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Decision No. 

BEFORE'THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA: '. 

Applic'atlon of METROPOLITAN . COACH 
·LTh'TES, a corporation, for authority 
to replace rail passenger service 
on the Los Angeles-Bellflower rail 
line with motor coach servic~ 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

-------------------------------) ) 
App1icat'ion of METROPOLITAN COACH ) 
LI1~, a corporation, for authority ) 
to replace rail passenger service ) 
on the Los ~~geles-Watts local rail ) 
line with motor coach service. ) 
------------------------------) ) 
Application of METROPOLITAN COACH ) 
LINES, a corporation, for authority ) 
to replace rail passenger service ) 
on the Los Angeles-San Pedro rail ) 
line with motor coach service. ) 
-------------------------------) ) 
Application of METROPOLITAN COACH ) 
LINES, a corporation, for authority ) 
to replace rail passenger service on ) 
the Los Angeles-Long Beach rail line ») 

with motor coach service. 

App11cCltion No. 35134-' 

Applic~tion No. 35'151:; 

Applicc.t1on No. 3530lf. ,. 

Application No. 35407 

(Appearances are set forth in attached 
Append1Y. A.) 

By tho" four applic(\tions herein, as amended, Metropolitan' 

Co~ch Lin0s·proposes'to.substitut0 motor coach for rail servico on 

its four southern, !ines.Those lines emanate from applic~ntts 

torminal at 6th and Main·; Streots in Los Angoles, and go to Watts, 
", I 

Bellflower, Sen·, Pedro ~d long Bench., 

The present. r,'lil p~.sscngor s0rvice is conducted on tr~cks 

and in c~rs And eqUipment which ~ro"owned by the Pacific Electric 

Railway Company and used by applic~nt pursuant to nuthority so to 

do obtained by DeciSion No. ~923, datod August 1+, 1953, in 
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Applicnt10ns Nos. 34249 nnd 34402. Tho Pacific Electric Railway 

Company conduct: froisht opor~t1on3 on all of the lines involved. 
" 

The contemplatc~ motor coach routes generally parallel 

the tracks, although applicant, in addition to these substitutions, 

proposes new motor coach service el~ng Avalon BoUlevard and along 

the tong Beach Freeway. This freeway is not yet comploted, and 

therefore applicant proposes a temporary route along Long Beech 

Boulevard and ~lameda Streets to be used until tho freeway is 

available. 

Public hearings were held in Los Angeles on July 28, in 

Long Beach on July 29, in Compton on July 30, and again in Los Angc1as 

on ~ugust 4, 5, 6, 26 and 27, September 22, 23 and 2~, Novembor 4 

cnd 5, December 8, 9 and 10, 1954, and January 3 and 4, 1955, before 

Examiner Grant E. Syphers, during which time evidence was adduced. 

Or~l argumont before the CommiSSion en banc was held on January 26, 

1955, at Los Angelos, following which the parties were grantod 

permission to file briefs. These briefs now have boen tiled ~nd 

the matter has b~~n submitted. It is roady tor deciSion. 

The appl1cant t s shOWing consisted of testimony from 

vnrious public witnosses, technical witnesses and company officials. 

Tho public witness testimony included statoments trom 1ndividuels, 

roprosentotivcs of civic groups nnd two public opinion surveys, 

one conducted in an area about i milo 1n width along either side ot 

the Pacific Electric tracks between 85th Street ~nd E. l03rd Streot, 

and the second in an area in the vicinity of Floronce Avenuc. In 

substance, th1s public wi tnoss testimc,llY disclosed that certain 

property owners want tho tracks removed, while some residents ~~d 

passengers prefer buses over rail pessongcr service because they 

believe the buses would operato more frequ0ntlY'cmd t\lso providc 
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better ~ervic¢ for the areas concerned. Some were concerned with 

bus f'umes. 

The technical testimony of applicant, and the 25 exhibits 

submitted in connection therewith, set out the background of the 

present operotions~ a physical description of the properties and the 

applicant's reasons for requesting the changes. It was contended 

that the proposed changes will afford the public a better and more 

modern service. The applicant contomplates the purchaso of 100 now 

motor coaehes. Assertedly, this will result in more frequent sched­

ules and allegedly in a more flexible, adva.~tageous and safer 

tr~nsport~tion system. 

Under the terms of a contract which Metropolitan Coach 

tines has with the Pacific Electric ~ilway, covering the use of 

these rail fac11i tics, the pe.rtios arc to negotiate as to rental 

charges to be paid. ~t the present tioe no rental is being charged. 

It nnd when such rcntt!l chargos are made, the operating costs of 

applicant will incroase. 

These rail p~ssengor operations are electriC and are being 

conduct~d on tracks which arc equipped for eloctrical operations. 

However, the Pacific Electric Railway is planning a cocplcto dies"el­

izct10n of its freight operntions. If and when this is accomplished, 

the entire burden of the expense of the electric overhead system 

~ay fall upon applicent. 

In addition to the above reasons, applicant contended it 

was in need of f1n~cial relief and these proposals would help in 

that their ncconplisr~cnt would decrease ann~al expenses and 1ncrensc 

net operating income over that to be expected from tho present 

operations by $883,903, if the contemplated rental chnrgcs arc 

considcx~d, and by $$44,864 if they are not. 
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Tho applicant contended that the use of ml~tor coaches 

presents the only soluti~n and that other types 01" rail equipment, 

such as diesel electric cars, would be t~o costly. Operations on 

the same rails as freight trains a:ssertedly present disadvantages 

and delays. The proposed new buses, an urban type on the Watts line 

and interurban type on the other three lines, will, it was contended, 

better serve the publie. 

In opposition to the proposals there appo2~rod a large 

number of public Witnesses. Soce were individuals, others repre­

sentt'tt1 ves ot chambers of commerce , civic and rolig1.ous groups. In 

general, they stoted that the rail cars proVide more comfortable 

transportation, and in most instances taste·r transportation. V.?rious 

petitions were presented supporting tho contention tha~ the riding 

public prefor rail cars over buses, onc petition containing s1gna­

tures of about 1,200 rail car riders. Some of thesG public witnesses 

stated the proposed bus operations would further congest certain too 

narrow streets which ere already ~vercrowdod. 

Anothor typO of opposition was presented by carriers who 

now cperatc in various arc~s involved in app11cant t s proposal. The 

Barton Hill Bus Line of San Pedro, an intraCity oporator with three 

buses, presented a witness who testified that applicant's proposed 

routing in San Pedro would seriously injure the B~r1=on Hill bUSiness 

and might even force it to retire from the field. Similar testimony 

w~.s presentod on behalf of the Wilmington Bus C.ompal'lY, which operates 

ten buses in tho Wilmington area Wldcr authority of eo certificate 

from this Commission. 

The South Los Angeles Transportation Company, which con­

ducts cporntions in the vicinity ot and along Avalo:n. Boulevard 

southerly of Manchoster Avenue, is a certificated passenger stago 
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corpor~tion opornting 14 busos~ The ,Atkinson Transportatio~ ,Company 

operates in tho vicinity of end along Compton Boulova~d s,ot;ttherly 

of Slnuson Avenue. It has a fleet of 16 buses and its opo~atiens 

aro certificatod. 

The latter two carriors, affiliated through e, comm,on owner­

ship, contended thot the applicant's proposal, particular~.y tho 

op,::')rntion along Avalon Boulevard, constituted an invasion of a 

territory which they have served satisfactorily for 0 number of ye~rs. 

flo s'Ubstnntial part of the business of each consists in providing 

feoder servico to the Mctropolite.n Coach Lines t rail se~1co in,the 

nrca. A reprcsent~tive of these lines testified that appli~antts 

proposal, if offected, would so diluto this f.eeder business that it 

might force these smaller oper?tors out of business. 

The Chief Engineer of the Bure~u of Franchises and Public 

Utilities of the City of Long Beach testified in oPPosition to the 

proposals, particularly ~s they affect that city. He observed that 
.. 

the Long Beach Freewcy, over which operations are contemp~ated, is 
,: ,I •• 

not as yet completed. He presented exhibits (7 to 17 inclus'1ve and 
~ .' t 

22) which, coupled with his testimony, tended t9 show the rail cars 
.. 

generally operate ~n faster schedules tha~ the buses could maintain, 
,.-

~nd are more comfortable for the riding public. This witness esti-

mated the net annual cost of r~il operations in excess of the cost of 

proposed motor coach operations would be $45,877, or less than 3% 

of the applic?nt's tot~,l operati~g costs. 

Representp ti?0S of the qounty of Los Angelos prese~ted 

studies (Exhibits 26 and ~4) to show that certain streets which 

applic~nt proposes to usc for its motor coach operations are inade­

qu~.te to support tbe proposed operCl.tions. Specific~.lly, Graham 

Avenuo between Nadeau and 83rd Streot; 83rd Stroot between Reach 

Street and Graham Avenue; and Graham Avenue between 83rd ~~roet and 

Firestone Boulevard have not sufficient thickness of paving to 

suppor.t the motor co~ches proposed to be used. 
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Similo.rly, a represent~tive of the City of '""Los Angeles 

testified that cert~il'l streets within that city are inadequate 

because the pavement is of insufficient thickness. These streets 

are Holmes i.venue between 55th Street and Slauson Avenue, t-tnd 

Grah~m ~venue between 92nd Street and 97th Street and between 

Century Boulevard and 102nd Street. 

Additionally, the City of Los Angeles presented ~nlb1t It?, 
a tentative resolution of its Boar~ o~ Pub~~e Ut~~~t~os and Tran~­

portation, and Exhibit Sl, whieh is Ordor No. 149 of that Board; 

both of which disapprove applicant's proposals. 

Engineers of tha staff of this Commission presonted 

testimony and exhibits rolative to the proposals herein. Theso 

discloso the starr estimates as to differences in operating results 

which may-be expected if the proposols are effected to be in the 

amount of $579,687 annually i£ epplicant is re~uired to pay rental 

for its rail f~cilities, nnd $240,648 if no rental is charged. 

This testimony furth~r discloses that it is the opinion otthe staff 

engineers that the tracks ~~d electrical transmission facilities can 

be used for at least a.n additional :f'i vc yce.rs with ordina.t7 .. ma1ntc­

n~~co and that the rail equipment is in good mechanical cond1tio~. 

Likewise, the staff presented the results of tosts as to running 

times 'of motor coach equipment as compared' to rail oqu.1pr:ont. 

Generally speaking, these tests disclosed that the rail eq.uipment 

would opernte on a. faster schedule, making allowances for s.pecd 

limits and other tr~ffic factors. 

A summary of all of the evidence presonted in this matt~r, 

biving consideration to the oral argument and the briefs-and 

mQmornnda which have been submitted, loads us to the conclusion, 

3nd-wo now find, that tho proposals in each of the four applicnt!ons 

:hould be denied. The applicant has not met the burden ot proof 
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necessary to justify changes of such a fer-reaching nature as are 

proposed in these applico.tions. We do not ·'tind- that' public'.:conven­

ience and necessity require the substi tution' req,ues~ed. "~ The 'issue 

of 'public' convenience and necessity in this matte~.,has: not.J~een met 

sufficie'ntly to justify the establishment of the operations~~J)ro.posed 

on Ava'lon Boulevard. The Long Beach Freeway is not· completed, and'; 

it would be unwise at this time to authorize operations thereon. ~The 

existing C"arriers in the area, so far as tbis record is concerned,":· 

o.re·providing an ~dequate and satisfnctory service, ~~d there w~s a 

strong pub11c opposition to the substitution. 

The record in this proceeding disclosos that the strc'c'ts 

in certain sections nrc not ~doquatc to support the proposed ~otor 

coach oper~tions. While applic~nt did ofrer to pay p~rt or the cos~s 

of rehab111to.t1ng those streets, there is no showing on this record; 

th~t tho public bodies concerned will improvo those streets or that 

th~y will bear any portion of tho cost. 

The evidence in this record as to the possible rental 

ch~~ges to be paid by app11cent is not definite, and thero is no 

Positive zhowing ~s to whother or not any charges Will be paid, nor 

as to the amount of such charges. While it is true that this record 

does disclose that tho proposed operations would result in some 

fin~ncial benefits to applicant, it does not appear that applicant 

will be in finoncinl distress if it is required to continue the rail 

operations. In Decision No. ~1.ll0dllted February 15, 1955, !----... -------_. __ ._- ..... 
we :!1lthorized a fare increase for this applicant and therein esti-

. mated it would realize t\ rate of return of 7.54% and an operating V .... · 
r~.tio of 96.0%. These estimates o.re based upon the continued '1// -oper~t1on of the rail facilities. 
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Applications ~s above entitled having boon filed, publio 

hearings having boen held thereon, the Commission being tully 

advised in the p~cm1ses, and good cause appearing, 

IT IS ~REBY ORDERED that Applie~t1ons Nos. 35134, 351,1, 
3530~ nnd 35407 be, and e~ch of them hereby is, denied. 

Tho effective date of this order shall bo twenty days 
' • .I. 

artcr the date horoo!. 

Dated at£n &//c;..scq Ca11fornip., 

dl!\yof Ndcv';rl/ 
--~ 

).5 2'% this ___ _ 

CommiSSioners 
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.ll.PPENDIX 1 .. 

I.p-ce:'!rnnces 

W~ldo K. Greiner ~nd James H. Lyons, tor applicant •. 
Henry E. Jord~n, Chief Engineer, for Bureau ot Franchises & 

Public Utilities, City ot Long Beach; Jemes G. Butler, 
City !ttorncy,for City of Compton and compton Chamber of 
Commerce; Robert M. Newell, tor South Los f.~geles 
Transportation Company, Atkinson Transportation Compar~ and 
Wilmington Bus Company; Welford R. Wilson, for Watts 
Cha~ber of Commerce; H. A. Shelley, for Wilmington Bus 
Company; De~n M. Cp.rson, i'or Southern Ci'cies Transit, Inc., 
and Holbrook-Benton Bus Lines; Willi~m H, T. Holden, for 
Pa~Qdena Chapter C~litornia Society of Professional 
Enginoers; IVAn Smith, tor Highland Trans1 t, Inc'.; 
Mrs. Willi:=tm B. Smith, Long Boach, Californ18,,·1n propria 
persona; Harold W. Ke~~cdy, County Counsol, by Lloyd S. 
DAViS, Deputy County Counso~for County ot·Los ~eles; 
Rebert H. Lund, tor Red Cor Committee; George M. Stephenson, 
for S~n Pedro Motor Bus Line; L. C. Pemberton, Chairman of 
Transport~tion Committee of Florence-Firestone Chamber of 
Commerce; also tor Mrs. Faustina Johnson, Secretary-Manager 
of Watts Chamber of Commerce, protestants~ 

Roger Arnebergh, City Att~rney of the City ot Los Angeles, 
Al:'-\n G. C~mpbell, Assi~tant City Attorney, T. M .. Chubb, 
General Man~ger, Robert w. Russell, Assistant General 
M~nager, and C. H. Soothil1, Department of Public Utilities 
Clnd Tr~nsporte.tion of the C1 ty of Los Angeles; Milnor E .. 
Gle~ves, Deputy County Counsel ~nd G. D. McDonald, Traffic 
Engineer, Road Department, County of Los Ar..gclos; C~rl E, 
Fonnem:'-\, for Downtown Business Ments Association of 
Los Angelos; W1l1~rd A. Lee, and Ge~rgo H. Hook, for 
Long Beach Motor Bus COI:lPany; Robert E. Rood George C. 
Radley, R. B. Pegram, Warren P. Marsden, PaUl E'. Overton, by 
?~ul E. Ovort~n, for Stnte ot California, Department of 
Public Works, Division of Highways; John W. Chapm~n, tor 
HolbroOk-Benton Bus Linos, interested parties. 

Rich~rd L. Wells. of Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher and David D. Canning, 
for Los Angeles Transit Lines, as interests mp.y appear. 

A. F. A.gcr, J. t. ?c~rsoh fI.nd H. F. Wiggins., for the Comc.iss1on 
staff. 


