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SUMMARY: The Regional Transit Committee will conclude its review of transit security by considering whether, in light of the discussions and testimony from recent committee meetings, there is a need for policy direction in this area.  While the RTC receives regular reports on trends in on-board incidents including assaults on operators and passengers, transit policy documents --- the Long Range Policy Framework for Public Transportation and the Six-Year Transit Development Plan --- are essentially silent on the question of transit security.
Legislation with proposed transit security policies will be distributed at the committee meeting.

ISSUES: 

Role of Part-Time Off-Duty City Police
In addition to 26 full-time Sheriff’s personnel and 4 Transit Division employees, the Transit Police force consists of a pool of approximately 360 off-duty Seattle (SPD) officers who rotate through a number of transit policing duties with the Seattle city limits.  Typically, an SPD officer will work one four-hour shift and then several weeks or more will pass before being assigned another shift.  There are both benefits and limitations to this arrangement:
Benefits 

Cost --- The Transit Division can get almost twice as many hours for the same expenditure using off-duty officers.  It costs approximately $32.30/hour for an off-duty Seattle officer who is paid straight time.  The hourly cost of a Sheriff’s deputy, which does include benefits and overhead, is $61.56/hour. 
Knowledge of the City --- Seattle officers who work full-time in the city bring that local experience and understanding to their Transit Police duties.
Limitations  In addition the obvious constraints of the Seattle city limits and having already completed a full shift with Seattle, the reliance upon SPD officers places other limitations on their utility as transit police.
Primary Responsibility --- Even when off-duty, transit policing is a secondary responsibility for a Seattle officer.  In times of heightened security alerts or unrest, such as a major street demonstration, the Seattle Chief of Police will cancel all off-duty commitments of his force. Frequently when this happens, the Transit Police receive little advance warning that a substantial portion of their workforce will be unavailable that day.
Supervision and Training --- When officers work four-hour shifts with weeks intervening, it is very difficult to supervise and follow-up with any one officer.  Similarly, it is difficult to provide training under these conditions or even ensure that information, such as new policies or procedures, is received.  While these are highly trained professionals, there is additional information and training specific to transit policing they need.  The constant turnover of in the pool SPD officers from which transit police are drawn contributes to the problem.
Continuity --- Some transit policing actions take days or weeks to resolve with information being passed from one shift to another.  This is difficult to do with part-time sporadic officers.
Consistent Enforcement --- When arresting or ticketing a person, SPD officers cite the Seattle Municipal Code or state law, but not the King County Code, even when functioning as transit police.  There are infractions and misdemeanors in the Metro Code of Conduct (King County Code) that are not citable under the Seattle Municipal Code with the result that violations are treated differently depending upon the responding officer.  Examples of Code of Conduct violations not citable under the Seattle Municipal Code include: obstructing bus aisles or stairways, excessive personal odor, and gambling or games of chance.
Prosecution --- Of the 693 transit-related arrests and citations issued last year, 117 were by SPD officers but approximately half of those were issued when they working as Seattle officer rather than Transit Police.  This is despite the fact that off-duty SPD officers log nearly twice as many transit policing annual hours and is attributable to several factors, including the fact that SPD officers are primarily deployed in a deterrent mode.  But it reflects also the disincentive of the City being responsible for any officer overtime pay stemming from transit-related arrests and prosecutions. 

Ride-Free Area
Transit Operators have long felt that the downtown Seattle ride-free area is the cause of many on-board incidents as it necessitates collecting fares from passengers who are already on the bus and attempting to get off at the end of their trips.  A detailed analysis of Security Incident Reports (SIRs) filed by operators failed to establish that connection but pointed instead to factors such as passenger volumes, time of day and specific problem routes.
The suggested ride-free alternatives include:

· replacing the ride-free area with a downtown circulator and making all other bus service pay-on-entry only, or

· moving to the system used by TriMet where, within Portland’s Fareless Square, riders pay on entry unless they intend to get off in the Fareless Square. Outside the Fareless Square, anyone not able to show proof of payment is subject to a stiff fine. Fare inspectors have primary responsibility for fare checking, but TriMet has only 17 and nearly all of them are deployed on the light rail system where, given the capacity and frequency of trains, they are able to check far more riders than on the buses.
The question of King County Metro’s fare collection and ride-free areas has taken on added significance with the inclusion of a related policy in the recently-adopted 200-2007 Six-Year Transit Development Plan.  A report on the feasibility of creating additional ride-free areas is due to the RTC by June of this year.

Fare Evasion
A substantial number of on-board incidents are linked to fare disputes.  Transit operators are directed to ask once for the fare but are not expected to enforce it beyond that.  Where there is a pattern of fare evasion on a route transit police will respond with a team of officers to cite violators.  Although operators are instructed to record each non-payment by pushing a button on the farebox, there is no reliable data on the magnitude of the fare evasion problem.  Concerns about fare evasion include lost revenue, the effect upon other passengers and the operator and the likelihood that fare evasion is linked to other disruptive behavior on the bus.
Park and Ride Lot Security
King County has 63 permanent and 56 leased lots with a total of 19,168 spaces.  Property crime --- auto theft and vandalism --- is the primary security issue and high-profile incidents years ago resulted in Metro Transit hiring private security patrols for four South King County lots.  Security at other lots varies by jurisdiction depending upon its priority with the local police agency.  Data on park and ride lot incidents has never been available but the situation has improved as a result of Transit Police’s outreach and relationship-building efforts with city police departments.  As the Transit Division prepares to open the first of several planned parking structures a new consideration for personal and vehicle security will arise.
Partnering with Cities
The police departments of King County’s cities have a significant transit security role.  Park and ride lots and transit centers are within their jurisdiction and they are often the responding agency when a transit operator calls for assistance to deal with an on-board incident.  The responsiveness of these departments to transit issues is partly tied to available resources, but it is also a question of understanding and prioritizing.  To that end, the Transit Police are working at developing relationships and cooperation with these agencies that are so critical to generating data on transit security incidents and forming partnerships to address them.  
Operator Security
The committee heard a great deal of testimony from individual transit operators as well as the President of Local 587 of the Amalgamated Transit Union.  While the generally downward trend in assaults reflects the transit security investments the County has made in recent years, including a partial shift to a dedicated transit police force, it may reflect also a general decline in the crime rate of the region in recent years attributable in part to demographic and economic factors.  As circumstances change the Transit Division needs to be prepared for the possibility that on-board incidents may rise. The operators identified a number of measures that would contribute to transit security:
· at least ten additional full-time transit police, including plainclothes officer teams on the buses;

· more radio channels including a dedicated security channel a person trained in police dispatch, and

· clearer direction on enforcement of the Code of Conduct and consistency with the agency policy as provided to the operators by their supervisors and The Book.
ATTACHMENTS:
1. Current King County Transit Policing Levels

2. King County Metro Code of Conduct
ATTENDING:


Jim Jacobson, Deputy General Manager, Transit Division

Captain Ted Stensland, King County Metro Transit Police

W/RTC03/SR/0416transitsecurity

