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Decision No. 48417 

BEFORE THE pustIC UTIrJITIES COMl-!ISSION OF TEE STATE OF CP.LIFORNIA 

In the Yatter of the A~plication of ) 
PASADENA CITY LI~~S, INC. requesting) 
authority to reroute and extend a ) 
portion of its Color.ado Street ) 
Route No.1. ) 

Application No. 33723 

Dunlap, Holmes, Ross & v!oodson by John ~.!. Holmes, 
for applicant. Robcrt E. Mich::tlsk:!., attorney, and 
Cl~r(!lnc~ A. lI/inde'!.'", for City 01' P~sadcna, .T. Robert 
Mc~erve, for Hastings R~nch Company, and \IJ.'lrrcn Dorn, 
interested ~artie$; Zilpha Riley, John c. Yate~, Mild-red 
'Philli'Os, F. A. Roehrig, Christy Vorrn, Lrm1sc R. Hooker, ,.. 
and MRY Cnptnin, protestants. 

OPINION AND ORDER ON REHEARINC 

By DeciSion No. 47942, dated Novemoer 18, 1952, on 

Application No. 33723, this Commission. authorized applicant (1) 

to extend its Daisy Avenue branch of the Colorado Street Route rio .. 

1 from the intersection of Daisy Avenue and Foothill Boulevard 

along Foothill Boulevard And Hastings Ranch Road to the Alegria 

Street tcrminu~, an ~dd1tion~1 distance of approximately 2-1/2 

oiles, and (2) denied authority to abandon s~rvice betweon the 

intersection of Daisy Avenue and Foothill Boulevard and its present 

terminuz on Villa Street, a dist~ncc of approximately 1/3 of a 

mile. 

On December 6, 1952, upplic~nt filed a petition for re­

consideration of that portion of th~ o~der in DeCision No. 47942 

which denied authority to a~andon pa~senger service north of 

Foothill Boulevard. 

On J~nuary 13, :953, the ~ornmission ordcrodthe matter 

reopcned for further hearing for the purpose of determining whether 

ordering paragraph No. (3) of Decision No. 47942, denying authority 

to .lbandon service between the J.n'terscction of Daisy Avenue and 
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Foothill Boulcvard, via Daisy Avenue, Villa Street, Mercedes 

Street ~nd Daisy Avenue to its interzcction with Foothill Boulc­

v~rd, should be altered or amended. 

A public rehearing was held in Pasadena, californi~, on 

Y~rch 6, 1953, before Examiner Chiesa. Evidence, oral and 

documcnto.ry, baving b~Cln adduced, the nU:ltter "!a.~ .n.ga1n suomi tted 

for decision. 

At the rehearing ~pplicant c~11ed three public witnosses, 

residents of the H~stings Ranch ~rea. ~wo of the witnesses stated 

that continued operation of the Daisy Avenue loop (a distance of 

.7 miles) would be an inconvenience to them and might adversely 

affect patronage along the proposed extension along Foothill' 

30ulev~rd and Hastings Rnnch Road. The other W1tne~s, president 

of the Hastings Ranch ?ropc::'ty O,.;ners r ASSOCiation, t¢sti,ficd" 

that the propert::t owners he represented wo.ntcd the service with or 

without the Daisy loop operation, although eliminntio~ of,tho'loop 

seemed desir~blc. 

Applic~ntrs superintendent of transport~tion ~gain,took 
I.· ,I. • 

the stnnd to testify in support of applicant's pozition that 
.4' • '''. • ,., • 

discontinu~ncc or tho Daisy Avenue loop zcrvice is justified 
.... , upon 

, . 
the grounds of (1) l~ck of p~tronage, (2) cost of oper~ti~n, ~nd 

(3) public inconvenience to patrons expected to oe served along 

the proposed extension. 

" There is no substanti~l evidence to support ~pplicant~s . . " . 
position. The entire loop proposed :to 'be n.b~ndoncd is .. ,~nly .7 

miles in length, the farthest point "being appr~x1matcly .3 miles . ' .. , 

north of Foothill Boulevc-t;d along which the ~ew service would 
, , 

opC?ra to • Und~r ordinary ope:r:a ting conditions the running" time -tor' 

tho loop operation is bctween four and ;f:tvc '~1nutcs. Most of "the " ' 
" , 

p:ltrons on the Daisy-loop 'b~ard a.nd alight .'),t the terminal stOPI • ,,' 

. '., . 

", . : t 

, ' 
. ' 
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on V111n Street (Exhibit No. 28), indic~t1ng t~t they reside 

beyond tho f~rthest point served. The latest p~s$engcr checks 

(Exhibits Nos. 24, 2" 26 nnd 27) show t~~t for tho twenty d~ys 

shown (including three So. turdnys ::.nd three S1J.ndo.ys.), 801 pc.sscngers 

.llighted and 908 p~~sengcrs bo:?rdcd npplicant I s buses ~long thllt 

portion of the loop north of Foothill Boulevard.. This is an c.vero.gc 

of 40 po.sscngers·~cr day outboUDd and 4, p~ss0ng0rs pcr d~y 

inbound.. During said twonty days npplicant opcr~tcd 16 round 

trips daily except on Sundays, when 9 round trips were operated, 

or a tot:lJ. of 299 round. trips. 

Assumine that ~ll of the 1,709 passengers were riding 

for R minimu~ token f~rc of 7-1/2 cents (tho fare is 10 cents cash, 

two tokens for 15" cents), the rcv~nuc o.ttributablc to the loop 

po.ssengors is ~128 .17 for s:lid period. Considering o.n .'lllogod 

oper~ting cost of 42 cents per bus milo, and .7 miles per round 
(1) 

trip, the 299 round trips would show ~n oper~ting cost of $87.90 . . 
No evidence was presented which shows that the company is operating 

nt a loss nor th~t tho entire Dnisy Avenue lin~ of its Colorado 

Stroet Route No~ 1 is not profitablo. 

Ho~rcvcr, the eVidence docs show ~hnt thQ grc[l.tcst 

number of inoound passengers board npp1ic~nt's bus on three of the 

I~arly-morning 'schedules, and th~t most outbound pt".ssengers usc the 

s~rvice in the l~te ~ftcrnoon. If tho H~stings P~nch ~arvice is 

cst~blishcd, ~Dd the DCi37 ~veDue loop ret~ined, a revised schedule 

for the latter area seems justified. The evidence also indicates 

(1) It is to be noted that in ~rriving at these income and e~pense 
figures .Zl, p0r mile cost of 42 cents and 0.. minimum £:).1'0 of 
7-1/2 cents for all passengers is used. The cost por bus 
mile of operation seems high for this line 0.0C!. W::J.:i not 
supported by operating clo.tCL. Also, it is not unre.~zona'bJ,(,1 to 
·lssume th.') t some passengers pny the straigl'lt lO-ccnt c.'l$h 
~~rc Which would show tho 1(")01' opel'f.l.tion to be even more 
prof1t.:blc .. 
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th~t a rerouting along Villa Street and Eaton Ro~d woul~ b~ 

dcsir~blc not on11 for the Daisy Avenue patrons but for the comp~ny 

as well. Such rerouting, however, cannot be $.uthorizcd in thiz 

proceeding. 

~vc arc not impressed, upon the evidence in this record, ' 

with the position taken by both the comp~ny ~nd some of its 

prospective patrons t~~t.the continued service to Villa.Street 

would mnteri~lly inconvenience the p~sscngers nor adv~rscly affect 

applic~nt's r~VcnUC$. That a matter of four to five minutes 

addition~l riding time, for persons who do not now have any scrvj.cc, 

would be 0. serious deterrent is doubtful. v,fo arc not unmindful 
. 

that bus linos should be operated in such m~nner as to furnish the 

best service to the grc~tcst number of people, and that a direct 

service is usually prcrer~blc. However, under the circumstances 

presented in this proceeding, wC'~rc unable to s~y thct thc 

prospective p~sscngcrs would be inconvenienced, by the short 

deviation, to such an extent ~s to justify ~ withdr~w~l or service 

from other patrons. 

Applic~nt ~lso cont~nds thnt the proposed service with 

retention of the D~isy Avenue loop would reqUire one oddition~l 

bus. The evidence clearly shows that one ~dditional bus will be 

required ~~th or without said loop oper~tion, ~s the additicn~l 

distance to be tro.v~lcd is in cxcess of two miles. (Exhibit No. 

29). We arc not ~atisricd upon tho shOwing made in this record 

th~t service ~long the Dai~y Avenue loop would.require two 

addition~l buses. 

The protestants ~nd others testified that obandcnm~nt 

of the Daisy Avenue loop would causc gr~at inconvenience to them 

and many oth~rs.who now usc said line, that most of tho passengers 

boarding and alighting at the Vil13 Street terminal live' northerly 
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and c~stcrly of 5aid terminus and tCk~t there is no other convenient 

public tr~nsportation available to and from the PasCl.dcna business 

area. 

We have carefully revic~cd the evidence presented ~t the 

original hearing together with the evidence submitted ~t the 

rche~ring ~nd we are unable to find that the proposed abandonment 

of the D~isy Avenue loop would be in the general public interest, 

nor that its retention would adversely ~rfcct applicant's income 

or schedules. Our previous order will be affirmed. 

A rchc~ring having been held in the above-entitled 

proceeding, the Commission being fully advised in the premises, and 

good cause appearing, 

IT IS ORDERED that the Order in Decision No. 47942, dated 

November 18, 1952, on Applic~tion.No. 33723, be, ~nd the same 

hereby is, affirmed. 

The effective date of this order s~~ll be twenty days 

after the date hereof. 
f7.,-. , 

Da ted 0. t -.~ ___ ""' ........ _J ...;;/"'; ___ - .... -....;.-~ ......... ./'_-.,.;;-__ ,-;,..., California, this 

day of '7??.- . .- ./ , 1953. 

Commissicn.:rs 
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