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PACITLIC GRIYHOUND LINZS
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Pacific Greyhound Lines herein requcstsuauthority to dis-
continue the transportation ol passengers, their baggdge, and
express, when both the points of origin and destination thereof are
within the City and County of San Irancisco. The applicdtion rocites
that Pacific Greyhound Lines now is and has been fcnderingvsuch
local service by virtue of various prior decisiéns,of.this Commission,
the earliest being Deeision No. 23244, dated Decomber 31, 1930, and
socks the reoliel sought because the Public Usilities Commission of
the City and County of San Irancisco has demanded that such local
service be discontinued, by Resolution No. 1079%, dated June 12, 1950,
a copy of which is attoched to the app}ication as Exhibdit "ar,’

A public hearing was held in San Trenciseo on October 2,

1950, before Commissioncr Potter and Zxaminer Cillard, and the matter
submitted on briefs, since filed. |
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Counsel for applicont stated that thofapblication nad been
filed solcly boeausce of the demand of the Public Utilitics Commission
of the City and County of Son Franelsco, and that Pacifice Greyhound
Lines did not wont To Ciscontinud its transportation scrvice within
the city, nor losce the revenue therefrom. He further stated that
capplicant would prosent no covidenee in support of‘the application.
The only testimony produced'by applicant was through 1ts viee
prcéidont, wno testifisd that applicant and 4its prodcccssofs had
boen rendering local corvied in San TFrancisco at least sinee 1920
on a 15¢ fare basis. At the present time 1t carriés aprroxinatoly
75,000 local passingers yearly, for $11,000 gréss rovenuc.  Such
service, if rondered by the San Franeisco Municipal_ﬁailway at its
10¢ fare, would gross $7,500. Thcsc‘intra—cit& pdéscngers aré carricd
only to the oxtent of available secats on Grcyhoundfs commuter buses
that run out of the ¢ity to peninsular points and‘Mhrin County.

A tabulation of intra-city operations by applicant for two Says shows
o total of S0+ passéngcrs carricd: 362, or 727 on thc Beyshore

route to the poninsula; 49, or 9% on the Mlssion Strect route to

ths peninsule; and 93, or 19% on the Goldon Gate Bridge route o

Marin County.

The issue prescated 15 one of public convenience and neces-
sity. Therefore, we must deternine whethor or not public convenicnee
and ncecssity roquire the continuance of the sorvied here sought to b¢

abandoned.

The first contention of the City is that tncrc iz 2dequate
transportation rendercd thrpughout the entire ¢ity by the Municipal
Redlway and ‘thorefore Greoyvhound's local service should be stopped
Tor the finoncial benefit of the Munieipal Roilway. .In support

thercof, the City presented cvidence relative to the service of the
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Municipal Railway throughout the ¢ity, and particularly between
Visitacion Valley (the arca zerved by Greyhound on its Bayshore |
and Mission Strcet rung) and downtown San Francisco. These schedules
show, in general, frequent schedules serving the ateas in qﬁestion.
For‘examplc, on the No. 15 motor coach line, from Visitacion Valley
te 3rd and Market, via 3rd Street, there are 181 daily schedules
each way, including seven express schedules in the norning and
three express schedules in the evenlng. écheduled rumning time is
31 minutes on the local service, and 29 minutes on the CXpress
scrvice. The local makes 69 passenger stops and the éxpress 37
passenger stops.

Greyhound, on the other hand, between peninsular points
and 7th and Mission via Bayshore, operates 117 schedulcs northbqund
and 113 schedules southbound, with 12 passenger stons within San
Francisco and scheduled running time of 17 minﬁtes, except between
4 and 5 p.m., when the scheduléd tine ic 22 minutes, between
Visitacion Valley and 7th and Mission Streets.

Municipal'Railway's No. 25 motor coach line operates
139 daily schedules cach way, between Visitacion Valley and 5th
'and Jessle Streats, via Bayshore and Bryant, with 50 passenger stops
and scheduled running time of 34 minutes.

On Mission Street, the Muhicipal Rallwny operates its
No. 1% motor coach from the Ferry 3uilding to Daly City, with
244 daily schedules cach woy ineluding 25 morning and 19 evening

cXpress trips.

On 1ts Mission Street run, Greyhound operates S northbound
and 43 southbound schedules. |

On the Marin County run, most of Grevhound's intra-cit&
passengers are destined to or from the Golden Gate Bridze toll plaza.

The Municipal Railway operates no similar competitive service. Its

a3a




No. 45 motor ecoach linc starts at Sansome and Suttor Sircets and

terminates in the Presidio.

The Municipal Rodllwayls profit and loss statcment for the
fiscal ycar ending June 30, 1950, shows a system-wide loss in oxcess

of $2,000,000, and a substantial loss on cach of the lines above

referred to, excopt No. 1k, which showod a $7,000 profit.

The protestants prescnted metitions signéd by 535 residents
in the Visitezelon Valley arcs askingz that the Gréyhound local service
on Bayshorc be continucd., One of thc protestants testified she
lived in Visitaclion Viulloy and worked 4in tho Civ;c Center. She
statod it takes her 20 minutes to get to 7th and Mission Streots
by Greyhound, and 5 minutes to walk from there to her'placo of cmploy-
ment, whercas by municipal scrvice, beeause of waits between transfers

and numerous stops on route it requires an hour or more for tho same

trip.

No cvidence was introduced coneorning the finoncizl re-

sults of Groyhound's intra-eity operations.

Upon the Rets of record hcrein we cannot find that the
local Greyhound operation is truly competitive with the Municipal
Railwey, nor that it is serdously alfceting the gross or net revenue

of the Municipal Railway.

Grcyhound operates over three routes witﬁiﬁ the city'and
rendors local service thorcon to the oxtont of an.@ll,ooo annual
gross. The Municipal Railway operates 89 routes and grosses 18%
million dollars. Grovhound's Bayshore route grosses $7,920 (72% of
cthe annual gross of $11,000) as compared with $1,088,090 gross on
Manieipal'ts No. 15 and No. 25 routes, On Mission S@ioct, Croyhound

grosses $990 as comparcd with $1,042,000 on Municipal's No. 1% route.
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The Munieipal Railway offers mo scrviee to compete for the $2,090

Groeyhound grosses on its route to the Golden Gate Bridge.

Greyhound charges a 15¢ local fare as comparcd to Mumicipal's

10¢ farc. The 504 farc differential and the gross revenue figures
cited above would indicate tie two serviees ore not:competitivc. |
Patrons obviously usc Greyhound's local service only when it meets
thelr needs and convenicnee to such an extent that ﬁhoy'are willing

o pay an oxtra S5¢ per ride therefor.

On. this record we must therefore find that discontinuance

of Greyhound's San Francisco intra-city serviee would be adverse to

the public conveniconed ané necessity.

The sceond contention of the City is that Grevhound's loeal
scrvice should be stopped becauvse such scerviee 1is contrary to the

oxpress wishes and policy of_thc-pcoplc of Son Franelsco.

In support of this proposition, copics of applicable
cetions of the Charter of thic City and County of San Francisco,

effective January 8, 1932, were introduced into evidence.

Charter Seetion 119 states: "It is the declared purpose
and intention of the people of the City and County, when publie
interest and necessity demand, that public utilitics shall be gra ualiy
acquired and ultimately owned by the City ané Cownty.!

Chartor Scetion 131 provides that tho'City and Cownty may
cat any time require and possess operative streot railwey property
(which is dofincd so ds to ineclude vuses) upon paying fair value '
therefor, vo be Lfixed by agreoment with the owner -or by condemnation

proceadings in the ovent agreomont ecannot Be roached.:




Chartor Scetion 132 prohibite abandonmcnt of any portion
of a strest railwey unless the board of suporvisors 50 autherizes
by ordinancce, and Chartcer Scetion 123 requires an ordinanee approved
by o majority voie of the people for any new franchise to any public

utility whose francinise has expired or is about to expire.

Fron these soetions counsel for the City and County argues

that the only menncer by which Greyhound could‘bc granted o franchise
to render locel sorviced in San Frameisco would beyby a vote of &
najority of the voters, and thet this Cormission, if it does not
grent the order requested by tho application herein, would, in offcet,
be gronting Croyhound a franchise teo engage in loéal'opcrations con-
trary to the poliey anéd desixes of the olcctors cfpthQ City and County

of San Froncisco.

The argument ignores the fact that applicont ié now render-
inz, and tho ovidence of »scord horsin discloses tﬁ#t it has rendored
‘since 1920 (twelve years before the effcetive date of the charter
seetions diseussed), o local passenger tronsportation serviece. A
donial of the cpplication would not, thorcforc, amount to a gant of 2

fronchise to conduet local oporations.

It would appear that the srimary purposc qr cownsel in
introducing into ovidence these chorter provisions was to show that
the majority of the people in San Iraneleco, by adopﬁing:thcm, QX
prossed their desire to own and operate & munledpal transporation
systen. If this wore an original application by CGrovhound for 2
ecortificate of public convenicnee and necessity, the rights of the
City and County of San Franeisco would be proteeted to the samo ox-
tont afforded a private operator under our Jjurisdiction. In this
casc, however, Greyhound was in the ficld first,'and it 45 not will-

ingly sccking the discontinuance of this intracity service, the
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cvidence showing tnat the within application waos prompted as a result
of action token by the Public Utilitics Commisszion of the City and
County of San Irancisco. Under the circumsteonces and upon the evidence
we £ind that public convenicnec and necessity reguire the continuance

of the service herein sought to be discontinucd.
ORDIR

A public hearing having boon hold, and based upon the £inde

ings and conelusions sct forth in the opinion,’
I7 IS ORDZRELD:
Thot the application be and it is acereby denied.

The effective date of this order shail‘bc twenty (20)
days after the date hoicof. |

Dated atéiﬁ‘z@mm,’c o, Colifornia, this g%

dey of 7(712,.4#_1,, 4, 1550,
@ 2 M_
Cpoeccen
Q/@Wﬂﬁ@

¢ - ar
W G . ! Lx a{J




