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Declslon No.

BEFORE TEE RAILROAD COMMISSION OF THE STATE COF CALIFORNIA

In the NMatter of the Application of )
kotor Translt Company, & corporation, ) - Second Supplemental
for an in lieu certificate of public ) Application No. 20948
convenlence and necessity. )

C. W. CORNELL, for Applicant.

ZUGENE 3287, City Attorney for the City
of Aiverside, Protestant.

J. R. WESIBROOX, Zrotestant.

BY TEE COISSION:

TZIXD SUPPLELENTAL OPINION

By this second supplemental application, Motor Transit
Company secks authority to discontinue and abandon all automotive
cormon carrler passenger service orn 1ts Brockion Avenue Line in
the city of Riverside.

A public nearing in thls matter was conducted by Examiner
Austin at Riverside on September 15 and 16, 1937, whern evidence was
offered, the matter submitted, and it is now ready for decislon.

Tho Brockton Avenue liotor Coach Line, herein proposed to
be abandoned, was established pursuant to Declsion No. 28784, dated
lay 4, 1936, contemporaneously with the abandomment by Pacific
Electric Rallway Company of Lts Erockton Avenue Line street rallway
service authorlzed In the same declsion., This bus line Is operated
over a route some three and one-kalfl mliles in length, wholly within
the city of diverside. It serves a falirly densely built up residential
district contalning some twelve hundred familles. Mozt of the route
traverses good paved road, excenting portions of Broclktton Avenue
whleh are now rather rough and uneven. A helf-hourly schedule is

maintalned dally except Sundays and Holldays, from 6:15 A.N., wntil




9:45 P.lM., with a thirteen minute running time in each directlon.
An additional trip outbound from 7tn and larkev Streets at 10:15 P.M.
and inbound from Palm Avenue and Cover Streets at 10:28 P.M. is
operated on Saturdays only. On Sundays and Zolldays & half-hourly
service 1s rendered Inbownd and outhound between 8:15 AM, wnd
93145 P.M. A straight S cent fare 1s charged. Thls service as
operated 1s strictly wrban in character and Involves numerous stops
to pick up and dlischarge passengers along the route traversed.

In Justification of tke above request, applicant asserts
that the operation sought to be abandoned has been operated at a
substantial loss; In fact 1t hac not ylelded even out-of-pocket
operating expenses for a consideradble period of time. It also
alleged that one, J. ¥. Seawell, a local bus operator in the city
of Riverside, was ready and willing to institute a satisfactory
substitute bus service In llieu of the sorvice now conducted by
appllicant, but Lt contended, however, that the establishment by
Seawell of such service was no part of appllicant's showing In chlef.

The clty of Riverside, uhroughits City Attorney, Zugene
Sost, protested the granting of this appllcation as did r.
J. R. Viestbrook, a resident and prominent merchant of Riverside,
and & patron of the bus line. Protestants contonded that the ser-
vice now belng rendered by applicant was Inadequate and unsatisfac-
tory in that the equipment In usc was old, dilapldated, unattractive
and unsafe; that it was operated too fast, with the result that
passengers were passed up;.and that sche&ules were not maintalned
or observed. The ridlng public, they asserted, was afraid to use
the bus because of the hazards encountered. They further contended
That applicant, MNotor Iransit Company, in its capacity as a sub-
sidlary of Pacilic Zlectric Rallway Company, had falled to carry
out sx understanding entered Into botween the clty of Riverside and

thoe latter when Lt abandoned its rall service on Brockton Avenue
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by which it undertook to provide a satisfactory substitute bus
service through the former. Respecting this particular phase of
protest, 1t was applicant's positlon that the understanding em-
braced only a stop-gap service wntil a zavisfactory substitute
could be provided. Additionally, protestants contend that the
service proposed by Seawell would be Inadequate, undependable and
generally wnsatisfactory.

H. 0. Marler, Traffic Kamager of lMotor Transit Company,
teastified the Brockiton Avenue Lotor Coach Line was conducted as a
purely local operation; that although tals line was incorporated
into applicant's system, as authorized by Declsion No. 29660,
dated April S, 1937, grenting an in-lleu certificate, 1t had no
direct comnectlion with sald system; that, except in a very minor
wey, 41t did not contribute as a "feeder” line; and that it did
not participate in any transfer privileges.

Applicant's Zxhibit No. 1, introduced tarough witness
kexrler, comprised an eight-day travel caeck from august 30 to
September 6, inmclusive, and included one Sunday and ono Hollday.
During this period, twenty-nine round-trips or fifty-clight one-
way trips, Including Sundays and Holldays, were operated and a
total of 1620 passengers carried. On the basls of these flgures,
1t appears that some 202.5 passexngers were dally transported over
thls line which, when divided by the number of trips operated,
vielded an average of 3.7 passengers per trip. In addition, four
more rouwnd-trips or éight single trips were operated dalily from
donday through Saturday carrying a total of 150 passengers for a
six-day perlod or a dally total of twenty-five passengers, which
would mean an average of 3.l passengers per trip. In other words,
applicant during an eight-day period, Including both Sundays and
dolidays, averaged a litile bettor than three passengers per trip;

at 5 conts per paszénger Lts reveonue averaged but 15 cents a trip.




Exniblt No. 2, Indlicating the revemues and gpproximate
out-of=pocket oxpenses on this line for the period June 1936 to

July 1937, inclusive, may thus be summarized:

REVENUE

Passecnger Lnevenue
Advertising In lotor Coaches
Total operating revenue

QUT-QF-20CKET~-EXPENSES

Operators' Wages
Fuel and Lubricants
Otacr Transportation Expenses
Tiros and Tubesn
Equipment Repalrs
Depreciation (None)
Injurles and Damages
Total out-of-pocket operating $ 9295
expense (Zxcl. taxes)

NET OPERATING LOSS $ 3613

Raxes 86

Net Loss $ 3699

Total coach miles operated 73,268

The amount charged for equipment repalirs of $1927 for the
pericd June to July 1937, Inclusive, appears excessive for one
plece of equipment. Ihis amount was derived by the use of system
averages a basls which, In our opinion, is uwnsatisfactory to be used
in estimating costs on the 3rockton Avenue Line. It will be noted
that no allowance has been made for depreclation; this is due to the
fact that the equipment used has long been fully depreclated. If
new equipnment were to be utilized on this line, Lt would be reason-
able to include in the out-of-pocket operating expense & reasonsble
allowance for depreclation. The amount estimated by applicant for
equipment repalrs would appear to be a ressonadle amourt for both

equipment repalirs and depreciation on a2 new small motor coach.




It was frankly admitted by lr. larler that the bus was
culite old, some twelve or fourteon years approximately, but he
explained, equipment of this type was always used by spplicant on
unprolitable lines; however, In hils opinlon, 1%t was both safe and
adequate for the type of service iIn which Lt was engaged.

Several public witnesses testified they were afraid %o
rlcde In this bus. They stated, among other things, it was rough
riding; the step was too high; and a very obmoxlious gas odor
pervacod the coach. In regard to the rough ride, it might be well
to point out that the rocdway Ls quitc rough in places--a situation
waleh, according to the testimony of layor Wm. P. Zvans, will be
remedied In the near future when the road Lo improved. There was
also testimony to the effect that the bus was operated at an
cxceaslvo rate of speed and not on schedule, resulting In walting
passengors at varlous stops velng pazsed vp quite frequently.

Regarding the agreement between the city of Riverside
and the Paclfic Elcctric Rallway Company, concerning the establishe
ment of bus service on Brockton Avenue coincident with the sbandon-
xent of rall service, It appears that in 1ts original Application
No. 20403, Paciflic Electric Rallway Company had no thought of
operating a bus service, it being then understood +rat s local
carrier would talke over the operatlion. Subsequently, 1t developed,
the local carriler whose service wes contemplated was not satislactory
to the ¢Ity of Riverside from the standpoint of continuance of the
service or its adequacy. Therefore, under Gate of April 13, 1936,
(Exhidit 8) Pacific 2lectric Rallway Company dirocted a letter to
the City Couwncil of Riverside olffering to estadblisk, through its
subsidisry, Lotor Transit Company, 2 dbus service in liew of the rail
service wialch It proposed to abandon. This letter described the
routos and scheCules In detall. By Resolution No. 3004, dated

April 14, 1936, the City Council accepted this offer of Pacific




Electric Railway Compeny and agreed, on the baslis of the proffered

In-lieun service, to approve the rall abandonment application, which
ﬁas theroupon amended to include the establishment of bus service

by lotor Transit Company, as well as shardormment of rail service by
the Pacific =lectric Railway Compeny. On this basis, the Commission,
by Declsion No., 28784, cated May 4, 1936, authorized Pacific Electric
Ballway Compaxny to abandon Lts rall sexrvice, and lotor Transit
Company to establish and opercte a motor bus service In lleun thercof.

Although 1t may be inferred Irom certaln testimony that
thls arrangement was merely provizional In that 1t contemplated
wltimately wtilizing the services of another carrler, nevertheless,

1% Is still quite evicdent from Exhibits & and ¢ that Pacific Electrice
Rallway Compony actually offered to provicde a dbus service, and that Iin
reliance upon thils offer the cilty of Riverside, by resolution, with-
drew its oppositlon to the abvandomment of rall service; in so doing

it was actvated by the proffered dbus service tendered as e substitute.
Zowover, there appears to have been no guarantee on the part of
Paclific Zlectric Rallway Company to maintain this service indefinfitely
should it prove to be unprofitable.

Concerning the purely local service offered as a sub-
stitute=-=-a service walch will bo Irmmume from regulatlon by this
Commissioneethe proposed operator, J. F. Seawell, who was called
at the Insistence of the Commission, testliflied he 1s now operating
a bus line within the city of Riverside, under a permlit from tke city,
and that he had advised liotor Transit Compeany of his willingness and
abllity to ostablish a similsr bus service in the ovent cuthority to
cbandon was granted lLiotor Transit Company by the Commission in the
Instant proceceding. ZIHe has profitably conducted o hus service in
Riverside for elght years; previously hc was employed for & number
of years In rallroad service.

Hls offer of service, described at the hoaring end, by

permission of the examiner, subsequently filed witk the Commission
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and the City Attorney of Rlverside, provides an hourly schedule
on week days between the hours of 6:15 A.l. and 6:15 P.M., with a
Sunday and Eoliday schedule of three trips, vis: 8:30 A.M.,
12:15 nooz, and 5:30 P.K. No night service s proposed. The
route clocely approximates that now followed by lotor Transit
Cémpany. It 135 contexplated that 2 new bus will be surchased and
installed for the service. lr. Seawell proposes 2 5 cent fare,
with the reoservation it may be increased to 7 cents should it be
rcecessary for profitable operation.

The testimony of pudlic witnesses, as a whole, did not
deal kindly witk lix. Seawell or nils proposed operction. Particu-~
larly, it was chargod there wes no gusrantee of 2 continmuance of
the service; no night service was proposed; and the hourly schedule
was not belleved to be sufflciently frequent to serve the public
asdoqguately.

Applicant's witness llarler, when queried concerning the
attitude of his company regerding a proposal to operate for a test
porliod with neowor equipment and a possible increase in fare to 6 or
7 cents, teostlifled he beolieved the remedy suggosted would not
stimulzate trafflc or revenues to a point where e profit could be
reallized. Ee further testified that In his opinion the Zrockton
Avenue liotor Coach Line could never be made to Pay even ount-of-pocket
oxponses. He believed that Seawell, because of lower labor costs,
axd other econoxmles, effccted through decreased service, might
possibly be able to conduct this operation profiiebly. Ee alszo
ctated he could see no chance for increased patronsge through the
use ol new equipment--z conclusion corroborated by the testimony of

2

lr. Seawell who stated that his experience ir Riverside had shown

Dﬂ&t HQW édul'.pmen‘c failed to stimmlate travol to an appreciable
dogree.




rom the record and traffic checks, 1t i1s evident that a
more frequent schedule than the hourly schedule proposed by Seawell
is necessary; this Ls true particularly as to Inbound trips hefore
3:30 A.M. and outdbound trips after 3:00 P.U. Witk new equipment,

Ir. Seawell could easlly render = more frequent service during these
morning and afternoon peaks without very much additlioncl cost. The
record, however, does not support a finding that an evening service
would bDe sufficlexntly patronized—z conditlion equally true as %o
Sundey and Holiday travel.

A careful analysis of the out-of-pocket operating expernse
entalled by applicant for conducting the ZBrockton Avenue Line
indlicates that il mew equlpment were purchéaed end the fare Increased
to 7 conts, the line would continue, If operated by applicant, to
earn 1o ss than suffliclent to meet out-of-pocket operuting expenses.
Any hopo for a contiaued operation In the future under such uwnsatis—
factory circumstances appears ratker remote.

Reviewling the record In this proceeding, we Lfind that
lotor Transit Comparny has been operating Lts Brockton Avenue XMotor
Coach Line, a purely local service coxnducted in the city of River-
bide, at an out-of-pocket loss of approximately $3700 for a peried
of fourteer months from Juno 1936 to July 1937, or a momthly loss of
approximately $264; that there appears In the field 2 local opcrator,
who has successfully conducted for a period of elight years & similar
service In another section of the city, both willing =rd 2ble to
establish and conduct over substantlially the same rouie a bus service
which, though somewhat less than that now accorded by applicant,
nevertheless appears, In view of past experliexnce, to be substantislly
all the traffic will warrant; that he will use newer ond more modern
oquipment and will Incroasse kis service as rapidly ass pudblic demand
and patronage indicate; that the principle opposition to the entrance
of thls operator Into the field is based on the fear that, since he

{s an Individual, ratkher than a corporation, subject only to city

3.




regulation, he will not be as substantlal a carrler as his predecessor,
the applicant nerein; that applicant Is not willing and does not deenm
it feaslible nor practlical, under its operating procedure, te remain
longer ir this local territory inecurring the losses proviousl
referred to; that the local operator corroborates the testimony of
applicant to the effect that the changes In’operations which have
beon suggested would not materially alter the present financial con=
dition of this line; that under operating condltions peculisr to tho
Individual type of operation proposed, J. F. Seawell would enjoy a
éreater neasure of success and stand a better chence of profitable
operation than would applicant under 1ts nresent operating setup; that
the service proposed, except imbound during the morning pesk and out-
bound during the afternocon peak, appears adequate and sufficlent for
the territory served and the patronage commanded, and as 1t will
become a purely local matter subject only to the Jurisdictiond the
city, the rdse or fell of the service isstrictly dependent tpon the
use which the citlizens of the commniiy make of this service.

Sased on the record herein, we are of the opirnion that the
appllcation of Llotor Transit Compeny to abandon all of its Passenger

service on its Zrockton Avenue Lotor Coach Iine, should e granted.

IEIRD SUPPLEMENTAL ORDER

The above entitled application heving been filed, a public
hearing having been had, evidence having been recelved, and tkhe Come
mission being fully advised; and, good cavse appearing,

17 IS EEZREEY ORDERED that the apollcant Motor Transit
Company be and 1t 1s hereby authorized and permitted to discorntinue
and abandon all of the automotive service which it now conducts and
has previously conducted, as a common carrier of Dassengers upon Llts
Srockton Avenue Lotor Coach Line, In the eity of Riverside, subject

to the followinz condition:




Applicant shall file, In duplicate, within ten

(10) days from the effective date of this order

and on rnot less than ten (10) days notice to tho

Commission and the puvlic a time schedule showing

the authority to abandon kireln authorized, and

shall also post notlices of such discontinuvance and

abandoenment In 2ll motor coaches operated on 1ts

Brockton Avenue kotor Coach Line at least ten (10)

days before such discontinsnce and abandonment.

shall become effective,

IT IS HEZREEBY FURTHER ORDES that Declsion No. 29660, dated
April S, 1937, on Application No. 20948, wkerein lMotor Transit
Company was granted an "in lieu” cortificate wnifying and consoli-
datling all of Iits operating rights Including that exerclsed by the
Srockton Avenue Liotor Coach Linec be and the same hereby 1s revoked
and annulled In so far as it confers any authority upon kotor
Tronsit Company to operate the sald Zrockion Avenue Lotor Coach Line.

In all other respects s2id Decision No. 29660 shall remain
wncaanged and in full force and cffect.

The effective date of this order shall be twenty (20)
days from the date hereof.

Dated at San Francisco, California, this >¢“ day of

a“"”

December, 1937.

Y/ [/
- _ S A LAY




