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(Senate, No. 1834 of 1983)

Ordered, That a special committee of the Senate to be appointed
by the President, to consist of three members, for an investigation
and study relative to the recent outbreak of crime and violence on
the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority’s rapid transit
service with particular emphasis on security provided on the
Orange Line, so-called.

Adopted by:
The Senate, January 27, 1983
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ORDER AUTHORIZING STUDY
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To the Honorable Senate:

LADIES AND GENTLEMEN: In compliance with the Sen-
ate order Senate No. 1834 of 1983, reprinted on the inside of the
front cover of this document, the majority of the membership of
the Special Senate Committee established for the purpose of In-
vestigating and Studying Crime and Violence on the Massachu-
setts Bay Transportation Authority’s Rapid Transit Lines submit
herewith their report and proposals to the Massachusetts Senate,
and further, the Special Senate Committee firmly believes that the
Legislature should favorably accept and implement the recom-
mendations contained in this report.

Respectfully submitted,

THE MEMBERS OF THE SPECIAL SENATE
COMMITTEE ESTABLISHED FOR THE PUR-
POSE OF INVESTIGATING AND STUDYING
CRIME AND VIOLENCE ON THE MASSA-
CHUSETTS BAY TRANSPORTATION AU-
THORITY’S RAPID TRANSIT LINES

Sen. ARTHUR J. LEWIS, JR., Senate Chairman

Sen. JOSEPH B. WALSH, Senate Vice Chairman

Sen. ROBERT C. BUELL

(Elir (dommnnuipalth of fHasoarhuaPtfa

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL TO THE SENATE
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This report is submitted by the three member Special Commit-
tee established to study crime on the MBTA pursuant to Senate
No. 1834 of 1983, which was filed by Senator Arthur J. Lewis, Jr.
of Boston, Senate Chairman of Bills in Third Reading. The legis-
lative directive, reprinted on page two of this report, required the
three Senate members to investigate crime on the MBTA and to
make a report to the Legislature of their study. The intent of this
directive, therefore, is to determine the scope of the problem of
crime on the MBTA transportation system, in particular on the
rapid transit lines and to make viable recommendations to the
Legislature, Governor and MBTA management that will help to
lessen the magnitude of this much publicized, emotional problem
of violent crime on the MBTA.

The Committee wishes to summarize at this time the most seri-
ous and publicized violent incidents that were the cause of the pas-
sage by the Massachusetts Senate of the study order that set up
this Special Senate Committee. This listing is not in any way an
effort to further dramatize the violent incidents that can and do
occur from time to time on the MBTA. Rather, it is to emphasize
to the Legislature and Administration of the Commonwealth and
MBTA that to again gain the confidence of the riding public (which
seems to decrease with resulting ridership falloff every time an
incident of this nature is reported in the media) that we as elected
officials are making a sincere attempt to alleviate this problem for
their safety and security.

1. Saturday, August 21, 1982 Assault, Robbery
This infamous terror train incident occurred when a gang
of at least 20 youths for over a half an hour period terror-
ized some 15 passengers leaving a Boston Garden Wrestling
Match bound for Forest Hills on the Orange Line. Starting
at the downtown Washington Street Station and for a dis-
tance of 8 stations, doorways were blocked while riders were
beaten, robbed of money, jewelry and stripped of clothing.
Anthony Teri, 28, of Roslindale, one individual robbed stated
in the press, “If the police were there nothing would have
happened, but there was not one cop”. At least three vic-
tims required hospital treatment.

INTRODUCTION
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2 Sunday, October 3, 1982 Kidnapping, Rape
Two young, female adolescents who had left the Boston
Crisis Center in Charlestown, a Department of Mental Health
facility, to go window shopping downtown were kidnapped
off the train by three men and taken to a West Springfield
Street apartment located in the South End and sexually as-
saulted for over an hour.

Tuesday, October 5, 1982 Assault, Robbery3
Four Orange Line riders were assaulted and robbed by 20
youths while 200 passengers were aboard the train and both
the motorman and door guard were unaware of the incident.
One victim, a minister, found bleeding and lying on the floor
of Dudley Station was taken to Boston City Hospital.

Saturday, January 22, 1983 Assault, Robbery, Armed
Robbery

4,

Three MBTA bus drivers, two male, one female, were at-
tacked in separate incidents. Michael Griffin, driving on
Blue Hill Avenue, was assaulted with a beer bottle, kicked,
beaten unconscious and robbed by a gang while over 20
passengers looked on. Daniel Gillis, driving near Codman
Square, was robbed at gunpoint and punched by four men.
Patricia Flanagan was assaulted on Hancock Street, Boston,
by four men when the rear door of the bus wouldn’t open.

Friday, January 29, 1983 Armed Robbery, Rape
Two men armed with a knife and a gun first robbed a man
at Fields Corner and then raped a 25 year old woman at the
Shawmut MBTA Station.

5.

The Special Committee held three public hearings on the sub-
ject of crime on the MBTA at the Statehouse during the month
of March, 1983. During these three hearings conducted on March
3, 10 and 24, 1983 the Special Committee resolved to afford a
maximum opportunity to all interested citizens and governmental
officials within the Commonwealth to express their views and to
present testimony, evidence and proposals as they pertain to crime
on the service routes provided by the Massachusetts Bay Trans-
portation Authority.

The Special Committee was especially pleased to receive input
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from the General Manager of the MBTA, the Secretary of Trans-
portation, the secretary of Public Safety, the Chief of the MBTA
Police, members of the MBTA Police and those who had been vic-
timized by criminal incidents on the MBTA. To all those inter-
ested citizens of the Commonwealth who made an effort to assist
the investigation and study, the Special Committee expresses its
sincex’est appreciation and its most respectful thanks.

Further, the Special Committee took into consideration Sena-
tor Royal L. Bolling, Jr.’s interest into the particular crimi-
nal incidents on the MBTA’s Orange Line and bus lines within his
district. To further the end result of obtaining a fair and compre-
hensive investigation and study, the Committee allowed his par-
ticipation in some of the deliberations at the public hearings by
permitting inquiries by the Senator of a few of the public officials
who presented testimony to the Special Committee.
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*

1981 1982 % CHANGE
Homicide * 0 5 + 500%
Rape 5 4 20%
Larceny ** 1402 961
Pickpocket ** 939 599 36%
Aggravated Assault 399 388 9%
Robberies 864 664 26%
Burglary 115 141 + 22%
Motor Vehicles 88 62
Arrests 465 669 + 44%
Station Checks 14,576 18,489 + 27%

* 1 murder reported by MBTA Police during first three months of 1983.
** Pickpocket statistics are part of the larceny statistics for each year

and should not be totaled with other categories.

As these figures specifically relate to the rapid transit lines, the break-
down is as follows:

1981 1982 % CHANGE
ARRESTS RED 59 71 +20%

ORANGE 168 204 + 21%
BLUE 13 28 + 50%

LARCENY RED 115 58 —50%
ORANGE 103 79 —23%
BLUE 17 5 —71%

ROBBERY RED 79 93 +lB% *

ORANGE 511 335 —34%
BLUE 20 20 0%

* This is the only sample area where the Department was unable to
turn around criminal activity in 1982. Undercover police operatives were
finally able to apprehend a group of young-adults who were perpetrating
the robberies in the Fields Corner and Ashmont areas. In the Depart-
ment’s defense, it should be noted that regular rapid transit service on the
lower Red Line was curtailed during the last half of 1981 due to recon-
struction and system modernization.

SOURCE; MBTA POLICE DEPARTMENT AND STATE POLICE
UNIFORM CRIME REPORT

The total number of Part 1 Crimes (murder, rape, robbery, aggravated
assault, burglary, larceny and motor vehicle theft) committed on the
MBTA System are reflected by the following:

1980 1981 % OF CHANGE 1982 % OF CHANGE
3,304 2,877 —12.9% 2,223 —22.7%

SOURCE; STATE POLICE UNIFORM CRIME REPORT

TABLE 1

TABLE 2
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Number of Routes
Bus
Street Car
Rapid Transit
Trackless Trolley

152
5

3
4

Commuter Rail (North & South)

Number of Vehicles

10

987Bus
Street Car
LRV

165
125

Rapid Transit 411
Trackless Trolley 50

293Rail Vehicles (46) Locomotives (247)

Ridership (excluded Commuter Rail)
Daily (estimated) 479,500

,350,000Annual (estimated) 143,
Number of Stations

Rapid Transit 79
Commuter Rail (North & South)

Miles of Track

89

In Subway (one way) 15
48.2Bridges, elevated or surface (one way)

Rapid Transit Route Miles (one way) 42.3
Red Line: Harvard/Brattle-Ashmont

Harvard/Brattle-Braintree
9.6

15.0
10.9Orange Line: Forest Hills-Oak Grove

Blue Line: Bowdoin-Wonderland 6.8
8.4Rapid Transit Route Miles Under Construction (one way)

Red Line Northwest Extension
Southwest Corridor Orange Line Relocation

3.7
4.7

35.1Street car Route Miles (one way)
Riverside-North Station (12.5) Arborway-Park (5.5)
Lake Street-Lechmere via Commonwealth Ave. (8.0)
Cleveland Circle-Lechmere via Beacon Street (6.6)
Ashmont-Mattapan (2.5)

15.75
680

Trackless Trolley Route Miles (one way)
Bus Route Miles

Commuter Rail Route Miles (one way) 357
North Station; to Gardner (65) to Concord, N.H.
(73) to Woburn (10) to Haverhill (33) to Ipswich
(28) to Rockport (35)
South Station; to Framingham (220) to Franklin (28)
to Stoughton (19) to Providence (44)

Employees 5,999
Source; 1981 MBTA Annual Report,

TABLE 3 MBTA SERVICE STATISTICS
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This Special Committee from its deliberation and hearings on
crime and violence on the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Au-
thority recognizes the Factor of Fear of criminal attack as the
most singular issue that haunts the transit authority in its attempt
to present and provide the general public with a guaranteed safe
and reliable mass transportation system.

In the course Of the Committee’s study and hearings as con-
firmed by the management of the MBTA, ridership on the system
especially the rapid transit lines has indeed decreased due to crime.
Public ridership on the transit system can and is affected by many
factors including reliability of service, fare costs and fear of crime,
etc. However, this report maintains that it is this last factor, that
of the fear of a commuter 'becoming an actual victim of a violent
criminal act and where the MBTA has failed to address the prob-
lem properly is the main cause of the loss in ridership. Further,
this failure will remain to be the major stumbling block in the ef-
forts to increase the ridership population on the transit system.

This public perception of a problem ridden, crime infested transit
system was further highlighted in a public opinion poll * conducted
by the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority in the late
1970’5, in which 750 Bostonians were surveyed indicating that
three out of five persons believe the MBTA subway system has a
higher crime rate than Boston proper. Yet, as the statistics in
Table 1 of this report indicate this is not completely true. For in-
stance, while the MBTA had no homicides in 1981 and five in 1982,
the City of Boston had 100 such homicides in each of these years.
However, the Special Committee acknowledges that the incidents
of crime on the transit system even if they in fact do not compare
with the magnitude of the capital city are still too high for the
MBTA or general public to tolerate.

There are many elements that can lead the general public to be-
lieve that the level of crime and the percentage of personal risk
of victimization is high on the MBTA. For instance, the isolated en-
vironment of the transit system, direct or indirect personal knowl-

SECTION 1

CRIME ON THE MBTA

Source: Legislative Research Council Report of Crime on Public
Transportation Systems February 13, 1980
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edge of transit crime victims and media crime reports are perfect
examples of the elements that lead the public to fear travel on the
META.

Accordingly, in examining the first element, the locations of sta-
tions and routes along actual or potential high crime areas, play a
role in the public perception of fear of crime on the META. More
specifically, the enclosed underground and elevated platform sta-
tions, isolated passageways, stairways and secluded enclosed areas
which may be poorly lit, unkempt and vandalized are contributing
elements in the public’s fear of possible victimization. Second, the
factor of fear can be bolstered by the acquaintance with a victim
of crime on the transit system, especially by the daily commuter
who becomes familiar with others who regularly utilize the transit
system. In addition, direct public contact with disturbances of the
peace or incidents of rowdyism by individuals or groups lend
credence to the META being an unsafe public convenience. Final-
ly, it is the media publicity that plays the most dominant role in
the public’s image of a high META crime rate.

The listing of the particular violent incidents of crime in the
introduction of this report were the catalysts for the inception of
this study when they received wide-spread dissemination to the
general public through the broadcast and print media. It is mainly
through the mass media which is only conducting its business in
the proper manner in reporting these violent incidents as news
items, as relayed to them by the victims and the authorities at the
META, does the public perceive the META as an unsafe mode of
transportation.

This Committee believes the media cannot be blamed in any way
for the public’s uncomplimentary attitude toward this Greater
Boston transit system for they do not make news but only report
it as it happened. Indeed, there are a great number of criminal in-
cidents regularly occuring on the META which is enough to incense
any rational individual. This report will now turn to these in-
stances of crime on the transit system and the possible means by
which this problem can be combatted successfully as recommended
by the Special Committee.

The Special Committee examined the breakdown of crime sta-
tistics provided by both the State Police Uniform Crime Report
and META police for the years 1980, 1981 and 1982 as stated in
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tables 1 and 2 of this report. The Uniform Crime Report divides
criminal offenses into two major categories which are designated
as Part 1 and Part 2 crimes. The distinction is important to keep
in mind because different information is collected for each category.

Part 1 crime includes crimes against the person such as murder,
rape, robbery and aggravated assault; and crimes against property
including burglary, larceny and motor vehicle theft. Part 2 crimes
are classified as all other reported crimes. Furthermore, the Special
Committee wishes the reader to understand that for the category
of violent crimes against the person, one offense is counted for
each victim regardless of the number of suspects involved in the
commission of each individual act.

This portion of the report will focus on the major category of
Part 1 crimes which had the most direct impact of the riding
public rather than the other numerous reports of Part 2 crimes
such as vandalism, fraud, drinking and drug violations, disorderly
conduct, etc.

The enclosed tables 1 and 2 give a tally of all incidents of Part
1 crimes reported on all MBTA transportation lines including a
specific breakdown of the tabulations for the rapid transit services.
As the two tables indicate, overall crime incidents as reported by
the MBTA are down drastically in some categories including an
overall reduction of 12.9 percent for 1981 and 22.7 percent for 1982.

The reasons for the decrease in the percentage ofreported crimes
for these two years can be credited to the efforts of th MBTA po-
lice by additional hirings and selective enforcement techniques
documented for the Special Committee and will be explained fur-
ther in the next section of this report.

Furthermore, recent tabulations received by the Special Com-
mittee of 521 Part 1 crimes on the MBTA for the first three months
of 1983 indicate a possible projected decrease of 14 percent in
these types of crimes for 1983; which must be tempered with the
fact there was a 13% increase in manpower at the MBTA police
department in recent months.

Also Table 1 indicates that not all categories of criminal incidents
went down by the dramatic proportions as those for pickpocketing
and robbery which accounted for most of the decrease and incident-
ally were the two categories the MBTA police had selectively target-
ed for special crime prevention patrols and undercover operations
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conducted through the hiring of additional personnel. Unfortunate-
ly, the MBTA police were not able to reduce the other incidents of
violent crime against the person to a very large degree; and most
notably in some specific instances there were dramatic increases
in reported crime.

In the violent crime category, homicide statistics show a drama-
tic 500 percent increase while aggravated assaults registered a
meager decrease of less than one percent; further reinforcing the
reasons the Special Committee was voted into existence to investi-
gate. In the additional violent crime categories rape was also in-
cluded as a major factor in the large overall reduction of crime on
the transit system with a 20 percent drop in incidents while the
actual numerical decrease was only one from 5 to 4. Robberies, in-
cluding both the armed and unarmed types, with a 26 percent drop
in reported crimes due to the focus of a police crackdown was the
only crime against the person indicator that showed a true de-
crease.

In the property crime categories, larceny as legally defined has
many definitions such that the statistics for the pickpocketing
category were separated by the MBTA police department for the
purposes of a concentrated crackdown and should be counted as
part of the larceny figures. Again, this is the other crime category
that was truly reduced by the efforts of the police which will be
discussed later. Burglary on the other hand, Shows a marked in-
crease in activity. This may be attributed according to police
sources to the increase of vending and retail shops being established
with greater frequency on MBTA property and the lack of police
personnel to patrol the entire transit system, and perform selective
enforcement duties. Lastly, most motor vehicle violations are not
directly related to criminal activity but are the results of accidents,
disabled or stolen vehicles found on MBTA property causing a dis-
ruption in service rather than the total amount of transit vehicles
stolen.

Finally, the non-related criminal statistics of arrests and station
checks performed by the MBTA police are again indicative of the
productivity, selective enforcement and the hiring of additional per-
sonnel which will be examined further in the next section. How-
ever, the Special Committee wishes to be recorded as stating that
it has no way of documenting the station check police statistics for
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the purpose of determining if they were performed for a sufficient
duration to actually deter criminal activity or give the riding pub-
lic the impression of security on the transit system.

The additional statistics provided by the MBTA police depart-
ment in Table 1 for the individual rapid transit lines are more or
less self explanatory and stress the recent success of selective en-
forcement of the police in the robbery and pickpocket categories.

The Special Committee finds that the MBTA police department
has done more than a creditable job statistically in reducing the
overall crime rate, specifically in the two categories of pickpocket-
ing and robbery given the limited number of personnel with which
it has available to patrol the vast transit system. But in the cate-
gories of violent crime much needs to be done in the area of police
visibility to bring these statistics in line with the other reductions
in criminal activity. This and other sections of this report will
show that crime prevention can be effective and arrest increased
even further if the police force is given the proper tools and level
of personnel to properly perform it.

In addition to the Part 1 crime statistics that affect the general
public, the Special Committee at its final public hearing received
personal accounts of how crime can affect T employees as well as
commuters. At that hearing two transit employees related how
they were violently assaulted to the extent that hospitalization was
required in each instance.

In one incident, a surface line operator was attacked this past
January to the extent that he was knocked unconscious by a gang
requiring him to seek medical treatment which until the time of
the last hearing prevented his return to work. In the other case,
an Orange Line train guard was stabbed in the face at Washington
Street Station during the Tall Ship Festival.

As a result of this testimony and the receipt of other informa-
tion concerning similar violent incidents against MBTA employees,
the Special Committee feels compelled to call for increased penal-
ties against the perpetrators of violent attacks upon transit em-
ployees as a deterrence to these types of acts.

RECOMMENDATION: That legislation be filed by this body to
increase the penalties for assault and battery upon MBTA service
employees.

As a footnote to this section it was found that the vast majority
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of criminal incidents, violent or otherwise, are perpetrated on the
rapid transit lines as indicated in the arrest records of Table I. Due
to this fact the Special Committee would like to propose to the
MBTA General Manager that a feasibility study be conducted into
the possibility of scheduling regular rapid transit express service
from the Forest Hills terminal to downtown Boston on the soon to
be constructed New Orange Line.

RECOMMENDATION: That the MBTA conduct a study into
the feasibility of providing express service on the Orange Line and
that said study will be presented to the Special Committee upon
completion no later than January 1,1984.
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Overall Mission; The MBTA Police Department was established
to protect the lives and safety of MBTA patrons, MBTA employ-
ees, and the public in general. The department is also charged
with the responsibility of protecting the property of the Authority
from vandalism and wanton and malicious destruction. Protection
of revenue throughout the system is carried out on a day-to-day
basis. In the process of accomplishing these objectives, the laws
of the Commonwealth are enforced and apprehended offenders are
prosecuted.*

Under Chapter 664 of the Acts of 1968 enabling legislation was
signed into law that created the MBTA police force and defined the
scope of its responsibility and jurisdiction in the 79 cities and towns
of the MBTA district. Prior to this law the Board of Directors of
the MBTA authorized the utilization and hiring of Boston police
on a paid detail basis to patrol selected rapid transit stations. Hir-
ing for the MBTA police force began on December 9, 1968 with an
initial 30 men subject to the provisions of Civil Service Chapter
31 of the General Laws. In addition, the MBTA Office of Equal
Employment Opportunity/Affirmative Action which reports di-
rectly to the General Manager is responsible for implementing fed-
eral, state and local laws and regulations pertaining to equal em-
ployment opportunity for minorities and women entailing the
monitoring of Authority personnel recruitment to assure compli-
ance with EEO laws and regulations. Today the department em-
ploys approximately 20% minority males which is fairly represen-
tative of the community at large. No women officers were added
to the department until 1981, the significance of this added dimen-
sion to the force is the many specialized areas where they could
be utilized i.e., undercover decoys, handling female prisoners, rape
investigation, etc.

As Tables 1 and 2 indicate, the overall reported crime rate on
the MBTA during the past two years has decreased especially for
non-violent criminal acts. However, the Committee believes much
of it can be credited to the MBTA police force utilizing a program
of Management by Objectives and selective enforcement imple-

SECTION 2

META POLICE DEPARTMENT

MBTA Annual Report, 1981
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merited by Chief Richard L. Whelan when he set a three year goal
of a 50% reduction of Part I crime on the total transit system.
During the time span specified in these tables a reduction in Part I
crimes of 12.9% during 1981 and 22.1% for 1982 were achieved.

The Committee understands moreover that the department has
been successful in reducing the overall number of Part I crimes
due to many additional factors. Important among these factors
is the focusing of police activity upon those crimes which impact
the riding public most due to the large amount of their numerical
occurrences, that being robbery and pickpocketing. This was ac-
complished in two ways by means of increasing the number of
patrolmen and their productivity. In the later instance, success
was achieved by instituting a new booking procedure for arresting
officers which puts the patrolman back in service while the pro-
cedure is completed at the headquarters by superior officers. How-
ever, the Special Committee believes the most paramount factor
in this Part I crime decrease was the former reason.

While in 1971, the MBTA Police Department was expanded to
a complement of 63 patrolmen, it was the additional hiring of per-
sonnel that has brought its present manpower level to 69 that was
of extreme importance to the statistical reductions being studied.
The hiring of two women officers in 1981, through outside fund-
ing provided through the Suffolk County District Attorney al-
lowed the MBTA Police for the first time to initiate a detailed
crime prevention program. The end result of course was the
highly successful female undercover decoy program (Rainbow 2)
which had a dramatic effect on robbery and pickpocketing inci-
dents on the MBTA transit system. In addition to the two women
officers hired in 1981 through temporary outside funding which is
now a permanent part of the MBTA police budget crime preven-
tion on the MBTA has been aided by the acquiring of 8 patrolmen
since the “Terror Train” incident on August 21, 1982 bringing the
manpower of the police force up to its present 69 member com-
plement.



SENATE —No. 2041.1983.] 21

In relation to the MBTA Police Department itself, the Special
Committee was presented with a document for examination by the
Chief of the MBTA Police which was a comparative study of four
transit system police departments including the MBTA’s. After
studying the document the Committee felt that the contents as
prepared by the statistical analysis center, of the Committee on
Criminal Justice was extremely revealing and that it be included
in this report in its entirety as Appendix A.

The study concentrated on three main areas: budget, manpower
and crime in contrasting the MBTA Police Department with that
of three major transit cities: New York (MTA), Philadelphia
(SEPTA) and Washington, D.C. (WMATA). The first factual anal-
ysis shows that the MBTA Police Department receives only a 0.5
share of the entire Boston transit budget. When compared to the
two closest transit cities in population size the MBTA Police re-
ceive less than V 2 the proportional budgetary allowance of Phila-
delphia and Yi of the amount budgeted for Washington, D.C.; with
New York in the unique situation of receiving 13.8 percent of that
city’s transit budget.

The second major category in the study discussed the MBTA
ranking among the four transit police departments analyzed on a
manpower versus population ratio. Obviously the MBTA proved
to have the lowest police personnel level on a per capita basis.
Listing each city in order of their ratio gives New York finishing
with the best ratio of 2,744 transit officers yielding one officer per
2,733 persons, Washington, D.C. with 184 officers yields one offi-
cer per 16,304 persons, Philadelphia’s 74 officers yields one officer
per 52,703 persons and lastly the MBTA police with 62 officers
yielding one officer per 62,500 persons.

The final area of comparison between the four cities was the
amount of crime that was committed on the individual transit sys-
tems. Accordingly the MBTA rated lower than New York but
higher than both Philadelphia and Washington, D.C. in all cate-
gories of crime but murder for 1980. However, the more recent
statistics for 1982 in Table 2 of the Special Committee report indi-
cates the MBTA still maintains this distinct lead over both SEPTA
and WMATA in these categories including homicide.

In summation, as Appendix A so indicates, the MBTA rates

COMPARATIVE POLICE DEPARTMENTS
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highest in crime of four cities examined with the exception of the
unique situation in New York. Furthermore, the MBTA police
budget and manpower level is not only inadequate for the amount
of police security that is being attempted by the department for
a four million population, but is disproportionate to the other
comparative transit systems studied.

In addition to the comparative study of the four transit police
departments in Appendix “A” of this report, the Special Commit-
tee examined the San Francisco Rapid Transit System and found it
quite comparable to the MBTA system in many respects.

In comparing the two systems, the Committee found that the
Bay Area Rapid Transit System (BART) has 71.5 route miles
while the MBTA has 77.4 miles on the four rapid transit rail lines
with 3.7 future miles to be added when the Northwest Red Line
Extension is completed. Second, both systems are governed by a
Board of Directors. Third, although both systems schedule serv-
ice for approximately 20 hours daily, around the clock police patrol
is provided by both Police Departments. Fourth, even though the
BART has a daily ridership of approximately 170,000 passenger
trips in comparison, the MBTA provides service for 479,000 riders
daily. Fifth, the BART Police Department was created by legis-
lative enactment on November 10, 1969 while the MBTA Police
Department received similar enactment on July 18, 1968. Finally,
the BART police force numbers 163 full-time personnel with a $6.5
million budget while the full-time complement of the MBTA police
force is 69 individuals with an annual budget of less than $2 million.

The Committee found the fact that there is such a large discrep-
ancy in the size of both police departments and the reasoning be-
hind the formation of the San Francisco transit police force more
or less paraded and highlighted the problem of providing law en-
forcement protection on the Boston transit system. This problem,
the Special Committee believes will be a most substantive issue
for the MBTA Administration and Legislature to face this year.
Accordingly, this report will not delve into the analogous difficul-
ties the two systems have had in providing security for the public.

Originally, the BART Board of Directors wanted the 71.5 mile
transportation system to have security provided by the 20 law
enforcement agencies into whose jurisdiction the rail system and
its property crossed. Citing the additional effort and manpower
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that would be needed to provide adequate security to the BART
authority including specialized training, familiarization and patrol
of the BART facilities and system would overload their already
underbudgeted, understaffed and overworked departments the re-
spective police authorities refused to comply with the Board of
Directors’ plan as unacceptable and unrealistic. This refusal by
local law enforcement officials led to the creation of a separate
BART Police Department in 1969 by legislative mandate.

In a similar vein, the Special Committee heard testimony from
the Secretary of Transportation at its third public hearing asking
for the same type of local police assistance that “the MBTA is not
an island among the cities and towns” and that better communica-
tion with local police departments is needed with “T” employees
and bus drivers acting as the eyes and ears for the police on the
street was the key for MBTA security rather than increasing the
number of MBTA police personnel. Unfortunately, today with
Proposition 2Vo forcing many communities at the very least to
hold their services at a stagnant level and other cities to reduce
even public safety services and personnel (Boston reduced its police
manpower level from approximately 2,700 in 1974 to 1,600 in 1981)
one cannot expect the 79 local communities within the MBTA dis-
trict to accept the added burden of responsibility for transit se-
curity or be accountable for federal and state properties. For that
matter, both the federal and state governments recognize their ju-
risdictional responsibilities in employing their respective Federal
Protective Police and Capital Police force. Further, even state and
private colleges utilize private police and security patrols rather
than rely on local police whose intervention is sought only when
requested.

Having taken under consideration the comparison of the law
enforcement responsibilities of both transit police departments
where rail mileage is nearly the same, ridership on the MBTA is
nearly triple that of BART, San Francisco has 2% times the num-
ber of police personnel of the MBTA and local police departments
are not capable to provide primary security needed by either sys-
tem except when requested in emergencies, the Special Commit-
tee finds these factors as exceptionally valid reasons that the level
of MBTA police personnel should be increased.

However, the Special Committee heard some rather contradic-
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Tory testimony from the Secretary of Transportation that the new
administration is opposed to increasing the manpower level of the
current MBTA police force. Yet, the Governor in his Crime Mes-
sage of February 23, 1983, commits himself to strengthening the
current M.D.C. and Registry police by state funding of 100 posi-
tions in these Departments and provisions in local aid funding to
cities and towns to allow the hiring of 500 new local police officers
as he concludes to “provide the essential corner stone in fighting
crime an effective police presence”.

Furthermore, the Committee firmly believes the public at this
time and for the past several years is highly skeptical about the
amount of safety and security that is provided and is actually
available on the MBTA in light of the many violent incidents that
are reported and is documented earlier in this report and the pub-
lic opinion poll previously cited. Therefore, the Special Committee
urges the Governor to follow through with his recommendations
as stated in his February 23, 1983 Crime Message to improve
MBTA law enforcement; quote “We must give people confidence
that they can use our public transit system without fear of bodily
injury. An extensive review of the current MBTA law enforce-
ment program will be conducted and, where necessary, improve-
ments will be made in personnel, equipment, and training. All
MBTA facilities will be provided with increased number of law
enforcement personnel, trained and equipped to meet the expand-
ing needs of the system”.

Finally, the Senate Committee recognizes as the previous de-
tails within this chapter indicate that the MBTA police are capa-
ble of increasing their arrest record and reducing the numerical
incidents of crime on the public transit system when given the ad-
ditional personnel and equipment needed to provide a proper level
of crime prevention. Also the MBTA police department with its
present manpower is woefully inadequate in the public’s and in this
Committee’s perception to provide the level of security necessary
to insure commuter safety.

RECOMMENDATION: This Special Senate Committee will file
legislation to increase the manpower of the MBTA police depart-
ment from its present 69 employees to a viable personnel level of
130 patrolmen. Further, the Special Senate Committee recom-
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mends that a proper portion of the $lO million crime fighting
budget recommendation of the Governor for new and expanded
law enforcement programs be utilized to implement this new man-
power level or that an additional monetary supplement be adopted
onto the Fiscal Year 1984 State Budget to fulfill this proposal.
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Starters and inspectors are supervisory management personnel
who direct the daily operation and schedules of the motorized ve-
hicles and trains throughout the MBTA Transportation System.

Located generally in designated stations these management em-
ployees make the practical decisions needed to insure the smooth
delivery of transportation services and prevent the disruption of
transportation network when emergencies arise such as break-
downs, accidents, fires, etc.

However, in the past some of these supervisors have been au-
thorized to act as security personnel. At times, given special police
powers they have acted as police upon vehicles and properties be-
longing to the MBTA. Prior to 1975, upon certification by the
Commissioner of Public Safety, starters and inspectors were des-
ignated as Street Railway Police Officers and each were required
to wear a badge identifying them as such. After 1975 this desig-
nation was discontinued by the Commissioner of Public Safety due
to the possible legal liabilities that could be inferred because of
the lack of formal training of staters and inspectors and as a re-
sult no new certifications or badges have been issued since that
time.

Also, the starters enforce the rules and regulations as they re-
late to passengers such as the anti-smoking, littering, fare enforce-
ment and loitering laws. Furthermore, they have been made re-
sponsible in addition to their other duties for reporting and pre-
venting if possible any breach of peace or any criminal activity
which may occur in their presence or assisting in medical emer-
gencies.

The Special Committee heard testimony of these facts plus a
general proposal that starters and inspectors receive additional
training that would in effect make them unarmed MBTA police
officers. Yet, the Special Committee also heard testimony that it
goes against common sense for starters and inspectors due to age,
lack of professional training, being unarmed, or perpetrator nu-
merical superiority to act as security police personnel expected to
physically intervene in criminal situations which they may ob-
serve.

SECTION 3

MBTA STARTERS AND INSPECTORS
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However, the Special Committee feels that their uniformed pres-
ence does deter some criminal activity and vandalism and the rid-
ing public generally feels more secure when uniformed “T” em-
ployees are visible and are available to be of assistance to the pub-
lic in an emergency situation. Unfortunately, confusion currently
exists on their police role and their resulting willingness to inter-
vene in criminal incidents due to their lack of preparedness and
the risk they invite upon themselves and the riding public should
they interfere in violent and non-violent situations.

The Special Committee agrees that since starters and inspectors
were originally hired as operators and collectors with appropriate
training and abilities pertaining to these positions and succeeded
through promotion to their present position; that it is unreason-
able and unsafe for themselves and for the general public to ex-
pect them to perform in the role of a professional police academy
trained officer.

RECOMMENDATION; Therefore, the Special Committee rec-
ommends that MBTA starters and inspectors not be held respon-
sible, nor an attempt be made to train them for the physical inter-
vention, detaining or apprehension of criminal suspects and as-
sailants within the MBTA system but rather be provided with an
adequate communication device sufficiently capable of broadcast-
ing on the BAPERN (Metropolitan Police) system from which a
summons for assistance may be made during an emergency of any
nature.
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In the course of its investigation and study the Special commis-
sion found that MBTA emergency communications was multi-
layered.

MBTA Police communication equipment consists primarily of a
two way portable radio system issued to each patrolman that al-
lows individual patrolmen to contact the MBTA Police Headquar-
ters located on Dorchester Avenue in Boston, or MBTA officers
anywhere within the transit system and all other police depart-
ments within the route 128 metropolitan area that are connected
on the Boston Area Police Net (BAPERN) communication sys-
tem. City and Town Police Departments in addition to the MBTA
Police that utilize this system are equipped with two way radio sets
and transmitters with the proper frequency crystals that allow a
greater coordination and cooperation of manpower between de-
partments and rapid development of emergency assistance.

However, in the course of testimony at the committee hearings
it was disclosed that since the inclusion of MBTA Police on a
BAPERN radio system in January 1979 the patrolmen have been
unable to transmit for assistance of any nature while patroling in
any of the rapid transit line tunnels. In addition, it was revealed
that a federal (UMTA) grant of approximately $1.5 million had
been made available to correct this problem by permitting the in-
stallation of a transmitter line throughout the rapid transit tun-
nels but had not been contracted out at the time of the committee
hearings.

Communications for rapid transit trains consist of radio trans-
mission by the train operator to the Central Rapid Transit dis-
patcher located at the MBTA Headquarters on High Street in
Boston who then relays information concerning emergencies to
the proper police, fire, medical or transit authorities as the situa-
tion may demand. This method of communication can lead to a
minimum minute delay in police response time to as much as a
12 minute response delay.

Communication emergency or otherwise for buses remains a
process of contacting the Central Surface Dispatcher located at
High Street by whatever means can be found by the operator

SECTION 4

COMMUNICATION SYSTEM PROBLEMS
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under any given set of circumstances. Again this information is
relayed by the Central Dispatcher to the proper authorities. This
haphazard method of communication for surface operators can
lead to serious delay in assistance reaching an emergency surface
situation or allowing a relatively minor incident to become a major
crisis.

Finally, the Special Committee heard testimony from the man-
agement of the META that they are currently seeking funding to
initiate a new system on rapid transit lines known as a Talk-Back
Communicator. This system will consist of a push button two way
radio similar in appearance to an apartment building intercom
which would be installed in the wall of a rapid transit station that
will allow a member of the riding public to instantly communicate
with a dispatcher for assistance of any nature. Management’s
initial plan for development will be to install the system on the
Rapid Transit Red Line in order to test its reliability and with-
stand vandalism. Should this system prove adequate, management
plans to extend this service to the Rapid Transit Orange Line.

The Committee believes the Talk-Back system would prove to
be a step in the right direction in bringing additional security to
the MBTA riding public, provided the system survives the rav-
ages of time and abuse.

RECOMMENDATION: The Special Committee further recom-
mends that the current inadequacy of the BAPERN System be
rectified by completing this vitally needed police communication
system within the rapid transit tunnels as soon as possible with the
federal money that has been available for the past few years.

RECOMMENDATION: Also it is recommended in order to de-
crease the amount of delay in response time in emergencies that
the Central Transit Radio Dispatch and the MBTA Police Dispatch
Headquarters be located in the same office facility.

RECOMMENDATION: Also it is recommended that each
MBTA starter and inspector be issued a portable two-way radio
with the added capacity of communicating on the BAPERN fre-
quency.

RECOMMENDATION: Further, the Special Committee recom-
mends that surface line operators, in at least the most crime rid-
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den bus routes, be equipped with two-way radio communication
with the capacity of contacting both their Central Dispatch and
the collector booths be similarly equipped to communicate with a
dispatcher.

RECOMMENDATION: In addition, it is further recommended,
once the BAPERN transmission problem is rectified within the
rapid transit tunnels, that the MBTA add the capacity to transmit
on this frequency to the radio carried on the various rapid transit
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The Special Committee heard testimony that at present the
MBTA Police have only 1 patrol wagon, 1 K-9 wagon, 2 motor-
cycles and 2 marked cruisers at their disposal. The Committee also
heard how difficult it is for the current MBTA police force to patrol
680 miles of bus routes, 35.1 miles (one way) of streetcar (Green)
Line, 33 miles (one way) of Rapid Transit (Orange, Red, Blue)
Lines, 357 miles of commuter rail service * and other numerous
properties belonging to the MBTA with so few vehicles. In addi-
tion, a written recommendation was given to the Committee for
the possible use of motorcycles to assist the MBTA Police in check-
ing and assisting buses in trouble provided manpower is increased
to utilize this proposed equipment and not diminish the police
presence on rapid transit lines or other important police roles that
are now being implemented.

RECOMMENDATION: The Special Committee urges the Man-
agement of the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority to
actively seek federal capital outlay funds from U.M.T.A. to provide
for additional cruisers and motorcycles to augment the present if
somewhat lacking police motor pool.

SECTION 5

POLICE MOTOR VEHICLES

* Source: Table 3
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A COMPARATIVE STUDY
OF

FOUR TRANSIT SYSTEM
POLICE DEPARTMENTS

RICHARD L. WHELAN, Chief
Massachusetts Bay
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Transportation Authority
Police Department
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Committee on Criminal
Justice
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At the request of Richard L. Whelan, Chief of the Massachusetts
Bay Transportation Authority (MBTA), the Statistical Analysis
Center of the Massachusetts Committee on Criminal Justice ad-
ministered a questionnaire to thirty-one transit system police de-
partments throughout the United States and Canada to obtain
information for a comparative study.

The questionnaire was comprised of eighteen questions relating
to transit system police departments’ physical and budgetary size,
security measures and crime data. From the sixteen responses re-
ceived, three transit system police departments with somewhat
similar size and regional proximity to the MBTA were chosen for
the comparative study. They are: Metropolitan Transit Authority
(MTA) of New York City, Washington Metropolitan Area Transit
Authority (WMATA) of Washington, D.C. and Southeastern Penn-
sylvania Transportation Authority (SEPTA) of Philadelphia. Sev-
eral salient concepts emerge from the information contained in the
questionnaires. The most striking figures concern budgets (both

APPENDIX “A”
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overall and police-related), number of police personnel and crime
rates.

First, in regard to the budgetary aspect the graph in Table 1 in-
dicates the fact that the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Author-
ity (MBTA) has the lowest percentage of total annual budget al-
located to police and security.

As the graph in Table 2 portrays, the Metropolitan Transit Au-
thority (MTA) of New York City receives an overall annual budget
of $B6B million. One hundred twenty million dollars, or 13.8 per-
cent, is allocated to police and security. The Washington Metro-
politan Area Transit Authority (WMATA) is given an annual
budget of $288.2 million, 2.3 percent (6.7 million) of which is al-
located to police and security. The annual budget of Southeastern
Pennsylvania Transportation Authority (SEPTA) is $378.5 million,
$5.2 million (1.3 percent) of which is allocated to police and se-
curity. In comparison to these other transit systems, only 0.5 per-
cent ($1.7 million) of the MBTA’s annual budget of $348.9 million
is allocated to police and security.

As shown in Tables 1 and 2, there is a marked discrepancy in
the percentage of overall transit system dollars that are allocated
to the MBTA Police Department as compared with those of New
York City’s MTA, Washington, D.C.’s WMATA, and Philadelphia’s
SEPTA.

Another interesting fact that bears noting is the difference in the
number of sworn officers serving the given populations of the MTA,
WMATA, SEPTA and MBTA, as indicated in Table 3.

The MTA of New York City serves a population of 7.5 million
and employs a capacity of 2,744 sworn officers, 184 sworn officers
serve WMATA’s population of 3 million, and SEPTA’s population
of 3.9 million is served by 74 sworn officers. In comparison, the
MBTA serves a population of 4 million, Which is larger than both
WMATA and SEPTA, but employs a considerably smaller amount
of sworn officers, 64, as shown in Table 3.

By using the above figures to compute a per capita police ratio,
we can gain a better understanding of the heavy burden placed on
MBTA Police Officers (See Table 4). By dividing the population
by the amount of officers, the number of people served per police-
man is calculated. Therefore, in New York City, there are 2,733
citizens to one MTA Police Officer; in Washington, D.C. there are
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16,304 citizens to one WMATA Police Officer; in Philadelphia
there are 52,703 citizens to one SEPTA Police Officer; and in Bos-
ton there are 62,500 citizens to one MBTA Police Officer.

The third and final criterion for comparison is that of the
amount of serious crime which is perpetrated on the transit sys-
tems. In comparing the number of arrests made in 1980 for Part
I and Part II Crimes by the four transit system police departments,
the MBTA rates second (below New York City’s MTA) in all crimes
but murder. Table 5 portrays statistics regarding serious crimes
which have been gathered from the respective transit authorities.

In summary, of the fourth transit system police departments in
this comparison, the MBTA has the lowest percentage of overall
annual budget allocated to police and security and the fewest num-
ber of officers. The MBTA rates second only to New York City’s
MTA in the number of crimes reported in 1980.

The MBTA Police Department is vastly understaffed with only
62 officers, considering the population of 4 million it serves and
the large amount of crime with which it must deal.
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®hr (EomntomueaUh of fHaaaadnuu'tts

In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Eighty-three.

An Act relative to assault and battery upon certain em-
ployees OF THE MASSACHUSETTS BAY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY.

Be it enactedby theSenate and House of Representatives in General
Court assembled, and by the authority of the same, as follows:

1 Section 13D of Chapter 265 of the General Laws is hereby
2 amended by inserting after the word “duty” in line two the
3 words: —■ or an operator, motorman, collector, guard, starter
4 or inspector of the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Au-
-5 thority.

APPENDIX “A”
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(Cnmnmnuu'idth of ffflaowhitsrtte

In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Eighty-three.

An Act relative to the Massachusetts bay transportation

AUTHORITY POLICE DEPARTMENT.

Be it enacted by the Senate and Houseof Representatives in General
Court assembled, and by the authority of the same,as follows:

1 Chapter 664 of the acts of 1968 is hereby amended by in-
-2 sorting after the first sentence the following sentence: Said
3 police department shall have at least one hundred and thirty
4 members, of which at least one hundred and ten shall be pa-
-5 trolmen.

APPENDIX “B”


