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routing of its Riverside-Canyon ) 
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---------------------------) 

In the Matter of the Application 
of PACIFIC ~L~CTRIC RAILWAY 
COMPANY" a corporation, for an 
in lieu certificate of public 
convenience and necessity,. to 
extend Riverside-Arlington local 
motor coach service to La Sierra. 
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) 
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) 
) 
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6th Supplemental 

----------------------------) 
WILLIAM GUTHRIE and JOHN B. LON.E.RGAN, for applicant in 

Application No. 27834 and protestant in 
Application No. 26636'(6thSuppl.) 

C. W., CORNEL'L, for applicant in Application No. 26636 
. (6th Suppl.) and protestant in Application 

No. ' 27834. 
DONOVAN K. KLAUS, for Transportation Committee of 

Chamber of Commerce of Arlington, interested 
party., _, 

MRS. J. H. PIPER, for La Sierra Community Club, 
interested party. . . 

A. A. C~, for Citizens of La S1er.r'a Community, 
interested party. 

DR .. WILFRED J. AIREY, for La Sierra'College, 
interest,ed party. 

OPINION ON REHEARING 

Riverside Transit Company, in Application No. '27834, and 
Pacific Electric Company, in .A.pp11cation No. 26636 (6th suppl.) , 
filed applications for certificates of public convenience and 
necessity authorizing the establishI:ent of passengp.r service by 

(1) 
motor bus between Riverside and La Sierra, via Arlington.' The 
application of Riverside also involves cert~in proposed abandonments 

and reroutings •. Both La Sierra and Arling,ton a:"e suburbs of 

(1) Hereinafter, Pacific' E1~ctric Railway Company will be referred 
t~ as Pacific and Riverside Transit Company as Riverside. ' 

-J.-



TMG.:FW 

Rivf:'r:ide. In effect, each applic~nt requ.:lsts authority to op.;!rate 

in th~ same territory, and c.t various pOints th ... ! rout~s proposed 

would 'be idt:ntic.:ll and for the ~ost p.'lrt parallel one to tht?l oth~r, 

b(-;ing separatt:d by approximately two or thr(~e blocks. 

Pacific requests a certificate to operate between the 

int~rsection of Magnolia ~venue ~nd Tyler Stre~t, in Arlington, to 

Sierra Heights, via Tyler Street, Wells Avt:nue, Hole Avenue, Pi~rce 

l .. vcnue to the intersection of Sierra Vista Avenue. By supplt:mental 
application, it requestl:ld o.n ext~nsion of this }:roposed route to 

La Sierra College, t~rminat1ng at Raley Drive. 

R1v~rsi,de seeks a c(;:rtificate to extend its op~ra.t1on into 

La Sierra Heights district, co~encing at the intersection of 

California and Arlington ,;;'v""nu,~s, via California .Av':!nue to· Van Buren 

Street, south along Van Buren Strc~t to ~Ia.gnolia Av~nue, southwestt-'rly 
along Magnolia ~v~nue to Hole Av~nue, wclst~rly along Hole Avpnue to 

Tyler Street, north(~r1y along Tyler Strel=:t to ~·e11s lA-venue,. At this 

pOint, it joins, with a present eXisting right along Wells Avenue to 

Pierc~ f"venue, from which pOint a c~rti~icat~ is request~d along 
Pil3rce J~Venuc to La Sit:rra Heights. 

It is, ther03for(~, apparent that thesf;: two .applications 

request operating rights in ess('ntially tht! srune territory, and, if 

both wer~ granted, would b~highly comp~titive with each other. 

Upon th~ issues thus join~d, a public hc~ring was held at 

~rlington on Octob~r 23, 1946. Th~ matters w~re submitted ona 

consolidated record and on Novembt~r 16, '1946, the Commission 

rendered its Decision No. 39664 a.uthorizing operation by!='ac1fic 

over thp. rout!:: b(~gir.ning at the inters'c~ction of Tyler' Street and 
Magnolia Avenue, via Tyler to v:ells Av(~nue, Hole .. \venue :lnd Fierce 

Avc:nue to Sierra Vista Street. In thE.! same ord~r, Rivers1de was 
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authorized to abandon a ~ortion of its Riverside-Canyon Crest Line, 

but its application in all other respects was denied. Pacific 

inaugurated the ~uthorized service on December 16, 1946, and it has 
been maintained since that date. 

hpp11cant Riverside protested the ci~cision and filed a 

petition for rehearing alleging, among other thir~s, that the order 
made by the Commission was not b~sed upon facts found oy the 
Commission in said decision, and that the Commission failed to find 

upon the material facts at issue. The petition was granted, and a 
rehearing was held at R1verside on April 3, 1947. ;4t th~ outset·:. 
it was st1pulated the testimony t~k~n at tho for~er hearing would be 

~onsidered as included in the record of the rehearing. 

Four witnesses were called by F.iversid.e. Richard I. 
Glasscoek, Vice Presider.t, t~stified that the cocpany has continued 

to.lose money and its Profit and Loss Statement shows a net loss for 
. (2) 

1947, to February 28, of $2,382.49. He stated that the loss had been 
continuous since the last htlaring until it "ended 1.:.p finally at a 
point whp.re the comp~ny could not buy its licens~s, its motor vehicle 

lic~nses, ~nd was not able to pay the cost of r~pa1rs on vehicles 

which it had purchased and still owes money on." 

So desp(:'rate was the s1 tu~tion of th(~ compan:f th~t Richt'.rd 

I. Glasscock, its Vice P:::'03sident, on Au.gust 28, 1946, wrote to the 

P~ssenger Traffic Manager of Pncific that he, Glasscock, had been 
informad thnt p~ciric was cont~mpl~tine the filing of an applicction 
with the Railroad Commission (now the Public Utilities COmlT.ission) 

for en ext~nsionor its !iv~rside-Ar1ington 1ina .into the town of 

(2) 1.t th(;! original he:lring the t..-:st1r::ony was that there was a net 
operating loss of $2,567.57 for the p~r1od ~anuary 1 to. July 31, 

.1946. The witness Glo.sscock attempt~d to attribute most o~ this 
loss to the sale of old busses., but no explanation to tho.t effect 
was introduced o.t tht':) prior he.~r1ng. 
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La Sierra, via Tyler and Wells Avenues, and that such action would 

make it unnecessary for Riverside to supply the service, which had 

been unprofitable to Riverside in any event, and would constitute a 

duplication of Riverside's service. The letter ~ent on to state 

that Riverside would immediately apply to the Commission for authority 

to ab~ndon the Riverside-hr1ington line and, in conclusion, expressed 

the hope that Pacific would find business in the La Sierra district 

more profitable th~n Riv~rside had found it to be. 

The manager of Riverside testifi~d that the service in-

augurated by Pacific pursuant to the Commission's order of November 26 

interfer~d with the servic~ of Riverside to such an extent that the 

daily revenu~ dropped from $24.10 to $3.21 on the Sierra-Riverside 

run, resulting in c. loss of revenue between December 16, 1946, and 
February 28, 1947, of $1500. 

Only one public vlitness testified for Riverside. Her. 

testimony was that Pacific scrvic~ was satisfactory, though some-

timtlS the schedules wer~ 2 or 3 minutes late. Another witn~ss was 

a driver for RivElrside who to.stifito:d that his instructions were to 

maintain schedules and that he had done so.· 

H. O. M:lrler, Passenger Traff1c Manager of Pac1fic, 

testified that Pacific ha!'ldled eo total of 1702 passeng~rs, or an 

av~r~ge of 304 :l day, from March 10 to l':arch 14th, 1947. Relying 

on the Glasscock 1ett,er of ;~ugust 28, 1946, he did not c.nticipate 

any competition as a result of ?~cif1c's extension into the Sierra 

Heights area. H~ w~s giv~n to understand, so h~ testifi~d, that if 

Pacific filed an appl:i.c.:.tion, Rivt':rside :would discontinue their 

s~rvic~. H~ testified rurth~r that, in his opinion, if Riverside 

were granted ~ c~rtificate, with r~strictions proposed in ord~r to 

protect Pacific in its present I".rlington service, it could not b~ 
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Operated at a pro~it. I~ the same number o~ tr~p~ Were operate~ by 

Riverside as are now o~erated by Faeifie, in the o~inion o~ th~s 

witness, \I! think they would have a hard time making a go of i ~ .. 11 

The petit10n of R1verside for rehearing alleges several 
discrepancies in the opinion part of the decision ancl contends that 

the Commission committed error in its ord~r granting a cprtificate 
to Pacific. 

We are unable to agree with th~ contentions of petitione~. 
The preporiderance of public-witr.ess testi~ony favors the granting of 

the application of Pacific. There is no question of the need tor 

additional service into the La Si~rra territo!y. The only question 

confronting us is which of the applicants is better qualified to 

satisfy the r~quirements of public convenience and necessity. The 
financial condition of Riverside is so critical, ~ccording to the 

testimony of its own witnessts, that the Commission would not feel 

~ustif1ed in granting a new certificate to this applicant or in ~x~ 

tending its operations., The r~cord is clear that bus riders in this 

area w1ll refUse to patronize its line or at least will do so only 
to a limited extent. 

The loss of daily revenue to Riverside, which that appli-
cant attompts to lay at the door of Pacific competition, is un-

quest10nably brought about by an ove~whelming public desire ror 
b~ttcr service. Riverside cannot r~COUP its losses by assuming the 
additional responsibility of ne~ or ext~nded service., The result or 
such additional service will naturally be a further shrinking of 

revenue and consequent deterioration of equipment. 

Public service organizc.tions, repres':'lnting 3. large majority 

of th~ residents of the areas involved, prefer the service proposed 
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by Pacific. The Arlington Chamber of Comcerce, with a ~embership of 
300, passed a resolution subsequent to the effectivp. date of 

Decision No. 39664, approving that decision without reservation. 

Likewise, the President of La Sierra Heights Community Club testi-

fied that th~ Club had ~assed a resolution favoring continuation of 

tho servicp. rendered by Pacific b<"!tween Arlington and La Sierra 

since the date of its inauguration on December 16,1946. 

The rehearing ~roduced no new evidence which might have 
the effect of casting any doubt on the conclusions reached in our 

former d~cision. As a matter of fact, the testimony at reh~aring 

only tends to confirm more strongly than ever the fact that Pacific 
and not Riverside, is best qualified to rend~r service to the 

La Sierra district. The interests of the public are paramount and 

thr.ot record is r(.!plet~ with testimony favoring the application of 
Pacific. 

We are aware that the denial 01 Riverside's application 

to reroute its operation between the intersection of Arlington and 

California Av~nues and the junction of Sierra Vista and Pierce 
.Avecu&, and to ~bandon its service over Tyler Str~~t and Hole 

Avenue, between Wells and Arlington Av~nues, leaves th~ applicant 

in a position where it would be compelled to r~nder s~rvice over 

those two streets notWithstanding that the op~rat1on is now ad-

mittedly being carried on ~t a loss. To remedy that situation the 
way is clear for Riverside to rile a supplemental application re-
questing such abandonm~nt, which cannot now be considered due to 

the fact that the proposal to ab~ndon is linked up with thB request 

for th~ ·establishment of a new route from California and Arlington 
to Wells and Tyler ... 

, 
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We find·from the record in this proceeding on rehearing 
that the order in Decision No. 39664 should be affir~ed subject. to 

, the amendment filed with the Co~ission on October 31, 1946, in-
volving the inclusion of Raley Drive as the terminus instead of 

Sierra Vista Street. Because of the fact that Pacific amended its 

application to include service to Raley Drive paragraph (1) of the 
(3 ) 

order will be modified accordingly. 

ORD£IB ON' REHEARING 

Application having been :nade ir~ the above-entitled matter 

and the Commission being duly advised, and hp.reby finding that 

public conv~nience and necessity so require, 

IT IS ORDERED as follows: 

(1) That Route 5'-C as s~t forth in Appendix fiAtt in 
Decision No. ,38827,.clat fOod April' 9, 1946, in Application No. 26636, 

as· amended by Decision No. 39664 1s hereby further arr:ended to read 
as follows: 

IIRoute 5'-c 
"From Chapman AV0. and Lemon St. (Orange), via 

Lemon St., U~ple Ave., Glassell Ave., Orange-
Olive Blvd., Santa Ana Canyon Road (state 
Highvray 18), 6th Street (Corona) Magnolia Ave., 
(Arlington), and ~v!arket St. to 7th St. (Riverside); 
also, from Tyler St. and Magnolia Ave. (Arlington), 
via Tyl~r St., Wells Ave., Hole Ave., and Pierce 
Ave.to Raley Drive (La Sierra)." 

(2) That i~ a~l other respects Decision No. 39664, in 
Application Nos .. 26636 (6th Suppl.) and 27834 is hereby affirmed. 

(3) The extension is approximately one-half mile on Pierce Stre~t 
and is intended to afford transportation to La Sierra College. 
It will occasion no disruption of' tht'! scheduled service nor 
bring about any increase in f'ares. 
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The effective date of this order shall be twenty. (20) days 

from the date hereof. 

Dated at L. ~~Cal1f'ornia, this .:2 '7~ay of ·'7-' 1947. 

~-

~~.:...-~.;;;;..,.~;;....;......;.. __ ~;.;;..:;.-...;.~. "I . 

COMIa.SSIO;NERS:· 
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