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4~63S ;)ecision. l~o. __ ~ ___ _ 

In tne ;.:r:-.tter ot the Applic:".t1on ot .) 
1">. C. CROSS". doin,z bus1n(~ss as n£::2T ) 
BUS LIN"''';:;~ 'Ior certific:lte or public ) 
convonionce and necessity to operate ;I 
bus cervice as a CO!:lmon cnrrior of l' Applicr\.t:!.on 1~o. 32109 
:!'assenser::: 'betwoen Sox Sprin.:::;s )i 
(intersection of n1ehways 395 3nd 60) ) 
and ~~e.rct'l fAir ~"orce Dasa sate on ) 
!:1e1WlllY' 39$, 1n Riverside County.. ) 
Cnliror~1a. ) 

p. c. Cross, ap:plicD...'"lt" 1:1 propria p,~rsona. Leonard 
J1!'an1~ attornoy~ tor R1var~ide Trans:1t ,i:,,1nes~ protestAnt. 
(;. :i. Jones, for Pa.cific ";lectric R~~11way .. ~'j. H .. !.i:l.!, for 
Greyhou..'"ld. Bus Lines, llnd Thol:l3.s 7. ~,loone;:!, for Univorsity 
Hoi3hts !nprovo:nent A:::ocl~t1on .. inter~s'ced part1os. 

OPINIO,N -------

By the app11c:ltion herein; F. C. Cross .. ~ individual, 

dome b'1l$iness as !Ie:tlct Bus L1ne, now operating pa.ssenger 'bus 

service between the City of Riverside and. the City of He:r:lot, 

California., via HiehwB;YS 39$, 60 ~ and, 79 , and pa.ssing through 

Box ">prings, requests :luthori ty to o~~tend; his s.~rvice along 

I·aCh\'.r~Y' 395 between Box· Sprinss and the r.~.arch Air Porce Base 

gate, Il d1st .. :.nce of' 4.6 r.l1les, serving 1n'cer!:lediate points, 

and to consolid~te th.1s service with his presontly held 

A 1'\1"ol1c ne:l:"inZ on tho application wC.::J held in River­

side on .'\,ri1 13, 1951, "cetore 3xrunincr R<:lsers, evidence W:lS 

precented and the ::latter Wo.s submitted. It is now reo.dj tor 

decision. 
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Prior to thE! hearing, notice th.ereo£ 'was posted in 

applicant's depots a.ncl bU!:les, for the! time o.nd :tn the manner 

required oythe Commission. 

The application herein, and the application of 

Riverside Transit Lines, Application No. 319,9, which was 

heard on February 1, 1951, a.nd this day dE~c1ded, are appli­

cationz for authority which will permit an operation ove~ 

identico.l routes from the same point of 0Elginn1ng, i. e., 7th 

and Market Streets in Riverside, to the entrance to the March 

Air Force Base, and, with the consent of the commanding officer 

of the air force bnse, to a de~ot on the base. By stipulation, 

a letter from the co:nmanding officer' e,f th,e base to the Com-
(1) 

mission wus admitted into evidence. This letter states 

that the 0.1:- force plans to discontinue op(~rating a bus service 

between Ri V'erside and the base as soon .;lS some public utility 

bus service is authorized, ~nd com~enc€s, to o~crate, and that the 

air force h.::.s no preference as to which uti.li ty should perform 

the service. 

Regardless of whether the applicant hc:-ein or the 

Riverside Tr~nsit Lines secures ~ certificate to perform the 

herein-described serv:ice, th~ same need. will exist. The 

record shows that there arc at present approximately 400 persons 

daily using the tra~sportat1on furnished by the air force be­

tween the base and Riverside. If that servj:cc is discontinued, 

those persons 'Will need a~ public tr~msportation service. In 

addition to persons going to and from the air force base, 

there is, or. Highway 395, about half 'Wcs between Box Springs 

(1) Exhibit No.2. 
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and the base, a community of about 1 1 $.00 p4!1rsons, known a.s 

Edgemont. The only public transportation available to the in­

habita.nts of Edgemont is the Pacific G~eyhound Lines, which 

mAkes only two round trips per day to R.1versid~. Frox:l the 

foregoing facts set forth in this paragraph, the Co~~ssion is 

of the opit.Lion, and finds, that public conv,en1enc~ and necessity 

require that a passenger bus service bEl 1nallgurR.t~~d a.nd main­

tained. between Riverside a.."'ld March Air F'orce Base, serving 

intermediat.e pOints .. 

The record herein shows thA.t applicaItt 13 exper1~nced 

1n the operat1on of passenger stages, havine: operflted B. line 

from Hemet to Riverside for over twelve yeal"s. He 1s also 

ndequately financed·to secure whatever l~ddit1onal equ1pment 

he will need to perform the services fo:r which author1 ty 1s re­

quested. 

A comparison of the fares proposed by applicant and 

those propo:Jed by Riverside Transit tine~, a:tong the extensions 

involved, are as tollows: 

Hemet Bus Line 

7th and Market to 

Box Springs $ .17 
(Ro1..t."'lc trip} .28 

Ec.gemont .20 
(30 rides $.00) 

~arch Air Force Base .2$ 
(10 rides 2.25) 
(30 'J:'ides 6.00) 
(50 rides 8.7$) 

B1.verside Trans1 t Lines 

7th and Mnrket to 

$ .l5 Bo~ Springs 
(No round trip) 

.20 Edgemont 
(2$ :-idel 3 $~.S:O -. 50 rides 

$8.010 ) 
.2$ March Air Force Base 
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( 5 r1des ;;1.00) 
(2$ rides $%_$0) 
(SO :-1des $ .00) 
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It appears that tho fares proposed by app11c~~t are 

comewhat hizher for the tri!, to ZdGo:o,nt and the air force 

bc.se, the two principal points with wb.icb. we nre bere concer:led, 

Applicant propo:Jes on hourly service in el'..ch direc­

tion be1~ween 6: 00 0..::1. a."'l.d 10:00 p.m., ... 11 th service spa.ced 

1-1/2 hours in each direction between 10:00 p.:tn. and 1:00 a..m.. 

In _\PJ?11 .. e~t10n 1\0 • .31959, ~1verside Transit Lines proposes 

t\pprox1I'.lately the S3.l'lle service, bu.t sp,ecif1es 1-1/2 hour 

service during n ofl"-poak" periodc. It thus appears that 

hourly service is proposed to be rendered by applic~t and 

Riverside Transit Lines durinG peal: pe:riods. 

It was stipulated bet-:ieen th(~ applicant :md Riverside 

~rcns1t Lines that each of fifteen persons present in court 

would, if cnlled ns a witness, testify tb.£l.t he lived in an 

nrea. served by Riverside Transit Lines; that he worked at the 

I.:nrch Air :?orce '3asei that, it o.:)plic~.!"l.t were :iven the 

autb.ority req,uested, he '::ould h~va to wa.ll: throe-CI,uo.rters of 

a mile to one :c1le to use a:"licmlt T S $er'vices to Harcn Air 

Foree ~ase, or, as ~ slternct1ve , use the present ~ervices 

of :U.vcrside Trnneit Lincs to !liChw~y 39$ and along that h.iShVlllY 

cb.o.nce t·o :::.pp1iccnt' s buses. 

Althouch the services pro?osed by applicant and 

Rivcrs:1de Tran:::it Lines, in App11co.tior.. tro • .31959" are simila.r, 

and would meet public need end convenience in the S~ way ~~d 

to the sarne extent" there ~re two matters which require that 

the Cottllission deny the app11ct'.tion heroin and a.uthorize 
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instend the services proposed ~y Rivers:tde Transit tines in 

A,plic~t1on No. 31959: 

(1) The applic~tion of nivers1de Transit Lines wns 

filed wi th. the Cotr.li~sion on ..)ecember 7:, 1950.. The applica­

tion herein was tiled on February 9, 1951. Inasmuch as the 

servico proposed by e~ch applic~t is comparable to that 

proposed by the other, and each appl1ca.."lt appenrs t~:> be ex­

per1enc,ed and a'ble to pertorm the contemplated services, the 

Commissio:l 1s or the opi."'l.ion that tbe r~~quested authority 

:::hould be sranted to Riverside Transit T .. 1nes. Other things 

beinG equn1, the applicant who tirst tiles anapp11cation 

tor 0. certif1cttte of pu'b11c cO:lven1·ence and necessi tj" to 

perform a 'service as a passenger sts¢e corpor~tion should 

receive the re\"13.rd due to his di1ig,ence. 

(2) In addition, the records of the Co~~ss1on show that 
• 

p.l'p11c:.nt, 'by Decision rro • .35391, d;atedt::ay 19, 1942, on 
.' 

l.pplics:t:1on No. 2,3026, First Supp1ementnl~ had auth.or1ty to 

serve 'between Riverside and Eemet via' U .. s. HighvlS:Y 395 and 

state ~r:t€:b.way 74. Applicant testified t;h.at, in 1945, he dis-

continued such service without authority from tb.is Cor.tn".ission. I 

~e also testified that, within the month preceding this henring~ 

he filed with this Commission 8..11 app11c:lt1on to abandon the 

service e.uthoriz'ed b:r said Decision· No. 35391, and that he was 

.'lWf.l.re that, before 8Jl authorized service is abandoned, authority 

must be secured rro~ the Comm1~nion to ab~don such service. 

In the opinion 0: this Conriission tb.~a ab~ndonment without Com-

~ssion autb.orization~ ~d the requost tor abnndonment now on 
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:tile, t).Pl'o ~r to be 1r.lCO:l31stor .. t '111 th th.e preaent a.pplication, 

~d r~ni~h additional ground: for denial. 

For the reasons above stated, the Com."nisoion is of tho 

opinion" and .finds Jo that pu.blic conVeniOJlCe and necessity d.o not 

r(:)~u1re tha.t tho al1plicrmt bo civen 'the Iluthority req,uested by 

the e~plic~t1on herein. 

Applicntion having boen r~led, ~ hearing having b~en 

held tnereon, the matter nav1nc been suottdtted, and Bood c~uso 

apr)ear1nc tb.erofor,. 

IT IS :illRSBY ORDZR:D that t:ho application of i. C. Cross, 

do1n: busin.ess a.s Hemet Bus Line" for t\ c,ert1l'1cate of public con-

vonionce ,'9,.."ld necessity o.uthorizinc tho op~'rll.t1on or 0. service as a. 

po.osencor stage corpora.t10n" tloS defined ill" Section 2-1/4 o~ the 

Public Utilit1es Act, l:>etVleen Box Springs and rfLarch Air Force 

So.~o gate. be, and the sruma hereoy is, den1ed. 

The effective date of th.is o:"der' sh.s.ll be twenty (20) 

after the date nO)Jot. " . 

Datod at~.,.4.d2 
days 

, California, this / "t! 
- . 

dllY or __ "",,2n __ Ml'''iI~;W;;; ______ 7 1951. 


