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D .. N' I1c9'~ 1 eClZlon o. -----.....2. .J.- . 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIE:; COM;'·TISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the r,~atter of thf~ Application of BAY ) 
2.;~?ID TRANSIT CONPANY~ ~ corpora-=.ion." ) 
for authority to increase rates. ) 

In the 1,iatter of the Application of BAY 
R.n.PID TRi<.NSIT COI'lPANY, a. corporat.ion, ' 
for an o~der and decision consolidat- . 
ing previous grants and for authority 
to abandon Route 8, and to abandon 
loops constituting .portions of Route 3. 

Applicat'ion No.,· 32790 

Application No., -3)045 

Gerald H. Trautman and Duncan A.. McLeod" 
for applicant. 

Mrs .. Ernest Forest.11, protestant.· , 
Reginald E. Foster, for City of Pacific 

Grove, A. D. Coons, for City of 
Pacific Grove, Russell Z~ches for 
City of Monterey and Thomas K. Perry, 
for City of Carrnel-by-the-Sea., 
protestants. 

Harold Joo rvlcCarthy and T. A. Hopkins, for 
the Commission's staff. 

o PIN ION --- .... _- ..... 

Bay Rapid Transit Comp~ny, a corporation, conducts 'a 

passenGer stage business within .1nc. between the Cities of Ivlonterey, 
, 1 

?acifi? Grove and Carmel and adjnc~nt areas.. These operations are 

conducted by the corporation under certificates of public conven-

iencc and necessity issued by the Commission. 

By Application No •. 3~790, as amended, authority io sought 

to establish increased fares. By Application No. 33045 1 as amended, 

applicant requests the Commission to grant a certlficat.:;: of public 

convenience and necessity embodying therein, with certain modifi

cations, the passenger stage operative rights granted t'o it by some 

1 It also conducts a sightseeing service between 'points oti the 
~1onterey Peninsula. The rates and service of this operation are 
not involved herein. 
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eight decisions which are now in effect. 

The matters were heard on a common record before Commis-

sioner Hu1s and Examiner Lo.ke at ll[onterey on January 24 and 25, 

1952. They will be disposed of in one decision. 

The showing made in support of the fare increases was of 

a revenue and expense nature and was predicated to a large extent 

upon operations to be conducted under the de novo certificate of 

public convenience and necessity \>,'hich is sought herein and upon 

certain service changes recommended by an Associate Engineer from 

the Commission's staff. For these reasons it is appropriate first· 

to discuss the certification and service matters. 

The modifications sought in the existing operative rights 

involve the abandonment of operations within the City of Pacific 

Grove and the unincorporated area:z immediately adjacent thereto. 

This operation now is being conducted as Route No. S. In addition, 

they involve the elimination of the terminal loops on the Oak Grove 

Line (Route No.3) and the consolidation of ti'lis line with the ,Fort 

Ord Village Line (Route No.6). 

The record shows, in connection with the abandonment of 

the Route No •. 8 line, that service was established several years ago 

at the request of the merchants of Pacific Grove to att:ract business 

to the business area. However, it is not earning sufficient reve~ 
2 

nues. to return the out-or-pocket cost of performing the service. 

The City Manager of Pacific Grove and a patron of appli-'· 

cant's line protested the sought abandonment. They testified that 

this line was the only feasible ~eans of' public transportation 

between the reSidential and business sections of Pacific Grove for 

many of the residents of that area. The discontinuance of this 

2 
The record shows that .for 1951 revenues received fell short of 

the amount of the drivers' wages by $640. 
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service, they alleged, would work a gr.eat hardship on these people 

and would deprive them of their only .way of taking care of their 

affairs in Pacific Grove • 
... 

The record shows that the traffic handled on this route 

is light and that the revenues therefrom are insufficient to cover 

the cost of performing the service. The net effect of providing 

the service, however, on applicantts op~rating ratiO, is neglig-
3 

ible. It has not-been shown that all reasonable economies have 

been effected, that the applicant has undertaken to attract more 

passengers to its busses, or that it could not pr,ovide a limited 

service, at least, from schedules operating over paralleling lines. 

In t.hc circ\lmstanccs, abandonmerLt of Route No. 8 will not be 

authorized. The residents of Pacific Grove and the adjacent area 

are entitled to adequate transportat3.on; they must, h,::)wever, make 

it feaSible by their patronage. 

The other certificate matters herein involved deal only 
4 

with minor route changes. They were re,col'll!'.'lended by 'che Commission 

engineer after he had made a comprehensive service st'udy of appli-

eant's operations. The record shows that these modifications will , 

permit consolidation of routes, reductions in the mil10ages to be 

operated and will effect economies in the costs of op,eration w.ith

out impairing the quality of the service. The record shows 7 and 

we hereby find, that these route modifications are reasonable. 

They will be authorized. 

~ See Table No.2. 
4. 

In addition, as a result of the engineer's reco~~endations, 
applicant proposed certain time schedule changes; one of them was 
in connection with operations conducted within Carmel. In this 
respect applicant proposed to r~duce service on Sundays to one 
morning trip. Representatives of the City of Carmel protested this 
change and urged applicant to operate at least two trips on Sunday~ 
The one trip proposed in the morning, they pointed out, was de-· 
~igned to connect with a train departing from Monterey. Another 
trip, they stated, was necessary to connect with a train arriving 
in r.ionterey in the evening. Applicant t s manager testified that 
prior to making scheduled chanees in the route consid(~r.ation would 
be given to providing the evening se~vice. 
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We find that app.licant's· rC'quest for a certificate de novo 

in lieu of its present rights' is reasonable and will be gr.anted 1 

modified as hereinbefore discussed, .and providl~d· in the order which 

follows this opinion. 

He turn now to t.he fare. propos.:lls •. 

Applicant "s present fares , with minor exceptions, were· 

established more than 25 years ago.-. The basic adult fares are 5 

cents for transportation between its Monterey termin.:lls .and. the 

U. 'S. Naval School at Del Monte, .10 'cents cash or 1 token 'for trans- . 

portation wi thin Carmel and wi thin and between Seaside.r Monterey .and 

Pacific Grove and the area immediately adja.cent thereto, and 20 cents 

or 1 token for transportation from or to Carmel •.. Tokf~ns good for a 

10-cent ride are sold 7 for 50 cents •.. For a 20-cent ride they are 

sold 7 for $1.00. 

Fares for children are one half the adult fare subject to 

a minimum of 5 cents. 

Authority is sought to increase the adult 5-cent fare to 

10 cents and to increase the 10-cent fare to 15 cents or one token, 

except for t::ansportation wi thin the city limits of Cannel and ~aIterey ,....-/ 

on Route No ~ 4" For the latter transportation, applicant p;ropo ses to main- v 

tain the present lO-cent cash fare~. For transportation from and to 

Carmel, the proposed fare would be 25 cen.ts or one token~ . Tokens 

good for a 15-cent ride and a 25-cent ride would be sold at the rate 

0 .. I ... * for 50 cents and 5 for ~l.OO';. respectively •. 

The proposed fares for children would be one half the 

adult faro, subject to a minimum fare of 5 cents and to the provision 

that sufficient monies be added to the reSUlting fare to make it end 

in 5 or O. Thus, the children t s fares would be 5 cents where the 

adult fare would be 10 cents, 10 cents where the adult· fare would be 

15 cents and 15 cents where the adult fare would be 25 cent$. Speciol 

fares for school children are not provided now except to the extent' 
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of the children's fares. Applicant proposes to establish a fare for 

school children on the basis of 20 rides for $l.50~ 

In addition to the above-mentioned fares, applicant main

tains co~nutation fares and Sunday ana holiday passes. The comrnuta~ 

tion fares apply between Carmel and Monterey and between Carmel and 

Pacific Grove, Seaside and other points. They are good for one 

round trip per day. They cost $6; 50 and $7.50, rcspecti vely;, 

Authority is sought to increase thl~se fares to ~~$;;OO and $10,00; 

respectively.; 

The Sunday and holiday passes sell for 25 ccnts~ They are 

good for one round trip between points on all lines on Sundays and 

holidays. Applicant contended that the pass fare was established 

many years aso as an incentive to stimulate traffic on the days for 

which they were sold but that studies indicate that the passes are 
... 

used only by the regular Sunday passengers and are purchased by 

riders traveling between Monterey and Carmel primarily for the pur-
5 

pose of defeating the regular fares. Applicant seeks a,uthority to 

cancel this fare; 

Applicant alleges that, because of increased costs of 

operations and a downward trend of traffic, the present fare struc'= 

t.ure does not yield sufficient revenues to return the co'sts of oper.;. 

ation. Studies of t.he financial results of the operatic,ns were made, 

independently, by employees of applicant and by engineers from the 

Commission's staff~ EXhibits showing the result of the~e studies 

were submitted at the hearings. They consisted of balance sheets; 

operating statements, studies of traffic and revenue flc,ws and 

trends, rate base statements, and forecasts of estimatec results of 

operations for a 'test year under present, proposed and a~lternate 

fare structures. The figures set forth in Tables Nos. 1 and 2 were 

taken from these exhibits. 

5 As is indicated herein the round-trip fare between Monterey and 
Carmel is 40 cents. 
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TABLE NO.1 

ROS'llltr-: of ()pOl.'ClT,'i OM 1mdcr PrO:3ont Md Proposod Fc.res 

Operating Revenues 

Other Income 

Total Income 

Operating Expenses 
Equipment Maintenance 

and Carage 
Tro.nsportation 
Station Expense 
Traffic Expcnso 
L"'lsura.nce Ilnd Safety 
A~"'listra~ive ond 

Gonoral Expenses 
Rents 
Depreciation 
Taxe:;: (1) 
Other Expenses 

Total Operating Expenses 

Net Income before Federal 
Income Taxes 

Federal Income Taxes 

Net Income after Taxes 

Rutc Baso 

Rato of Return after 
Income Taxes 

Operating Ratio atter 
Incomo Taxos 

Actual Revenues 
and ExpeMes 

for 12 Months Ending 
D0Q">mbAt 3). 195J. 

$ 189,287 

988 

$ 190,275' 

$ 1.4,l36 
36,231 

4,242 
ll.,,492, 

11,030 
4,300 

14,262 
14,219 

(2) 50 

$ 189,962 

$ 313 

74 

239 

(3) 39>637, ' 

.. 60%, 

~9.9% 

Est~~tod Revenues 
and Expenses 

for ,period ending 
January 31, 1953 
Under Proposed Fares 

and Smyioe 

:~ 221,090 

221,090 

~~ 47,83l 
86,23l 

480 
6,760 . 

(5) X~,l2l·· 

26,513, 
5,425 
9,799 

14,219, 

1', 
;:j. 210 .. 379. 

~; 10,7ll, ' 

3,513 

7,198, . 

(4) 

(1) Includes California Franchiso Taxes. 
(2) Interest expenso oxcluded. 
(3) C~lculo.t~d from Daeomber 31, 1951, balunco 5hoot .. 
(4) Not submitted .. 
(5) Ad.iu:tcd to :L."l.clude $1,756 for ,'),ddition,'),l 

in::;urQ.nco. 

~Ol'E: Applico.nt did not submit forccn~ts of the 
rosul t::: of opcro.tion for the tact porj.;:>d 
under present fares .. 
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TABlE NO.2 

Results of Oper~tions Under Prosent and Proposod Faros 

opo:,a.ting Revenuos 

OlX"rating Expe:l.:es 
EqUi~¢nt ~~inton

a.nce a.nd Carage 
Transportation 

Expenso 
':'ra1'fio Expense 
b:::ura.."l.ce a.."ld 

Safety 
A~istra.tive nnd 

Cenera.l Expenses 
:\ents 

Total 

Dopreciation 

Taxes 

Tot:ll Ope ra. ting 
Expanses 

Net ~como before 
Income TllXos 

Incom~ Taxos (1) 

Net Income 

Rn.tc BOose 

:tl.).t~ of Return 

Actual Revonuos 
and Expansos 
for 12 }lionths 

ending 
NovomQ9r 30.19lil 

$ 191,085 

43,732 

85,962 
4~253 

12,437 

12,44l 
4,220 

$ :1.63,045 

"J.4,717 

13,963 

$ 191,725 

$ (640) 

25 

(665) 

(2)$ 47,475 

$ 

Estimated Revenues nnd E~nsos undor 
Prosont and Proposed Faros for period 
___ .... 9D.a;.dlo4i~nu.Q.ry '31- 15lS'3 

!J}'\dor~Pro't'>Or,()d S~"Vi«9 
Prosont Proposod 
Fn"9~ F~r~$ 

.. 
172,130 $ 216,749 

44,700 44,700 

77,790 77,790 
6,445 6,445 

(3) 12,355 (3) 12,355 

15,6:)5 15, 605 
5,905 5,905 

162,800 $ 162,800 

(lO,005) C 33,$25 

25 

(lO,030) 

12,738 

21,087 

54,700 

38.53% 

Under Proposed 
S~rvice with 
Continuation of 

Route $ 
Proposod 

;E!i\.rM 

4$,310 

79,&45 
6,445 

(3) 12,544 

15 1 605 
5,905 

$ 165,654 

5,1~ 

1$,0$3 

$ 185,920 

12,008 

20,463 

54,700 

37.41% 
Op~rating Ratio after 

Income T~es 100 .. 35% 105 .. 83% 90.27~ 90.63% 
( ) - Donotes 1053. 

(1) Includc3 California Fr~chioo T~xcs. 
(~) Doprocia.tcd :L"lvc:::tmcnt 0.0 of lvitly 30, 1951. 
C3) Adju::tcd to includo 01,756 fo';' o.dd:i, tie.no.l 

insuranco. 
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As will be noted from the foregoing tables, it is only in 

cO:l."lectio::l with the estimCl:~€d results of operation under the sought 

fares and the service proposed by applicant that ther~ is any basis 

for comparison between the forecasts of the applicant and the 

Commission engineer. Because of the wide variations apP€laring in 

the forecasts of the witnesses' estimates of revenues and certain 

anticipated expenses an analysis thereof is necessary. 

According to the witnesses, revenue estimates for the test 

year i"ere based upon current revenues adjusted to give effect to the 

do.....nv.,rnrd trend in passen~erz and to the dil'i1inution in traffic which 

, ... ould likely result fronl rcsist::lnce to the hi$her proposed fares •. 

The variat~on in the two estimates is attributable to a difference 

in the judgment of the witnesses concerning the number of passengers 

to be handled during the test period and to a I:lj.sapplication by 

applicant of the proposed fares to the anticipated number of passen

gers. For the purposes of the determination to be made here the 

stafffs estimate appears to be more reasonable and will be used •. 

As will be seen from the tables, applicant"r s estimate of ' 

antiCipated expenses under the proposed f~res exceeds in almost 

every instance those submitted by the engineer. The principal 

differences, which rCQ.uire analySiS, arc in expenses for maintenance, 

transportation, adr.linis"~ration and depreCiation. Thc maintena.nce 

differences are due to the engineerts use of current costs for shop 

and gar<lge expense, repairs to eqUipment and for tires and tubes •. 

Applicont r s witness px'edico.tcd h:i.s estimate upon an average cost 

cx=,cricncc over a 3-yco.r period for shop and goragc expenses, upon 

a price increQsc of 20 percent for material and supplies for the 

rvpr-drs <1.!1d serviein~ of equipment, llnd upon ar.. increase in the costs 

of tires and tubes of t~o pereent over tho cost experienced in 1950. " 
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i 

The variation in the transportation expense is due primurily to 

applicunt's failure to adjust the costs to reflect the economics 

resulting from the proposed service cho.ngos. The difference in 

ad~inistrativc expenses lies in upplicunt's cl~im of ~rnounts grc~ter 

th~~ those believed noccssary br tee st~r! witness, The Qs~~m~~v~ 

of the depreciation expense dif~er due to app~icant's usa o~ a 

shorter life period for the equipment than that em~loyed by the 
cnsinccr. 

Tho ostim~tes in other respocts require no aetailed 

cxpl~nation. As to those in which there ar0 mntcriul differences, 

hereinabovc explained, applic:lnt r s estimates lacl{ substantiating 

support ins d~tn. For the purposes of this procccdins the engineer's 

cstimntc of :lnticiputed expenses will be adopted. 

~hc Commiscion engineer developed a rate busc of $~,700 

for the test period. Of this amount less tho.n 50 percent 
6 

represented the depreciated v~lue of the opero.tine eqUipment. The 
rute b~se, he st.:1.ted, represented only 17 percent of the original 

investment. 

Notici)s of the he:\rinG in these r.l::1.tters were posted in 

.:.pp11c.:.nt f S vehicles and ,",ero published in newspapers of gener.~l 

circul~tion in the ~rc~ involvcd~ In ~ddition, notices were sent 

by the CommiSSion's secreto.ry to persons believod to be interested. 

Counsel for the Cornmissionrs'stnff ~ssistcd in the development of 

the record. The ~ttorney for the City of PaCific Grove took no 

pOSition in connection with the f~rc increases. The Cit)" attorney 

for the City of·C~rmcl protested the gr:\nt1ng of tho increc.sed 

fnrcs for trD.nsportc.tion between Cc..rmel and the Monterey are:)' 

pOints but offered no evidence of probative v.:.luc in supp.ort thereof. 
;-._----------------------_._._---

The b~l~nce comprised orgc.nization costs and materiuls :lnd 
supplies. 
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Th·.,.: city nttorncy fo:' the City of !-1ontercy st~tcd that it wns 

b~licVQd that any incrcnsc in f~rcs would not incrc~sc npplicnnt's 

c~rnings but would tend to crc~te ndditionnl losses. 

There is no doubt on this record th~t unless n:pplico.nt 

is :\blc to develop :-.dditiono.l revenue its n.bility to continue to 

render ~dequatc and efficient Service to the public will be 

seriously joopnrdized. It is clonr thnt continued opernt1ons 

lJ.."'ld(;r the present f~,rcs cnn only r~su1t in 1'\l.rther losses. It is 

c.pp:\.rcnt, howcver, tho:~ under the estim:".tc s\.\bmitted by the 

caginccr, indic:-.tine cc.rnil"lgs of more thnr. $20,000 o.nd o.n opcrC'.ting 

r.'1tio of 90.63 percent,' niter provision for inco:ne tnxes, the 

r.::su1ts of opero.tions under the proposed f~r(:s with ,the rctc:nt1on 

v~ service on Route No .. 8 ',',ould be grca.ter thnn nrc nocessa:ry or 

re:1sonabl0. 

The Commission engineer submittcd' estim::'.tcd rcstt1ts of 

~pcr~tions under t\~O nltcrnntivo f~rc structures with the retention 

of service on Route No.8. One of them contcmplnted the so.mo fnres 

~s proposod by applicant except tho.t tokens would 5011 tor 2 for 

25 cents ~nd no incrc<:\so ,·!ou1d be nppl1cd on 1;he to.1'os ~pp1ic[~ble 

between Monteroy ~nd C~rme1. This f~rc structure is not equit~b1e 

::tnd t~c rcs'l.llts thcrcUl1der ,.,ould not be rc.:\sono.ble. Tho other 

f~rc structure, proposod as nn nltcrnntive by tho engineer, con

tc:r.pla.tcd the snme ftJ:rc structure sought by npplicnnt but '~ith 

tokens which ,,!ould 5011 2 for 2, cents. The osti~ted operc.t1ng 

!'l.Jsults under thi's fo.ro strtlcture :'l.rc indic~tod as fol1o~.,s: 

Not income after income tnxcs (1) 
Ro.tc Base 
Rnte of Return 
Rate ~f return on normnlized 

ro.tc b~sc of $101,800 
Operating rntio 

$10,149 
$$4,700 

18 .. ,5% 

9·97% 
94.93% 

(1) Adjusted to include insurco.nce which w~s 
not included in the engineer's cstim:-.tc 
of expense. 
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It is to be noted, hr".,cvcr, th~t this f,"'..re structure includes 

~pplic~nt's propos~l to incre~sc tho f~rcs for children in exccss 

of the present one-hnlf f='.rc b.:\sis. Appliec,11t offered no evidence 

with respect to children's f~res except ~s to the over-all need 

for ~.ddition,:..l revenue. 

The f~rc structure proposed by app1ic~~t adjusted to 

provide th~t tokens good for ~ 15'-eent ride, to ~ell 2 for 25 cents, 

n.nd children r s fares to be b(.'.sed upon one h::.1f tl';e ~dul t ftl.re with 

fractions of one cent to be ~djustcd to the next ",hole ccnt, 

.:tccor~ing to the evidence, ,·!ould produce I1et revenues of $8,484 nnd 

~n opcr~ting l"l\tio of 9,.71 percent on an oper:\tion ,·,hieh would 

rc~lize .:t~~~ual l"evenues of ~lmost $200,000 •. The ol"igin~l book cost 

of the current operating equipment wns·in excess of $156,000. It . 
is presently 83 percent depreci~tcd. Although the r~te of return 

under this f~rc structure Hould be 15.5 percent on .:t deprcei~tcd 

r~te b:-.se nnd 8.33 percent on the n.ormo.1izeCl rn-to bnse, it is 

nevertheless true th:.' .. ~ the net income lc:wc~: only ~ sufficient 
. 

!1lt'.r3in betv,rcen revenues ,:md expensos to provide.:. profit o.nd to 

gut'.rd o.go.inst continecncics which could dev..::1op suddenly but ~re 

::.ot ordin:-..ri1y :.-.ntieipntcd. 

In the eireunlstc.nccs ",0 find the f:trcs l1ercin:l bovc 

indie:-..tcd ::\nd set forth in the order "vlhich follo\J,rs to be rc.':tson,~ble. 

They will be nuthorizod. 

Applic~nt r ~ request to c:mcel the SUl1d~y nnd ho1ida.y P.'lSSCS 

::'.ppc::'.rs rC:'1.son.:J.b1e o.nd ,:,i11 be :;uth')rizcd. 

Upon considcro.tiol1 of 0.11 of the f~cts ,:\nd eirc:umst:"'..nces 

of record the Commis sion concludes .lnd finds n.s n f::.ct tho.t the 

sought f.:.l'c incre:1.sc:::; ::.rc justified to the extent hercinttbove 

indicr'..ted ~nd provided by the order herein :tnd th::1.t .public conven

ience :1.nd neceSSity reqUire thnt the soueht opcrntivc rights be 

gro.nt0d to the extent indieD.tco herein o.nd provided by the ~rder 

, . .,hieh :'ollows. 
-11-
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These applications having been heard and submitted upon 

full consideration of the record, and based upon the conclusions 

and findings set forth in the preceding opinion 1 

IT IS HERZBY ORDERED tho.t Bay Rapid Transit Company be 

and it is hereby authorized to establish in lieu of its present 

fares the following far~ structure: 

1. Adult one-way fares. 

(D.) E,etwcen Montere)' and the U.S .. Naval School 
at Del Monte - 10 cents. 

(b) On Route No. 4. within the city limit.s of 
!>'~onterey and Carmel - 10 cents. 

(c) Between Monterey? Pacific Grove and 
Seaside and adjacent areas on ,the, one 
hand and Carmel on the other - 25 cents 
cash or one token to be sold 5 for $l~OO. 

(d) Between all other points - 15 cents cash 
or one token to be sold 2 for 25 cents. 

2. r.lonthly commutation fares. 

Between MontereY1 Pacific Grove and 
Seaside and adjacent areas on the one 
hand ~~d Carmel on the other $$.00 
\\~thout transfer privileges and ~lO.OO 
\\'1, th one transfer privj,lege per trip. 

3. Children's farcls. 

(a) One half the adult farc, mlnlmum fare 
5 cents. Fares resulting in fracti~ns 
of a cent may be increased to the next 
", ... holc cent. 

(b) School children's fares applicable only 
to students - 20 rides for ~1.50. 

IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that a certificate of public 

convenience and necessity be and it is granted to Bay Rapid ~ransit 

Compony, authorizing the establishment and operation of service as 

a passenger stage corporation, as defined in Section ?26 of the 

Public Utili ties Code, for the transportation of passengers, bagga"ge 

and shipments of 8xpress weighing not to ,~xceed 100 pounds each, on 
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passenger carrying vehicles between Monterey, Pacific Grove, Carmel, 

United States Naval School, Del Monte Heights, East Monterey,Seaside, 

Fort.O::-d Village and intermediate points, rl.ot in addition to, but in 

lieu of the operative rights heretofore granted to or <).I:quired by 
'. 

applicant under the authority of the Commission's Decision No. 35584, 

dated July 14, 1942, DeciSion No. 36947, dated March 21, 1944, 

Decision No. 38518, dated December 14, 1945, DeCision No. 4044;, 

dated June 24, 1947, Decision No. 41034, dated December 17, 1947, .. 
Decision No. 44463, dated J~~e 27, 1950, DeCision No. 45134, dated 

December 12, 1950, .'lnd Decision No. 46276, dated October 8, 1951, 

subject to the condition that Bay Rapid Tr~nsit Company, its suc-

cessors or assigns, shall never claim before this Commission, or any 

court or other public body, a value for the authority hereby granted 

in excess of the actual cost thereof. 

IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that the operative rights 

creuted by Decisions Nos. 35584, 36947, 38518, 40445.) 41034, 44463, 

45134, and 46276, be and they are canceled) revoked and annulled 

~ogeth~r with any orders amendatory thereof, including ~ll other 

passenger stage operative rights possessed by Bay Rapid Transit 
t • " "',' . \ 

Company) except those relating to the so-called Seventeen Mile 

Drive sightseeing tours. 

IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that in conducting passenger 

stage operations pursuant to the certificate granted by this deci

sion Bay Rapid Tr::msit Company shall comply with and obSE:rve the 

follOwing service regulat ions: 

1. Applicant shall file ~ written acceptance of the 

certificate herein gr.:lr.ted within .3. period of 

not to exceed thirty (30) days from the effective 

date hereof. 

2. Applic.:l.nt sh,"ll comply with the rules of the 

Commission'z General Orders Nos. 79 and 80 and 
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Part 19 of General Order No. 98, by filing in 

triplicate, and.con~urrently making cr£active 1 

tariffs and time schedules satisfactory to the 

Commission. 

3. Subject to the authority of this Commission to 

change or modify them at any time by further 

order, applicant zhall conduct passenger stage 

operations pursuant to the certificate herein 

granted over and along the following routes: 

Between Montercl ~ Pacific Grove: 

Route No. 1 via Pine Street. 
Beginning"at th~ in~ersection of Del Monte Avenue and 
Tyler Street (Monterey), ,thence southerly on Tyler 
Street to Franklin Street, thence 'westerly and north
westerly along Franklin Street,.High Street, Pino 
Strc~t, David Avenue, Gibson· Avenu(~, ' (Pacific Grov~),· 
Alder Street, Sincx Av~nue to its intersection with 
17 Mile Drive Avenue and returning over the same rout:c ~ . 

Route No.2 via Lighthouse Avenue •. 
Beginning at the intersection ot Alvarado Street and" 
Pearl Street (!-!onterey) 1 thence northerly',and north-" 
westerly along Alvarado Street; Lighthouse Av~nu~, . 
David Avenue, Lighthous~ Av~nu~ (Pacific Grove) to 
its intersection wi~h 17 Mile Drive Avenue. 

A,ddi tion:ll route in Montel"€'Y: . 

Beginning at the intersection of Del Monte AVenue' 
and Alvarado. Stre~t, thence cast0rly on Del Monte 
Avenue to Tyler Street, southerly along Tyler Street 
to PC:lrl Street, and westerly alone Pearl Street. to 
its intersection with Alvarado Street. 

Between Monterey EnQ~Carmel: 

Route No.4. 
Beginning at this carrier's terminal the intersec
tion of Del Monte Avenue and Tyler Street, thence 
southerly via Tyler Street 7 Munras Avenue and 
Webster Street to Cass Street ,t hence southerly 
along Ca=:s Street and the Coast Highway to Camin,o 
Del Monte 3.t Carmel Woods) thence along Camino Del 
Monte to Carpenter Street in Carmel, thence southerly 
along Carpenter Street to Ocean Avenue, westerly , 
along Ocean Avenue·to Lincoln Street, northerly along 
Lincoln Street to Sixth Avenu.:, thence easterly' to 
the Carmel Terminal at Sixth 'Avenue and: Junipero 
Avenue and return to ,Ocean A ... "CnU0 via Mission St:rcet. 
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I'I.ddi tional rout!2 in Carm(d': 

C.'.lrmel Loop~ Beginning at Carmel Terminal; Sixth 
.wenue and Junipero Avenue,thence along Junipero 
4'\v~nue to Ocean Avenue.; C.:unino fteal, Ninth Avenue ~ 
~\irmel Avenue; Sant.o. Lucio. .wenue; San Carlos 
Street, Seventh Avenuc~ Lincoln Strecti 3ixth 
AVQnuc to point of commencement~ 

Bet".:een Monterey :'in.2 FOort, Qid. Village: 

Route 6 via U~ S~ Naval School and Seaside~ 
Beginning 3t ihe intersection of Del Monte Avenue 
and Tyler 3treet~ thence cnsterly ~long Del Monte 
.';'venue, and Monterey.-Castroyille Highway to Fort 
Ord Village, thence via Fort Ord Villa~~, Noche 
Buena Avenue, Pine Avenue to Montcrey-~astroville 
Highway, thenc\~ returning vi:). Castroville Highw3.Y 
~nd D~l Menta Av~nuc to place of beginning~ 

.\ddi ti onal rout,; in. !JIontere.Y: 

3eginnine at th0 intersection of Fifth Street and 
Sloet J".vcnue (U~S~Nav3l School'),thence along Fifth 
St.reet to Ocean ..... v~nue 1 north.;)rly o.long Ocean ~W';::"lue 
to its inters.ection with Del Monte Avenue~ 

riddi tiona) .r:outc !D. F:;ic ific Grov~: 

Route No.8. 
Bcginning in Pacific Grove 1t For~st ~v0nue o.nd 
Li~hthousc Avenue, th2nce north on Forest ~vcnue 
to Ucean View Boul~vard; thence west nlong Ocean 
View :Soulev:,;I,rd :lnd Jewt~ll J~v(mue to S.;:ventecnth 
5t~eet and ~o~th on Seve~tee~th Street to Ccean 
View Boulevlrd, thenc~ westerly along Ocean. View 
Eoulcv:.ird turning into S,·~a P,llm /.v·::nuc to Ihpple 
.. w.~nuc, thancc north ·'lnd west along Ripple I~v.::-nu.:: 
to Sevcnt8cn Mile Drive, thance south ~long 
Sevent'3en Mile Drive to ... ighthous~ j~venu~, th":11CC 
northw~st o.long Li(:':hthouse Iwr~nU8 to ,1,silorr.ar 
Boulevard ~nd south ~long Asilom~r Boul~vo~d to 
Sinex Aver.u0, th~nc(; C:J.st .11ong 3in(:x .w~nue to 
t\ld~;r Street "lnd north ~'\long ,...ldi~r Strc.at to 
Gibson r\.venu.;, t hence ~~st ·"l.lonF-: Gibson .wenu1!,; to 
Forest Avenu.:), and north :'.llong .For:~st .1.vcnu..;: to 
th8 point of commGncem~nt~ 

Rout 0 No. 9 via Fr~mont Streot.; 
Beginning at the intcrsectiori ot Del Monte Av~nue 
lr.d Tyler Str~c:, MontcrcYj thenc~ south~rly ~long 
Tyler ~trcet to l'o!unras J'l,vcnue; sou~~hclst(~rly on 
::fur.rus to Fr..:mont ;3tr'~0t, ~nd?long Premont Street 
to Hilby ~v0nuc, thence 0asterly on Hilby Avenu~ to 
Noche BU0n~ I~vcnue, thence n6rth on Noche Buena 
:iVp.nU0 to Phoenix .• vunul.!, th'}nce west on Phoenj.x 
;\v~nu~ to Fremont Street., th~nce r(~t'J.rning south\:!rly 
'lnc. westerly ,'.,long Fremont Strcot to point of c:om
mencemcmt. 

-15-



Additional route in Monterey: 

Beginning at the intersection of Fremont Street 
and Airport Road, along Airport Road to U.S'.Naval 
Auxiliary .dr Base and return to Fremont Street via 
same route .. 

4. ,-\pplicant is authorized to t urrl its motor vehicles 

at termini either in the intersections of s,treets 

or by operating around a block contiguous to such 

intersections, provided that municipal traffic 

regulations are observed and complied with.' 

IT IS HEREBY FURTHSR ORDERED that in all ~other respects 

.... pplications Nos. 32790, as amended,. a.nd 33045, as amended, be and 

they are hereby denied .. 

IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that the authority herein 

granted shall expire unless exercised with'in sixty (60) days after 

the effecti vo date, of this order .. 

IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that applicant be and he is 

hareby directed to post and maintain in his vehicles a notice of the 

increased fares and route changes herein authorized. Such notice 

~ha1l be made not less th~n five (5) days prior to the effective 

dat~ of such fares and shall be maintained for a period of not less 

th~n thirty (30) days. 

This order shall become Gffecti vb twenty '( 20) d~LYS after 

the date h~r~of. 

Dated at Srul Francisco) California'; this d d;ay of 

;V:arch, 1952. 

Commissioners' " 
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