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INTERIY S2INIOX

Tals 1s o complaint Srought by Milton Maxwell Newmark,
requesting that the Commission make 1ts order directing the Xey
System to establish a S5-day week commmute to appl" to tronsporta-

tion between San Francisco and Zast Bay cltles.

A public hearing wes conducted in this matter at San

Francisco, February 10, 1947, and 1% 1is now ready formdqcision.

Mr. Newmark takes the position that the‘majérity'of the
regular commters on the Key System have need for transportation
only five days out of the week, Monday thirough Friday, whercas.

under the present rare st*ucture the only fare available to}thﬁJ




(1)
7&ub11c 13 eithor a monthly commute or a cash fare. The monthly

commute, S0 the complainant alleges, Imposes an unreasonable
financial durden on the patrons who cdo not have use for, or
desire to purchase, this daily transportation but are required

to do 30 or, in the clternative, pay the singlc trip cash forc.

Tt 4s further allezed that as time goos on the rumber
of pcople desiriﬁs a S-day WeLK commuﬁc instead of a monthly
commute 1z materially 1ncfeasing duc £o the tread toward ghorter
wours of employment. Mr. Nowmark points out in kis complaint
that 4% a hearing in the Commission's courtroom in San Francisco,
Scptamder 18, 1945, in comnection with the previous compldint
£1led by Mr. Newmark, Caso No. 4644, Decision No. 39423, dated
September 24, 1946, 2 representative of Xey Systam stated that
the company would offer a S-day & weck commuté-subject to the
Commission's approval as soon as it had an opportunity to study
‘the effeet of an Incrcase in::arc which thc Cémmiséion authorizcd.
The Commission Lssued its order in Applicatioh No.-27595,‘by'

Decision No. 39437, granting an increasc in the farcs on the lines

(1) 2. Transbay farce structuro &s of Febrasry 10, 1947:

Regular service (2ll lincs exeept Hayward and Ricrmond
motor coach lincs) ' .

Adult one-way $0.25

Chslg " 7 0.15

Monthly Commutation 8.50

Richmond and Eayward motor coach lines
Adult one=-way 0.35
Montialy coxrmtation 9.75

Sffective March 1, 1947, the following fares were adled:

Regular service
20 one-way, undated, tickets §4.50

Richmond and Hayward motor coach lines
20 ono-way, undated, tickets 3$6.30




of Key System,. effoctive October 1, 1946. The complainant contends
that the company has falled to kKeep Lits promise in this matter and,
therefore, 4is charged with procrastination and cdelay. At the hear-
ing Newmark mado a rather comproehensive statezent In support of the

allegations contalned In his complaint.

The establiskment of & S-day weok commute was urged by the
Lpartment Eouse Lgsoc¢lation of Alameda County as evidénced‘by a
resolution passed By thet organization, dated January 28, 1947,
which was read Iinto the record. The City of Berkeley, through its
Assistant CLity Attorney, stated that it was the expfessed view of
the City Council that it would be in the public Lnterest to estad-
1iskh the S5-day week commute 1f possible. Ropresentation from
certain organizatioans in the City of Alamcada supports the proposed
plan for a commute fare based upon the use by the patrons.

The Commissionts file in this mattor contains many
petitions and lottors urging the cctablisment of a S5-day week
commute, sore of which, by stipulation of the parties, wero made

a part of the record in this procceding.

Thb Xey System takes the position tret it did not promise
to put in a 5-day weck commute at the nearing defore the Commission
September 18, 1946, rofcrrod to above, but on the other hand Qid
obligate itsclf to make a study slong this line to determine whether

or not 1t was feasible *o cstadblish a "Limitoed psc" corrute in light

of the company's caraings and the publlic ﬁced for such a form of

ticket, basod uwpon the corning cxperience and flow of traffic follow=
ing the ¢hango in farcs. 4 witness for the company testifiod that

in keeping with this promise a questionnaire was handed ¥o 2ll




purcbasers of comute beoks during the firzt part of Docember,
The purpose of this questiomnaire was to secure informaticn 85 to -
the travel habits ¢f the passengers with respect ©o the number of

days they normally ex ployed the Xey System's transbay.service.ca)

The following +tabulation 1z & summarization of the

results ¢ the traffic check conducted by the company.

caras ﬁftu_nccégpn;yinm Lo :
Nermal __5C.50 Montnly Commute : ¢9Y.75 Montaly Commuto @
Cormute Needs T Numper T POr vont - NOMDe D T TOX CELL -

Mon. through Fri,. 9,180 - 68 1,159 62

mOn. torough Fri..
plus Saturday '
but not Sunday 3,321 L97

Monc. throu@- Fri -
plus Saturday .
and Sunday' 972 211

Mon.. through Fr
plus Suncay but
act Saturday, . 60 - 8

TOTAL 13,53%¢ 100 1,875%

% 67p return of the 20,284 cards distribduted
= 52% retura of the 5,o26 cards distributed:

Following thisvstudyithe company £iled with the Commis-
sicn twe new forms of transbay fares which'weré.superimpqsed ﬁpon
the existing rate structwrc. One prevides for 20 ¢ne-way rides to
be sold for $h.50,,gobd for transportation between 3an Franclsco

and the first comute zone in the East Bay, and the other,

(2)' The questicnnaire ccensisted of the fcllcwing‘questions:

le D¢ yeuw vsually use ?our cemrutation ticket on
SATURDAY = Yos - XNo

e DO Fou uswally use your commutation ticket on
SUNDAY Yes ___ No ___

-




20 vides for 6.30 botweeon San Francisco‘and tho zocond zone
In tho Tast Bay. The allowed time limit on these two forms of
fare Ls through the moath purchased znd the eatire following
month. Thegenew farcs werce mado acvalladle to the public

March 1, 1947. It is the compary's position that those added
fares meet the financial reguircmonts of that portion of the
public which does not have wse for 2 full commute service and,

at the same time, ir entitlod to sometking less than the

one=way cash fare.

A witness for thie company testifled that the gross

rovenues nave been declining during the past fow months to 4

groster extent than was estimated . in tho rate procecding and

that Lt connot afford to offoer any »reducsion in its fare
structure at this timec other Then the 20-~-ride %ictkets referred -

to 2hove.

In reviewing this record Lt is opparent that thq'

company's plan 0 establish the 20-ride ticket at tho stated
ares does not satisfy the public domand for 2 S-day week
commute. It L1s also obvious that the major rfactor causing dis-

atisfaction among the majority of the company's transbay patrons
regarding farces is that they are required‘to purchoso transporta-
tion for tho full month whercas thelr transporsation needs arc .
limited to S deys a mecke

This cituation presents 2 prodblem whicﬁmust De
determined upon a plan thet will equiéably spread the cost of
transportation among the transbay patrons of the system on 4
basis which would return a gross revenuce sulificiont to mcoﬁ

the total ¢cost of providing the service.
ng

This record clearly shows that the prosent fare

structure of the Koy System, in so far as transbhay service 1is
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concerned, is not satisfactory or equitable to a large percentage of
its patrons. This record does not afford a sufficlent dasls fo;'
finally determining the i1ssues now before the‘Commission. To this
end the Commission will require the Key System to submit, within &ee~:3c>‘
days from the date hereof, a suggested fare.strtcture which will more
nearly distridbute the cost of transportation among its patrons on 2
basls of normal needs and use than now obtains. It'is {mportant that
this company's fares and service be such as to attract the larges<t
volume of traffic that can be obtained which, in turn, will reflect
in iower rates., ' Consideration should be given iv a plan which will
attract traffic during'off-peak'periods.

The regular riders should be afforded a lower fare than
casual riders through the use of some token or ticket arrangement.

The Commission's staff will also study this situation and

present the results of 1ts investigation to the Commission at the

appropriate time.

Based upon the foregoing interim opinion,

IT IS ORDERED that said defendant is hereby directed %o
make a study of the issués presented by the re¢ord‘devéloped thus far
in this case and %o submit to’this Commission within a period of ¥20 JO
days from the date hereof a proposal for commutaticn fares that <22§?

reasonably meets the public demand for commutation fares basedlupon

normal use.

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

Dated at ,éz,,._izﬁﬁgyén»{ Californfia, this /Zigéday of
vk, 1947

PN COMMISSIONERS
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