentioned are Wilshire Blvd. (13), 7th. St. (9), Washington
Blvd. (9), Third st. (8), Hollywood Blvd. (7) and Martin Luther
King Blvd. (7).

The north-south pattern cuts across income groups to some extent,
which tend to fall in an east-west continuum. The distribution of
bus crimes along Vermont Ave. is consistent throughout the survey
area. The distribution along Western Ave., however, is more
concentrated toward the northern part of the survey area, in
Hollywood. Both of these streets have been seen as dangerous for
a long time. Western Ave., in particular, is known as a 'seedy'
street, with much drug traffic, and many sex book shops, pawn
shops and adult cinemas. It is a street which has a high
proportion of warehouses and distributors and has few commercial
shopping areas. Vermont Ave., on the other hand, is a commercial
and residential street for much of its length through the survey
area. Many bus lines run on both streets especially Vermont Ave.
In downtown Los Angeles, Broadway and Hill St. are heavily used
commercial streets. Broadway is the center of an Hispanic
commercial development while Hill St. is characterized by large
office buildings and a jewelry district. Both streets have heavy
automobile traffic and the sidewalks are crowded. They also
border on areas that are 'run-down'. That crime is high on these
streets is not surprising.

The most surprising result, however, is for Fairfax Ave. For over
50 years, Fairfax Ave. has had a high concentration of elderly
persons, and has been a port of in-migration for people from
eastern Europe. It is known for its sense of community,
especially toward the elderly, and has extensive social networks
and many service organizations. There have been some demographic
changes over the last 10 years, but the neighborhood has
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The observations suggested strategies for reducing crimes
occurring at the intersections. But the strategies have to be
tailored to the unigque elements associated with each micro-
environment. For example, at Hollywood Blvd. and Western Ave.,
because of drug trading around the location of two bus stops, it
was proposed to move the bus stops a block or two to the east of
the intersection in order not to subject passengers to the
activities. At 7th. St. and Hill St., on the other hand, a bus
shelter was proposed to separate persons waiting at bus stops from
passerbys to make it more difficult for pickpockets to operate.
Finally, at Melrose Ave. and Fairfax Ave., three suggestions were
made: limited police presence at the close of school; improved
scheduling of buses; and an education program geared towards
making the students aware of the needs of elderly persons.

The Uniqueness of Bus Stop Environments

Only three bus stops were observed in depth, but the differences
between them are so significant as to lead to the conclusion that
any program that is adopted to reduce bus crime must be fitted to
the unique aspects of the environment. If other bus stops were
observed, unique factors probably would emerge as contributing to
bus stop crimes. In other words, solutions to crime problems must
be tailored to individual circumstances. Whether each bus stop is
totally unique or whether there are types of stops is not clear
from the data. But even if there are general types of stops,
there is sufficient uniqueness as to be a dominant consideration
for any mitigation strategy. The problem is not unmanageable,
however. As seen, there are probably only 8 really dangerous bus
stops in the area plus a handful of other stops where bus stop
crimes frequently occur.
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Respondents who stated there was not adequate protection were asked
what parts of bus travel were not adequately protected. Up to
three characteristics were coded. Table 6.1 presents the ten most
frequently mentioned. Not surprisingly, travel on the bus and
waiting at the bus stop were mentioned far more than other choices.
After this came night travel, followed by the boarding of the bus,
the existence of vulnerable passengers, a general reference to
'everything', being alone at night, the back of the bus, going to
and from the bus stop, and South Central Los Angeles (the only
geographical reference). Several of these characteristics have
been shown to be dangerous in Chapter 5.

TABLE 6.1

PARTS QE BUS TRAVEL WHICH ARE NOT ADEQUATELY PROTECTED
(Number of mentions)

Number of

Parts of Bus Travel Mentions *
Travel on the bus 390
Waiting at the bus stop 336
Night travel 104
Boarding the bus 37
Vulnerablé passengers 34
Everything/all parts 28
Being alohe at night 27
Back of the bus 21
Going to and from the bus stop 21
South Central Los Angeles 20

Willingness to Pay for a Bus Crime Prevention Program

Respondents were asked whether they would be willing to pay in
taxes, fares or reduced service for some type of crime prevention.
For the sample as a whole, 63% stated that they would be willing to
pay. Support for such a program cuts across most social groups.
Bus users were naturally more supportive than non-users but non-
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TABLE 6.2

THE FINANCING OF A BUS CRIME PREVENTION PROGRAM
(Percent of respondents supporting measure)

%
Fare Increase 35.8%
Local Tax Increase 19.1%
No Financing 18.6%
Both Fare and Tax Increase 10.1%
Other 9.7%
of which:

Bus Company 3.9%
General Revenues 2.3%
Cigarette-Alcohol Tax 0.8%
Federal Tax Increase 0.8%

Other variables which distinguished support for different financing
mechanisms were education, where fare increase support decreased
with more education, and direct experience (as a victim or a
witness), where those with experience supported local tax increases
slightly more than those who with no experience. But, more still
supported fare increases than tax increases.

In short, there was a consensus about financing a bus crime
prevention program through increasing fares. It has been argued
that subsidized bus fares is an equitable subsidy because most
patrons have lower incomes. Although this may be true, the data
shows that most lower income persons were willing to support fare
increases to finance a bus crime prevention program (and the
strongest support came from those with less than median household
incomes). This is surprising because in California single-purpose
tax measures that have come up before the electorate have generally
been defeated. The one exception was the passage of Proposition A
in Los Angeles County which assessed a one-half percent sales tax
and ear-marked the funds for mass transit. From the results,
support was shown for fare increases to finance a bus crime
program. An important caveat, however, is that the revenues be
used for crime prevention.
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TABLE 6.4

DESIGN ELEMENTS WHICH ARE PERCEIVED AS MOST FROM BUS CRIME
(Percent Supporting)

Type of Bus 2
Regular 68%
Mini-Bus 22%
Articulated 7%
Double-Deck 3%

Type of Glass in Bus Windows
Clear Glass 43%
Tinted Glass 31%
No Difference 26%

Open or Sheltered Bus Stops
Prefer Sheltered Bus Stops 39%
Prefer Open Bus Stops 38%
No Difference 23%

Lighting or Proximity of Bus Stops
Prefer Farther, Better Lit Bus Stop 77%
Prefer Closer, Less Well Lit Bus Stop 23%

73







and the most persons place an emphasis on it; people are willing to
walk further for better security.

Other Factors which Could Contribute to Safety from Bus Crime

Lastly, respondents were asked what else could be done to increase
safety on buses or at bus stops from crime. Over 1000 suggestions
were received from respondents. Table 6.5 lists the most common
ones. Some of these have been reviewed already and others are new.
The heavy emphasis on police (uniformed, plainclothes, at bus
stops, voluntary) was consistent with strong support given to the
transit police. Support for better lighting was also seen in the
last question. Many people argued for silent alarms, not realizing
that most buses already have these installed.

Other suggestions, however, were interesting and deserve to be
considered. Having drivers better trained to handle crime on buses
or rowdy passengers may help to allay some of the ambivalence the
public has toward drivers. SCRTD gives special training to drivers
in this respect, but there was suspicion about the ability of
drivers to intervene. Both from the lack of emphasis given to
drivers in the choice between drivers and passengers, and from
other data indicating that the drivers were perceived as rarely
calling the police in crime incidents, there does appear to be some
concern about drivers effectiveness in combating bus crime.

Installing emergency call boxes at bus stops also might be
considered, especially at some of the more crowded stops.
Currently, victims of crime or persons threatened in a situation
would have to find a telephone to call the police, which in public
places may be difficult, especially at night. On the other hand,
the existence of emergency call boxes would lend itself to misuse
easily. There was also concern about overcrowding on buses
especially on heavily travelled routes. 1In Chapter 5, the
perception of overcrowding was the most significant factor
mentioned in contributing to bus crime. Lastly, educating the
public about bus crime would be useful, both for reporting
incidents and for teaching people to protect themselves in public.

Using the Public to Combat Bus Crime

There are many possibilities for combating crime on buses, some of
which are not expensive. The respondents gave interesting
suggestions, many unanticipated. These involve the use of police,
but also the training of drivers, public education and improved
design. In the next chapter, suggestions and recommendations are
outlined. It is important, however, to see bus crime as a public
problem. Part of reducing bus crime is to include the public in
all stages of decision-making and implementation. Only through
active participation and education will bus crime be reduced.

75







CHAPTER 7

SOME RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVING BUS SECURITY

Earlier chapters have identified the results of the survey and
observations. In this chapter, some recommendations and
suggestions for further research are presented. Three main
conclusions from this study have policy implications. First, the
existing system for collecting information on transit crime has
fundamental faults. Correction of this system will require
overhaul of the categories used in defining transit crime,
probably through redefining the FBI's Uniform Crime Report.
Second, environmental information is important for understanding
factors contributing to bus crime. There is a need to build an
environmental data base. Third, the physical and social causes of
bus stop crime are particular to the environment surrounding each
stop. There is much diversity between different stops. Any
strategy for protecting passengers at bus stops must be based on
an assessment of these elements. Similarly, buses have their own
micro-environments which vary according to the passengers and
neighborhoods which they pass through.

FAULTS IN TRANSIT CRIME REPORTING SYSTEMS

The current method for collecting information on transit crime has
faults which are well beyond the capabilities of transit
authorities to correct. The incidence of bus crime in central Los
Angeles is many times greater than that recorded by the local
transit agency (SCRTD), and what is found in Los Angeles would
probably be found elsewhere. There are so many sources of
information 'leakage' that most transit agencies probably know
about a small proportion of actual bus crimes. Unreported crimes
constitute a major problem for crime statistics in general. Crime
reports for which the police cannot investigate constitute another
source of error for crime statistics. For transit-related crimes
which are investigated but which have occurred outside buses, data
will most likely be collected by local police departments rather
than transit police. Existing police reports usually eliminate
any reference to transit behavior.

There is a need to overhaul transit crime reporting systems.
There are efforts in this direction. Riley and Dean (1984) have
recently reviewed crime reporting forms for detecting crimes at
California intercity bus stations; they proposed a uniform
transportation crime reporting system. Currently, the U.S.
Department of Transportation is undertaking a review of existing
transit crime data bases throughout the country. The Southeast
Michigan Council of Governments has for several years provided a
de facto standard by compiling information from transit agencies
throughout the U.S. and Canada (SEMCOG, 1979; 1981). Their
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7. Information to establish the liability of the 'owner' of
a public space. This issue has received some attention
in the press. Legal suits involving attempts to
establish public liability for dangerous locations
(e.g., a school being sued because the playground has
many crime incidents; a transit authority being sued
because a particular bus stop has many crimes) have been
filed and tried. Sometimes the court has found the
public agency liable and othertimes not. The potential
for this type of case may increase dramatically for
transit operators; and

8. Lastly, there is standardization of the data base to
allow comparisons between different locales or the same
locale over time.

A transit crime data base should try to fulfill all these goals if
it is to be effective. The concern of this report has been
obtaining information which can be used for prevention. This, of
course, is only one goal but it is an important one that should
concern the U.S. Department of Transportation and most transit
authorities in the country. The main purpose in developing a
uniform transit crime reporting system would be to monitor actions
that have been instituted to reduce crime. Data which is aimed at
improving crime prevention should, therefore, be the foremost
consideration for an improved data collection system.

To this aim, the current system has deficiencies that will not be
eliminated by standardization alone. If operators are only
detecting a small proportion of existing crimes, it is impossible
to know whether any procedures or changes have improved security.
Without changing the UCR system, it is unlikely that major
improvements can be made in detecting transit crimes.

This would require high level negotiations between the U.S.
Department of Transportation and the U.S. Department of Justice.
The way changes in statistical reporting systems usually proceed
is that first the appropriate secretaries agree on the need to re-
define the system. Next, a committee is appointed to review all
evidence for and against the changes. A cost-benefit analysis is
then conducted to assess the economic feasibility of the changed
system. Several local experiments are set up to test a model of
the new system. Lastly, after several reviews and revisions,
Congress approves the changed system. The process is time-
consuming but it can lead to a better data collection system. The
history of statistical information systems in this country has
many examples of reporting forms being changed from new
information and circumstances (the U.S. Census Bureau goes through
such a procedure between every census).

Therefore, our first recommendation is that consideration be made
for creating a dialogue between the U.S. Department of
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Observational Data as a Complement to Existing Data Bases

In the absence of environmental information in existing transit
crime data bases (or even as a complement to such information),
observational studies can be used to obtain information about
difficult bus stop locations. The method outlined in Chapter 5
and Appendix C can be applied to detecting dangerous bus stops and
isolating variables which contribute to crimes. This method can
be applied in other cities of the United States.

STRATEGIES FOR PROTECTING PEOPLE USING BUSES

Designs must be specific to the particular location. What worked
at one bus stop may not necessarily work at another. The same can
be said of buses, even though the internal environment of the bus
is generally consistent. Crime is not totally a product of a
physical environment, but involves passengers and locations as
well., The number of passengers on the bus, the time of day, and
the particular locale that the bus passes through are undoubtedly
contributing factors to crimes on the bus.

In Chapter 1, four approaches toward bus crime prevention were
outlined: 1) 'Target hardening'; 2) Surveillance; 3) Scheduling;
and 4) Community building. Of these, 'target hardening' has been
the most commonly attempted strategy. There has been a 'high
technology' approach to protecting bus patrons and drivers.
Although many of these measures may have been effective, others
may not have been. Little has been done to protect passengers at
bus stops. Several suggestions are discussed below for improving
protection for passengers on buses and at bus stops which rely on
the other approaches, in combination with 'target hardening'. It
is not meant to be an exhaustive list, but to generate ideas for
combating crime. Some of these suggestions are inexpensive;
others are not. The effectiveness of any, however, would depend
on where it is implemented. For most, it would be necessary to
conduct experimental trials to evaluate their utility.

PROTECTING PEOPLE IN BUSES

Of the preventive actions that have been implemented for bus
travel, the majority have been on buses. Silent alarms, exact
change fare policy, flashing lights on the outside of the bus, and
two-way radio devices have been in operation for sometime in many
cities of the United States.

Scheduling for Heavy Passenger Loads

A key variable in bus crime is the passenger load. The critical
load for 'overcrowding' probably varies among transit systems, but
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about stress on bus drivers and the effect this may have on their
ability or willingness to protect passengers on the bus. It may
be necessary for transit systems to discuss ways of improving the
status, performance and effectiveness of drivers in combating
transit crime.

PROTECTING PEOPLE AT BUS STOPS

Protecting people at bus stops involves different considerations.
Most bus stops are part of public space and legally, physically
and socially are outside the province of the transit operator.
Five suggestions are made for improving protection at bus stops.

Deploying Police at Dangerous Bus Stops

Consideration should be given to deploying police at dangerous bus
stops during times when crimes are most likely to occur. There
would be an obvious cost to this which would have to be carefully
evaluated. But given the request of many persons for more police
protection and given the specific location of many bus stop
crimes, stationing police at bus stops might be the most effective
means for combating the problem. The cost may not be prohibitive,
however. In a city like Los Angeles, if, for example, twenty bus
stops were to be protected for four hours a day, 80 extra man-
hours per day would be required. The revenues could possibly be
raised through a crime prevention fare increase or a localized tax
on businesses. At 7th and Hill in downtown Los Angeles, several
merchants were talked to about financing extra police at the
corner, All were supportive, if not enthusiastic. Many of the
shops hire security officers in any case, so that a marginal
increase in business security expenditures could improve public
safety a great deal. This would be a benefit both to the bus-
using public and the merchants, shops and businesses involved.
However, there may be reluctance by local police departments to
change their operating procedures so that policemen are stationed
at corners rather than staying in cars.

Moving Bus Stops from Dangerous Locations

Another possibility is altering routes of buses and the stationing
of bus stops. At Hollywood Blvd. and Western Ave., for example,
it was recommended that the bus stop be moved a block or two away
or eliminated altogether. The extra distance that some patrons
would be required to walk (others would have a shorter walk) would
be more than offset by improved security at the bus stop. The
same logic could be applied to other locations. Three obvious
arguments could be made against changing bus stops. First, it
could be argued that if a bus stop was moved, then the 'crime'
would move along with it. Most crimes are coincidental in that an
assailant finds a sudden opportunity. Unless the person is a
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imagine a community-outreach program that involved the local
merchants or residents around a dangerous bus stop. For if a bus
stop environment is dangerous to persons waiting there, then it
will also be dangerous to those who work or live there. Awareness
of the bus stop and a willingness to check out 'suspicious'
persons hanging around would help to make the bus stop environment
'feel safer'.

Special Qutreach for Schools

Schools pose a special, though related, problem. There is clearly
a tension that exists between teenagers and elderly in some
locations. The observations at Melrose Ave. and Fairfax Ave.
highlighted this problem. The Los Angeles Police Department have
also told us that crime incidents are higher on blocks around
junior high schools and high schools than on blocks farther away.
The crimes vary from pranks and petty larcenies to more serious
robberies and assaults, It is a problem frequently related to
economic and ethnic tensions existing within the schools
themselves. Several possibilities could be developed. For one
thing, separate buses for students could help to separate youths
from adult passengers. This would raise several delicate legal
issues about discrimination against teenagers, particularly those
in high crime areas. But it would be acknowledging that youths as
a collective group differ from these persons as individuals.

A possibly more effective solution could be to create an awareness
within the school about the need to protect people at bus stops
outside the school. An effective school outreach program could be
designed whereby the students are introduced to elderly persons
who have been victimized and encouraged to extend support and
protection to the elderly in general. If youths are given
responsibility for protecting bus stops in front of their school,
crimes occurring there might be reduced.

PAYING FOR BUS CRIME PREVENTION PROGRAMS

These suggestions may or may not work. Unless they are tried, it
will not be known if they would work or not. However, at any bus
stop which happens to be dangerous, something can be done to
improve the situation. But solutions have to be unique to bus
stops and locales. They all involve costs, some greater than
others. Possibly with an economic feasibility examination, many
of these suggestions would prove to be too expensive. But cost is
always relative. There is a cost for not protecting passengers,
too. For victims, there is a personal cost which must be borne.
For others, there is a cost in not feeling safe on a bus or in
being reluctant to use buses in any case. For the transit system
as a whole, fear of using buses by the public translates into
reduced ridership and lack of support for improving facilities.
As shown in Chapter 6, most respondents are willing to pay for
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6.

A cost-benefit comparison of different preventive
strategies should be conducted. This should try to
assess both direct costs (the cost to the transit
authority, patrons and taxpayers) and indirect costs
(the cost to the society as a whole).

Bus crime prevention can also be seen as a social
service in which the 'service' is the prevention of a
crime. An area of research that needs to be done is to
model this service.

Another economic area that can be researched is to
assess the effects on employment by hiring more local or
transit police. Security can be a major employer of
people from poor economic backgrounds. By providing
more security jobs, the problem of bus crime may be
attacked in a multiplying manner.
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