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BEFORE TF.B PUBLIC U!ILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STAXE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Mattor of the Application of ) 
ASBURY RAPm TRANSIT SYSTEM, a corpo- ) 
ration, for authority to abandon a ) 
portion of its Riverside Drive Line; ) 
and for authority to abandon reroute ) 
and extend a portion ot its St. Joseph's) Application No. 35528 
Hospital Line; and for authority to ) 
abandon, reroute and extend its lines ) 
in the viCinity of the Los Angeles ) 
Terc1nal. ) 
-------------------------------) ) 
Application of METRO?OLITA1~ COACH LINES,~ 
~ corporation, for codification of ) 
restriction on its Los Angeles-No~th ) Application No. 3,,73 
Hollywood-Van Nuys via Riverside Drive ) 
Line No. 86. ) 
--------------------------------) ) 
CITY OF GLENDALE, a ~unic1pal corpo- ) 
ration, ) 

) 
Co~plainant, ) 

) 
vs. ) Case No. ;;57 

) 
METROPOLITAN COACH LINES, a corpo- ) 
ration; and ASBURY RAPID TRANSIT ) 
SYSTEM, a corporation, ) 

) 
Defendants. ) 

Rodney F. Wil11~ms and Thomas Arnott, for Asbury 
Rapid Transit Syste~ applicant. . 

Jesse t. Haugh and Dp.le H~rlaq, for Metropolitan 
Coach Lines, applicant. 

Henry McClernan, City Attorney, City of Glendale, 
by John H. L3uten, ASSistant City Attorney, for 
City of Glend~le, complainant in Case ,557 and 
interested party in Application 35528 and 
Applic~tion 35573. 

Archie L. Wr,ltcrs, City Attorney, for City of Burb~~; 
Colonel F. C. Lynch, for Burb~~ Chamber of Commerce; 
T. M. Chubb, Chief Engineer and General Manager, 
Department of Public Uti11ties and Tr~~~ortat1on, 
City of Los Angelos, by Cl~rk H. Stu~; David Cnnning, 
for Los Angeles Tr~~sit Lines; interested parties. 

William F. Hibba~d, Assoc1ate Trensportation Engineor, 
for the Commission's staff. 
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Ql:lli~Ql! 

(1) 
Asbury Rapid Transit System (hereinafter referred to as 

(2) 
Asbury) has authority from this Comoission to route its Los Angeles-
R1verside Drive-Burbank line (V-Route) as follows: 

Commencing at applicant's off-street terminal 
at Eighth, Maple, and Cecilia Streets, thence 
via Ceci11a Street, Eighth Street, Spring Street, 
New High Street, Ord Street, Castelar Street, 
North Figueroa Street, Riverside Drive, Victory 
Boulevard, Victory Place, Empire Avenue to an un-
named stroot just west of Hollywood Way, thence 
north to Union Air Terminal, thence over a private 
street to Hollywood Way, thence via Hollywood Way 
to San Fernando Ro~d, thence via San Fernando Road 
to San Fernnndo; return Via. reverse ot the going 
route to the intersoction of New High Stroet and 
Sunset Boulev::lrd~ thence via Sunset Boulevard, 
Los Angelos Street, Ninth Street, Santee Street, 
Eighth Street to applicant t s terminal at the 
intersection of Eighth Street and Maple Avenue. 
The foregoing authority is subject to the following 

(3) 
restrictions: 

(2) 

No passengers shall be carried locally between 
applicant's Los Angeles terminal at Eighth Stroet 
and Maplo Avenue and the intersection of Riverside 
DrivD and Victory Boulovard (Glendale-Los Angelos 
city limits), provided, however, that passengers 
may be picked up nnd distributed at: 

(a) The main cntr.:lnce to the fcdara1 housing 
project locatod south ~d west of Riverside 
Drive at or ncar the Nation~ Guard airport 
in the City of Los Angeles, and 

M0tropolitan Co~ch Lines has authority from this Commission to 
~cquire all stock of Asbury Rap1d Transit System, Decision 
No. 50285, datod July 20, 1954, in Application No. 3557~. 
Decision No. 33690, d~ted December 3, 1940, in Application 
No. 23685. Los t~eles terminus routes arc described in 
Decision No .. 40982, dated December 1, 1'9*7, in Application 
No. 288$0; Decision No. 44783, dnted September 111 19$0, in 
Application No. 31727; and Decision No. ~9274, dated 
November 3, 1953, in Application No. 34835. 
Decision No. 41263, dated March 2, 1948, in Fourth Supple-
mental Application No. 23685. 
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(b) The intersection of Riverside Drive and 
Los Feliz Boulevard in the City of Los Angeles 

regardless of their origin or destination. 

In conjunction with the foregoing described line, appli-

cant has authority to operate via Olive Avenue (in Burbank) between 
(l.t) 

Victory Boulevard and San Fernando Road. 

By Application No.·3"28, Asbury requests authority (1) to 
abandon service via that portion ot the Los Angeles-Riverside Drive-

Burbank line between its Los Angeles terminal and the intersection 

of Empire Avenue and Lincoln street in Burbank, (2) to abandon 
serv1ce over the extension of th1s line ~long Olive Avenue between 

Vietory Boulevard and San Fernando Ro~d, and (3) ~o abandon service 

through its tercinus at Eighth and Cecilia -Streets, and 1n lieu 

thereof to operate from the intersection of Eighth stroet and 

Los Angeles Street via Los Angeles Street, Eleventh Street, Main 

Street and Spring Street to Eighth Street. Between Eighth Street 

and Sunset Boulevard the north and south routes will be the same as 
at present. 

Asbury also renders service in Burbank between St. Joseph's 
(5) 

Hospital and tho int~rsection of Olive Avenue and San Fernando Road 

via Buena Vista Stroet, J~ameda hvenue, Lake Street, Verdugo Avenue, 

and S~n Fernando Ro~d to Olive Avenue. 

It requests th~t it be given ~uthority to reroute a 

portion of this line from the inters~ction of Victory Boulevard 

and Alameda Avenue Vi~ Victory Boulevard and V~r~ugo ilVJenue to 
~iko Street in lieu or v~~ Alaoodo Avenuo and Lnko Street to-

Verdugo AvenuG. 
(4) DeciSion No. 499~7, dated Aprl1 20, 19~, in Application 

No. 30638, 7th Supplemental. 

(5) Decision No. 4994-7, dated April 20, 1954, in J.pplication 
No. 30638, 7th Supplemental. 
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(6) 
Metropolitan Coach Lines (hereinafter referred to as 

Metropolitan) operates its Los l~geles-North Hollywood-Van Nuys line, 
Route No. 86, as follo ... :s: 

From the terminal between ~th and Sth Streets on 
Olive Street (Los l~eles), thence via Olive Streat, 
5th Street, Figueroa StreGt, Riverside Drive, 
Lankershim Boulovard, Oxnard Stroet, Wh1ts~tt Lvenue, 
Victory Boulevard, Van Nuys Boulovard, Osborne Street, 
Woodman Avenue, Chase Street to Van Nuys Boulevard, 
returning via the reverse of the going route to 
Figueroa Street and 5th Stroet (Los Angelos), thence 
via Figueroa Stroot, 6th Street, nnd Olive S~reot to 
the Los Angelos termin~1.(7) 

The foregoing ~uthority 1s subject to the following 
(8) 

restrictions: 
(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

Passengers shall not be handled locally between the 
terminus ot: the line in Los .Li.ngeles and the inter-
section of Riverside Drive and Y~in Stroet, Burbank, 
both pOints inclusive, including intermediate points. 

Passengers shall not be h~ndled locally along 
Riverside Drive, between Buene Vista Street and 
Cartwright Avenue, both pOints inclusive, including 
intermedinte points. 

Passengers shall not bo hnndlcd to or trom pOints 
along Rivorside Drive between Cartwright ~venue and 
Biloxi tvenue, both pOints inclusive, on the one; hend, 
to or from pOints ~long ~~ershim Boulevard between 
M..~gnolia Boulcvo.rd and Burbo.nk Boulevard, both pOints 
inclusive, on the other hand. 

Prrssengers ~d express m~y not be received or dis-
charged ~long f~royo Seco Freeway (North F1gucrc~ 
Street) between Riverside Drive ~d Llpine Stroot. 

(6) Metropolitnn Coach Lines is the successor to P~cif1c Electric 
Rai1woy Companyfs p~ssengor rights, Dcc1si~n No. 48923, dctad 
tugust ~, 1953, in Lpplic~tion No. 34249. 

(7) DeciSion No. 46471, d~ted Nove~bcr 27, 1951, in ~pplic~tion 
No. 32443, ns ncenc.ed by DeCision No. 47974, dated November 2" 
1952, in Applicction No. 33638. 

(8) Decision No. ~882, dated July 28, 1953, in ~pplication 
No. 3~384. Restriction No. (~) is in Decision No. 46~71 
referred to in footnote 7 supra. 
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By Applicntion No. 35573 Metropolitcn requests that the 

restrictions on Line No. 86 be modified to re~d crs follows, ~d th~t 

the request be considered concurrently with the epplic~t1on of 
Asbury referred to above: 

(1) P~ssengers shell not be h~ndled locclly between the 
terminus of the line in Los Angeles and the intQr-
section of Riverside Drive ~nd Ryperion Avcnue,~~) 
both pOints inclusive. 

(2) P~sengers mcy not be received or d1schnrgcd in the 
tully oper~tod portion of the Arroyo Soco Frccwuy 
(North Figueroa Street) between Riverside Drive and 
Alpine stree·t. 

The City of G1endalo filed the petition in Case No. 5557 
requesting that Metropolitan's existing restriction No.1 referred 

to above be modified to rced as follows: 

(1) Passengers shall not be handled locally between 
the terminus of the line in Los Angeles and the 
intersection of Riverside Drive end Forest Lawn 
Drive, both points inclusive, including intermediate 
points. 

The three matters were consolid~tcd for he~ring, ~nd n 

public hcnring thereon w~s held in Los Angeles on August 18, 19$4, 

before Exnminor Kent C. Rogers, evidence wos presented and the 

Q~ttcr was submitted, subject to the filing of Exhibit No.8. 
exhibit h~s been filed ~nd the Clatt¢r is :re~dy for decision. 

tsbury's attorney stntod that notice of the he~ring before the 

Bonrd of Public Utilities ~d Trnnsport~tion of the City o~ 
Los l~goles w~s posted in the buses (Exhibit No.1) and thcra 
were no ~ppcnrnnccs therc~t by public witnesses. 

This 

-

(9) Changed at the he~ing from Los Feliz Boulev~rd to enablo 
Metropolitan ~~d Los Angeles Tr~sit Lines to exchange tr~sfer 
privileges ~t the intersection of Riverside Drive and Los Feliz 
Boulevard. 
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Concerning Asbury's request for authority to reroute its 

Los Angeles terminal loop, the evidence shows that this proposal 

will eliminate several hazardous turns ~~d will allow Lsbury to save 
approximately $1,100 per month terminal expense. No stops will be 

m~de south of Eighth Street in either direction~ The City of 

Los Angeles has provided a red zone on 11th Street for applicant's 

use. This is a minor rerouting and it docs not appear to be adverse 

to the public interest. It will be authorized. 

Concerning Asbury's request for authority to reroute its 
service in Burbank via Victory BOulevard between !~amcda Avonue and 

Verdugo Avenue instead of ~long Leko Street betweon these two cross 

streots, it appears that the proposed routing is safer than the 

existing route and that it is not over ono-quarter of ~ mile there-

from. This is a minor rerouting and it does not appear to be adverse 
to the public interest. It will be authorized. 

The rocord herein ~nd tho files of this COmmission show 

the facts hereinatter set forth concerning Asbury's request for 
Guthority to abandon service. 

[~bury provides service via two brnnches on its V-Route. 
One branch operates from the downtown Los Angeles terminal on 8th 

street via Riverside Drive, Victory Boulev~rd, Victory Placo and 
Empiro Lvonue to the Lockheed A1r Term1n~1 and return. Two morning 

and two afternoon trips in e~ch direction oporate over this branch. 

1_~ addit10nnl ten schedules per day arc routed vie Riverside Drive 

and Victory Boulevard to Olive Avenue ~t which point they turn ecst 

to S~n Ferncndo Rond. On S~ Fern~do Road, npplicnnt opcr~tes 

numerous schedulos per do.y between los Angeles and the LoCkheed 

?lnnt, nnd other dest1n~tions including S~ Forncndo. In December, 

1940, the Riverside Drive-Victory Boulcvcrd service wns 8utho~ized. 

In Lpril, 19~, the servico vi~ Olive ~venue between Victory Boulcv~~d 
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~nd S~~ Fcrn~do Ro~d w~s nuthorizod. In 1947 Rodger Young Village 

(referred to in restriction (a) in Decision No. 41263) was completed 

and thereafter acquired about 5,000 residents. Asbury was then per-

mitted to serve thnt point. The villnge h~~ since been abandoned. 

Since January, 1952, l~buryts revenue over the portions of the line 

it here seeks to abandon has decre~sed from ~pproximately $7,000 per 

month to approx1mate1y $3,000 per month in Juno, 19~, 2.lthough 
f~res have been increased. The total number of passengers carried 

hns decreased from 32,749 in Jo.nu~ry, 1952, to 8,81~ in June, 19$4, 

~d tho passengers per mile have docre~scd from 1.71 to .94. During 

the same period, applicant has docroesed its services. The revenue 

per milo h~s dccro~scd fro~ 35., cents to 29.3 cents despite the 
fere increases. Appliccnt claics to have lost 73 per cent of the 

passengers on the line in question Since 1952. App1icant t s out-of-

pocket costs of operating tho line are allegedly 38.448 cents per 
mile. 

Exhibit No. 8 herein shows other !~bur,y services in tho 

cre~ which, it is cl~imed, could serve the patrons if the abandon-

ment were authorized, ~s well ns th~ f~es now p~id by the p~trons 

nnd those they would be reqUired to pay. Pesscngers using the 

remaining services between Western Avenue (in Burbnnk) and pOints 

south thereof and Los :~cles Will pay lower fa:es thnn at present; 

pcsscngors using the services between the Lockhoed Pl~t, and pOints 

north thereof, and Los l~geles will pny the S~e f~re as at present; 

and all passengers to or from points intermediate to the Lockheed 
Plnnt ~~d Western 4vcnue will be required to pay from 8 to 15 cents 
more in each direction. It ~ppenrs obvious thnt additional time 

will be required as the remnining service to Los Angeles will be via 

Snn Fernando Rood which is ~pproximately one mi~o cast of Riverside 
Drive-Victory Boulevard. 
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Exhibit No. 6 is a passenger destinntion check msde by 
~pp11c~nt on June 17, 19~. It shows n total or 188 passengers 

uSlng the ~~ne ~n quest~on on th~t day. k check or th~s exh~b~t 

~g~inst the map on Exhibit No. 8 shows approximately 7, p~ssengers 
(excluding those who deb~rkcd ot Olive ~d Snn Fernando Ro~d ~~d 

would bo sorvod by tho S~n Fcrn~do Ro~d ~1nG) who would be ro~u1rcd 

to p~y incrensed teres of from 16 to 30 cents pGr ~~y for services 
in the event the ~pplicat10n wore gr~tcd. This is in addition to 

incroasod time in trnns1t nccess1t~ted by the tr~vol on a connecting 

line. Asbury has not offered to provide free trnnsfers so thet the 
riders could usc the 5nn Fcrnnndo Ro~d serv1ces without paying an 
extra loc~l faro. 

!~bury has given the Commission no evidence concerning 
its over-all results of operntion or 1ts t1n~nc1nl picture. There 

is, therefore, nothing in the record to show th~t the cont1n~tion 

of this needed sorvice (soe Exhibits Nos. 6 ~d 7 tor p~ssengors 
s~rved) will be suff1ciently dotr1ment~1 to tho npplic~nt to 

jcop~rd1ze its existence. This Cocmission recognizes the fact thnt 

m~ c~rriors which undert~e to serve ~ lnrge ure~, ns this ~pp11-

c~t docs, must, in order to ndequetely serve the public, opcrntc 

some lines at a loss. l~buryfs requost tor ~uthority to ab~don 

service will, therefore, be donied at this time. It in the futuro 

hsbury see~ tit to present to this COccission 1ts over-all picture, 

~nd such picture shows thnt the operation of the service in question 
is jeopDrdizing Asbury's over-all operations, a new ~pplicat1on may 

be t1led. We are of the opinion thct ~pp11cant would bo woll ~dvised 

to formUlate some pl~ of issuing transfers between its various linos 
whereby no fnra increcse woUld resUlt for service to end trom 

Los l~golcs if the Victory Boulovnrd servicos wero abcndoned. In 
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the meantime, Asbury is directed to not curtail service on its 

V-Route without express ttUthor1ty from this Cocmission. 

As we are de~ing Asbury's re~uest tor nuthority to 

abandon service and Metropolitan's restrictions are being revised 

to comply With the requests of the City of Glendale, the latter's 
complaint will be dism1ssed D 

Concerning Metropolitan r S r€:quest for authority to remove 

restrictions (2) and (3) referred to above, the evidence shows that 

they were imposed tor the purpose of protecting various lines of 

Asbury. Asbury's representative and Metropolitan's representative 

(Hotropolitan hEls authority from this COmmission to acquire Asbury's 

stock) ~grced th~t theso restrictions be re~ovcd. 

The COmmission having fully considered tho matter is of 

the opinion and finds th~t the removnl of restrictions (2) ~~d (3) 

on Route No. 86 as set forth in Decision No. 48882 is not adverse 

to the public interest, ~d will bo authorized. 

o R D E R - - -- .... 

A public hearing having been hold, evidence presented, 
the matter submitted, ~d tho COmmiSSion having made the findings 

set forth in its ordor herOin, nnd, based upon s~id findings, 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED: 

(1) That the compl~1nt of tho City of Glend~lc in Case 
No. 5557 be and tho s~c hereby is dismissed. 

(2) Th~t the descript10n or Asbury Tr~sit Lines' 

Los Angelos terminus, ccnt~incd in D~cision No. 40982 as amended 

by DeCision No. ~783 ~d DeciSion No. 49274, is nmcnded to ro~d 
as follows: 
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Inbound: 

From the intersection of New High St·reet, Spring 
Street and Sunset Boulevard, via Sunset Boulevard, 
Los Angel~s Street and Eleventh Street to an 
on-street parking zone on Eleventh Street between 
Los ~geles Street and Main'Street. 

Outbound: 

Via Elev~~th Street, Main Street and Spring Street 
to t:he intersection of New High Street, Spring Strect 
. ~n,d.." .~~ e,~"Bou1evard • 

(3) That the route dc-scription of Asbury Transit Linos. 
St. Joseph's Hospital line contained 1n ordcring paragraph 2 (b)(2) 

of the order of Decision No. 49947, dated ~pril 20, 1954, in Lpplica-

tion No. 30638 (Seventh Supplemental) is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 

COmI:lencing at the grounds of the St.;J'osephls 
Hospital at Buena Vista St~ect, Buena Vista 
Stroet to Alameda Avenue, l~amcda ~venue to 
Victory Boulevard, Victory Boulevard to 
V~rdugo ~vonuc, Verdugo Avenue to San Fcrnando 
Road, San Fernando Road to intersection of 
Olivo Avonue and S~ Fernando Road, and return 
via the reverse of the going route. 

Applicant shall post plainly visiblo notices advising the 
public of tho ch~ge in routing herein authorized at ell stops used 

on the line ~bove described and on ell buses used thereon at least 

fiv~ days prior to said change in routing, ond keep s~id notices 
continuously posted until the ch~~gc is accomplished. 

(4) Thnt the service restrictions on Metropo11te~ Coach 

Lines' Route No. 86 cont~ined in p~r~groph (4)(e) ~nd p~ge 21 of 

AppendiX A, both in Decision No. 46471 d~ted Novembor 27, 19,1, in 

Applic~tion No. 324>+3-, ~s rullended by DeciSion No. lf8882, d~ted 

July 28, 1953, in App11c~tion No. 34384, ~e ~endod to reed ~s 
follows: 

1. Passengers shall not be handled loc~lly 
between the terminus of the line in 
Los ~~e1es ~d the intersection of 
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2. 

• 
Riverside Drive and Hyperion ~venue both 
pOints 1nclusive, including intermediete 
pOints. 

P~ssengers~ b~gg~ge, and express m~y not 
be rece1ve~ or discharged on ~oyo Seco 
Freeway (north F1guero~ Street) between 
Riverside Drive and Alpine Street. 

(5) Th~t except as herein specifically grcnted, Applicnt10n 
No. 35528 (Asbury) ~d tpplicnt10n No. 35;73 (Metropolit~) ~re 
denied.' 

The effective dritc of this order sh~l1 be twenty d~ys 
~tcr tho d~t~ hereof. 

___ SlUl_ffl_n_Cl:_'sc_o __ , C,,-11forn1a, this 

Commissioners 

Ray E. Ur:~e~einer 
Co=:::~ ~S: O~~:" ...................................... boiDg 
noceD~ari:y ~~3C~~. d1~ not ,~rtlei~atG 
i~ tho d!s~ositi~~ vf this pro~oedi~~ 
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