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WARE, COMMISSICNER:

Applications Nos. 20170, 20171, 20172, end 20173(1) of
Seante Fe Transportation Company are inseparadly jolned by interest,

plan, and object, and comprise what is generally called the Santa

Fe case.

Application No. 20237(2) of Pscific Greyhound Lines, Inc.,
(hereinafter in this decision referred to as Greyhound), aad Applica-
tion No. 20281(3) of Tom Morgan, doing Dusiness as Pickwick Bus
Company, due to the contiguilty of territory through which .operating
rights are sought, were consolidated for hearing with the applica-
tions of Santa Fe Transportetion Company. The Greyhound application,
being defensive 1n character, 1s heredy consolidated with the latter
for decislon. The Tom Morgan application, being dissimilar in theoxy
and purpose, now I1s dlsassoclated from the 2Live applications comprising
the sudject of this decision, and will be ajudicated by separate order.

(i) Apglicaflons Noz. 20070, 20Ll7L, 20172, and 20IT3 were filed on
October 3, 1935; all were amended on October 26, 1935, November 21,
1935, and March 25, 1936. Further %tarif? and schedule amendments
vere made on March %, 1936, April 16, 1936, June 23, 1936, May &4,
1937, and May 26, 1937.

(2) Filed November 5, 1935, and amended October 27, 1936. Corporate
name changed to Pacific Greyhound Lines subsequent to said date of

filing.

(3) Filed Decembder 2, 1935, and amended January 8, 1936, Marck 2%,
1936, and October 17, 19%6.




STATUS OF CAPRITRS INVOLVED

The epplicant, Santa Fe Transportation Company, is &
California corporation wholly owned and coatrolled dy The Atchison,
Topeka and Santa Fe Raflway Company, 2 Xansas corporation (herein-
after in this decision referred to a3 Santa Fe Raflway), and 1s &
part of the Santa Fe Rallwaey system. Sald applicant was organized
for highway transportation purposes, and I1s now engaged in bus and
truck operation In California pursusnt to certificsates of public
convenlence and necessity granted by this Commission and by the
Interstate Commerce Commission.

Santa Fe Rallway owns controlling interest 1n the Santa
Pe Trall System, néw operatling a passenger stage line in Iinterstate .
commerce detween Chicago, Illinols,ané San.Francisco,‘Los Angeles,
and San Diego, Celiforaia, serving the states of Illinois, Missouri,
Xansac, Qklahoma, Colorado, New Mexico, Arizona, and Californila.
Santa Fe Trail System 1s one of the largest trans-continental passen-
ger stage operations in the United Stales, and between Chicago andé
the three last named California cities, 1ts line closely parallels
the ralls of Santa Fe Railway. The epplicant, Santa Pe Transportation

Company, %Zs one of the companies composing the Santa Fe Trall Systexm,
ané applicant*s‘operations are and will be an integrasl part of the

sald trans-continental Systexn.

Santa Fe Trall System, of vwhich epplicant 13 & pert, 1s a
member Of the Nationmal Trailways System, an association of passenger
stage companies, having for its purpose the establishment of a
uniflied and coordinated passenger stage systenm; 1t 1s one of the
largest passengoer stage organizations Iin the Urnited States. Similar
t¢ the nation-wide Greyhound system, the National Trailways Systen
has adopted 2 uwaiform and distinetive color scheme, uniflcation of
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operatlons, coordination of schedules, joint use of faclilitiles and

a cooperative scheme of traffic Interchange aﬁ Junetion points.

Santa Fe Trall System is the only memder oF this nation-

wide passenger stage transportation systenm sexrving California, with

the exception of the Burlington Transportetion Company, which has

contracted, subject t£0 the approval of the Interstate Commerce Com-

mission, %o sell .its properties to the Interstate Transit Lines, a
Union Pacific subsidiary.

corporate

L.

Said Santa Pe Trall System 1s g trade name and not a
neme. It 1s composed of the following operating companies:

The parent company, The Santa Fe Trall Transportation
Company, formerly the Southern Eansas Stage Lines Company,
which operates in ZXansas, Oklahoma, Arkansas, Missouri,
and Colorado, and which holds the stock of the other
coxpanies In the Systenm, except that of applicant, Santa
Fe Transportation Company. Sgnta Fe Rallwey owns a con-
trolling interest in the erstwvhile Southern Kansas Stage
Lines Company, now The Santa Fe Trall Transportation
Company. The latter company has been authorized TO Iissue
90,500 shares of cepital stock of which a controlling
interest of 46,000 shares was acquired by Santa Fe
Rallway in September, 1935, through a holding company,
Genexal Improvement Coxpany, all of the stock of which I1s
owned by Sante Fe Rellway. As of May 5, 1937, Santa Fe
Rallway hed not exercised an existing option to purchase
the balance of approximately 45 per cent of the stock of
Southern Xansas Stage Lines Company.

Santa Fe Trall Stages, Inc., wvhich operates from San '
Francisco and San Diego to Los Angeles, and thence t0
Albugqrerque, with two lines east from that point to Wichita,
Zansas, ope by way of Trinided, and the other by way of
Texboma, Oklahomzn-Texas.

The Central Arizona Transportation Company, with a

légg extending from Phoenix, Arizona, to Salt Lske City,
T - : ‘

Rio Grande Stages, Inc., which operates between
Albugquerque, New Mexico, and El Psso, Texas.®

The Cardinal Stage Lines Company, which operates
generally through central and northern EKansas toO central
Colorado and in Nebdbraska.




The Santa Fe Trall Stages 02 Illinoils, Inc., which
operates between Chicego, Illinols, and Xansas City and

St. Joseph, Mlsscurl, and between Chicago, Illinols, and

St. Louis, Missouri, via two routes, ome through Peoris,

I114n0is, and the other via Decatur, Illinoils.

Steps are mnder way €0 simplify the corporate structure
of Santa Fe Railway bus operations. On July 7, 1937, application
was filed with the Interstate Commerce Commission for aunthority to
consolidate The Janta Fe Trall Transportation Company, Santa Fe
Trall Stages, Inc., Cextral Axizona Transportatioz Lines, Inc., The
Cardinal Stage Lines Company, and RLO Grande Stages, Inc. Alsc
pending defore that body 1s ax applicatlion for asuthority to transfer
the holdings ©f General Improvement Company In the stock of The
Santa Fe Trall Transportation Company directly to Senta Fe Rallway.

Applicant, Santa Fe Transportation Company, is not a
party to the consolidation. For the present, the plan is to have
intrastate operations In Californie c¢onducted Ly the applicaent, and

the interstate operations conducted dy the Sants Fe Trall Stages,

Inc., or The Santa Fe Trall Transportation Combany, ander the same
arrangement now In effect on the Los Angeles-Needles route wheredy
the twe stage compsnies use the same offices, stations, buses, and
other facilitliesz, and jointly exploy the necessary personnel; and
vheredy all expenses, Iincluding capital costs, are borze In accord-
ance with the proportlion that the revenve Of eack company bears o
the total revenues. The ultimate rurpose is to have all of the
operations in Californis, both Interstate and intrastate, conducted
by one company, elither by Santa Fe Transportation Company or The
San%ts Fe Trall Transportation Company. During the progress.of these
hearings both Sants Fe Railway and applicant, Santa Fe Trazsportation
Compeny, indicated the 1ikelihood that they may come heresfter +o

the Commisslon for its approval of such modificatlions In the corporate
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plan Of operation as may be indicated by subseguent experience to
be desirable Iin the Interest of greater simplicity and more efficlexnt
and economlical service.

Main line Iintrastate passenger transportetion oOperations in
California, as distinguished from local and Interurban passenger ser-
vice, are provided dy four major rallway systems and ome mejor bus
systex. The rail lines consist of Southerm Pacific Company Cherein—
after In this decision referred to as Southern Pacific), Santa Fe
Rellway, The Wbstefn Paclific Railroad Company, anrd Unioq Pacific Rall-
road Company. The major bus carrier I1s Greyhound. All of these
operators, 1n addition to providing intrastate passenger service in
California, also conduct interstate operations.

Santa Fe Rallway 1s under 2 single ownership and manage-
ment; it comprises 13,350 main line mliles extending from Chicago and
spreagding oxtensively through the middlewest and southwest, penetrat-
Ing Los Angeles, San Diego, and San Franclisco in Californila. Its
rails have served southern California for more than 50 years and
northern California approximately 37 years, and at the present time
Santa Fe Rallway 1s operating 1,521 miles of »ails in this State.

In Califormfa, the lines of Santa Fe Rallway are routed
from San Diego, on the south, along the coast of southern California
to Los Angeles, with a rather extensive Iintermedilate network in the
vicinity south and east of Los Angeles. From Los Angeles, 1ts lines
extend eastward through San Bernardino, Victorville, Barstow, and
thence trans-conzinentally through Needles. Northern and central
Californlas are served dDy Santa Fe Rallway lines branching off from
the main line at Barstow and proceeding nortkerly through Mbjave}‘
Bakersfleld, Fresno, and Stockton, and terminating In Oskland as the

northern terminus with ferry boat and Bay Bridge comnections to Sexn

_Francisco.
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This route traverses the San Joasquin Valley, the most
extensive, productive, and populous agricultural section of the
State. Between Fresno end Bakersfield, thore 13 an intermediate
network of rail lines comnecting the various agricultural com-
mnitles in that territory with the main line through the valley.
Sante Fe Rallway conducts both freight and passenger service over
1ts lines In the EState, both in intrastate and interstate business.

Due 0 the extremely circmitous routing of Santa Fe ralls
between Oakland and Los Angeles, via Barstow, it 1s definitely handi-
capped in 30 far as effective competition In the Iintrastate passenger
field 1= concerned. The valley routes of Dotk Southern Pacific and
Greyhound are more favorably located than Sants Fe rails between 1Los
Angeles and Bakersiield. By highway the distance 1s 112 miles, by
Southern Pacific ralls 1% 1s 172 miles, and dDy Santa Fe ralls 1t I1s
282 miles, 110 miles greater than the longer of 4the +wo Other routes.

The anmual report of Sante Fe Rallway and affilisted com-~
panies toO this Commission for the year ending December %1, 1936,

(being a2 part of this record by reference), Adiscloses total assets
a3 of December 31, 1936, aggregating $1,28%,177,735, of which
$1,1%3,645,518 revresents Investmont iIn road and equipmont; said
report further discloses total llabllitlies in amount of $898,472,589,

and surplus in amount of $385,705,1%6. Said report further discloses
net Lncome for 1936 aggregating $9,998,126. The witness Bledsoe
tostifled that Santa Fe Rallway's Investmeat In Californis, including
terminals and Other Operazive properties, exceeds $140,000,000. The
conclusion I1s Inescapadle t Sante Fo Transportation Company,

backed %0 the full extent of the abllity and resources of Santas Fe
Rellway, stands Iin a secure financial position to undertake and render

the service 1t »roposes.




Through more than fifty years of operation In Californis,
Santa Fe Rallway has deen & dominant factor in the development of
this State. During this perlod L1t has been one of the Important
agencies of passenger transportation detween Californla and the

Zast, and at the time hearings Iin this case were concludeld said

Rallway ran 2ix well appolinted passenger trains each way daily be-

tweon Californls and the East, and in addition offered 2 weekly
rounéd trip by & fast, modern, strearmline trein. Pormerly it render-
ed an extensive service locally within the State, but the World War,
Federecl control of railroads, and unprecedented improvement of high-~
ways combined with the development of modern automobiles and buses,
resulted i the precipitous decline of Lts Intrastate passenger
operations iz Californis.

For Santa Pe Rallway as & whole, rall passenger revemues
declined from the high point of $32,745,512 in 1920 to $58,323,798
in 1929 2t the height of netional prosperity, arnd to & low of
$20,000,188 at the depth of the depression Iin 193%3. A relatively
slight Improvement followed, the revenues rising %0 $25,626,827 in
1936. Not income figures show aa even darker pilcture. The net
rallvay operating income from passenger service was $21,508,071 ix
1520, but only $5,447,201 in 1929, which was the last year in which
a profit was shown. Then began an era Of ever growing deficits,
which reackhed the all-time depth of $13,370,020 in 1936.

The Intrastete passeager dusiness oOf Santa Fe Ralilway in
Californils reacned its peak Zn 1913, when 1t totalled $3,695,608.
From this point it went steadily downward, wntil 1t reached
$1,323,167 in 1929, and $330,927 in 1933. In 1936 1t was $515,582,
or only 13.95 ver cent of the 1913 figure. '

Sante Fe Rallway, in an attempt to eliminate oOr TO reduce

the size of thesé deficits from passenger operation and the con-
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sequent lnevitable durden upon its treasury and upon the freight end
of the busiﬁess, sought fOor some remedy. After unsuccessfully ex-
perimenting with xall motor cars and other possible solutions, 1t
embarked upon a program of lmproving 1ts train service through the
Inauguration of streamline tralns, reductions of fares £or short
havls, and estadlishing bus lines in coordination with 1ts rallroad
operetions.

Everythlzng that is sought In this case dy Santa Fe Trans-
portation Company is the delineation of the plan and purpose of its
parent and owner, Santa Fe Rallwey, to rehabilitate 1tz passenger
transportation services. Thkese four appllcations, Nos. 20170, 20171,
20172, and 20173, are designed to effectuate the coordination of the
bus end rall operations, schodules, depots, and faclllitles of these

respective carriers. Their avowed purpose 1s t0 offer service and

rates vhich will be superior and preferadle to any now avelladle.
Thus thelr aim Is t0 preserve t0 Santa Fe Rallway system its present
diminished traffic, recoup at least & »ortion of that which has deen
lost, and Iinduce and develop new traffic novw traveling in privately
owned automoblles.

The applicant, Santa Fe Transportation Company, proposes
t0 porform, in conjunction with Sante Fe Rallway, and with the
unqualified concurrence Of sald Rallway, & coordinated and Irntegrated
rall and stage service for the transpoxtation of passengers, express,
mall, and newspapers, in Intrastate commerce in California, over the
following routes:

1. Between San Pranclsco and Los Angeles, and inter-
medlste points, via routes through Stockton and Tracy,
merging at Manteca, and In connection therewith feeder
and local service between Hanford and Porterville, znd
Intermedliate points;

Betweon Los Angeles and the California-Arizone stete
line, via Needles, and intermedlate points;
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Between Los Angeles and San Dlego, via routes through
Long Beach and Santa Ane, and intermediste points;

Between Bekerzfleld and Baratow, and intermediszte
points.

Sald applicant now holds & limited certificate to operate

pessenger stages In intrastate commerce between Los Angeles and the

Californin-Arizona state line, vias Needles, granted on March 2, 1936,

in Application No. 19585, Decision No. 28606, and, under the pending

application, covering that particular route, secks only:

1.

2.

To serve locally detween 103 Angeles and San
Bernardino;

The removal of the restrictions against handling
passengers on Other than Interstate schedules.

This applicant also seeks leave to consolidate the services

contemplated by the four pending applications with each other and
with the certificate granted by Decision No. 28606.

The proposed service is t0 be restricted 30 as not %o

include the transportation locally of passengers, express, mall, and

newspapers, detween the following polnts:

San Francisco and Richmond, and intermediate points;
San Francisco and Haywaxd, and intermedlate points;

Borden Junction and Stockton, and intermediate points,
in accordance with stipulation entered into detween
applicant arnd Central Transit Company, dated March 13,1937;

Within that part of the San Francisco Bay district
designated as "local territory” on map attached to stipula-
tion entered Into between applicant and East Bay Street
Rallways, Ltd., & corporation, and Xey System, & corpora-
tion, dated May 15, 1936;

Los Angeles and San Fernando, and Iintermediste polnts,
provided, however, that such restrictions will not apply
t0 the right to carry local passengers from points between
Los Angeles and San Fernando, on the one hand, to points
north of San Fernando or south of Los Angeles, on the other
hand; .
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Los Angeles and the intersection of Highland Avenue and
Cshuenga Avenue or the intersection of Atlantic Boulevard
and Ansheim-Telegraph Road, o tho wost ¢ity boundary of
the City of Alhambra, or Long Beach, or between any point
Intermediaste to aforesald four Points, or between saill
four points, and points intermediate thereto, in accordance
with stipulation detween applicant and Los Angeles Rallway
Corporatlon dated March 3, 1935; |

Te Los Angeles and Long Beach, ané Intermediate points;
8. San Diego and La Jolla, and intermediate Points.
The sald applicant proposes 0 e3tadlisk Cally schedules in
each direction as follows:

1. San Prancisco-Los Angeles Route:
San Francisco-Los Angeles-~(tarough)
Sen Prancisco-Bakersfield . . .
LOS A.D.SOIQS-MEI‘COG. o ® & & & e
San Prancisco-Martinez-Manteca .
Mom-yoﬂewille & ® & * e e

Los Angeles~Sen Diego Rou
vi& m% BQ& Ch -» » - L 4 -» - - -
v’.& smt& Am - - - -

Note: OQf these six schedules, four will be
operated via Rose Canyoa and two via La Jolla.

LOS A.’ngeles-ﬁeedleﬁ Route ® & & o & ¢ & e & ¢ 2 & = 2
B&k&r&field-B&rstO‘V Route . & & & & & 2 2 0 s e e 1

Sante Fe Rallway proposes as part of the improved coordinated
service 0 estabdlish streamline train service between Oakland and
Bakersfield. Bus comnections will be provided at each end, One fronm
Qakland over the Bay Bridge to the new Sants Fe passenger terminal
at #th and Jessie Streets, San Francisco, involving an outley of
over $600,000, and the other from Bakersfield over the Ridge Route
To Los Angeles. Light weight, high speed, Diesel drawn, air
condlitioned trains of the latest type will be used in this service,
with two schedules each way a day. The »nning time 0f  the
trein will be 5 hours and 50 minutes between Oakland and Bakersfield.
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For the .coordinated ralil and dus service the trip de-~
tween San Frenclisco and Los Angeles will reguire only 9 hours and
35 minutes, or 9 howrs and 45 minutes, depending on the particuler

schedule, &35 compered with the fastest ell-rail scihedule on the

Sazn Joéquin Valley Troute appeering of recoxd of 14 hours end 45

ninutes, and as further compared with the present fastest Greyhound
schedule oz the San Joaguin Valley route appeering of record of

13 hours end S mizutes., Thus the proposed service via Sem Josquin
Valley botween San Francisco and Los Angeles is 3 hours and 30
minutes faster than tke fastest Greyhound schedule end 5 hours end
10 minutes faster than the fastest Southern Pacific schedule. These
streamrline treins will not de Iin swbsvitution for any of the present
trains, but in addition to the precent Sante Fe Reidlwry sorvice in
the Sen Joequln Valley.

Applicant, Senta Fe Transportation Company, will use in
seid proposed service 36=passenger buses of modern design, RART~
factrred by the hLmericen Car end Foundry lotors Company, end commonly
called the "ACF"™ bus, except between ZHanford end Porterville where
Lt will uaenzl-ﬁassenger equipment.

Applicant fuxrther proposes to establish, and 1ts parent,
Sante Fe Railway, concurs In suck establishment, intrastate come
bination bus-rail feres at the rate of li ceants per mile, for one-
wey tripe, end 180 per cent of the ore~way Tares named Ior round
trips; the mileage to be used in computing seid fares is the short
line mileage, rail or higkwey, or a combination of the two. Sexta e
Refilwey has pledged itself in thls record to contexmporaneously es-

teblish intrestate rsil cosch fares at the rate of 1% cents per mile,




between all points on its lines in Californie, provided that in all

cases where such points are also tO be served by sald applicant's
buses, the said Rallway will coxpute sald fares on the short line
mileage, rall or bus.

The following 1llustrates the proposed coordinated and
Integrated rall and bus service: Both Sante Fe Rallway and applicant,
Santa Fe Transportation Company, propose to operate rall and bus
sexrvices respectlvely between points A and D, and througk intermedizte
points B and C. The miles by rail are: A4 %o B, 30; B to'c; 80; ¢
to D, 50, a total of 160. The miles Dy dus are: A to B, 25; B to
C, 50; C t0 D, 70, a total of 145. The short line mileage computed
by a combination of both rall axnd bus mileages 1s: A t0 B, 25 (bug);
B to C, 50 (bus); C to D, 50 (rail), a totsl short line mileage Of
125. The passenger seeking one-way transportation from A to D will
be s0ld by either Sante Fe Rallway or Sants Fe Transportation Com-
pany, & ticket costing $1.88 (short line mileage, 125 x 1% cents =
$1.875). This ticket will entitle the passenger to »ide by elther
rall or bus from A €0 B, at whick plece unlimited stopover privileges
may be enjoyed; resume his journey, by elther rail or bus, ;rom B to
C, at which place unlimited stopover privileges may be enjoyed; and
thereupon conclude his journey, by elther rall or bdus, from C %o D.
The passenger seeking round trip {transportation between A and D will
be 3014, DY elther Santa Fe Rallway or Sante Fe Transportation Com-
pany, a ticket costing $3.38 (180 per cent of one-way rafe, $1.88 =
$3.38). This round trip ticket will entitle %the passenger to ride
by either rzil or bus between A and D, and intermeldiste points B
and C, with any and all of the transfer and stopover privileges that
sald passenger may elect to take at B, C, and D.

Santa Fe Rallway proposes, as a part of the improved, ¢oO=-
ordinated service, to establish streamline train service between
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the San Franclisco Bay aresa and Bakersfleld, with direct bus connectlion
between the latter point and Los Angeles. TIwo such schedules each way
daily will be operated and the run between San Francisco and Los
Angeles will be mede in nine hours and thirty-five minutes, or nine
hours and forty-five minutes, depending upon the scheduls.

There will be complete coordination between rall and dus
service, and tickets will be Interchangeadly good on rall coaches
and dbuses. Joint use will be made of rail depots and other facllitles
and unlimited stopover privileges will de alloved.

The Santa Fe Trsil Stages, Inc., & membe> company of Santa
Fe Trall System, 18 now engaged In the operation of & line of passen-
ger stages in Iinterstate commerce in Callifornils over the following
routes: '

Batweon Los Angeles and San FPrancisco, vie Tracy,
and Intermediate points;

Between Los Angeles and the California-Arizons state
line, via Needles, and Iintermediate points;

Between Los Angeles and San Diego, vis Long Beach,
and Intermediate points; ‘

Between Bakersfield and Berstow, and intermediate
points.

This case Zs the prosecution of the plan of Santa Pe Rall-
way to Improve Lits passenger service by estadlishing and rounding out
& coordinsted rafl and auto bus service in the territory in which sefd

Relilway operates. The first witness In the case, Sammuel T. ZBledsoe,
President of said Rallway, testifled that the Tinancial abllity and
Integrity of Sants Fe Rallway are behind these applications of Santa

Fe Transportation Company, and that sald Rallway will be fully re-

sponsidle for the operations contemplated by sald applicant. Through-
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out this entire proceeding saild Rallwey has stressed with force and
freguency, through 1ts officers, employees, end ettorceys, the fact
that Senta Fe Rallway stands actually snd solidly berind its wholly

owned sudbsidiary, Santza Fe Transportation Company, both in the pro-

secution of these applicatibns, ead also in the performance of the’

full measure of service contexpleted by sald applicant.
Senta Fe Transportation Company znd its parent, Sante TFe
Rallwey, contend thet the proposed service as herelinadove descrided

18 in the public interest because it will:

Lle Substantially lower tke coszt oF travel;
2. Supply needed aldditional service;
3e Reduce the time in transit Petween Importent comunities;

b Afford the convenience of optionel travel by reil and
bus;

Se Stimulate transportetlion by common carrier facilities
6e Provide a2 conznecting link between the railway milezge
oL te Fe Railway in southeran Californie and in noxrthern
Callifornies
AZford effective competitiozn in plece o2 a virtual
nonopoOlye.

rotestants.

Granting of the applicetions sought dy Senta Fe Transporio-
tion Company is strenuously protested by Greyhownd, Southeén Paciflic,
end its wholly owned end controlled subsldiaries, Paciflic Zlectric
Rallway Company (hereinefter in thls declision referred to as Pacilfic
Blectric), and Motor Transit Company (hereinafter in this decision

rererred‘to as Motor Trensit). Motor Carriers' Association (an




organizetion principally supported by Greyhound), and various roil-

road Brothcrhoods,(4) Rave also vigorously protested seld applications.

Greviound.

Greyhound conducts extensive passenger stage operations in
California, Oregon, Nevada, Utak, Arizona, New Mexico, and Texas. It
L2 only one wnit of the nation-wide Creytound system, whozc'operations
cubrace 38,000 miles of passenger stage routes extending from the
Pacific to the Atlantic, and Zrom the Mexican Zorder and the Culf of
lexico to and into Cenads.

In Californis, Greyhound traverses almost all of +the main
righways of the Stete, upon which, with comperatively Zew excepiions,
it onjoys exclusive operating Tights. Greyhound persllels practically
the entire Southern Paclific trackage in Celiforzis, theredy serving

virtually every point zerved by Southern Pacific ia this State. It

glso traverses ell of the highways which applicant, Santa Fe Trazs~

portation Company, seeks to use with the exception of the highwey
between B&kersfield and Barstow, and as to{this highwey Greyhowd, Iin
1ts defensive Applicetion No. 20237, L=z secklng the right to opercte
over sald highway ond serve 3Baxersfield and Barstow and Intermediate

poiants. Therefore, the service proposed by Saxta Fe Transportatvion

TZ) Protesting Drowherhoods are: Reiiroad Brotoerroods Cooperative
Legislative Coxmittec; americen Treim Dispatcners Assoclatlion; Auto
Mectanic's Tnion No. 1205; Brotierhood of lainvtenance of Wey Employes;
Brotherhood oF Railroad Trainmen: Erotierlood of Rallroed Signalmen of
Americes; Dinirg Car Zmployes Loccl 456«582; System Federation No. 1l4;
Systern Federation No.llS; Systexn Feleration No. 117.




Compeany 13 substantially competitive throughout with the eiisting
and proposed service of Greyhound.

Greyhound was organized as a result of a mexrger Iin 1929 of
seven bus lines, including Southern Pacific Motor Transport Compeny,
PLckwick Stages System, and California Transit Company, serving in
California and adjacent states. At adout that same time, the pro-

! perties of seven other lines were acquired as shown on Exhibit No.
339. Its lines extend from San Franclsco, Los Angeles, and San
Diego, to Portland ox the aorih, Salt Lake City, Albuguerque, and
El Paso on the east, there being three ecast and west lines through
Arizona, one on the Ssnta Fe Trall froxz the Colorado River to Ash-
fork, Flagstaff, and Eolbrook, thence to Gellup, New Mexico; the
second from the Colorado Rlver near Blythe to FPhoenlx, Globe, and
Lordsburg, New Mexlco; and the third from Yuma to Gila Bend, Tucson,
Douglas, and Lordsdurg.

In Oregon there are two xein north and south lines, one
leading along the coast to Marshfield and Newport and thence inland
to Portland, &nd the other from Klamath Falls and Medford aslong the
contral valley to Portland by way of Rosedurg, Fugene, and Salem.

Sexvice i3 provided between San Francisco and Los Angeles
over two routes, oné along the coast via Santa Barbara, known as the
Coast Route, and the other through the San Joequin Valley, via Fresno
and Bakersfield, known as the Valley Route. Los Angeles and San
Dlego are connected by another mein line route.

Greyhound has four mein routes to the east, one from Sax
Francisco to Salt Lake City; another from Los Angeles to Sen Bernar-
4ino, Barstow, and Needles on the Albuquerque x»route; and another
fron Los Angeles %0 Riverside, Coeachella, and Blythe, or the Phoenix
and Tl Paso route; and the fourth f»om San Diego to EL Centro and the
Colorado River on the route to EL Peso, via Yuma, Gila Bend, Tucson,
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Douglas, and Lordsburg. In general, 1ts routes parallel the rails

of both Southern Pacific =nd Santa Fe Rallway throughtout the State
aad 1ts service is rendered to every clty and town of any appreciabdle
population.

Interstate and intrastete dusiness Iis conducted over the

network of Greyhound In Caiifornia, suhject to certalin restrictions

ttached to 1ts Iintrastate certificates of public c¢onvenlence and
necessity. Greyhound conducts interstate comerce In comon with
other carriers, princlipally the Santa Fe Trail Sys;em and the Zur-
lington Trerzsportation Company, over some of the Imporftant routes
tn Celifornia. With the exception of the Santa Fe Trail System route,
between Loz Angeles and Needles, and the Union Pacific Stages sud-
sidlary route, between Los Angeles and Barstow, wheroqﬁ those c¢om~

vanies are authorized to c¢onduct an intrastate dusiness, Greyhouwnd

possesses exclusive intrastate operating rights over the far-flung
system traversing the length and dbreadth of the State.

FPor intrastate travel, it is the orly cexrtificated cerrler
between nmetropolitan San Franclsco bay ares and metropolitan Les
Angeles; between San Francisco and Sacramento; San Francisco and
Stoekton, Merced, Fresno, Bakersfield, and othexr laége cities and
towns in the San Joaquin Valley; as well as dbetween Los Angeles and
the same points. It 13 the only certificated interstate carrier on
the Coast Route between Sen Francisco and Los Angeles, and conduct;
the only authorized intrezstate bus service on the direct highways
between Los Angeles and Sar Diego. It enjoys s Qirtual monopoly of
the Intrastate stage business between the major centers of population -
and over the principal highways of the State.

Immedlately after the Greyhound merger, Iin 1929, 1t embarked
upon a program of acquliring and suppressing competing lines operating
over the same highways.




Golden Esagle Western Lines, whick coxmenced operation in

competition with Greyhound adout Fedbrusry, 193%, from Los Angeles %0

El Paso, was purchased in February, 1935, and continued in operatiozn |
until about Octoder 1lst of the same yeer, vhen operations were dis-
continued by the new owner. Subsequently Greyhound acquired two
other comparies oOperating between Los Angeles and EL Paso; one,
Lincoln Stage Lines, whose route was by way of Blytke and FPhoenix;
and the other, De Luxe Stages, Inc., whose route was epparexatly by
way of San Dleg¢, El Centro, and Phoenix. 3Both lines were operated
for o while but were discontinued about October 1, 1935.

The Tnited Stages, operating in Interstate commerce deitween
San Diego, Los Angeles, San Franclsco, and Portland, via the Secramento
and Willamette Valleys, in competition with Greyhound, was purchased
by It in the spring of 193%4. These small operations were discontimued
by Greyhound In 1935.

The Dollar Stage Lines commenced oporations about January
25, 1935, detween San Frameisco ard Portland. About August 1st of
that year Greyhound acquired 30 per cent of the stock of the competing
¢ompany. The remaining 60 per ceat of the stock was purchased by
Interests friendly to Greyhound, which placed the management virtually
in the hards of that company. The Dollar Stdge Lines 43 3till deing
operated.

The Greyhound program of acquisition was admittedly for the
purpose of suppressing competition of the lines acquired. In 2ddition
to that, the elimination of individual dus service over the routes
in question, deprived other bus lines not affillated with Gréyhound
system, such 83 Santza Fe Trall Systenm, of conmecting lines Into the
territory affected and throttled Santa Fe's opportunitlcs for the
Interchange of traffic.




Greyhound 1s only one segment of the nation-wide operations
of Greyhound system whose network of 38,000 miles of bus routes ex-
tonds from the Paciflic to the Atleatic, and from the Mexican border

and the Gulf of MexiZco tO the Canadisn Line, at places reaching into

Cansda. The lines of the system traverse all but & few 0f the states
of the Unilon and even these few are served by affilisted companies.
At the head of this system 13 The Greyhound Corporation with offices
in Chicagd. That corporation, through Lts 3tock interests, coatrols
the ten principal operating companies of the system, Including Grey-
hound.

Several of Greynound companies are jointly controlled witkh
railroad systems operating in the same territory. One hall of the
voting stock of Pennsylvanie Greyhound Lines 13 owned by The Greyhound
Corporation, and the other half by Pennsylvanisa Railroad. Centrsl
Greyhound Lines 1s Jolntly controlled Iin the same way, oOne half of
the stock velng ¢wned dy New York Central Rallroad. The Greyhound
Corporation and Great Northern Rallway each owns 45 per cent of the
voting stock of Northland Greyhound Lines. The Richmond, Fredericks-
burg and Potomae owns 35 per cent of Richmond Greyhound Lines.
Southern Pacific owns 33-1/3 per cent 0f Southwestern Greyhound Lines
operating between Denver, Albuquerque, and ElL Pasco oz the west to
Kangas City, St. Louls, Memphis, and St. Charles on the east. Southern
Pacific owns 39.05 per cent of the common stock of Greyhound.

In addition %o the close bdinding between the companies
within this system through stock holdings, there are certsin traffic
routing agreements between those compsnies. One of these coatracts
was made in 1933 between soxe twenty-one Greyvhourd lines operating
In various parts of the country as the first party, Southwestern
Greyhound Lines as the second party, and Greyhound as the third party.
The tﬁrod parties, the Lirst collectively, and the second and third

-22-




Individually, have dound themselves by_this'contract t0 maintalin joint
through routes and rates between all polnts rescheld by the lines of

f the respective parties and thelr comnectlons; to maintain coordinated
connecting schedules; to solicit preferentially £or each other; to
route over the lines of the parties all possible traffic, with certain
exceptions, such as traffic which camnot be moved via the lines of
the parties without undue circulty or delay; t0 make n0 change in the
original routing 30 a3 t0 dilvert traflflic from & party to the sgree~
ment, except upon the c¢onsent of suck party, or upon writiten request
of a passenger; 0 refuse L0 pay & reclaim €0 any other carrier upon
any ticket routed over the Jjoint tharough routes of the parties, ex-
cept In accordance with the original routing as such routing may be
changed with the consexnt of all partles affected, but to pay the
amounts accerulang on account of aay such ticket to the party over
vhose line the ticket or coupon was originally routed, even though
1t does not ectually perform the service; and not to iavade the
territory of any Other party to the agreement by acquirling, purchasing,
applying for, Or operating directly or Zandirectly any new operating
right, franchise, permit, Or motor bus schedule.

A close relationship exists between Greyhound and Southern
Paclfic Dy reason of stock ownershlp, interlocking directorates, and
formal wrlitten agreemezts between the parties. Southern Pacific owas
164,000 of the 320,000 shares of Greyhound's common stock or 39.05
per cent,while the 60.95 per cent remaining shares are owned by The
Grevhound Corporation.

The Board of Directors of Greyhound Is composed of alne
memders, three of them velng officlals of Southern Paciflic, and two
of these three are among the five members Of Greyhound's Executive
Cormittee.

The link binding Greyhound with Southern Pacific 13 ¢om-
pleted by & number of agreements dYetween them, which grew out of the
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deal by which Southern Pacific Motor Transport Company, and 1ts
subsidiaries, entered the Greyhound merger of 1929; and Southern
Pacific not only recelived stock 1n the new company in return for its
stock I1n Southern Pacific Motor Transport Company, but also made
further Investments in the new compsny In ¢ash, receliving additional
stock in revturn.

In a contract dated April 2, 1929, between Southern Pacific
Company and Greyhound, It was agreed, among Other things, that
Southern Paclific would transfer t0 Gregyhound all of the cutstanding
stock of Southern Pacific Motor Transport Company and 1ts Iaterest
in Oregon Stages, Inc., Coest Auto Lines, and Pacilic Stages, Ixzc.,
other bus subsidiaries, iz retura fox Greyhound =tock; that Greyhound
would give t0 Southern Paclific the »right to purchase one-third of
any future issue of 1ts stock; that Greyhound would operate, vhenever
requested by Southern Paciflic, pessenger stage lines whick would
parsllel or feed the rallrcad In the general territory west of a
line.from Portland, Oregon, through Ogden and Salt leke City, Utadh,
to El Paso, Texas, iz return for a guarantee by Southern Pacific to
Greyhound of a net profit of two cents a2 dus mile on each rn 30
operated; thus providing for dus service t0 meet Southern Pacific
requirements on routes where Greyhound had 20 regular service and
deemed Operatlions unlikely %0 be entirely self-supporting; and that
Southern Paclfic would not directly or indirectly engage in the
business of transporting pessengers by motor dus within the territory

served by Grevyhound or any of 1ts subsidlaries.

A supplemental agreoment was entered 1ato between the
same parties on March 17, 1931, to the effect that employees of
Greyhournd, below tThe rank of superintendent, when eangaged Iin driving
coaches, collecting tickets, and accepiing cash fares on guerantecd
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schedulez, or assigning or dispatching guaranteed schedules, or who
directly supervise any service operating under the guarantee, who 40
not maeintain strict neutrality as betweezn Southern Pacific and Groy-~
hound, or render service satisfactory to Southern Pacific while exn-
gaged in guaranteed service, shall be sudbject to removal from such
service upon request of Southern Pacific;: and in case any such
exployee of Greyhound, engaged In Doth guaranteed and non-guaranteed
services, 1z not satisfactory to Southern Pacific, and Southern
Pacific and Greyhound are unable t0 agree upon an exployee satisfac-
tory to both partvies, then Greyhound shall employ & separate or
additional employee, satisfactory to Southern Pacific, to »ender the
service for the guaranteed operations formerly rendered DY an em-
Ployee engaged iIn doth services.

Another agreenment was entered into on April 2, 1929, be-
tween Southern Pacific Land Company and The Greyhound Corporation
to thae offect that The Greyhound Corporation would transfer to
Southern Peciflic Land Company 60,000 shares of common stock of
Greynound, %,000 shares of the perticipating preference stock, and
12,000 shares of the common stock of The Greyhound Corporation; that

neither party would meke any sale of 1ts Greyhound stock To any

competitor 'of either Southern Pacific or Greyhound, or of any of
thelr respective subsidiarlies, without previous written consent of
the other; that neither party would directly or indlrectly engage
in the dusiness of transporting passengers by m=otor dus within the
territory served By Greyhound or 1tc subaidiaries except through the
podiun of that company.

A close realtionship between Greyhound and Northwestern
Pacific Railrocd Compeny, & wholly owned subsidliary of Southern
Pacific, 13 d4lsclosed by four contracts. The first two agreemonts
dated January 31, 1933, and January 29, 1934, provide for the operation
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of guaranteed bus runs by Greyhound In Northwestern Paclific territory.
The third, dated Janusry 29, 1938, was an agreement wheredby Greyhound
was $0 honor tickets of the Northwestern Pacific on its duses between
Sausalito and Tiburon and Belvedere in Marin County. The fowrth was
an sgreement dated Janumary 30, 1935, effectuating a partnexrship of
the two companies in the business of passexnger transportation, there-
by providing for the pooling of service, reveaues, and expenses,
vherever practicable, in the territory between Sen Franclsco and
Tkiah, and between Ignacic and Xenwood with certaln designated ex-

¢ceptlions.

Interstate Bus Operations.

Pour major interstate passenger stage systems now serve
Californls, linking it with other parts of the counrntry. They are:
1. Pacific Greyhound Lines;
2. Union Pacific Stage Systen;
3. Burlington Transportation Company;
4. Santa Fe Trail Systen.

A3 already noted, TUalon Pacific Stage System has purchased
the properties of Burlington Tranzportation Company, subject to the
approval of the Interstate Commerce Commisslon. Burlington now
operates & dus line f£rom San Francisco and Los Angelez to Chicago.
The line from Sazn Francisco goes via Reno, and the line from Los

Angeles via Berstow and Las Vegas, the two meeting at Salt Lake City.

Burlington and Unicn Pacific Stages operate for the most Dpart over
the sazme highways on their main lines from Los Apgeles to Salt Lake
City, Cheyenne, Omaha, and Chicage. Between San Francisco and Salt
Lake City, Burlington operates over the same highways as Greyhound.
TUnder the purchase agreement the present Burlington line
from San Francisco t0 Salt Lake City will be dlscontinuved, and the
business turned over +0 Greyaound, while its other operations will
be absorbed by Union Pacific Stages; and theredy, In practical effect,
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the present Burlington Line will be suppressed. If this transaction

1s consummated, the number Of major cerriers coanecting Califoraia

with the East will de reduced t0 three, and the combined Greyhound
and Unlon Pacific Stage Lines will have virtuelly the only stage
sexrvice vias the central gateways between Californls and the middle
wost and east.

in this event, however, there will not be three competitive
egencles, because Greyhound and Union Pacific are in close affiliation,
and have boen since 1932, when the two companles came 0 an under-
standing and made arrangements waich transformed their prior sharply
competitive relationship into & virtual alllance. W. E. Travis,
President of Greyhound, testified: "We d1d have competition with the
TUalon Pacific and in the Tinal sralysis of 1t there was a merger.”

Before 1932 Greyhound was operating in competition with
Union Pacific from Los Angeles To Chlcago vis Salt Lake City, Cheyenxe,
and Omshe, and likewise from Salt Lake City to Portland. In that year
an arrangezent was entered into betweern Union Pacific and Greyhound,
wnder which the latter's sorvice on those routes was discontinued, 1ts
operating rights and other properties being transferred to Union Pacific.

As o part of the same arrangement, an agreement was entered
into between the two Iinterests on Januery 30, 1932, undertaking,
through division of territory axnd prefereatial Iinterchange of passen-
gers, %o divide tranmscontinental bue traflfic exclusively between
themselves, as raf &3 possible. The parties to the contract are Union
Paciflic Stages, Inc., Union Pacific Stages of Californla, Interstate
Transit Lines, and Interstate Transit Lines, Inc., (subsidlaries of
the Unfon Pacific) on the ome band, and various Greyhound Limes
(1ncluding Pacific Grevnound Lines) on the other. The objects and
purposes Of the agreement are to sOlidify the supremacy of the re-
spective carriers signatory thereto and €0 effectively throttle any
competition from outslide agencles.
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Southerr Pacifie and Sudbsidieries.

Trhe Southern Pacilic was incorporated iz 1884, and ia 1885
it took over the operations of Central Pacirfic =nd Southern DPecific

Lines, izcluding the Ogden Boute, and steamships of the Morgen Line

operating out of New Orleans., In Decexbder, 1887, the lire to Port-

land was completeld. In lereh, 1901, the coest line was compietold,
end the Valley Route was placed in operation in 1876 by Lits prede-
cessor. Fifty=four dreach lines kheve Deen bullt or acquired, end
nine extended Into Celifornia. Southern Zecific’s line to Sente Axe
was built in 1877, prior to the time that {the Sgnte Te Railwey was
extendeld to that point., The Soutlhern Pacific line between Loz Angeles
and Colton wes duilt in 1874, and service iato San Bexnaxrdino was
cormenced In 1888, Within recent years, Southern Paclific has duilt
the Cascede Route through northern California end Oregon, the Phoenix
line from Phoenix <o Wellton, & complete double tracking over the
Sierres Mowntaeins, ané otker improvements of importance.

Southern Pacific, zolely or Jointly, exercices conirol over
various affiliated compenies. Soutkern Paclfic, and ite solely con-
troiled sudsidiaries, wholly owa and operate more than 5,470 miles
of rallroad in Celifornia; end operates a sysvtem of xail linec over
13,000 miles in lengthk extending from Portland, Oregon, end Ogden,
Tteh, to San Francisco, with lines over the Coast and Valley Routes
vetween San Franclisco and Los Angeles; through Zl Paso, Texas, o
Tucumecari, Now Mexico; end from Z1 Daso, 3ex Arntonwlio, Dellas, and
Houston, Texas, to New Orleans, Lowisiens; end in addition, & line
o =ailroad from Nogeles to Guadalejarz, Mexico. In addition o
+he rail lines, it operates 5,943 miles of steamshlp lirnes, Irom
celveston end Eouston, Texas, and New Orleens, louisiane, to New

York City, Baltimore, Meryland, ond 3ostm, Xassachusetts.
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The oOperations of Paclific Electric comprise 1,098 miles
of rall lines and 200 route miles of motor coach auxilisry sexvice,
extending over a radius of 75 miles from 1o0s Angeles. The terri-
tory served embraces four southera Califoranls countles.

Motor Transit cozducts aumerous passenger stage oOpera-
1023 over 800 miles of Lmproved highways in approximately the same
territory served by Pacific ZElectric.

ANATYSIS OF EVIDENCE AFFECTIRG PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY.

Theste proceedings comprise the most laborious and thorough-
1y contested struggle ever waged by Opposing transportation agencies
in the history of Californle regulation. EHeaxings were commenced
Marek %, 1936, and were eanded Jume 25, 1937. The 4tinerary included
San Francisco, Stockton, Merced, Presno, Visalia, Bakersfield, Ios
Angeles, Long Besch, Sante Ana, and San Dlego. One hundred and
forty~-six days were consumed 1n these hearings, durding which time
58% witnesses were examined, 855 exhibits were received, and 17,205
pages of testimony adduced.

Every theory and principle of regulation, affecting passen~
gexr transportation by rall and bus, and multitudinous elements of
management and operation known €O such carrlers, have been expounded
in exhaustive minutlice in the testimony of transportation experts
assenbled from widely =cattered points In America. This labyrinth

of testimony, this maze Of exhibits, and the thousands of pageiﬁof

briefs favoring and Opposing the applications of Santa Fe Trans-
portation Company (the last of which briefs the Commission received
on December 31, 1937), bave completely explolted every phase and
detall that could be gleaned from law, regulative experience, and

-29~




the history of rail end dus transportation; dut, sirivped of all
unnecessary verdlage, one gquestion stands in colossal rellefl ageinst
this myriad medley of claims and counter cleims: Will the greater
measure of public bYenelit result from tho propoced Stnie Fe service,
even “hough it be commetitive with the service of existing carriers,
or from the preservation of the presezxt status of the existing
services, vwhich are larcely monopoliztic in mature?

Tiewed from the stendpoint of the conzesiancs, Santa Fe
Trensportetion Company, witk its parest, Santa Fe Reilwey, on tk
one rend, and Greyhound aad Zts close reletive, Soutlerz Pacllic,
oz the other hamé, this case is a struggle wherein the first ol
these gigesntic forces is striviag to inesugurate o coordineted, In-
tegrated, fer-flung rall-bus service extenéively competitive with
Groyhound and Southerr Pacific, and the letter forces are grimly
resicting any such competitive intrusion into the Lleld of intra-
state Californias passenger transportation which they now dominate

ir large measure by monopoly.

Public Witnezses and Pudblic Interest.

The fact toat Creyhound hes produced 335 public witnesses,
for the most part satisfied patroms, Lz not sufficient to displove-
the testimony of the witnesces produced dy Saute Fe Transportetion
Company. Through this latter group, many of who:d are Trensposta-

tion experts, sudbstantial commercial end civic bodles have

stressed the need for the nroposed Senta Fe(s) coordinated service.

(D) Waenever the Tl Toanse se” is used in thls deciclion, thols term
will denote both Sante Fe Railwey and Senta Fe Transportetion Cozpexy.




Senta Fe Transporvation Compeny produced Tor tie racoxd
130 resolutions aldopted by ac xany different pudlic dodies and
organizetions, all of which favorcd said applicant’s proposels.
Zach of these public bodles presented thelir respeciive resolution
through the medium of a witresc whose testimony favoreld In verying
degrees the granving o the certificates sought by safd applicant.

Ix addition To thals showing, Sente Te Trangportation
Company presented 193 public witnesse:s who were represcntalive of
all sections sought to be served, cnd who were identifled witk meny
civic orgarizetions, industries, and activities throughout said
territory. All sections, owever divergent thelr interests and
vocations appear, are unlted in expressing their demand for this
contemplated service.

Froom +this m2ss of testimony end evidence nmay be gleaned
the rfollowing absiract, which succinetly epitomizes the views and
conclusions of these publiic witnesses:

mhe coordineted rail =nd dBus service offered by Sante Te
13 in the public interest for tae following reasons:

1. It will afford en improved tramsportation service,
with modern and atiractive equipment, Throughout the
entire territory proposed o bo served.

e Tre increecsed service represented dy the
additionel schedules will add substantielly to
the convenleance of the traveling public.

Ve The streemline trains To be operateld between
the Sen Francisco Boy district and Bakersfield
will provide a more expeditious, coanvenlent, and
comfortedle passenger train service than has
heretofore beea furnished to the comuumities »
within that areea. ‘

The joint rail end dus service, between nortiara’
Calitornie end souttern California by wey o2 Bexers-—
rield, will afford & saviag of at least four bours
in travel time under existing rail schedules by way
of the San Joaguin Talley; and a saviag of at leesy
three hours anéd thirty minutes in travel tlime under
the fastest limited ovus schedules now opsreteld be-
tween +these torritories.

Ce The proposed service between Eanford and Portexr—
ville, and between Bekersfield and Barstow will De
of advantage to these perticuler territories, which
are now without adeguate and convenient service.
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®. The equalization of reil and bBus fares and the
interchengeadle tickets, togethor with the unlimited
stopover privilege, will insure & flexibility and
convenience which will de of particular edvantege
+0 the travelling »ublic.

It will affoxd reasozeble and effoctive competition
in the furnishirg of passenger service between the points
proposed to be served, whereas no such effective com-
petition now exists.

Le Competition orn the part of strong and well menaged
tran;portation compenies 4s a valuable pudblic asset,
because 1t alfords assurance of reasonable rates and
adeguate and coustantly improving service, fully
responding to the needs and desires of the public.

e No substantial end growing community iz willing
to be dependent upon e single trensporietion concern
foxr elther freight or passenger service., ZIZvery
community Linds 41t desiradble and advantegeous %o
publiclize the ckeracter and extent of its transportaw-
tion facilities.

Ce The assurance of active competition in passenger
traffic will promote further Improvezents in service

on the part of the applicant and the existing cerriers
alike,

e The existing and potential passenger travel
betweer northern end southern Californies, and likewise
between the communities proposed to be serveld in the
San Joaguin Valley and in Southern Celifornia, is too
lerge to permit or Jjustily e virtuel onopoly in
elther rail or highway traxsportation.

The reduction in the rates of fare to & besis of
1z cents per mile, based upon shortest mileage by rail
or highway,or a combination of the two, representing a
reduction of at least 25 per cent below the rares
generally maintained by existing dus carriers as ol the
time when the apblica fons were filed and oubst&nt_ally
below those now Iin el ect, will produce & materiel
reduction in the cost of tranqpo*t&tion cad will promote
the return of pascenger travel Ironm privately owned
autonobliles to common carrier se.vice.

A

Adegquate and satisfactoxy common carrier service for
the traunsportetion of passengers 4is in the public‘\\~!‘3

terest, The point of seturation has not been reache
in the transportation of pasgenge by common carriers
iz this State. The provision of add;tional service,
effectively coordinated and integrated between tre rail-
road end the highway, will result in a general increase
of all travel to all the common carriers.

It will stimulate passenger travel generally, to the
benerit of trade and industry Iin the severel communities
to be served.
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The provizion of a superior and economical treng-
portetion service Into and through the San Joaquin
Velley will promote travel, particularly on the part
of visitors or tourlsts, into or througk that ares,
and will theredy foster the growth and prosperity of
Sex Joaquin Valley comxunities. The existing service
between northern end sovthern Californie via the San
Joaguin Valley is generslly inferior to the service
via the Coast Route,

© will permit a2 major cerrier who has been in the
fleld for many yeers %o esteblish under single control
end operation an improved and augmented passenger
sexrvice,

IT will connect two divided segments of the main
line of Sante Fs Railway between Bakersfield and Los
angeles by eliminating the circuitous route via .
Barstow in so far as passenger traffic is concerned.

It will insure the direct and continuing interest
of & strong traznsportetion compazy in the welfare end
growth of the communities to be served.

The delicits heretofore incurred by Senta Fe Railwey
in the conduct of its intrastete passenger service will
be curtalled and mey ultimately be replaced by opera-
ting profits, theredy removing a part of the durden of
transportation ¢o3ts now resting upon the freight
sexrvice.

It will facilitete ax improvexment in the interstete

bus.sexrvice of Santa Fe Trelil System, and will <heredy
»ing more travelers into Californisa.

It 1s noteworthy that six briefs were f£iled herein,
following the submission of these zatters, in support of the grante

ing of the four applications of Santa Fe Trazsportation Compeny.

We 1ist them in geographical order:




1. Brief for intervener, City and County of San Francisco,

amplifying tte% ;}'»osition of this City's Board of
Supervisorz.\©

{6 ) We quote from briel of the Gity 8R4 County Of San Francisco:

"The San Joaquin Valley is California'’s largest and
most lmportaent ares for the production of ggricultural
products, live stock and oll. The Valley is alrealy
highly developed and contains such Important centers for
i%s various industries &8s Stockton, Manteca, Modesto,
Turiock, Merced, Maders, Fresno, Eanford, Visalia, Tulare,
Porterville and Bakersfleld. Beyond the Valley lies Los
Angeles and the most heavily populated area oOn the
Paclific Coast. San Francisco is the fimanclal, industrial
and commerclal center for the San Joaquin Valley and its
¢cities. The Importance of adequate facilitles for the
transportation of passengers from San Frencisco t0 the
business centers of the Valley and t0 Los Angeles cannot
be exaggerated. The volume of traffic now carried detween
these communitlies is glready large. Undoudltedly 1t will
be much larger when cheaper, faster and more convenient
transportvation is provided. Cheaper, fzster and more con-
venlent transportation is not €0 Ve anticipated except
through the compelling force of competition. Regulation
can never be a complete substitute for competition of
this Zind. Only the atimulus of competition between
carriers will Induce them to use thelr own efforts %o fTur-
nish to the public the bBest facilltlies and the bDest service
at the lowest ¢ost. What 1s here involved Is California's
largest and most Important stream of Intrastate passenger
tralfic. The public Is entitled to hawve the facilitles
for this tralfic developed to0 the fullest extent.

With the growth of highway transportation in recent
vears a supplementary stege service has dbecome s necessary
adjunct to0 & great rail carrier in order that it may maln-
tain a strong position in tre fleld of rassenger trans-~
portation. The Santa Fe will never be Iin a position to
compete effectively for California's Iintrastate passexnger
traffic untlil 1t can offer a comdined rail and dbus sexrvice
sipilaxr to that supplied by the Southerm Paclific In con~
Junctlon with the Pacific Greyhound. Cranting of the
applications will enzble the Santa Fe €0 establish Ltself
ag & strong competitor for this traffic and dy 30 doing
bepefit the City of San Francisco, tke cities of the San
Joaquin Valley and the Californis public in general.”
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2a Brief for intervezer, San Francisco Chamber of
Cormerce.\7

3. Bries for intervener, Oaklend Chamber of Commerce, S )

L7 ) We quote irom tae ovrief of the San Zranclsco Coeamper oOF
Commerce:

"According to the 19Z0 census the population of the City
end County of San Francisco was 634,394, This was g2 increase
of 124,603 over the census figures for 1920. The population
of the San Trancisco metropoliten area as it is cormonly
termed, was 1,578,00C in 1930 end is estimeted todey at
1,898,093,

Sen Pranclsco is the leading port of the Pacific Coest,
renking second only to New York in the tonnage and value of
its waterborne commerce.

Sen Frenclisco 1s the financizl ceater of the Pacifie
Coast. There 1s located there the Federal Reserve Bank of
Sexr Francisco, the headquarters of the Twellth Federal
Reserve District, ranking third in the volume of business
done in 1935, as measured by bank dedbits.

San Francisco has 22 danks, 6 of which rank among the
first &0 bvanks of the nation., The fouwrth largest bank in
the United States has {ts headquarters here. Four o these
benke are exgaged in dranch bvanking, operating a total of
516 branches throughout the state,”

(8 ) %We quote from the drief of Oeklend Chember of Comuerce:

"Tho QOzkland Chember of Commerce, representing e complete

ross~section of all civic, Industrial, end cormerclal in-
terests In the ¢ity of Oakleand and the aljzacent communities,
including the c¢ities of Alamelda, Alvany, Berxeley, Imeryville,
Pledment, and San Leandro, meinteins a speclial departuent
whoze fuaction 4t is to carefully study what the public
fnterest requires in connection with transportation prodlems
and to endeavor to bring about solutions in accordence there-
with. Its Boerld of Directors, after giving the anplicant's
proposel the most careful and thorough corsideratlion, formally
acted thereox by mean= oL an eppropriate resolution authorizing
and directing the support of the proposed service by inter-
veaing in these proceedings, the appearance at the hearing and
the introduction of Testinmonye » - . ,

This intervener Delieves szad urges that the welfare oF
the state of California. its several communities and citlizens
will be greatly benefited by the granting of the epplications
herein. It will de our purpose t0 present the factz and the
erguzents whick support that coaclusioz, particulerly Irom
the 3tendpoint of Metropolitan Oskland’s interest, and to
that end will our drief be directed . « + « o

In the Metropolita: Qakland aree live approxizately
471,000 people.”




-

- Brief for intervener, Stockion Chember of Commerce.(9>

S.: Brief for Iintervener, Bakersfield Chaxber of Commcrce.(IO)

6. Briel for interveaer, City of San:Diego, C? Yy of
Sen Diege, and San Diego Chember of Commerce.l(ll)

we quote ITom briel oX StocLrton Clembder of Comuerce:

"The raillroads have practicelly driven their potential
passengers away, and the Szantz Te has bheen a3 much at fault es
itz competivtors.

But the position taken by the Stockton Chamber of Commerce
is this: Thet the light kes finally dawned on the Santa Te,
and 4t should be eacouraged vto augment 1ts service to the end
that 1t could lure beck a large number of poople who hed deen
practically forceld %o use their owza automobiles, with a re-
sultart Izprovement of cexrvice 1o the pecople living iz the
verious communitles served by it. 4And with improved sexvice,
increased profits would necessarily follow, rendering probable
stlll further izproved survice wkich would more directly dezeflfit
the people of the City of Stocktron.,”

We quote fron driel of Bekorsileld Chamber of Comzerce:

"I4 413 the helie? of the Bakersfield Chamder of Commerce
that the presest passenger train service into and through the
Sen Joagquin Velley L:s inalequate, and that an enlarged and ime
proved service will be in the pudbllic interest. This lumprovement
apperently can only be obiained by effective competition, and
the grenting of the <2 Fe applications is znecessary to briag
about such effective compeotition. . . .

... .. Xern County stands as the fourth riclest county in tze
State of California, being exceeded only in assessed valuation
by the metropoliian areas of Los Angeles, Sen Frazcisco and
ALameda Counties. The population of Xern County, which stool st
82,000 in 1930, probadly is in excess of 120,000 at the present
time. These figures are self-evident wbez it Is considered that
in 1936 there were 45,434 registerel voters L2 Xexn Cownly,
whereas in 1930 there were dut 31,86L. The United Stetes census
of 1930 indiceted that Bakersfield hald a population of 26,000
people, while in this yeer the California Vater Sexvice Company
serving Bakersfield area, reported thaetl they zare supplyizg water
4o more thexn 50,000 peovic.

Rere County remks with Los Angelez County as the largest
producer ¢ petroleum products in the state. It lealds
Californie in <the production of potatoes and gold.™

(11) We gleea <he following fecets from sald brief: Sen Diego townsbiy
now has 2 populetion of 240,000; a Naval Base is locaved opposite Sen
Diego BEarbor; +this community will afford an improved transportation
sexvice to nontherly and easterly points; two complete and well rounded
competitive services are needed 10 provide the traveling pudlic witd
an adeguate snd sufficiexntly improving transportation service; procent
Sante Fe Railwey service without an auxiliary bus service, competitive
with Greyhound, rexmains insulficlent, and will lack the necessaxry
froguency end flexitility to place the Sante Fe service on a ¢competi-
tive parity with Greyhcund; proposed interchengeadbility of Santsa e
tickets is in the public interest; there is pressing need for Scuta Fe
bus service linking Sante Fe rails at los Angeles and Bakersrield and
thereby shortening the travel time betweon Sen Diego and Sax Francisco

by 4 hours and 20 minutes; the proposed lower feres will effoxd 2
needed stimuletion to travel.




In addition %0 the foregoing Citles, other comminities
urged the granting of Santa Fe's applications.

The testimony of Mr. H. G. Butler, engineer and trans-
portation expert ¢alled by Santa Fe, may be thus sumarized:

The service proposed by Sante Fe offers the {requency
and flexibility which are required dy the modera traveler
and which other rallroads are meeting In somewhat the
seme manner.

In oxrder to divert traffic from the privete cors, high
speed trains are roqulired for through service between the
principal ¢itles, while for local sexvice there I1Is re-~
quired & frequency and elasticity which can best be fur-
alshed dy tkhe bus.

The fastest »racticadle travel between northern
California and southern Callifornia vis the San Joaquin
Valley Route is by streanmline train from San Francisco
to ngersfield ané by dus from Bakersfield to Los
Angeles.

It would not be practicadle for the Santa Fe to fur-
nish a satisfactory, well-rounded,and thoroughly com-~
petitive passenger service by means Of trains alone.

The excessive cost of operating the trains would pre-
clude rellance upon train service alone. IZ s dus

has sufficlent caprcity to care for trafflic avsilable
for a particular schedule, 1t would be an economic waste
£0 resort to traln service; the recoxrd presentis evidence
that indicates that the main dus service proposed Iin
these applications ¢an be rendered at one~Lfifth the cost
of rendexring a parallel service Dy a steam passenger
train Of three cars.

Conversely, the program of increased and Lmproved
passenger service would n0t be entirely satlisfactory
1f the expedited train schedules wore elinminsted and
the additional service were t0 be provided by means
of motor duses only. The high-speed 4rains are
necessary in ordexr to carry out the complete plan and
to offexr to all types of travelers the particular
service which they desire.

A. D. McDonsld, President of Southern Pacific, testifled
thet the rail carrier must offer an auxiliary bus service 1f it
i3 %0 hold 1ts propexr place in the travel fileld. IZHe also szald:

"As 3 practical matter the rall carriers cannot

provide passenger train service of sufficlent frequency

to overcome the zadvantages wvhich the bus carrlers hsave
with thelir greater freQuency.”




Mr. Bledsoe hes summerized the reasons which satisfy hix
as vo the practicadbility of the proposzed coordinated rail and dus

service as follows:

"Some of +he reasons are as follows: DBecause of
the convernience in picking up and disckarging passengers
et auwmerous points other then established depots; second,
because of their Llexibility in operation, responsive o
2lexibility of different highway routes; third, because
of the economy of operation, and this ls particularzly
marked with respect To the smaller units of traflfic.
Groups o2 40 pessergers or less can be hondled most con-
veniently and economically in one or two dbuses, Wiexn a
lerger group iz to be carried as, for exemple, 200
passengers, the service by rail is prodbably the more
econonmicel. Thus, the trein aand stage each bas its
proper field. The train excels Ior mass trensportation,
while the stage service cen be employed more prolitably
where the tralfic on a given route or &t & given our is
t00 light to justify <rein service. Fourth, because of
better frequency of service. TFifth, because of preference
for highway traonsportetion on the pert of a substentlel
proportion of the traveling pudblic. Sixth, because of
the complementery character of rcil and stege operations
when both are, being conduveted wnder common management
and consrol."\l2!/

Engineers have testified in behalf of Saante Fe Transporie~

tion Compeany that the aggregate invesiment required to imesugurate
“he proposed dus service will be $650,111. Iz addition to pledging
al)l money that is necessary to fully implement said bus service,
Sente F2 Railway has pledged in this recoxrd the expenditure for a
coordinated streamline treln equipment exceeding in cost $1,000,000.

T1Z] Tols recorc stows that rallroeds have found the wisdon exd
profit in meintelining ettractive aad satisfectory dassenger
seovices., Recent years have demonstrated that the lifeblood of
railroad cperations has gezerally deen supplied from freight
revenue., Ralilroads throughout the country are cognizant ol the
fact that the success of their freight operations is directly
affected by the attractiveness of thelr passenger operations.
Rmilroad executives Tecognize the importence to any great rallwey
system to Keep, in the most vitel and ettractive manter possidle,
14s passenger service. Seid railways have found thal the opera-
tion of & setisfectory passenger service eagenders the eppreclation,
good will, good public relations, and the peironege ol “Le skippers
of freight residing in the communities served. This wvitel stixule-

1on enhances the flow of freight tralffic to such an oxtent as o
meke frecuently the extire ralilway operation profitadble.
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The system ¢osts of operation of Greyhound iz botk 1935
and 1936 are a little below 20.5 cents per bus mile. The Santa Fe
Trall Steges, Inc. operateld at & cost 0f 19.21 cents per dus mile:
in 1935, end 20.97 cents iz 1936.

From all the testimony that was adduced on the question
of operating costes per dYus nile we zay reessonadbly conclude that 20.5
cents per dus mile 1s a Ligure sufficiently high as 40 effoxd
reasonable safety factors in‘célculating ta6 outcome of the proposel
bus operation of Santa Fe Trensportation Company.

The most convincing testimony thet was offered would
indicate that zaid operations would experience e weighteld aversge
load.ractor of 51 per cent, and similarly indicates the likelihood
of an everage yleld rave o l.3 cents per passenger mile., These
Tigures wowld Justify the conclusion that said operations woulld
realize an average passenger reveaue of 23.6 cents per dus mile.
This is a weighted average Zfigure, anéd when applied to the aggregere
operatvion proposed by Sante Fe Transportation Company amowting to
2,963,070 bus miles per annum, the resultant amnual revezuve Pro-
duced i3z £701,559.

The actual resuit, however, in terms of profit or loss,
will only be dovermined by experience. The Tigures herelnadbove set
forta cppeaxr to be thoe most reasonsble prognostications olffered
during this case,

It is also worthy of note that this profect Ls rot in
the nature of & public promotion. The applicant doos not ask leave
$0 sell stock or other securities te the investing pudlic. The
Comnizsion is therefore not charged with the special protective
Tesponsidbilities which are attached to orders suthorizing financing

operations. The resources and the credit of Sente Fe Raflwey, with

1435 unquestlioned financiel responsidility, have deen expressly

pledged to the accomplishment of this enterprise. The applicaant
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will depend, &s it has thus far depended, upon Santa Fe Rellwey

for the moneys required to fimance its bus underteking and to insure
the conduct of its operations.

This Commiszion and the Interstate Commerce Commission
have zrented certificates of pudblic comvenience exd zecessity in
Zeny ilzstances where the pudlic interest is best subserved =md the
carrier ready, able, and willing to sustain ary losses resulting
from the rendition of the contemplatad service. Scores of cases
could be cited, but one will suffice to illustrate this priaciple.
We cuote from: Construction of Lines by Wenetchee Southern Railwey
Company, 90 I.C.C. 237 (1924).

"ADPIlity to earn iz not the sole test of public convenience
and necessity, although alweys a factor to e given considera-
tion. . . . . Whem it Is established, however, toat a project
will render impmortent public service, end its spozsors are
willing to assume the risk of loss in the expecsetion of ulti-
xate gain elther directly through tis property or indirectly
through benelits to themselves end 0 the shipping comawnisly,
the requirements as o the public interest may »e fully zatis-
fied, although losses %o investors seem more prodadle than
gelns . . . . Where only the privete aspect 1s involved, in-
dividuals are at liberty %o take riske ., ., . . Our approval
of a new enterprise nelther constlitutes nor requires a rinding
vhet such enterprise will prove successful . . . « Prospective
earnings or losses msy properly de considered as one of the
factors evidencing the pudblic intereszt, dut, %teken alone,
do not determine whether & paxticuler enterprise ic or is not
required by public convenience and necessity.”

Connecting Link,

Witnesses for Dotk of the major protesting carriers have
taken occasion %o emphasize the preference of travelers Tor the
Coast Route znd to disparage the deslrability of the Valley Route.
But these protesting carriers have conflicting interests and cennot
be expected vo put forth thelir best efforvts In Lfurtherance oF a
superior service by way o the San Josquin.Valley. Sante Te will

have e single interest in the Sen Joaquin Valley route, end for

that reason cen concentrate i+s efforis oz developing the greatest

possible volume of travel for its proposed service.
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This recoxrd impels the conclusion that rall service into
ané through the Sar Joacuin Valley was, and svill 1o, limited in
voluvme anéd indifferent in qualivty. The Southern Pacific service
through its Velley Route 1s adzitteldly inferior to the stenderd
ettained by Southern Pacific on its Coast Route, We think that it
must be recognized that the existing 4rain service within and through
the Sen Joeguin Velley, including both that of Southerm Pecilic and
Santa Fe‘Railway, falls short of meoting the requirements and.dosires
of the public.

The program edvenced dy tpe applicant ecteblizhes a rail
and dus service Lotween northerz ard southerz Cel iforzia by way of
the Ssn Joeguin Valley not only appreciabiy faster than exy
existing ell-rail sshedules, but likewise faster then eny “hTough
trafn schedules possidle in thke future over the somewhat dadly
handicopped rail lineas.

One of the best examples of the proposed Santa Fs service
48 in the use of dHuses over +the Ridge Route as 2 ¢cut~-off between
Los Angeles end Bakersfield. DBetween these two points, the Senta
Fe Reilway mileage Is not only‘zaz miles, but involves the crossing
of two mountain ranges, while that of Southern Pacific is 172 ziles,
and for 2 considerable portion of the wey through a &ifficull
terrain. over the Tehachapi Mounteins. 32y the Ridge Route, & modern,
nigh-speed highwey, tbe distence is 112 miles. The Zestest train
«ime between the two points, afforded by Southern Pacific, is
5 hours end 25 minutes. By dus it is 3 hours and 15 minutes, a

saving of 2 hours end 10 mizutes. Buses over the Ridge Route will

connect with ell Sante Fe Rallwey trains erriving at or depaxting

ftrom Bekersfield. Ome of these schedules will extend sout: throuwsh
to Sen Diego, wkile the others will comnect at Los Angeles with

rall or bus schedules to that point.




Santa Fe Contention.

Sante Fe Rallway and Senta Fe Transportation Compary have
rocsted thelr four applicétions primarily vpon the pudblic benelits
whick they claim t0 be Iinherent In their proposeld progrsm.

Secondarily, Santa Fe has contended that Greyhound has
falled to dlackharge 1ts dutlies to the public wpon three counts, o wit:

| 1. Greyhound’s service was Znadequate on October 3, 1935;(13)

2. Greyhound's fares have been arbitrarily and unreasonably
high;

3. Greyhoundt's earnings have been excessive, and have deen

based upon Greyhound's claim €0 esrn 2 return upon an
exaggerateld rate base.

InadeQracy.

We will consider these three contentions in the order above
outlined. As to the Inadequacy of the Croevhound service, many trans-~
portation experts and pudlic witnesses have testifled In dbehalfl of
Sants Fe, criticlzing the exlisting Greyhound service from the stand-
point of schedules and fares. It 13 reasozable to conclude from this
record that the practical bus monopoly thut has been enjoyed by Grey-
hound has deprived the pudblic of an accurate and sufficlent agpprecla-
tion and nowledge of the full measure of advantages that should xeally
¢characterize an altogether satisfactory anéd adequate bus service. Pro-
tests and complalnts against existing conditions are minimized where
they are confined to a fleld vhick remalins Ifree from all the coxpars~
tively beotter conditlions that are wrought through the stimulation of
competition. More than 34 million people, who reside in the territory
served by Greyhound, arnd proposed %0 be served by Santae Fe, have only
the single standard of adventages inherent In Greyzound dus service

(12) Santa Fe Applications 20170-3 were filed with this Commission,
Octover 2, 1935.
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with which to measure their approval. We bellieve The exigencles of
this territory both werrant and deserve effective bus competition.
Likewise, we believe this terxritory is sufficlent to support eflfective
bus competition. Accepting these premises, the conclusion is inescep-
able that the existing Greyaound bus moncpoly &iscloses a condition in
passenger trensportetion which is neither satisfacvory nor adequate,
We must Judge the Greyhowmd service as of the day Santa Fe
Transportation Compeny knocked on the door, October 8, 1935. We ere
impressed with the marked rejuvenation In the Greyhound service thet
was ineugurated shortly afver this date. The following tebdbulation

is 4llustrative:

Daily Schedule Deily Sckhedule
From To Octe 8, 1935. June 21, 1927,

S&nFrancj-sco.s&nsmuinooootollv«cooo.-le
Valley Points

Qeklend o o = » Sen Joaquin . .
Valley Points

pRS

L]
.
.
*
0O
*
L
.
.
[}
.
.

Sen Frencisco « SLOCKTOR o o o « o o o % e 06 0o o0 0 5B
(vie Tracy)

SanFrancisco.Stocz‘;on e o o s o o 8 L e o s e s e o 2
(vie Mertinez)

San?rancisco.iosé.ngeles....... - -
(via Sen Joeguin
valley)

»
.
»
.
@
.
.
.
.
L ]
.
L ]
o

tockten . o . Sen Joacuin . .
Valloy Points

TYCSNO o o o o WOS ADNGOLOS o o ¢ o o « 10 o 4 o o o o o 24

108 ADGE20S » « FTOSMO o o o o ¢ s oo Lo o ooeeee 3
(via Visalie)

Sen Diego . . Los Angeles s e e e e e B eueoosas 5
(via La Jolla)
108 ABGELeS o o SAN DIOEO o + o = o o o B oo o oo o 5

(vie Ta Jolla)

43




fore October &, 1935, most of Greyhound schedules between
San Francisco and Los Angeles via San Joaquin Valley required more than
14 hours in transit. The fastest schedule required 13 hours and 20
minutes. The first limited Greyhound parlor car schedule between San
Pranclsco and Los Angeles was estadlished oz August 21, 1936, or more
than 10 months after the filing of the pending applications. This
schedule maintains a running time of 13 hours and 5 minutes, which Iis
> laours and 30 minutes longer than the proposed Santa Fe zexvice by
streamline tralz and dus.

Further I1llustrating the stinmlating effect which those
applications have had upon Greyhound service, a statement reflecting
the bus miles of the respective carriers involved becomes appropriate.
Santa Fe Transportation Company propose nerein schedules which aggre-
gate 2,972,706 bus miles & year. Greyhound operated 30,550,742 dus
miles in 1936. This lmmense oOperation was 4,500,000 more dus miles
than Greyhound operated Iin 1935. Most of this Increase was confined
to Caglifornls operations. It Ls further significant that the aumber
of passengers handled by Greyhound service from San Francisco to
Stockton via Martinez Lncreased from 6,816 1a the first half of 1936
to 16,917 Za the second half of 1936.

Southern Pacific, likewise, Iincreased anéd Iimproved its rail
coach service between San Frencisco and Los Angeles not long after

October 8, 1935, by adding & new Tast train between San Francisco and

Fresno, designed for expeditious sexvice detween the Bay reglon and

points Iin the upper Sen Joaquin Valley between Lathrop &nd Fresno,
and by substentlslly shortening the rumning time of several of its
Valley tralins. Thexe Ixprovemeats in Greyhound and Southern Paclific
gservices justify the concluslon that there was room and need for more
satlisfactory and adequate schedules into and throughout San Joaquin
Valley on October &, 1935.




At no time have Greyhound and Southern Pacific offered =
perity of fares and Interchangeadbility of tickets, ome with the
other, between points served by each and within the territory sought
to be served by Santas Fe Transportation Company. + no time have
Greyhound and Southern Pacific been willing to coordinate and Inte-~
grate thelr services Iin this Terrifory =0 ez to afford the pudlic the
advantages that are offered In the Sarta Te applications. The great
proponderance of the testimony of traffic experts and pudblic witnesses
impels the conclusion that pudlic interest would be best subserved dy
& coordinated and Integrated ralil-bus service, based upon parity of
fares and interchangeability of tickets. Such & service 1s proposed
by Santa Fe. To the full extent that Greyhound and Southern Pacific
have faliled to render such a service they have falled In the dlis-
cnarge of thelr duties to the public, and their operations have been
t0 that exten? unsatlisfactory and inadequate.

Raros.

Santa Fe contend tnat, prior to October 8, 1935, Greyhomnd
malntained arditrary and unreasonsble farez along the heavlily traveled
route proposed to be served by Sante Fe between San Francisco and Los
Angeles. Conspicuous among the Lllustrations clted is the one-~-way
fare of $3.%0 previously mainteined d»F Greyhound detween Bakersfield
and Los Aageles, & distance of 112 miles. The record reveals a large
volume of testimony which i3 severely critical of this admittedly
high and arbdbitrary ra:-e.(w' ) Mr. We C. Travis, Greyhound's President,
made two attempts to Justify this fare. He first explained that road

conditions and topography of the country were responsidle. When he

(2%) M. L. D. Jonmes, General Manager and ACtidg Iraific Manager of
Greyaound, testified: ". . . . let me state this, that 1s an arbitrary
rate Iin thege detween Bakersfield and Los Angeles, there 1is no question
about that.
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latér appearel upoz the stand, he stated that he feered reprissls by
Southern Pacific through the medium of a "rate war,"” and, therefore,
maintained this high rate t0 preserve harﬁony'with sald railvaey. The
Southern Pacific fare detween Bakersfield and Los Angeles over 1ts
comparatively circuitous route was $3.44%. This 1s further evideace
of the fact that Southern Pacific and Greyhound have falleld in the
discharge o thelr duties.

The meintenance of this high fare between Bakersfield and
Los Angeles commanded a strategic force In meintaining & relatively
kigh fare structure between Los Angeles, and points south, on the one
hend, and Bakersfield, and points north, on the other hand.

Greyhound £iled tariffs, effective July 1, 1936, naming

lower fares in accordence with s sliding scele 3 £0llovs to wit:

Up to and including 50 miles . . 2.04 per mile

Over 50 but not over 100 miles . 1.9¢ pexr mile
Over 100 but 1ot over 200 miles 1.8¢ per mile
Over 200 but not over 300 miles 1.7¢ per mile
Over 300 but not over 300 miles 1.6¢ per mile
Over 300 miles v + « & « & 1.5¢ per mile

later provision was made for a mlileage Dook to sell for
$10, good for 700 miles, giving Gregyhound a yield of 1.52¢ a mile.

The following tebulation presents graphic sdvantages of
faros proposeld by Sants FPe, alfords alequate illuastration of their
effect upon recent Greyhound reductliors, and reflects the compara-

tively high rate structure originelly meintained by Greyhound.
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COMPARISON OF ONE-WAY FARES

1- 2. 3.
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Beyond all guestion, the reduction by Santa Fe Transporta-
tion Company of more than 50 per cent in the previcusly exiating fare
between Los Angeles and Bakersfield, of asome 36 por cent 4in the fare
between Los Angeles and Fresno, of over 2% per cent In the fare be-
tween San Prancisco and Bakersfield, and of 25 per cent in the fare

between San Francisco and Los Angeles, must be recognized as of

sufficient moment tO_be of positive value ¢0 those who seek comumon

carrier service./
Greyhound earnings In the Los Angeles-San Diego zone
amount to 30.98 cents per bus mile. This rovenue exceeded the systen

average revenue from regular operations by nearly % cents per bus mile.
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That tXese earnings vere highly savlisfactory cen herdly
be questioned. The yleld per passenger mile Lis recorled as 1.38
centz, appreciadly velow the system average from regular operations
reported as lL.56 cents per passenger rnile. It 4is obvious +that at
a2 yield rate of 1L.25 cents per passenger mile the earnings would

$till be impressive.

The coaclusion ig indicaved that the low round wip fare

of $2.50 forced by the action of Sente Fe Rellway hes beoxz the
occasion of no appreciadle detrimext to Greyhound ir this zcze as
for ac eernings per bus nmlle are corncarnel.

Greyhound and Southern Pecific have defended ageinst the
position *taken by Santa Fe on the gquestion of fares by easserting:
Creyhound and Southern Peclific fares have been end are reesonadle.
To the extent thet the fares of common caxriers sre wnjust, dice
eriminatory, end unreesoneble, the remely lies through the meliwu
of corrective regulation ¥o de invoked by thlis Commlission.

As e defenslive measure ageinzt these four epplications of
xix Senta Fe Tranmsportation Compeny, and with the specific Zntention
of meeting the questlon of rates, Greyhound, as comploinent, filed
with +his Commission, on Februvery 28, 1936, Case No. 4112, wader
Section 32 (¢) of the Pudlic Usilities Act, and joined .es perties
defendent thereso all rail, dbus, and steamship common carriers
directly or remotely concernmed with the outcome of these nproceedings.
Grevhound therein salleged:

" . . . there 12 & lack of uniformity between the rates and

cherges of complainant as estedbliched by its tariffs on file
witn the Commissicz 2zd +the Tates aad cherges of defexdents o
pronosed by defendants for comparabdble service belween tke same
woints in seld territory where compleinent end one or more oI
+he ldefendants are furnishing service or proposing to Juranish
sexvice in competition with each other, and the preservation
of adeguate public service reoulires and tte public Interest

demands that the Coxxicsion £ix and determine Just, rezszoncble,
end sufficient rates or fares for all such carrilers, ircecluding




complainant and defendants for comparadble services in sald:

territory and to prescridbe uniform rates, fares, and charges

in such ceses as the Commission may find such uniformity

necessaxry for the preservetion of adequave service and the

public interest so demands, . « .« o '

On March 18, 1936, Greyhound fiied its supplemental

complaint in Case No. 3112, under Section 32 (b)), 32 (¢), and 33
£ the Pudlic Utilitles Act, and therein alleged:

"e « « o that satisfactory through rovtes or joint rates
and fares for transportation Of passengers and thelr daggage
do not exist between Complainant and rall carrlers parties
defendent hereto, particularly as t0 operations of defendants,
Atchison, Topeka & Sante Fe Rellway Coxpany, and Southern
Pacific Coxpany, and that the public convenlexnce and necessity
may demand the estzblishment of through routes and jolnt rates

and fares between polnts served by Compladnanm and sald de-
fendant rall carriers respectively.”

It 1s signiricant that GreyhOund has supplicated this
Commission to require "satisfactory, through routes or joint rates
and farez for transportation of passengers” as & regulatory means
of correcting an unsatisfactory condition.éhich, t alleges, now
exists between common carriers.

Greyhound and Southern Pacific further contend that the
prograem of coordinated rall and dus service at reduced fares as
proposed by Santa Fe Transportatlion Company will result In large
Inroads into their revenues with a2 conzequent Impaslrment of thelr

abllity ﬁo render satisfactory service In Cellifornla.

It appears that protestants’' apprehensions In regaxrds to
the severity of revenue 1losses ¢onconitant with Institution of the
proposed fares at 1% cents per mile are, t0 a great extont, uafounded.
There undoubtedly will de some diverslion Irom the exlisting carriers
t0 the facilitlies of Santa Fe under the proposeld plan. However, That
diversion should not be amplified unduly without giving considera-
tion to the stimulation of existing traffic to 2 greater degree of

movement by resson of the increased service and more atiractive fares,
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- as well a3 the crestion of traffic which has heretofore not been
enjoyed by any common carrier.

Before the automoblle came Iinto gemeral usage,:railroads
enjoyed practically a monopoly Of passenger trazusportetion. It
should not be taken for granted thet the rapldly Increasing number
of vrivate automodblles in recent years has resulted in a proportion-
ate rapld diverslon of rall and dus passengers. The sutomodblle has
provided & means of travel to many per=ons who 41d not travel at all
prior to its Introduction. It has bDroken down the bvarriers of dis-
tance, and developed to a high degree the general riding hadbit.

As & consequence of the »epid development of the automodbile,
some Qlversion of patrons from mass transportetion faclilities has
occurred. EHowever, considering total passenger miles travelled
includirg rall, dus, and private car, the incresse in the latter was
by far greater than the decrease Iin the two former.

Exkibit No. 36 entitled "Hale's Chart of Passenger Miles”
sets forth the trend Of passenger miles travelled by neans of %the
varicus modes of tramnsportstion from the year 1890 up to 1934, in-
cluding steam railroads, electric rallways, pullmsn cars, common
carrier buses, and private asutomoblles. The tremendous growth in
private automodblle passenger mliles, as shown by that chart during
the decade 1920 to 1930, dwarfs into insignificance the total pas-

songer mlileage handled by all 6ther means during that period. Inasmmch

g3 that chart applies t0 the TUnited States 83 & whole, nndoubdbtedly if
& similar chart were drawn to show the same Ilnformation for the State
of Callifornis, the phenomenal growth of private automobile passenger
miles would be greatly accentuated.

The c¢hart shows conclusively that the private automodile
opened & source of passenger miles not previously touched by mass
transportation fecilitlies, thereby developling o tremendous potential

field for mass transportation agencies, 1f those agencies can find a
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way to provide coxfort, convenlience, and appeal, through the medium
of their facilities, coumparable to that provided by the private auto-
robile. It would be deyond the realms of reason vo expect all of
these cvtomobile passenger miles to be susceptible of diversion to
mass treasportetion facllities.
The witness Butler testiflied thet if 7 or 8 per cent of the
travellers now using private vehicles could be diverted to duses,
the volume of bus business would bde increesed dy 100 per cent,
Tndicetive of the possibilities of expanding transportation
in Celifornie are the revenues earned by Greybound Ltself during the
veers 1934, 1935, and 1936, for the systex, and for Cealiformlie elione,

as shown by the following teble:

GREVEQUND REVENTUES

Increase
_ Revenue Anount Per cent
Intire Svsten ——

1934 «
193% . . .
1936 . . .

California

056,053.39 $
2172,429.34 o o » 1,116,375.85 18.4
249,125405 « o o 1,076,695.71 & . o 15.0

«56,
7
8,

1934 . 4,10%,54L.20

1935 o o o o 4,904,955.65 803,414.45 »

1936 . . 5,690,752.69. 785,797.04&

In its zore betwsen San Fremcisco and Loz Angeles via the

San Joaquii Telley, Creyhound operated in excess of 56 million seat
miles 4in the second six months of 1836, as compared with I8 million
seat miles operated in the second relf of 1935, en increase of neearly
50 per cent, =nd ir spite of the general reduction of fares made dy
Greyhound on ouly 1, 1936, its nassenger revenue in this zone grew
from epproximately $380,000 iz the secozd helf of 1935, to approxi~
metely $500,000 in 4he second ralf of 1936, an increase of approxi-

netely 32 per cent. Despite the reduction Iir fere:c in Wis zwe,
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" which were more substantisl then gemerally throughout the sjstem, the
revenue pexr bus mile suffereld only & slight decline from 72.57 cents
in the second half of 1935 to 31.1% cents in the second half of 1936.

Grevhound estimates that the proposed Sants Fe operation
will produce $359,525 snnually in revemue. It further contends thet
the entire amount will dbe composed of diverted Greyhound business. AL
a parity of fares as betwesn bus and rall, Iin accordance with the
Santa Fe proposal, Greyhornd contends thet 1ts lines will lose, through
diversion of patromage to Southern Pacific, an aﬁnnal agount far Iin
excess of the total estimated Sants Fe revenue of $359,525. Southern
Pacific estimated the annual revenue of Senta Fe's proposed operatlon
t0 be $319,900 of whick $169,900 would be diverteld from Greyhound,
$100,000 from Southern Pacific, and $50,000 wonld e reslized Lfrom new
business. These Two mejor protestants are at grea?t varlance In thelr
estimates of Greyhound diversions to Sente Fe. Southern Pacific
estimates 1t to be $169,900 and Greyhound estimstes $359,525.

In addition t¢ the loss of Southern Paclificrevenue throughk
diversion, in amount of $100,000, Mr. McGinnis estimsted a further
loss of $736,000 anmuelly from the proposed rate reductions, thus
reducing Southern Pacific earnings by & total amount of $846,000.

The reesoning upon which Southern Pacific bases 1ts estli-
mate of the $7%6,000 loss due to fare reductions, 13 not persuasive.
It seems to proceed upon the assumption that the reducticz in passenger
coach revenue will be directly proportionate to the reduction In the
basic rate of fare.

It should be borme 1n mind that while rail coech fares In
Californis are constructed nominally st & basic rate of 2 cents per

mile, the exceptions are =0 numerous as 0 constitute & material

qualification. Southern Pacific has £0llowed the practice of publisk-

ing severely reluced fares for round trips, party travel, and other
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special service. The cumuletive effect of all these speclel Zferes
has becone manifest in the average yileld rate, Mr, MceGinnis preseats
the fects which show thet in 1935 the average yield por passenger mile
fin the southeast, with a dasic coach fare of 13 conts per mile, was
1,73 cents., TFor the sexe yeer, the average yielld to Southern Pacific
in Califoruie, Including intrastete and interstete itraffic, was l.49
cents, and Lor intrastate tralfic alope 1.56 cents. M, Wclinnls sets
forth the reascns for this sceming peradox as follows:
"We have in round-trip fares aad party fares many more in
Celifornia than they have in tkhe southeestern territory, azd

ror that reason their average yleld per mile Lis nigher than
it L& In the west, in California.”

The lossor would seem to be clear thet by reasoreble adherence %o &

relatively low basic rate in cozmsiructing fares the average yield ver
passenger nile mey be higher than the yield obtained with a higher
vasic rate dut with more extensive exceptions.

There appears to be no evidence of mecord that wowld indicate
the jeopardizing of Greyhourd®s ablility to eern a reasoneble retur:m
upon 1ts investment as a resuli of the fmnstitution of the Sente Je
program. Greyhound appears to have proceeded upon the fallaclous
esstmption that there is & more or less static volume ol pessenger
+raffic moving by the facilities of common cexrriers which will not de
increased vy enlerged enéd improved zervice, reductions in fares, nore
{ntensive solicitesion of 4raffic, continued improvement Iin generel

econonic coanditions, snd incresses in populetion; and thad, hence, any




business enjoyed by the new Santa Fe service will be tsken Ifrom the
cerriers now ILn the fleld.
Mr, 2ledsce in his testimony cteated:

rThere 18 400 uch aheed for Callifornie to assume that the
picneering ore L5 gone, « « o "

Mr., Traviz tectifled:

" . . o Gemazd for transportetion Im Celifornie and the Sex
Joaguin Valley is growing. New lands are being developeld, noew
communities are being established, and: the populatioz will
raturelly incresss. This neans a greater demand for tronse
portation.”

Twevel in Califoraia kas by no meaxs reached the point of

saturation. Tho possibilities of the expansion of travel ere strik-
ingly {llustrated by the history of the developeat of the private
sutomobile since 1920, as heretolfore discussed. We gquote at this
point an excerpt from tie Teport of the Section of Traxzzportation
Service of the Federal Coordinater of Transportation sudmitted in
this proceeding as Zxkivit No. 3, as follows:

"Tn 1920, the averege travel of every Iinhedbiteat o owr
cowntry was 500 miles per eanum. In 1929, it wes over 2000
miles; in 1933, adout 1700 nmiles per year, only 130 of whick
were by rell. Within less than e decade, lmerican travel
decires and hadits were ounadrunled, anc at tke enc oOF Iour
vears Of depression, were still more toen three times as

YEaT 85 TAOV Were DILor SO N6 futouotive ers, An assumption
%zaz The LTAVeL mAr<et L2 Zow Jully explored Lo o the sexe
celider as & similar zssumtion would have beez iz 1920, Trevel
Zezire once aroused e rarely, if ewer sated. If the carrlioers
cen desiga & still more attractive service, offer Lt et a still
cheaner price, end promote its sale by modern methods, they
should arouse & new carrier +wravel merkset in voluze greater
thap thet formerly handled by them without seriously alfflecting
toe velume of automodile +ravel." (Zmphasis supplied).

The witness icdonald conceded that the present users of
private sutomobilas con end will be attracied by the proposed service

whith 4ts Limprovements of fecilities end 1ts reduction in feres.




Mr, L. Do Jones, General lMarsger of Grevhound, regarded
reduction in feres as the chlef factor in winning back millions o
potential passeagers now travellirng by private automovile, and
3tressed thet there 1z no guestion duv thet & reduction iz ~antes is
the most peowerful influence towerd bringing dack the patronage that
has gone to the private automobile.

wo recognize the gquestion of faores as beling ozne of the
very importanty Issues in these nroceedings. The general primeiple
waich is observed in fixing pecsenger fares by rall and dbus involves
threc elemeats: (1) cost of service; (2) value of service; (3) come
netitive conditions.

The cost per seat mile as dliscloszed by tze Tecord Lis 5.5
mills in the dusz, as ageinst 3.01 mills on an out-of-pocket basis,
and 44,01 nlills per seat nmile on e full cost basis in the reil coech.

The preponderance o the testimory of public witrosses
establiskhes the conclusion that at equel fares for rail coech and
bus trensportation, nost passerngers would prefer t0 give their
patronege to the bus carrier.

7be Iintence competition by the private automodile is most
severe in short éistances, such as the intrastate services irvolved
herein; and in the Passeanger ralflic Report coatalned in Exhidit 3,
the conclusion is indiceted that rail and dus fares szhould be mede
wiforn,

In actual experience, Califorrisz presents competitive
conditions which heve produveced such uniformity of rates. One is
+he case of Paciric Electric and Motor Transit. A second is
4igciosed by the reguler weekiay round trip fares ol Sadta Fe
RPeilway and Greyhound between Los Angeles srd Sen Diego. & thixd
13 dlsclosed in the operation of the Northwesvera rPecific ralil

- ané Greyhound dus service over & cCOurse of 228 miles frox San Fren-

ciscé +o Turske. A fourth fllustration 1s the parity of reil and dus
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fares dYetween the Sacramento Northern Rallroad and I1ts dus operation
between Sacramento, Oroville, and Chico.

The record discloses that é substantlial percexntage of ¢common
carrier patrons claim for bus service the following advantages over
rall service: Dduses operate atl nmore frequent Intervals; they possess
groater flexidility in receiving and discharging passeangers at points
of greater convenlence; the& operate profitably with smaller units of

passengers; and thé highways traversed by buses, comdined with the

Increasing attractiveness and conforts Iizmherent in antomotive travel,
afford a controlling appesl. Correspondingly the record has clearly
establizhed the fact that & great majority of common carrier patrons
desire and demand both rall and dus facllitles, and recognize In rall
coach service the following advantages Over bus service: rall trans-
portation can handle large units of passengers with greater efficlency
t0 the carrier and with greater convTenlexce and ease t0 those carried;
rail coaches afrord greater freedom ©f movement and opportunities for
personal comforts In 4ransit. Each mode Of carriage possesses its
wnique advanftages over the other. Each affords a necessary supplemen?t
to the ofher. The preservation of both Iis in the public Interest.
u The ultimate In fare coznstruction will accomplish two

results:

L. The cheanest poss;ble transportation to the pudlic;

The highest nossible net revenue to the carrier.

The excellent standard of highways, thelr all-year-zound
favorable c¢limatic conditlions, and tae endrmous proportlion of private
automobiles to population, throughout the entire territory sought to
be 3erved by Sants Fe Transportation Company, are sufficlent justifi-
cation to warrant the adoption by the common carriers of Californis
of a low standard of fare structure, &nd thoredy demonstrate whether
1ts inducement will accomplish the ultizate in fare comstruction.




The Inauvguration of the proposed coordinstod and Integrated rall-dus
service by Santa Fe, upon the basis of these reduced fares, willl likely
efford the competitive force which will dring the fares of existing
common carriers to the same relatively low hasis of parity. Such a
result affords a commanding reason, in the public interest, t0 warrant
the granting of the certificates sought herein.

The future operation of these coxpeting carriers will demon~
strate the full messure of the success snd wisdom of the proposeld fare
structure. If this operation results in higher net revenues %o the
carriers, then great public berefits will de realized through the
money saved in the cost of transportation. If thisz operatlion demon~
strates results that are sdverse to the carriers, the trisl of the
same will have accomplished permanent and far-reaching dernofits %o
both the publlc and the carriers, because the compelting carriers,
apurred by salutary competition, thereafier will conduct their services
in harmony with the pattern of the proposed offer, to wit, furnishing

the cheapest »ossible trarsoortation consistent with the highest

obtainable net reverwe. These beneficent results will be accomplished

irrespective of any future tendency in operstive costs and economic
conditions. The 14 cents per mile fare may not endure. Nevertheless
1ts trilial will redound to public interest. If it 1s found rexunera-
tive and =uccessful, 1t will endure to the enhancement of public
Interest. If 1t 1s found Insufficlent and uasuccessful, its com-
petitive Influence should endure to safeguard the pudblic against

excessive rates, which will also work to the enhancement of public
Interest.




“6 Basea.

A vest amount of evidence and argument 4is before us
addrecand o the question of Greyhouzl's clleged exoggerated rcte

baco. Zssentielly these proceedings do not iInvoive & cese wherein

the Commnission 4s celled upon to determine & lawful reate dbese, and

to fix, thereupon, Jjust and reoesonedle fares. It is sufficlent to
fndicate that the Commission is seriously impressed witkh the
aceureacy of Santa Feo's contention relative to Greyhound's bloated
rate bese. There is sufficlent evidence in the record o indicate
to the satisfaction of the Commisslion that the earnings of Creyhound
would not be reduced delow & ressoncdble return on & reasonshle rate
basgse 1f CGreyhound should adopt a pority of fares with the Sante Fo

proposal.

Southern Pacific*s Contentious,

Drotoestant, Southera recilic, contends:

Sente Fe's progrem iz inkerertly wasteful in that it
attexpts to. duplicate and parallel adequate existing
lines, and will theredy reduce the alrealdy Iincdeguate
earning capacity of Southern Pacific and Pecific
Electric, by breeking down their existing and reasovedlie
pessenger fare structure.

Tre proposed streamline troin service, of Santa Te
Rallwey, is not finenclelly Justified, ocnd under the
proposed reduced rate struciture ls doomed to failure
end edandonmen<,




ta Fe's proposel ©o reduce rail fares to 13 cents per
nile, and on a parlity with dus feres, is inconsistens with
the present upward trend of tremsportotion costs and will

destroy the present rate siructure throughout Californis
and the western stetes,

Sente Fe's proposed reduced rail fares are unreasonadble
because they will Iimpose e burden on otrer r2il cerriers
and other classes of traffic.

Santa re's proposed reduced rail fares sre inconsisient

with the economic trend ==d with the nationwile demend for
higher rail fares.

Senta Fe's proposed competition is destructive of the
present day trend toward wnification of tramsportation

agenclies as arfording the panacez for wasteful, unnecessaery
duplication.

We feel that in the preceding peges of +this decision, ell
phases of the foregoing propocitions nave deen considered and con-
cluded to a degree of sufflicloncy, with two exceptions. IFirst, there
remalns for consideration the present distressed end cheotic stotus o
Tall passenger revenues throughout Celifornia end the nation. Secondly,
wo have reserved our final cornclusion upor the conflict that is created
¥y the proposed Senta Fe competitlive plan with the widely recognized
advanteges of coordizetion and monopoly.

Regexrding the former, 1t i1s noteworthy taet these proceed-
ings were reopened orn the 7tk- day of December, 1937, nursuzat to
motion by protestants, concurred Iin by cstipuletion and consent o2
Senta Fe Transportation Compeny, for the purpose of receiving Exhibits
€47 to 835 inclusively. Tho purpose of these exhibits was to disclose
t0 this Commission the pendirg petition of the railromnds of Awmerica
before the Interstate Commerce Commission, besring date of November
5, 1937, under Ex Parte No. 123, and Application No. 21603, filed
with this Commission November 24, 1237, in behalfl of LTifty=-two rail-
ways operating in the State of Californie, including Sents Feo Railway,

Yoth of which netitions have sought from the said regulatory Con-

nissions incresces In rates, fares, and charges, elfecting freipght and




passengers. These nice exhidits prove conclusively that the rallways
07 Celifornfia and of Americe are in critical need of increased net

TOVvoRlo,.

The protestonts have cherged Sents Fe Rellwey with incon-
sistency in offering, on the one hand, the proposed coordinated rell-
bus service on & 1% cents mer mile basils, and, on the other hand, in
joining, apparently, the other railways in Application No. 21603 for
increesed rail fares throughout California, which, if granted, would
elevate the Santa Fe raill coach fare structure to a position sub~
stertially higher then the 1% cents per mile dase,

It is sufficient 4o sey that Santae Fe Railway has repudisted
and &iscicimed Lits officisl sanction to the request in said Application
No. 21603, in so far &3 the same relates to eny passenger fare structure
eftecting intrastate Celifornie Seanta Fo service, which is inconsiztent
With 81l of ths propositions outlined in Applicetions 20170-20L72
inclusive.

The Commission 1z mindful that all of the railways involved

in these »nrocecdings ers in eriticel need of increased net revenuo.

The protesting railweys have argued that their greater rellel will

flow £ron an incressed passenger fare structure. Standing squarely
opposed to this principle is Senta Fo Railway. 4% hes predicated
and pressed these four egpplications upon the cormerstone of net reve-
nue rehebdilitation resulting from reduced fores.

Sante Fe hes justirfied this position by stressing throughout
thic proceeding these facts that Californis lesds the nation in tho
per cepite ownership end operetion of private suvomebiles, and pC8sesses
& highwey system end climatic conditions thet are sdesl for am ell-yeere
»ound heavy bus patronage. Santo Fe depends upon these facts 4o supply
8 vest reservoir of potential pessenger traffic whick iIs likely to be

attracted to & coordinated rail-bdus service characterized dy low fLares
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and sppealing frequency aznd charactear of sexvice.

California 1s a fleld, as= we have heretofore shown, over-
vhelningly occupled By those who travel in privately owned automodiles.
These travelers comprise the millions from whom Lncreased net revenue
13 sought by Santa Fo. We belleve that 1t Is In the public Interest
that Santa Fe should be given the opportunity to demomstrate the
success of thelr dedication. We likewise belleve that California Is
a fleld uniquely susceptible to the greatest measure of response
to the inducements which Sante Fe offers. The proposed l# cents per
mile basic rall-bus fare, optional routing, unlimited stopover
privileges, greater frequency and speed through coordination of
streaxline trains and modern buses, and the ultimate measure of
attractiveness of Sante Fe equipment and services, are concomitents
of & transportation design which is likely to supply this State the

pattern by means Of which common carriers may experlence substantial

increased patronage and rehabllitation of thelr net revenues. We

believe the Santa Fe offer 13 an experiment in the public Interest
and worthy of trial.

Regulated Competition vs Reruleoted Monovoly.

We now come £0 & consideration of the apparent conflict between
Santa Fe's competitive plan, and the generally recognized advantages
and economies that frequently flow from regulated monopoly. The
Commission recognlzes the:

"gulding principle . . . that the ploneer in the fleld of
common carxrier transportation, of whatscever type and kind this
carrier may be, always deserves consideration, and may evenr
deserve the protectlion of our regulation, so long as this ploneer
supplies a service that 13 satisfactory and adequate to meet all
phases of the public interest” (15

(15, From C.R.C. Decision No. 50080, September 7, L95(, 4B Re Abancon-
ment San,Francisco-Vbllejo Ferry by Southern Pacific Golden Gate
Ferrles, Ltd.
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Transporvetion of passengers presents & public service thet
is generally regerded as bveing outside the category of naturel nono-
poly. The movement of persons 1s a Zunction thet immediately end of
necessity lmplies a wlide variety of methods and an equally wide renge
of flexIvility. This range is limited only by the number of people
wio are Involved. Their will to travel and +heir determination as %o
how this travel shell be accomplished comprise conirolling fectors.
The person, who contemplates 2 journey, exerciscs thought and pre—
ference. He 1s concerned with fares, scbedules, time, end slements
of comfort, safety, aud convenience, and he has within his power the
potentliel abllity to supply his own transportation. Witk the advent
of the automobile end high speed hnighways this power is unlimited.

Contrasted with the utility of trensportatior, such services
as telephone, electricity, oné gas, are fixed, immobile, unchanging,
identical, =md impersonal. Tke usze of thess latter services mey zore
rationally present pictures of natural monopoly. The advantoges thad
exre enjoyed in comunicating messages by telephone, the value and
convenlience of electrical energy, and the utility of gas are three
gervices which we recognize as vitel to the public convenience ané
necessity. S0 long es these three services are supplied to the people
in the most setiszfactory cnd offliclent manner thet can be oxpecied,
within reasonable bounds, and at the lowest possidble retes, publi
interest is fully met; hence we often pursue and reach thece results
by meexs of reguleted OnODPOLT.

In the case of transportetion, the passenger may naturally
exercise a choice. This selection ceases to be of significance in
tke cases of telephone, electric, and gas services. Therefore it is
patent that the conclusions which the Commission has reached in 4his
decision will 80 no violence to the doctrinec and precepts which tke
Commission has followed since its origin. We have always rocognized
thet Yoth law and publlc comity have coxmended to our selectiion

two theories of reguletion, ono, regulated monopoly, the otber,




regulated competition. There are times when this Commission hes
regulated pursueat 4o one of these theories; and there are other
times when this Commission has reguloted pursuent to the other
theory.‘ mhe determinetion 4= not left to chance or whim. In every
instance the pubdblic interest L= the ome cnd only criterion. In this
cese public interest is preponderant Iz favor of regulated cowpoeti-
tion.

The term "regulated competition es it has been used
throughout this decision,does 7ot mean ruthless compoetition, un-
limited competition, or uxnecessary compotition. The term "regulated
competition,™ as 1t is used throughout this decision, meens &
reasonable end just amount of coxmpetition, sufficient ¥o best sud-
sorve public interest, said competition being not destructive and
veing always uader regulation.

Over three and & quarter million people are potential patrons
of this improved and proflfexred service. The Commission considers this
moltitude as affording ample traffic to sustain the carxiers that are
5n the field =23 well as the proposed service. These millions, through
their ropreszextatlives, have zpoken throughout the pages of thls record
in demand o2 effective competition. The Commizcion believos vhet
anything less than substantlel supplience of the eatire service which
1s offered in these Seate Fe applications end hercinafter suthorized
{s tantemotnt to en oxisting ineadeqguacy of service.

In' vesching the comelucions expresseld in this decision, the

Commissior is attempting no violence ageinsy the time-honored precepts

thet remain safely dabedded in souné roguletion. There arc lastances
where reguleted competiticz would prove rulizous to the exizting
carzier, end inimical to the public interest; as, for instance, where
the torTitory involved affords limited traffic, and the services
boing rendercd are satisfactory, edeguatle, vital, and nocessary.

On the other hand there are instances wiere the rogulatory body is

warserted in welcoming rogulated competition. Public interest will




tip the beam as between these two conditions in the £ield of
transportation.

In the conclusions which we reach in this declsion, we
apply both principles of regulation: the principle of regulated
competitlion, and the principle of regulated monopoly. There are
cortaln existing carrliers whose rights and whose operations will be
protected agalnst the full force of the proposed Santa Fe competli-
tion. Public interest is the determining factor. This group of
carriers 1s negligidle viewed from the standpoint of competitive
territory involved. There 13 another group of exlsting carriers,

to wit, Greyhound end Southera Pacific, to which public Interest

- requires that we apply the doctrine of regulated competition. This
latter group presents by far the greater proportioa of the compotli-
tiveltrafric that 1s Involved.

Californias has reached a development that demands the
proposed service. The millions of pedople that are alresdy availadle .
a3 potential patrons, comdined with millions. more that future develop~
ment portends, require and deserve the adventeges and coavenlences
that are Inherent in the proposed coordinated rail-bus dedication.
Nowhere in the natlon 1s there a £1eld comparable to that which

i3 involved in the territory that Santa Fe seeks o serve, vhere the




trend of increasing population in recent years has deen so great,
vhere there 1s oqual proxise for continued growth, where agri-
cultural and Industrisl developzent has been 50 marked, and proxzises
for Increased development are so bright, where such favorable highway
and climatic conditions exlist, and where passenger trazsportation
by common carriers is limited to a single bus operstion and rallway
system, commonly owned.

We belleve,in This flield,the public interest requires
the kind of regulated competition proposed by Santa Fe. The service
Proposed 1s not alone Iin the public interest, dut is likely,8s well,
10 result in a salutary and much needed rejuvenation of ali ¢common
carriors involved herein. It Ls reasonadble to belleve that the
invocation of effective competition will s0 rejuvenate all affected
common carrlers as to incroase and Iimprove the entire structure of

thelir operations, both from the standpoint of value and econonmy

of service, as well as from the standpoint of net resuliant revenues.

.
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SECTION 504, PUBLIC UTILTIES ACT

Before any testimoﬁy was taken, motions to dismiss and
abate were filed by Greyhound on February 2%, 1936, and by Pacific
Electric and Motor Transit on February 29, 1936; and after two days
(March 3, and %, 1936) of oral argument thereon, said motions wore
donled by the Cormissilon March 16, 1936.

After the close of applicant’s case, and on October %,
1936, Greyhound filed 2 second motion t0 dismiss which required
four days of argumont (Octoder 20, 21, 22, and 2%, 1936). The Com-
mission denled this motion October 26, 1936. A third motion o
dismias was £iled by the same company at the conclusion of the boarings -
on June 25, 1937, was taken under advisement by the Commission, and
Iis now ready for firal determination.

All of these motlions have deen predicated upon Section 504
of the Public Utilitles Act and in every Ianstance they have been |
Pressed Lor The avowed purpose of siripping the Commisslon of juris-
diction and right to grant the certificates sought by Senta Fe
Transportation Comparny.

The persistence with which these motions have been pursved
and twice renewed necessitates our thorough consideration at this
point. We quote that portion of Section 502 which 13 gormane to
Greyhound's contentlion, stressing the proviso adopted by the Legis-
lature of 1931, and which, protestants claim, qualify the Commission's
guthority to grant certificates to passenger stage corporations when
the proposed operation 1s in a territory already being served by a

cortificete holder:

"Every applicant £0r a certificate shall file’ in the office
of tho commisslon an application therefor in such form as shall
be required by the commission, andthe rallroad comnission
shall have power, with or without hearing, to0 issue said certi-
ficate as prayed for, or +o refuse to Zssue tho 3ame, Or 40
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Lissue 1t for the partial exerclse only of sald privilege
sought, and may attach t0 the exercise of the rights granted
by said certlificate such terms and conditions as, In its
Judgrment, the pudlic convenience and necessity may require;
orovided that the railroad commlssion shall have vower,
atter hearing, to issue 3aid certiricate when an apvlicant
requests a certificate tO operate in & territory, already
sarved DY A coertificate holder under this act Oonly when the
existing passenger stage ¢corporation or corporatlons servine
3uch territory will not vrovide the same +t0 the satisfaction
0f the ralliroad commlssion.” (Empraslis supplled.)

The ¢onstruction given by the Commission to this proviso hes

been plainly declared In the Coumission's opinion on rehearing In Re

Fisler's case, (38 C.R.C. 880, 1933). In this proceeding the Com~
mission granted the applicant the certificates sought and dlsallowed
the protestant, The Gray Lirve, Inc., the protection 1t ¢laimed under
the proviso above quoted. We reproduce the relevant portions con-

talned Iin said decision:

"The malin question heré presentedi then, Iis vhether %the
LY 4

Commission 1s prohibited by section 504, as amended, to grant

t0 a4 new applicant a certificate for a.passenger stage service
wvhen an existing Operator Is authorized %o render a like service.
I£ the proviso sdded Zn 1931 13 to be 30 comstrued, then oll
oxisting passenger stage corporations have ¢btained cortificates
or rights which are virtually exclusive. Regardless of the
accepted pollicy of this State prohibditing the grant of ex-
clusive Cranchlses or privileges, this provise, 1f 30 construed,
would, in the fleld of motor dus transportation, abrogate such
pollicy and In effect grant to existing carriers of this class
virtual monopolles Zn their respective fields. It Is evident
that such & construction of the statute should not be accepted
unless the language used compels that c¢onclusion. But 1t is as
clearly evident from the enactment Lteelfl that such was not the
Intention underlying the legislative action.

Before considering the application of this proviso to the
facts presented in this particular proceeding, it is proper
that the Commission express its views clearly on the general
application of this new declaration of principle governing the
granting of certificates of public convenlence and necessity.
Since it purports to limit the Commission’s jurisdiction in the
grenting of new operative rights and serves as a further grant
or protectlion 10 existing certificate holders, the construction
to be plven the oproviso rmist be such as t0 reserve 10 the public
body the utmost AVLhOrity consistent with the ressonably implied
legislative intent.




It must do presumed that Iin the ensctment of this proviso
the Legislature had in mind the precedents theretofore estadlish-
ed In cases arising under section 504 and other sections em-
povering the Commission t0 grant certificates of pudlic convenlence
and necessity. If it was Intended that any of those precedents
be overthrown, It may de presumed that the language employed
would have clearly indicated such Iintention. The Legislature must
heve borne in mind that the Commission haes reveatedly hold that
& grant of a8 cortiricate Iz not exclusive, and that it 1g free
i) g§antz when public convenlence and necessity reguires, another
certillcate competitive wholly Oor in vart with the first. DBu<t
the Legislature has not =ald that thismavy not herealfter be done.
Nor has it declared that hereafter the Commission snall not £ind

that public convenlence and necoesslIty require the «ranting of &
now certificate, repardiess of the past conduct of tae exisE%%é

operafor SO Llong 83 he Dromi3es tO AGequateLy Derliorm has Dub.Lic
og%igafion in E%E future. on tho contrary, It Is clear {rom the
Vroviso ltse that the lesisistive ilntent was £O0 leave the Com=-
mission free to cetermine in cach case whethor The mublic will

o best served by the existing overator Or overators only, or
by the Institution of an additional service.

It must be held, therefore, that the Commlssion 1s =till free
£o0 follow the principle first anpnounced in the Great Western
Power Company case (1 C.R.C. 203), and when called upon %0 deter-
mine the abllity of the oxisting utility to satisfactorily zerve
the public in the future, may judge it as of the day the newcomer
knoceks at the door. When public convenience and necossity re-
quire that there be more than one carrler in the field, the Com-
mission has In the pest permitted competition, and mmst In the
future be unlimited Iin 1its power so to do. The abandonment oOf
this fundamental principle of utility reguletion would be
Inimical to the pudlic Interest.

To hold that the Commission has not been thus ¢ircumscribdedld
by the amendment t0 section 502 in the granting of competing
operative rights when the pudlic convenlence and necessity de-
mand, 1is not to0 hold that the amendment Is without any effect
vhatever, or thet 1t may not regsonably be construed as s
ceclaration of policy veneficial doth T0 exlisting passenger stage
companies and to the puwdlic.

It should be noteld that the amendment does not exnressly
relate to apnlications for certificates where the pronosed nor-
vieces Is competitive with an exlLsting Operation. FoOr the reasons
above developed, a construction which implies such element of
competition should, then, be avoided. The language employed

- indicates, rather, that the proviso was intended to relate to
appiications £or a newv ancd different service from tpat presentlw
Tondered O WRIiCh ihe eXxiSting ODOTAtor Or ODerTators are entit.ed
t0 render. The words emploved clearly lndicate That reflerence
was fntended tO o new service not now certificated. Certificates
granted t0 passenger stege corporations prescribe the routes to be
followed and points t0 be served. BEut the legislature in this
proviso has referred only to applicatlions 0 operate Iin 'a
territory’ slready served. A territory may de served Iin whole or
in pert dy various operators and In various ways, yet the ser-
vices renderod by each may be only In part or not al all com-
petitive.




With this approach, the true meaning of the proviso may,
wvo Delleve, be more easlily discovered. It Is proper that when
public convenlience and necessity require the lnauguration of a
new stage service, any existing operator within the territory
should be first In right to undertake such a service. The
applicant first iz time should not necessarily be first in
right. An applicant for a certificate frequently proposes ¢o
undertake a service In a territory already served, dut which
differs from that presently rendereld, and of & kind which %the
exlsting certificate holder has no authorlity to render without
himself applying for and obtalning an enlargement or extension
of his operative right. In such a case the existing opoerator
in a territory should be, and 1s under this proviso, permitted
€0 undertake the same service as that proposed by the new
appllcant 1f public convenlence and necessity require that the
new sexrvice be estadlished. If no overator already serving in
the territory affected deosires thus to become in effect an
a-_IIbant 10y Tae ri-ht £o ronder sucn a sorvice Ok 1o FOUXND

aen on
nublic convenience and necesslicy reouire may tae fIrs% 2ppll-
cation be granted.

Such &8 construction of the above quoted amendment does 0ot
viclate the flixed policy of this State against the grant of
exclusive privileges, yet expresses a2 salutery principle of
utllity regulation in respect t0 the granting of new operative
rights. It 1s a construction reasonadbly found in the language
of the statute Itself, and one not contrary t0 the pudlic
interest. The procoedural prodlems Involved in carrying out
the legislative 1ntention expressed In this amendment noed
not here be discussed.” (Emphasis supplied.)

It is preliminaxily significant to note the fact that upon
three oOccasions since 1931, the attorney who now presents the pro-
tosting cause of Greyhound, expounded t0 this Commissioa threeo variant
asseverations anent the true meaning and effect of The proviso of

Section Sol-vhich vo havo just emphasized, and the doctrine of the

Commission decla*ed Tialarts easey .

On Septomber 5, 1933, in the course of the proceedings
wpon an application of California Charter Car Company for a certifi-~
cate of public convenlence and necessity (Application 18973), the
present counsel for the Greyhound (then appearing f£or the California
Charter Car Company), heartily defended the doctrine just outlined
in the Filaler's case, against the attack dYy Greyhound whick was then
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predicated upor the same proviso in Section S0z. In placing fuwll
reliancs vpon the Flalerfs case, sald counsel reacened that the

Commission was justified in sustaining the orincivnles of reculated

commetition: thet, notwithstanding said proviso in Section S0z,

the Commission was still uniimited 4n its vower +to nermit competition;

and thereupor succinctly crystallized his views Ia the following

terms:

"In eny event the last expressioz of this Commiczsion Is
to us the lew in this regard, end unless ead uwntil the Supreme
Court frowns upon the policles cxpressed in the Fieler case,
which we do not anticivate, we shall rely on the Flaler case,
and 118 predecessors cited in our opening bdrief, as determina~
tive of this motion to dismiss." (Emphaesis supplied).

By way of further emphesisz seid counsel contended that sald
1931 eamendzent to Section S0z hod not changed the princinles enun-

cletold in those ecrly and controlling cases Pacific Ges and Electric

Company vs Great Western Power Compeny, decided June 18, 1912,

(1 C.R.C. 203), ond In re Oro Zlectric Corporation, decided July J,

1912, (1 C.R.C. 253), Counsel stressed thet the policy of the Come
mission, as outlired iIn these ruling cases, and which opens the door
to regulated coxpetition whenever such competitive service is in the
pudblic interest, hsd continuously remeined, and was op September 5,
1933, the policy of the Commission, and that the Legislaiure had done
nothing to change or &isapprove said policYy.

We quote from said declslons lenguage which we have always
respected and which we now realfirn as fundamental:

" .. . . It certainly is true that where a territory is
served by a utility which bas pioneered in the field, ard is
rendering efficient and cheep service and is rulfilling
adequetely the duty whick, as a public ubility, 4t owes To the
public, and the territory 43 30 gemnerally served that it may De
snid =0 have recched the point of seturation as regards the
particuler commodity in which such utility éeslsz, then cexrtainly
The design of the low in that the utility sball be protecied
within such field: but when any one of those conditions is
lacking, tkhe public convealence nay oIlten be served by ellowing
competition to come inm."




" e e o . Only until the time of threatened competition
shall the existing utility be allowedto put 1iself in such a
positlion with reference t0 1ts patrons, thet this Commission
may £ind that suck patrons are gdequetely served at reasonadle
rates. By amnouncing this principle, we hope we shall hold
out to the existing utllitlies an incentive which will induce
then voluntarlily, without burdening this Commission, Or Other
governmenvtal authorities, to accord toO the communitlez of this
State those rates and that service €0 which they are Iin Justice
entitled, and to the mew utlilitlies we 3ball likewise Rold out
the Incentive that on the discovery by them of territory which
13 not accorded reasonadle service and Jjust rates, they may have

the privilege of entering therein %r ghey are willing to accord
fair treatment to such territory.n(16

A position dlametrically opposite was taken by the 3ame
counsel when he urged his motions to dlismiss and adbate in these pro-
ceedings during the course of oral argument, March 3, and %, 1936.
Upon that occasion said counsel, then appearing for Greyhound,
soveroly disapproved the doctrine contained in the Flaler's case;
vehemently contended that the proviso of Section 504 was tantamount
t0 & legislative mandate that would effectively protect existing
passenger stage corporations from competitive infrusion DY newcomers;
reasoned that the Legislature of 1971 had Intended by s=ald provizo
t0 prescribe for this Commission regulation protective of monepoly
and sharply restrictive of competitlion; strenuously argued that the
1931 legislature had expressed, through 1ts amendment to Sectlon 504,
dissatisfaction with the principles hereinadbove discussed, and
attempted through said amending proviso to definitely change our
policy; and interpreted Iin these words the true legislative intent:

" . - . « thot the rule will now Do zet aslde which says
that 1t is t00 late for the exlisting utility to mend the errors
of 1ts ways when competition knocks at the door., ' and we now,
the Legislature, Insist that horeafter the Question of vhether

or not cémpetition shall be granted will depend upon whether

or not the exlsting utility will render service to the zatis-
faction of the Commission.'”

&) Tnis language appeared 1irst in Pacific Gas and B1lectric Company
¥3 Great Western Power Company, } C.R.CT &t pages 209 &nc 2LL; and again
In Re Oro FElectric Corporation, 1 C.R.C. at pages 256, 257.

71




At this time counsel further epitomized his views with this
declaration:

"Referring to the Fialer and Esst Bay cases, I would
not have the Commission think rfor one moment that I
porsonally am In harmony with the decisions. I can't agree
with the reasoning or conclusions of the decisions; nelther

do we accopt It that such declsions are dinding on the
Commission."

Finally the same counsel during the extended argument of
October 20, 1936, shifted to a third view:

"e . - . S0 far as the facts of this case are concorned

the amendment of 1931 did not change in 2 single, minute
instance anything, di1d not change the policy, the unwritten
law, dut only 1t was saild by the Logislature that, '"We like
your policy and now you have to stick to it and you can't
change 1t.' And this motion £Ls based on vour own Policles
with the only other condition that the Legislature 1in 1931
stepped In and sald, *You shall not have the Jurisdiction,
Tou shall not have the power, 0 lssue g certificate contraxry
L0 these pollcles that you have previously estabdlished.’

The Commission 1s changed from time to time but its policies
must remain and ondure."

Contra to such Lirreconcilable and variable constructions,

ve believe the Comnission correctly construed Section 50% In Re

Filaler's case, and, as we shall Presently develop, the Commission

bas folloved consistently the doctrine outlined therein.
In Application of Fast Bay Street Rallways, Ltd., eic.,

(39 C.R.C. 252), the Commission granted said applicant authority to
adbandon certain parts of its street rallway lines, and simultansously
graonted sald applicant a certificate of publie convenlence: and
necessity to operate buses as a sudbstitute Lfor its electric street
cars, and in competition with existing Passenger stage corporations.
The epplication was opposzed by two existing competitors, Peerless
Stages, and Groyhound, and also by Motor Carriers Assoclation, who




contended, under said proviso of Section 504, that the Commission

wvas without jurisdiction to permlt the applicant 10 establish motor

coach service In a territory already sdequately served.
The Cormission granted the certificate, saying at page
258:

"Applicant and Peerless have beon overating in competition
between Oskland and Eayward along East lith Street for many
years, applicaat employing street cars and Peerless employing
motor c¢coaches. Applicant 1n thls proceeding seeks authority
to discontinue 1Us street car service sad substitute motor
¢coach sexvice, over which route Peerless has the right to
operate motor c¢oaches. Applicant 1s seeling to continue this
competlition and not to ILnsugurate 2 new service. Furthermore,
Section 50+ of the Publlc Utilities Act avvlies varticuLariy
<0 Tvassenger stage corvoration.! which 1s celined In Sectlon
22 (b) of the Public Utilities Act, whlle anvlicant I1s g 'atreet
rallroad cornoration,’ as celflned in Section 1 (h) of sald Act,
altoouch 1t operates motor coaches &3 well as street cars. 1t
is clear ToatT Section H04+ of the Public Utllitles Act does not
app.ly in the instant ¢ase. Relerence 1s hereby mece to the case
Of 1N KO Fifaler's Inc., (70 C.n.C. 099,.  (fwpaesls supplied.)

It 15 sdditionally significant that protestants In Re
Fialer's case sought judicial »eview In the Supreme Court of Californis

and were denled the same; likewise the protestants In Re Annlication

of East Bay Street Railways sought judiclal review, but both the

Supreme Court of Californis and the Supreme Court of the United States
refused to Interfere.

In 30 far as the doctrine expressed In these two cases 1s
applicadble to the instant proceeding, 1t now decomes the object of
this decision to snslyze. Directing our attentlion to the principles
established in the Fialer's czse, the fact remains that most of the
serviceo proposed to be rendered by Sants Fe Transportetion Company
falls within the category of a dedication t0 render competitively the

same kind of service which Greyhound I1s elither actually engaged in
rendering, or theoreticelly could rendexr. As to such service, the
e expressed In the Fialer's case, we belleve to be determinative
in the instant case.




We hold the Commission was justified, when it denied on
March 16, 1936, and on October 26, 1936, said motions of Greyhound,
et al, to dlsmiss %the applications of Santa Fe Transportation Company.
The denlal of these motions was tantamount to the conclusion that 1t
was the right and duty of the Commission tO hear these applications
on their merlts, and grant or dexny them, In toéo or In part, upon
the merits o this recoxd.

In taking this action, the Commission has held that Greybouwnd
and Santa Fo Rallway would have, Iin theory, the legal right to eangage
in a coordinated, Iintegrated rall-dus service, and that such operation
upon, the part of these two existing common carriers would not con-

stitute 2 "new service not now certificated.” a7) Likewise we believe

that Greyhound and Southern Paclfic have had, and now have, In theory,
the legsl »ight to engage In a coordinated, Integrated rall-dus ser-
vice, subdbstantlally Identical %o that which 1s proposed by Santa Fe.
The rendition of thls category of services dy Greyaocund and Sgnta Fe
Rallway, or by Greyaound and Southern Pacific, would require no
addltional certificate o public convenlence and necessity.

When & certificated passenger stage corporation Institutes
parity of fares and Iinterchangeability of tickets with a rallway,
the procedure required by law snd this Commission 1is direct and simple.
All that is required is the lawful £iling oL the proposed fares and tinme
tebles with this Commission by both carrierxs. Therefore, in theory
Greyhound and Sants Pe Railwey, and Greyhound and Southern Pacific,
are faced with 2o physical or legal barriors “which ronder lmpossible
the rendition of most of the services proposed by Sante Fe
Transportation Company herelin. We reackh the conmclusion that
theoretically Greynound and Santa Fe Rallway, and Greyhound and
Southern Pacific, "are entitled to render,” (17} by following

Tx7)  @aoted from Fialer's case.
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the simple procelure gbove outlined, practically all of the same service
proposed dy Sants Fe herein. The fact 1s that Greyhound, In recognition

of this theory, has defensively offered to do this very thing.

We quote the entire text of sald offer:

"We are willing to and offer to operate any additional
schedules for service t0 Santa Fe rall passengers which may de
found advisable in the public Inteorest and to the satisfaction.
of the Commission, merely suggesting that the Commission give
due consideration to the present schedules opersted and
Justification of any asdditional service of lov revenue possi-
bilitles, and to all conditions that enter Into the practica-
bllity of such 2 suggestion.

Second, we are willing to, and offer to, operate through
or studb schedules t0 and from Sarvey Houses, though they may de
closed, or not in operation, and though they maey dbe far distant
from the main route of highway and bus travel, or from ceaters
of population, ILf such will be to the satisfaction of the Com~-
mission, merely suggesting that the Commission give due
consideration t0 the comparstive Inconvenlence to a great majority
of those %0 be served, and to the ultimate public interest.

Third, we are willing to, and offer {0, operate schedules
to and from Santa Fe depots, though they may be distantly locsted
from the main dus route and main arteries of travel, or from the
¢enters of population, if such will be to the satisfaction of the
Commission, merely suggesting that what 13 Iin the public interest
iIn this regard be fully considered. ’

Pourth, we are willing to, and offer to, make such changes
in present tlme schedules as %0 times of arrival and departure at
terminels, or Intermediate points, so far as the same are within
the realm of possidility, if such will be to the satisfaction of
the Commission, merely suggesting that due consideration be given
t0o the opersting coaditions, requirements for frequency, legal
requirements, and t0 the general publlic interest.

Fifth, we are willing to, and offer to, reduce or Iincrease
the number of schedules operated, or make changes Iin facllitles,
even though contrary to our better Judgment of what 1s reasonsble,
proper, Or necessary iz the pudblic interest, if such will de to
the..satisfaction of the Commission, merely suggesting that such
an order, request Or determination, be not reached until the
efficlency of the present schedules Iis given due consideration.

Sixth, we are willing, and offer to, have any and all con-
sZderation that I3 lawful and within the Jurisdiction of the
California Ralilroad Commission given t0 interstate services and
necessities, I such will dbe to the satlsfaction of the Com-
mission, merely suggesting that especlally since the passage of
Motor Carrier Act, 1935, matters of Interstate convenlence and
necessity, or otherwise relating to Interstate service, properly
rests with the Interstate Commerce Commission.
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Seventh, we are willing €0, and offer t0, establish Joinst
tariffs, through routes and concurrencles in tariffs with
Atchlison, Topeka & Santa Fe Rallway Company, accepting thelr
tickets and they accepting ocurs, on such rates and divisions
elther as may be agreed upon, Or as may be fixed by the Com-
mission, 1f such will be to the satisfaction of the Commission,
morely suggesting that in this matfer due consideration de
glven to the possibilities and vracticadilitles of such action
in thergeneral publlc interest.

s

Eighth, we are willing to, and offer %o, render the
passenger service in the territory affected at fares constructed
and applled elther, one, as proposed by Santa Fe Transportation
Comparny, or, two, on a properly modified and adjusted 1% cent rate
base, or, three, on a rate dase allowing reductions under the
present tariff fares to be proposed either by us or the Come-
misslion, or, Lfour, at present fares untlil alfter full conszidora-
tion the qQuestion of whether or not axy or all of our zald
present fares shall have been properly comsidered, depending
upon what shall e to the satisfaction of the Commission, merely
suggesting that, due to the many elexments to be considered in
arriving at what rates and fares are In the pudblic Interest, the
Jurlisdictlion of the Commission ¢0 regulate rates ané fares In
the pudblic Interest be not surrendered in favor of a policy of
adjusting rates according to the lowest Did that mey de made.

Nine, we eare willing to, and offer to, trznsport express
of the Rallway Express Agency, Inc., in such a manner and under
such tariffs, rates, divisions of rates, tariffs, rules and
regulations as may be t0 the satisfaction of the Commission,
merely suggesting that the mere fact that an offer Zs made dy
Santa Fe Transportation Company to transport the zzme does not
ipso facts establish that such & proposal 1= in the public
interest.

Greyhound's persistence in "merely suggesting” shows its

complete lack of falth Iin the successful verformance of these nine

captious or:ers, axd points the way to thelir accurate appraisal.
Acceptance of these offers would prove inimfcal to the pudlic interest,
and would thwart the enjoyment by the public of the zdvantages that
are Hparent Iin the truly competitive, coord.:.na.te.d, and Integrated
services proposed by Santa Fe Transportation Company.

The two defenses urged by Greyhound are incompatidle. Grey-
bound's first position 1s that the proposcd Santa Fe parity of fares

is unsound and unworkadle; that sald proposed ¢coordinated and
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integrated rall-bus service 1s nelther feasidle nor in the pudblic
Interest; that the existing cerriers are reandering a completely
adequate service at reasonable rates; and that pudblic interest would
be best served by the denilal of the Santa Fe applications. Grey-
houndd ‘second defense 1s predicated upon Section 503, and In 1ts
endeavor to;gerrect the same, 1t khazs offered to perfozm the very
services which 1t has first attacked as unworkadle, unsound, and
beyond the pale of public Interest.

In reaching ocur appralsal of these Greyhound offers, and
in dotermining whether they s=hould be eccepted or rejected, the first

.discouragement comes from Greyhound's counsel who says: "We do not

recommend 1t."

W. E. Travis, President of protesting Greyhound, offered

more discouraging testimony as follows:

"I regret the necessity of making offers that are 20
unbusinesslixe, that, based upon years of experlieace in the
bus business, are 30 Lmpossidle of attainment. Rather than
permit ourselves to be destroyed, or even detrimentally
affected by this proposed wastelful duplicatlion of service,
we are wllling to go to these absuxd lengths . . . . . .

If you want me 40 express ny own opinion, I think It almost
reaches the helght of absurdlity . - - . . We are, however,
relying on the Commission's judgment that whatever we may
e required to do under this offer will be with the under-
standing that 1t will ultimately return in revenue the

cost of 1ts operation, plus a reasonadle profit. We would
even bYe willing to demonstrate, I1If In the Cormission's
judgment they thought it wise, that there would result &
loss, before demanding rellief, and this for the s0le purpose
of demonstrating the fallacies contalned in the applicant's
proposals.”

Mr. Felix McGilnnis, Vice President in Charge of Traffic
of protesting Southern Pacifie, suppliéd the last measure of dis-
couragement when he characterized the Sonte Fe plan of rail and dus

service as not only unnecessary to meet the demands of the travellling
pubdblic dut as being thoroughly Impracticabie and unworkable.
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. It 13 self-evident that coordination requires cooperation
and & centralized administration with no conflict of interest between
the Iintegrated agencles. Greyhound'’'s proposed offers of coordination
would prove unworkable becavse of the hostilility and conflict of
interests of Greyhound and Sante Fe Rgllway. The ¢lose realtlionship
between Greyhound and Southern Pacific, sO clearly dilsclosed by
their interlocking directorate and Executive Committee, by sudbstantial
coﬁmon ownersaip, and by thelr written contracts requiring alleglance
and reciprocity, one toward the other, are enough 0 justify the
refusal of Sante Fe Rallway, that 1s expressed Iin the record, ard
which categorically declines the acceptance of any part of Grevhound's
Incongruous offers.

In determining the merits of the applications of Santa
Te Transportation Company, &s they are related to that category
of service which falls within the classification of the same kind

of _service which Greyhound 1s elther actually engaged in rendering,
or theoretically could render, the Commission shall be governed by

the same principles that justifled Zte ruling In Re Fisler's case.

In that case the Commission granted the applicant a cexrtificate of

public convenience &nd necessity to perlorm the same kind 0f service

which the protestant was actually emgaged in rendering, or theoretl-
cally could render. The simple application of the criterion of
public interest was determinative in that case, and will likewlse

be determinative In this case, a3 regarding all proposed service that

is dlstinguished as being the same kind of service which the exist-

ing carriers are actually engaged in rendering, or theoretically
could render.




We now direct our attention to the second class of service

referred to In Re Plalerts case as "mew and different service from

trhat prosentiy rendered or which th; existing operator or operators

are entitled %o render."(la) Said second c¢lass of service comprow

hends the category as %o which the proviso of Section 50 was in-
tendeld to relate. We fall to recognize that all, or any.part, ot
the services proposed by Santa Fe Transportetion Company, fall withe
in this category.

However, should all, or any part, of the services proposed
by Senta Fe Transportetion Company bde defined, classified, and con-
strued as belonging to thls sald second class of "new and different
service,”(la) we would still deny eall of the protéstants’ motions
for dismissals, predicated on Section 502, and we would dase our
denial upon the reasoning outlined In Ro'Fialer's case, and upon the

ovidence in this record which cleariy establishes the Tollowing
facts which we now categorically find:

1. Crevhound 4id not render on Qctober 8, 1935, at no
time prior to Octoder 8, 1935 hed Greyhouné rendered,
and at 2o time =ince October 8, 1935 hes Greyhound
rendered, oither with Southern Pacirfic, or with Sante
TFe Rellwey, or at all, the coordinated, Iintegrated
ralil-dus service, predicateld upon a lz cents per mile
fare bdase, witkh parity of fares, with wmlimited stop-
over privileges, with unlimited interchangeadbllity of
tickets and routes, as proposed by Seante Fe Transporte-
tion Compeny kerein.

During all of the times referred to in the last pre-
ceding paragrepl, Greyhound and Southern Prcellic have
been opposed to coordinating thelr respective services
throughout the territory involved in these Sante Fe
applications, upon a parity of fares, upon & fare dbase
of 1% cents per mile, with unlimited stopover privi-
leges, and with wnlimited interchangeadility of tickets
and routes permitted.

Public convenience and necessity reguire the per-
Zormance by Santa Fe Transportation Company of the €O
ordinated, irntegrated, rail-dus service (with minor
modifications and exceptions hereinafter outlined),
throughout the territory and in the manner, set forth
in the Zfour epplicationes of Santa Fe Tremsportation
Compenrye

(1e) Quoted L{rom Flelerts case,
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4e Greyhound cannot render, and Greyhound will not render,
all or eny paxrt of the service pProposed Dy Senta Fe

Trensportetion Compeny, in its four epplications, to the
sgtisfaction of this Comtssion,

Orenge Belt Steges, Ine.

There remains for determinetion *he proposed Sante Fe
service affecting the populous and productive territory and communi-~
ties now served by Orange 3elt Steges, Inc., another passenger stage
corporation. Orange Belt Stages, Inc., operates a passenger stege
lize betweea Coalings, Lemoore, Hanford, Viselia Airport, Viselis,
Ixetor, Lindsey, Porterville, Richgrove, =nd Deleno. Viselie Airport
and Delano are points on the mein San Joaquin Velley highway cone-
necting Fresno, Visalia Afrport, Tulare, and Bakersfield.

Jetween Iresno and B&kerstiéld, Santa Fe Railway operateg
& network of reil lines serving many communities in the populous emd
productive counties of Frespo, Kings, Tulare, and Kern. Its zain
Tall line traverses the westerly portion of this terreine and serves
Sanford and Corcoran. Conzecting Fresno and Bekerstield, its
easterly rail line serves Cutler, Exeter, Lindsay, and Porterville.
Approximately dividing the aree bounded by these two rail lines into
north and south porticns, Sente Fe Ralilwey operstes a2 line from
Cutler to Corcoran, serving thereby Viselia and Tulare,

%ith the avowed plen snéd purpose of augunenting its pro-
posed dus service bdetween San Francisco and Los angeles, end more
particularly between Fresuo, Visalia Alrport, Tulare, and Bekerstield,
Sente Fe proposes 1o traverse this line and connect, bY meens of a
supplementel dbus service, the following points iz seid srea which
ere now served by Senta Fe Railway, to wit: EHanford, Visalia,
Exeter, Lindsey, and Porterville. ’

Greykhound now operetes detween San Francisco and Los
Angeles, over the mein Sen Joaquin VTalley highway, which Sente Te
Trenspertation Company proposes +o follow, and in traversing this

route, Greyhound now serves the following points located upon seid

&,
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main highway, to wit: TFresno, Visalle Alrport, Tulere, end Bekers-—
field. In 4its Application No.,20237, Greyanound proposes o augment
its present bus service, through the particular terrsin. which Iis
now uader discussion, Dy exectly paralleling the preseat route
traversed by Orange Belt Stages, Inc., which 1s hereinabove deserided
and outlined.

At the present time there i3 2 close reletlionship bvetween
Greyhound end Orange Belt Stages, inc., to the extent that,effectively,
" . . . « PeCific Greyhound Iis ser#ing the territory.", accoxding to
@itness Travis. ”

This record reveals strong and impelling public demand for
+he »endition of the proposed Santa Fe coordinated rell-dus sexvice
throughout this territory. We eare convinced that the increasing
ponulation in this rich territory needs and deserves the advantoges
ané {mprovemenis offereld by this Senta Fe prograum. i3 dbus service,
proposed by Santa Fe Transportation Company, is best desigaed to
connect, coordinate, and integrate this aetwork ol rzll lines of
Santa Fe Rallway, and theredy render a very marked degree of improved
service to these communities: Eanford, loceted upon the westerly
Santa Fe rail line; Visalia, loceted upon the transverse Santa Fe
reil line; 2nd Exeter, Lindsay, end Porterville, located upon the
eesterly Sante Fe rail lime. Without suck & supplemental dus pro-
grem, the plan of coordination end integrasion, adopted by Sante Te,
would be thwerted and rendered lergely ineffective over enm extensive
portion of the San Joaquin Telley lying betweer Fresuo and Bakers-
#ie1d. This is true beccuse of the fact that the main Sen Joaguiz
Telley higrtway, between Fresno and Bekersfield, a distance exceeding
700 miles, end being the main route waich Sante Fe Transportation
Company will use on its Sen Frencisco-1os sngeles service, 1s so fer
removed from the westerly end easte:ly‘rail lines of Sante Fe Rail-
way, as to render impraciiceble ond uwntenable the edvantages of &

fally coordinated exnd integreted Senta Fe service for such communi-
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tles as Eanford, ?Isalia, Exeter, Lindsay, and Porterville. The
substantisl populatlion which demands this proposed service would be
severely deprived of 1ts enjoyment, and Santa Fe would be equally:
serlously handicepped In the full performance of its program, unless
this sugmentecd and supplemental dus service by Sante Fe Transportation
Company, between Eanford and Porterville, is certificated. ZXEence we
bellieve that there 1s a sufficlent showing of public convenlence ané
necessity to justify granting Sante Fe Transportation Company a certi-
ficate to render this augmented and supplemental bus service.

We belleve that Orange Belt Stagos, Inc., and Santa Fe

Transportation Company cen and will adequately furnish all the service

required throughout this fterritory. A contliauetion of the zervice oF
Orange Belt Stages, Inc., 1s vital %10 the commnities of Cozlings and
Lemoore, which are west 0f any present Santa Fe Rallway service.
Were we 10 certlificate Greyhound so as to permit 1t t0 parallel
the present route traversed by Orange Belt Stages, In¢., we belleve
the comdination of Santa Fe and Greyhound competition would divert
30 much traffic now enjoyed by Orange Belt Stages, Inc., as to
resul? In the extinction of the latter cerrier. We &0 not delleve
that thls record justifles followling such a course. Eence we 3hell
hereinalter deny that portion of Greyhovnd's Applicatlion XNo. 20237
roquesting a certificate of public convenlence and necessity to
operate an approximate duplicetion of the service now rendered dy
Orange Belt Steges, Inc.

Recurring to the motion t0 dismiss, comcurred In by Orange
Belt Stages, Inc., and predicated upon Section 504, we reaffirm all
that we have hereinbefore set forth in ocur consideration and cop-
clusion of Greyhound clalms In this regard, and egalin, from the record

in this case,we £ind as facts:

I, Orange Bel%t Stages, Inc., &41d not render on Cectober 8,
1935, at no time prior to Octoder 8, 1935 had Orange Belt
Stages, Inc., renderod, and at no time since October 8,
1935 has Orange Belt Stages, Inc., rendered, with any
rallway whatscever, all or any part of the ¢oordinsted,
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integrated rail-bus service, predicated upon a 1% cents
por mile fare base, with parity of fares, with unlimited
stopover privileges, with wlimited interchangeadility

of tickets and routes, as proposed by Santa Fe Transporta-
tion Company herein.

Pudlic convenience and necessity require the performance
by Senta Fe Transportation Company of the coordinated,
integrated rell-dus service proposed by it between Fanford,
Visallia Alxport, Visalla, Exeter, Lindsey, and Porterville,
all as set Torth in Application No. 20170,

Orange Bolt Stages, Inc., camot render, end will nov
render, all or any pert of the said coordineted and ine-
tegrated rall-bus service, specified in the last precolding
paragrapl, to the satisfaction of this Commission.

Qther Paésqgger Stage Corverations.

o nogligiblo importence, Irom the standpoint of the pro-

posed operation and service of Santa Fe, iz the exlistence and re-
lationship thereto of Motor Trexsit and Arvin Stage Lines, two other
pessenger stoge corporations. What we have previously said, Telative
70 the existing operations of Greyhound falling within the category
of an existing service which, theoretically is legally and physically
capable of reundering the kind of service which Sante Fe Tranzportation
Company proposes herein, may, with equel force, be saild of Motor
Transit and Arvin Stege Lines. Hence 20 Cdefense would de availabdle
to them, wader Section S0, evern if the Camission, in grenting the
coertificates hereinafter Qpecified, imposed upon Sente Fe Transporta=-
tion Compeny no competitive restrictions affecting salid two passenger
stage corporations.

Moreover, if either of said passenger stage corporations
were to be defined, classified, and construed as falling within the

second category of services discussed Iz Re Flaler's case as belong-

ing to the category of "new and different service from that presently
rendered or which the eiisting operator Oor operators are entitled
to ronder,”(l9)and even though all or any part of the operations here-

inafter certificated wato Sante Fe Transportation Company should be

T19) quoted from Fialer's case.
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classified or construed as affording any competition whatsocever with
s35id passenge> stage corporations, we find as & fact that Motor
Transit and Arvin Stage Lines cannot, and will not, render all or
any part of the coordinated, Integrated rall-dus services offered
by Santa Fe, and hereinalter cexrtificated.

It 1s the Iintention snd purpose of this decision to protect
Motor Transit and Arvin Stage Lines fromx the competitive force of the
proposed Santa Fe sexvice in 30 far gs local traffic is concerned.
By local traffic we mean that which originates and terminates at
torminal and Intermedlate points served by Motor Transit and Arvin
Stage Lines.

Paclific Electric and Motor Transit.

Pacific Electric operates the largestelectric interurban
rallwvay system in the world, throughout the Los Angeles metropolitan
ares, &nd connecting that ares with various outlying communities Iin

four counties of southernm California. Its rall system consists of

1,004 miles of track, supplemented dy 200 route miles of auxilisry

motor ¢oach routes. In addition, Motor Transit, a wholly owned sub-
sidflary of Pacific Electric, operates about 500 route mliles of motor
coach service throughout the same general territory. Over all these
routes, there are operated In excess of 7,200 trainms and motor
coaches dally, handling approximately S5 million passengers per year.
In addition t0 the passenger service, Paclfic Electric engages Iin
extensive freight and express dbusiness. Thelr lines radlate from
Los Angeles to the oceaxn at Sarta Monica, thence southerly slong

the coast to Redondo Beach; from Los Angeles to San Pedro, Long Beach
and Balboa; In the south coast area, from Los Angeles.to Sarnta Ana,
through the coast valley; from Los Angeles northerly to San Fernando,
Pasedens, Glendale, and Burdank; and easterly {rom Los Angeles 1o
Glendorsa, along the foothills; and to San Bernardine through the In-

land valley, thence from San Bernardino soutimesterly to Corona.
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In gemeral, the bus routes of Motor Trensit parellel the lines of
Pacific Flectric, perticulerly throughout the eastern and southerz
territory.

Between San Berrardino sné Los Angeles; Long Beech and
Llos Angeles; Sente Ana and Los Angeles; and San Fernendo and Los
Angeles, the proposed routes of Sante Fe parallel the routez of
Pacific Electric and Motor Transive.

Sante Fe Trensportation Company seeks authority to per-
form local service between Los Angeles and the above nemed points
with exception of the route between San Fernando end Los Argeles,
in regard to which latter route stipulation wes entered into by
Pecific Zlectric and seid applicent, wherein it was sgreed to re-
strict service by Sante Fe Trassportation Company along that pertie
cular route. Sente Fe Rallway at the present time serves the
territory detween Los Angeles and Sen Bernardino, and Los Angeles

and Sente Ana. It does not, however, serve Long Beach and the

seversl other beaches southerly therefrom along the proposed bus

route,

Peciftic Flectric bas, Tor meny years, provideld locel end
interurban passenger transportation service throughout the territory
in and adjecent to the City of Los Angeles. TFor many years, Pacific
Electric has been wmable to earn & sufficient revenue to pay its
current obligeations, there having never becn & dividend paid on
stock of that company. It lhas, almost since Lts inception, fowrd it
necsssery to lean upon its parent, Southern Pacific, Lor financilel
support vital to its existence, It has been unadle to set aside
from carnings sufficient amounts to offset the raveges of deprecila~-
tion. AS the years have gone by, the plant of this company hes gged
accordiﬁsly, and eveatually it will reach tke point where gemeral
rebadilitation will be en absolute necessity, from the point of view

of pudblic convenience and salety.

The crisis in the life of Pacific Eleectric is at hend.
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Southern Pacific has Lssued Lits ultimatun that henceforth 1t will
furnish no more finmancial afd. There I3 pending before this Com-
mission, at the present time, the request of Pacific Electric for
imediate relief dDy means of general fare Iincreases throughout its

entire system. TUnless this company experiences Increased net reve-

nues,lts continuation may de short-lived.

As has already been pointed oul elsewhere in this opinion,

there are instances where regulated competition would prove ruinous
to the existing carriler and Inimical to the public interest. The
precarious financial condition of Pacific Electric plsces 1t in a
position suéh that the decreased revenues on those lines Lhatwould
be affected by competitlion of Santa Fe Transportation. Company might
result In jeopardizing the public convenlence and necessity through-
out its entire operation. Such & condition would not be in the
public Interest.

Therefore, in so0 far as the spplications of Santa Pe Trans-
portation Company request operating rights in contiguous territory
with Paciflc Electric and Motor Transif, such operations should be
subject to restriction prohibiting the %transportation of passengers and
baggage locally between Los Angeles and Long Beach, or intermediste
Points, all Inclusive, or between Los Angeles, Newport Beach or
Belboa, or Intermediate polnts, all ineclusive; betweer Loz Angeles
and Santae Ana or Intermedlate points, all inclusive; bYetween Los
Angeles and Redlands, or San Bernardino, or Riverside, or Inter-~
medlate points, all Iinclusive; between Los Angeles and San Fern~
ando, or Intermedlate ﬁbintu, all inclusive; between points Irn
one restricted territory to points within another restricted territory.
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Recurring vo the motion to dimiss concurred in by Motor
Transit, and prediceted upon Section 502, we reaffirx ell thet we
have rereinbefore set forth in owr consideration and conclusion of
Greyheund claims In this regerd, and again, from the record in this

cage, wo find as facts:

1. Public convenience and necessity require the performence
Dy Sente Fe Transportetion Company of the coordimateld,
integrated rall-bus service proposed by it ir Applications
Nos. 20170, 20171, and 20172, subject to the Trestrictions
herelnafter set forth in the certirficate of pudlic con-
venience and necessity granted unto said Santa Feo Transe
porteation Compenye. ‘

Motor Trensit cennot render, and will not render, all
or any paxrt of the szid coordinated arnd integrated raile
bus service, s=pecified in the last preceding paragreph
and therein certificated unto Senta Fe Transportation
Coxpany, %o the satisfaction of this Commission.

Arvin Stage Lines,

Arvin Stage Lines cperates a combinstion passenger end

Ireight sexrvice between Zakersfielld and Mojave over the same route
as that proposed to be traversed by Senta Fe Transportation Companye.
The tofritory served 1s sparsely settled dDetwoen the two
termini of Arvin Stoage Lines, and offers Insufficient business on
the whole to Justify enother carrier to conduct Intrastate operatiocns
in the same area., Moreover, tho service rendereld by aArvin Stege
Lines sappears to be at once necessary and sufficient. Sesarching
this record, we rind a dearth of evidence thet favors the remdition
by Santa Fe Transpoxtetion Cotpany of a locel service, comperadle
$0 that which is rendered by Arvin Stege Lines, between Baikersfield
and Mojave, However, there is impelling eviderce thet supports
the rendition by Santa Fe Transportation Corpany of its proposed
coordinated rail-tus service over this same route, between Bekers-
£1eld and Barstow, all of which is based upon the necessity and con-
venience which will be afforded the travelling public noving between
points which are beyond the termini, Bakersfield and Mojave, of
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Arvin Stage Lines, on the one hand, and points at and between said
toermini on the other hand, and the evidence i1s particularly strong In
Justifying the proposed coordinated rall-bus Santa Fe service between
Bakersflield and Mojave as a means of affording the necessary and vital
connecting link In Its greater chaln of sexrvice betwee; San Francisco
Bay polnts and San Joaquin Valley points, on the one hand, and Barstow
and points beyond, on the other hand.

Therefore, in granting Santa Fe Transportation Company the
operating rights sought over the route between Bakersfleld and Barstow,
and Intermedlate points, such service shall be restricted 30 a3 ©o
prohibit the carrliage by sald epplicant of passengers and baggage
in Intrastate dusiness locally vetween Bakersfield and Mojave and
Intermediate points.

Recurring to the motion to dismiss, concurred in by Arvin
Stage Lines, and predicated upon Section 504, we reaffirm all that we
have hereinbefore set forth in our consideration and conclusion oF
Greyhound c¢laims In this »egard, and agaln, we find as facts:

1. Arvin Stege Lines dl1d not render on October 8, 1935,

at no time prior to October 3, 1935 had Arvin Stage

Lines rendered, at no time since October 8,19%5 heas

Arvin Stage Lines rendered, with no railway whatsoever,

all or any part of the coordinated, Integrated »all=bus

service, predicated upon & 1% cents per mile fare base,

with parity of fares, with unlimited stopover privileges,
with unlimited Interchangeadllity of tickets and rontes,

as proposed by Santa Fe Transportatlion Company herein.

2ublic convenience and necessity require the porformance
by Santa Fe Transportation Company of the coordinated, in-
tegrated rall-dus service proposed dy it, as a comnecting
1link between Bakersfield and Mojave, subject to the re-
strictions hereinafter contained Iin the certificate of
public convenience and necessity granted unto sald Sants

Fe Transportation Company.

Arvin Stage Liznes cannot render, and will not reader,
all or any part of the said coordinated and integrated
rall-bus service, specifled Iin the last preceding paras-
graph and therelin certificated unto Santa Fe Transporta-
tion Company, t0 the satisfaction of this Commission.

For all of the reasons stated, we herevy deny the motion (o

dismiss any or sll of Applications Nos. 20170, 20171, 20172, and 20173.
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Greovhound's Tinal Contention.

"Anothcr contention stressed by Greyiround is the incon-

sistency whick it Ixputes to this Commissior in having permitted

" the development of Greyhowndts Celifornia cperations, through

devious acquisitions and mergers, into itz present status of virtual
monopoly, and now, in apparent derogation of this plen of regulation,
In certificating the proposed wildespread, effective competition.

Tre development of passenger transportetion dy automotive
buses in Celifornia hes occurreld during the past 25 years. The
struggles and vicissitudes of these operators present a history of
developnment through many transitions, and In this history there iz
disclosed an ever-changing pattern of successes and failures, The
regulatory course best designed for this new xind of common carrier
was & regulation which would bring order out of cheos, which would
coordinate these discordent =2xnd rival factions, and whick would
theredby c¢roate, from the eéxperimental and dublous statvus ¢ bus
operations, an enduring rassenger transportation system, possessing
stadbllivy and public recognition.

In the early stages of California's bus history, the field
was inerreétively occupled by a multitudle ot suall,, discordant, nom-
cooperative operators. The auto bus Ilndustry In Cellifornlia consisted
of mAany uncomnaectod 1L . The full realizetion of <he ultimate
benefits and adventages Inherent In bus trazsportation could 20t bde
attained until wo hed forged from this multitude of lizks a strong,
unified, coordinated, efficlently orgenized chala of service. In
charting the course of dbus regulation in Californie, the Commission
has given this State preclsely this. Froz a medley of Zostile
rivalries, followiné a plan of developing one strong systen out of
many weak ones, permitting and even excouraging numerous acquisitions
end mergers, the ultimete realizetion of this policy of regulation
was reclized in 1929 wien the Commission permitted the consollidation

of the operations of Southern 2ecific Motor Trensport Compeny,
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Plckwick Stegez, end Californie Trenslt Company into the prosent

existing, Integrated, coordinated Greyhouad operation.

Thiz process end plar of regulation was Justified then,
and would be Justified now, wholly apext from any refercnce to the
elezents conteined herein whickh involve regulated comperition. It
is GeXinitely in the public Interest 4o 214 in the creation of a
vigorove, well menaged dus operetlion, coextensive with the highwey
system of Callifornia. Iz comsequence o2 this Qevelcocpment, thse
citizenry of Calilornia nave enjfoyed 2ll of the benelitz and alde
vanteges that the coordinated bus facilities of Californie could
afford, anl Greyhound has beex permitted to eccomplish & powerful
entrenchment, through the process of regulated Monopoly. The cone
ditions which have been Drought to pass entirely Justify the nmethods
of regulation which this Cormission kas consistently pursued,

The time isc anow a2t hend, in the territory involved kerein,
when the puvlic interest, with Greyhound thus firmly entrenched,
needs anl desgerves the salutary influence, exd the d&riving force of
e solidly firzanced, widespread, coordinated, =ad integr‘ted ¢com=-
petitive rafl-bus service, This the Sente Fe Transportetion Compeny
will supply. Feres, equipment, speed, hesdway, and ail otker
elements or.sefvice thus will be energetically and aggressively
meintained, ené the millions of potentisl pascengers throughouv
these heavily populeted portiouns of Californie will feel <ze surge
of a Tidrant force thet will lesd the wey to furtaer developuents
in our traansportation systems, snd to the cnhancement oI the nublic
interest.

The rérging of the Groykound crair was necessary. We
pelieve the time nas arrived when %he public interest will be best
subserved by permitting the reinforcement of the Scrnta Fe chain.

By so doing, we endeavor to embrace that deglee o7 reaconadble and
Just competition, calculated to Dest subserve pudblic 4interest, sald

competition alweys being under regulation.
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Intqgraﬁion.

We reiterate that Sante Fe Transportation Compeny wes
croeted by Senta Fe Railway, end it is end will be entirely owzed,
Tinanced, and opercted by Sante Fe Rallwey. The certificetes it
seeks in these four applicetions provide for a bus sexvice Tthat
will remein mortised into and integrated with the parent rail
service., Ir fine, what has been actuelly offered to the pudblic
terein is an augmented passenger service, to-wit, a bus operation
which promises to be improved, efficient, end attractive, and which
will be coordinated with the long estedlished ploneer commorn carrier,
Senta Fe Rallway passenger transportation syster. Therefore, we
look beyond Santa Fe Trensportation Coumpany, and recognize Sante e
Railwey as the most important factor in these proceedings.

These four applicetions, viewed individually or collective-
1y, would be docmed to fallure were they stripped of the Impelling
advantages which “hey possess by reason of their integration witk
tke Santa Fe Rallwey, thet stends squerely behind the applicent and

says: "We offer this optional service on the bdasis of parity of

feres péedicated upon & 1% cent per nile basis, with unilmited stop-

over privileges, coextensive with our Califorafa dedlcstion, as &
vitel and rehebilitated passenger service; we propose therewlitk to
afford effective and salutery competition to Greyhound and Southern
Paciric.m

' We stress agalin that the prime justification for granting
the certificetes as hereinafter in +xis oxder outlined, is to give
+he pecple within the territory sought to de served the sdventeges
of axn integrated, coordineted, rail-dbus passenger service, which
shall be wholly owned and operated by Sacte Fe system, and which
shell be effectively competitive with Greykound end Southern Pecific.




These certificates are nelither desizned nor granted as
Ifranchiczes which may ever attaln atiractive sale status. Hataer
are they granted and Iintexded as permancnt auxiliaries to the long
existing operatlions of a ploncer carrier. In 30 far as these
cortificates may afford the Santa Fe system lubture stixulation and
health, they will demonstrate tiheir only value to their possescor.

alling in thls, thoy will become valueless.

TINDINGS OF FACT

Tpoa full and carelful consideration of all the ovidence
contalined In the consolidated record of Applications Nos. 20170,
20171, 20172, 20173, and 20237, which are determized In the within
declsion, and Application No. 20281, which has Deen neard anéd con~-
sidered with all of the matters relerrod to in this paragrapz, but
whaleh will De docidod by another declcsion to be rendered by the
Commicsion, we hereby make speclial rclerence to 2ll of our concluzions

whick are zereinabove in this decizion expressed, and wo find as

Tacts all of the sald conclusions hereinadove oxprezsed; in addition

thereto wo Lind az facts:

L. That public ¢onvenience and necezsity require the
opoeration by Santa Fe Transporvation Company, in cone-
junction witkz Uhe Alchison, Topeks and Santa Pe Xallway
Company, a coordinated and Integrated rall and stage
service for the transportation of passengers and their
vaggage in intrastate commerce in Californla, over the
following routes and sudbject to tiae restrictions set
forth Iin the following order:

8. Between San Francisco and Los Angeles, and inter~
mediate points, vie routes through Stockton and Uracy,
merging at Manteca, and Ln connectlion therewith, feedor
and local service between Zanford and Porterville, ond
intermediete points;




Y. Dotween Loz Angeles and San Diego, via routes
throuch Long Beach and Santa Ana, snd intermedlato
points;

Ca twoon Bakersficld and Barstow and intermediato
pointe;

é

. Zotween Los Angeloz and the California-Arizona
state line, via Noedles, and intermoedliate points.

That public convenionce and necossity require the
consolidation by Santa Fe Transportation Company of the
services contemplated vy its applications herein wita
cach other and with the certificate granted by Declslons
Nos. 28606 and 29029.

Taat the routes propoced to be traversed by stages
of applicant, Santa Fe Transcportatlion Company, are
suitable for the contexmplated operations and they more
nearly parallel the raills of Tae Atckison, Topeka and
Santa Fe Rallway Company than axny other highways which
might be adaptable to an expedltious and satlisfactory
sorvice such as that proposed.

That the establistment of streamline train service by
The Atcnison, Topeka and Sanba Fe Hallway Company, as &
part of the improved coordinated cervice betweon the
San Francisco Bay area and Bakersfield Is in the pudlic
Interost.

That public convenience and necessity require the
extension by Pacific Greyhound Lines of itz stage szer-
vice between Zakersfliceld and Barstow via lojave, for tze
transportation of pazsengers and vaggage in intrastate
coxmerce Ln Callifornia subject to reatrictions oz set
forth iz the following oxder.

Thet publlic convenience and necossity do not reguire
that Pacific Greyhound Lines De certilficated to Institute
pacsenger ztage sorvice over any of the routes ac pro-
posed Iin its Apnlication No. 20237 nereln, with exeeption
of that route named under Item 5 above.

Taat removal or modification of any or all of the
restrictions heretofore Zmposed vy order of this
Cozmission upon the dus operations of Pacilfic Feyhound
Lines, and as specifically set forth by tzat company in
its Application No. 20237 herein, will not be in the
public Interest.

That applicant, Santa FPe Transportation Company,
falled to sustaln {the burden of proof warranting the
lssuance of a certificate for the 4Cransportation of
eXPross. -




NOTICE

SANTA FE TRANSPORTALION COMPANY axnd PACIFIC GREYEHOUND
LINES are hereby dlaced upon notice that "operative rights® do not
constitute a class of property which should be capitalized or used
as an element of value in determining reasonable rates. Aside from
their purely permissive aspect, they extené to the holder a full
or pertial monopoly of a class of buciness over a particular route.
This monopoly Lfeature mey be changed or destroyed by the State
waleh Lz not, in any respoct, limited as to tho muxber of rigats

which zay be given.

The following form of orler Ls recommended:

Public hearings having dbeen held in the above entitled
applications, bricfs having veen filed In behalf of applicants, iz~
tervenors, and'protestants, and all of zaid matters kaving been duly
submitted, and the Commizsion being fully advised, and all of sald
matters boing now ready for declislioh,

THE RAILROAD COMMISSION OF TEZ STATE OF CALIZOZNIA ZEREDY

SCLARES that public convenience and necessity require the establish-
ment and oporation by Santa Fe Transportation Compeny, & corporation,
of a cormon carrier automotive passenger stage service for the trans-
portetion of paszcongers and tholr daggage as a pascenger stage cor-
poration as that term 4z defined Zn Scetiorn 2% of the Publilc Utilitles
Act, zald passenger stage service to be coordinated and integrated
with the rall service of The Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Ralilway

Company; and the establishment Tty The Atchison, Topoka and Santa Fe
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Kallway Company of streamline train service through the San
Joaguin Valley from QaXland to Bakersf{ield, said service %o bde
fully coordinated and integratoed with the stage service of Santa
re Trensportation Company in the same territory; sald service in
its entirety to o provided to the public at fares computed at =2
rate of 1% conts per mile, vazed upon the short line mileage, whether
staze or rall, or 2 combinstion of the two; and with tickets iLnter=-
changeable on both rall and stage facilitles with wunliniteld stop~
over privileges; as set forth in all of the olfers contalned In
original and amended Applications Nos. 20170, 20171, 20172, axd
20173; =ald rall coordinateld passengor stage operation to serve;
L. Between San Francizco and Loz Angelos, axnd.
intermedliate points, via alternate routes through
tockton and Tracy, merging at Manxcca and In
connection therewith, feeder and ocal service
betweon Hanford and Porterville, and intermediste
points;

Setween Los Angeles and the California-Arizorna
state line, via Needlos, and Zntormodiate points;

Between Los Angeles and San Yiego, via routes
through Long Beach and Santa Anz, and Intermedlate
points;
Between Dakersliield and Barctow, and inter-
wmedlate points;
provided that sald stage service Lz to be opoerated as a consolidated
and wnifled operation ond to e concelidated with the operative
righte heretofore created oy Decisions Nos. 28606 end 29029 and,
further, provided that the above speclfied sorvice over tke routes

named, szhall e restricted 50 asc not to include tae transportation

locally of nassengorzs and thelr baggage between the following points:

l. San Franclseo.and Rickmond. and Intermedliate
points; ‘




Sar Francisco and Zayward and intermodisato
points;

Borden Junctiorn and Stockbtorn znd intermediato
points; -

Los Angeles and San Fernando and Intermediate
points;

Los Angeles and Longz Beach, Newport Beach and
Dalboa and intermediate points;

Los fngeles and Santa Ans and intermedicgte
points;

Loz Angeles and Riversicde and San Bernsrdino
and Intermediate points;

Polnts in one restricted territory and points
within another rostricted territory, sald restricted
territorlies being specifically Cesizrated and do-
seribed In restrictions numbers 4, 5, 6, and 7,
irxmedliately preceding this restriction number 8.

Sekersflelc and lNoJave ané intermedlste points;

Applicantis Los Angeles Terminal and thoe

torsoction of Eighland Avenuo and Cakuengs
Avenue, or tke Intersection of Atlantic Boulevard
and Anaheim-Telegraph Hoad, or the west city
boundery of the c¢ity of Alhambra, or Long Baach,
or botween any point irtermediate to aforesaid
four points, or between sald four points, and
points Intermediate thereto;

Applicant's San DiZezo Terminal and La Jolle
and Lntermcdiate points.

The torm "locally,” as used in conmection with above restriciions

does not apply to the movoment of passengers and their baggage

from polints Inside a restricted area to points outside that
restrlicted aresa, or to the movomont of sa’d passergers and their
baggage from points outside a restricted area to points Inside

5248 resztricted area.




Tae service herelin authorized 1s to be provided over and
along the following routes:

l. San FPrancizeco to Los Anpreles:

Prom the Santa Fe dus terminal on Fourth Street
vetween lLission and karket Streects, In San Franceisco,
across the San Francisco~-Oaklond Bay Eridge, through
Oskland, thence via T.S.Eighway 50 to santeca, thenco
via U.S.Elghway 99 through Xerced, ladera, Fresno,
Bakersfield, Lobece, Castale Junction, and Saxn Fernando,
thence through North Hollywood, and Hollywood to the
Santa Feo Rallway depot in Los Angeles.

An alternate route from San Franciszco to Los Angeles
will be from the Sen Franmelsco terminal over the
Son Franclisco-0Osltland Bay 3ridge, thence via Qakland,
Berkeley, Rickmond, San Pablo, and Pinole, thezce via
Pranlklin Canyon Xoad to lartirez, thence via Shell
Refinery, Avon, Port Chlicago, Nichols, Pittsburg,
Antiocn, Oakley, Anlghtsen, Zorden Junctior, Holt Foad,
and Stockton 1o lantoecsa, thence alonz the same route
decseribed above Irom lantecs 1o Los Angeles.

2. Hanford to Porterville:

Fron Hanford through Pleza (Visslia Airport), Visalia,
Formersville, Exeter, Lindsay, and Strathmore to Porter-
ville.

3. Los Anecelos to Californias-Arizona state line:

From Loc Angeles eazt on Seventh Street to San Pelro
Street, thence norta on San Polro Street to Allso
treet, taence northeast on Aliso Street to Romona
Boulevard, thence aleng U.S.Eighway 60 and 70 through
Pomona and Ontario to wiversidle, thoence northoast on
U.S.Higaway 395 to San Bernardino, thence east on
U.S.BEighway 66 to the Callilornla-frizona line ocast of
Jeedles.

4., Los Anpeles to San Diero:

a. From Los Angoles east on 7th Strect to Santa Fo
Avenuve, thence soutz on Santa Fe Avenue to Slausozn
Avenxie, taence oast on Slauson Avenrue to Pacific
Soulevard througn Euntington Park to Long Beach
Boulevard, vthenco south on Long 3each Boulevard to
Long Zoacn, thence soutboast on State Eighway 3 to
Serra, thonce along U.S.Zighway 101 through Oceanside
to San Dioego.




Trom Los Angele:z esst on Ninth Street to
Telegreaph Road, thence southeast on State Eighwey
€ to Norwelk, Thence slong State Highwey 10 to
3uena Park, thence east on Commonweelth Avenue
To Tullerton, thence south on U.S.Highwey 101
through ALnsiein, ove Ana, Tustin, end Oceznside
to San Diego.

Certalin scheadules are to be routed via Rose Canyon
and others via Le Jolle.

S. Bakeralleld to 3arstow:

From Bakersfield through Zdison, Vioodfoxrd, Tekachop’,
Monolith, Mojeve, and Kremer To 3erstow.

I™ IS EZREBY QRDIRED that & certificete of public con=~
venience znd necessity be, and the same heredy is, granted +o Sante
Te Transportation Company, & corporation, to perform the cbove
described sexvice, subjiect, bowsever, to the Lollowing conditions:

L. Applicent shall file & written aceeptance of the
certificete herein granted within a period of not
t0 excoecd fifteen (15) days from date hereof.

Applicent skhell commence the service herein
authorized within a perliod of not ww excesd one hundred
and twenty (120) days after <the date hereof, and shell
2ile In triplicate and concurrently meke effective on
not less than ten (10) deys® notics to the Railroad
Commission and to the public, & texrifl or teriffs
constructed in accordance with the requirements of <tue
Commission's Genercl Orders end coxteining rates end
rules es shown in the exhibhits most recently anmended
gnd submitted in evidence kerein, in so fer as taey
conform to the certificates herein granted, or rates
end rules satisfactory to the Railroed Cormission.

Applicent shall file in duplicate, and meke effective
within & period of not Lo exceel one hundred and twenty
{120) &ays after the dete tereof, or not less than Tive
(5) davs® notice to the Relilroad Commission and the
public, time sckedules identical with the time schedules
showr in +he exBibits most recertly exended and subdb-
mitted in evidence herein, covering tho service kherein
euthorized or time schedules satisfactory to the Rall-
roed Commission.

The rights end privileges herein authorized may not
be discontinued, 5014, leased, transferred nor assigned
wless the written consent of tke Railroad Commission
to such discontinuance, sale, lease, trtnsfer, oOr
assignment hzs f£irst been obiained.

No vehicle may de opercted by epplicent herein
wless such vehicle 1s owned by sz2id applicant or is
leased by epplicent under 2 copniract or agreemeal O
a basis satisfactory to the Rallroad Comnission.
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Applicant shall file with this Commisaior within
& period not %¢ exceed trirty (30) days after the
date hereof, documentery proof that The Atehison,
Topeke and Santa Fe Rallwaey Compeny has teken Limme.
diate stens %0 provide the ztreemliine train service
proffered.

Applicent and The Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe

Rallway Compeny shell simultaneously inauvsurate their

proposed coordineted and Integrated rail and stege

service, Including the propozed streesmline train service
between Ockland end Bekersfield, and subject to all of
the conditions herein conteined.

T2 RAILRQAD COMMISSICN OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA E=ZZ=3RY
FCRTEER DECLARES that publié convenience and necessity recuire the
establishment end operztion by Pecific Greynound Lines of a service
as a passenger stage corporetion, as thet term is defined in Sec~-
tion 2% of the Pudblic TUtilities Act, for the transportetion of
passenéers ard baggage between Bakersfield and Barstow and inter-
medliate points, seid service Vo be consolidated with the existing
service of Pacific Greyhourd Lines, herctofore created by Tecision
No. 23244, datved December 31, 1930, as =mended, provided that +the
above specliliied service over the route nemed shall be restricted so
as to prohivit the tramspoxtation locelly of passengers end daggese
vetween Bakersfield aond lojave and intermediate points, said
restriction not to prohidit transportation of passengers and dbaggege
fron points outsile the restricted aree %o polints within the
restricted aree, or from points inside the restricted sree +o points
outcide the resitricted aree.

The service herein authorlzed shall bBe provided along the
route from Bakersfield through Edlsoz, Woodlford, Tehachapl, Monollith,
Mojave, and Kramer <o Barstow,

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that & certificate o public con-
venience aﬁd ﬁeccssity be, and the seme heredy is, granted to
Paciftic Greyhound Lines, & corporation, o perform the above des-
serived service, subject, however, to the following conditions:

Le Appliceant shall file a written acceptence of the

cextificate herein granted within & period ¢ not to
exceod Tifteen (15) deys from date hereof.
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2. Applicent skall commence the service xerein
authorized within a period of not ¢o excecd ninety
(90) deys after the late herco?, and shall file in
trinlicaete gad concurrently meke effective on not
lese then ten (10) days' novice to tre Reilrozd
Comilssion and ©o the nudlic, & <arif? or tearisffs
constructed in accordance with the requirements
of the Comlisscion's Generel Orders and consaining
rates and rules as shown by Exhidit "C” atscched
o originel Application No. 20237 or ratea end
rueles satisfactory %o the Railroad Commission.

2. Applicent shell £1le iz duplicate, end meke

effective within a period of not <0 exceed nizety
(90) days afier the date hereol, on not less then
2ive (S) deys' notice %0 the Railroed Commission
and the nublic, time schelules Ldentical with the
time schedules shown as 2xnibit "2" atieched to
original fpplicetion No. 20237 or time schedules
setisfectory %0 %he Rallroad Commission.

4. The rights and privileges herein suthorized nay

not be discontinued, sold, leased, +transferred nor

aszigned unless the written consent o7F the Railroad

Commizcsion to such discontinucnce, sale, lease,

trensfer or essignment hes Lirst been obtained.

5. No vehlcle mey be opereved by apnlicent herein
unless such vehicle is owned by seld epplicent or

is leecsed by epplicont under 2 contract Or firecnmens

on a basic satisfactory <o the Rallroad Commission.

IT IS ZEREBY FURTHZR ORDERED that %2 ell other respects
Application Wo. 20237 be, and the seme heredby is, denled.

For all other purposes the ¢ffective dete of this oréer
shell be twenty (20) days from the date hereof.

The foregoing opinion and order are heredby spproved ead
orlered filed as the opinicn 2nd order of the Ralilroed Commission of
the State of Californie.

Deted &% Sen Frencisco, Californls, +this 18%h dav of

April, 1938.
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