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r:::.')(""Il"~ Decision No. ~.;-o .. > 
OIUGilll 

BEFORE TEE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFOrtNIA 

In the Matter of the Application of ) 
Paeific Greyhound Lineal a corporation, ) 
for an order authorizing increases in )) 
commutation fares in Marin County 
service. ) 

-------------------------------) ) 
In the Matter of the Application of ) 
Pacific Greyhound Line~) a corporation, ) 
for an order authorizing increases in ) 
commutation fares in Sonoma County ) 
service. ~ 

--------) 
In the Matter of the Application of 
Pacific Greyhound Lines, a corporation, 
for an order authorizing increases in 
certain fares applicable to its 
Peninsula service. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

-----------------------------) 
In the Matter of the Application of ~ 
Pacific Greyhound Lines, a corporation, ) 
for authority to increase certain ) 
fares for service between Long Beach, ) 
Santa Monica and intermediate pOints. ) 
------) 

Application No. 34362 . 
As Amended 
(Rehearing) . 

Application No. 34363,' 
AS Amended 
(Rehearing) 

Application No. 36532 

Applieation No. 36,$1 
As Amended 

A.ppearances (See attached Appendix "E") , 

OPI1~ION -------

On May 31, 1955, the Commission issued its order granting 

rehearing in Applications Nos. 34362 and 34363. In Application 

No. 34362 applicant has requested authorization to establish 

individual 20-ride commutation fares for the l~.arin County service 

based upon 90 per cent of the one-way fares. In Applic&tion 

No. 34363 applicant has requested authorization to establish 

individual 20-ride commutation fares for the Sonoma County service 

based upon 75 per cent of the one-way fares. By Decision No. 50747, 

issued November 4, 1954, this Commission authorized applicant to 

establish individual 20-ride commutation fares for its I~arin and 
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Sonoma County service at specific rates at a lower level than 

requested. The Commission at that time estimated that the 

authorized fares would produce about one third of the revenue 

increase requested. The further hearings on these two applica­

tions were held before Commissioner Matthew J. Dooley and Examiner 

Wilson E. Cline at San Francisco on July 27J 2S and 29 and August ), 

1955. Briefs on rehearing were filed on August 17, 1955, by 

applicant and 01 the Marin County Federation of Commuter Clubs, 

at which time these matters were taken under submission. 

Sy Application No. 36532 filed December $, 1954, appli­

cant Pacific Greyhound Lines seeks authority to cancel its present 

commutation fares for its Peninsula service and to issue in lieu 

thereof 20-ride commutation fares based upon 65 per cent of the 

one-way fares. Public hearings on this application were held . 
before Commissioner Dooley and Examiner Cline at San Francisco on 

Ivlay 1$, 19, 20 and 27, and June 1, 1955. 

On Dee~ber 21, 1954, applicant PaCific Greyhound Lines 

filed Application No. 365Sl. By this application applicant 

proposed to cancel its present one-way and round-trip fares between 

Long Beach and Santa Monica and intermediate points and to publish 

in lieutl2reof one-way fares which are 10 cents higher than the 

present fares except that the proposed minimum fares will be 

20 cents instead of the present 15 cents. It is also proposed 

that round-trip fares will be double the one-way fare instead of 

1$0 per cent of the one-way fare. Applicant presently has in 

effect 10-ride adult commutation fares, 30-ride adult commutation 

fares and 40-ride school commutation fares between certain points 

in the area between Long Beach and Santa Monica. Applicant 

proposes to cancel these commutation fares and in lieu thereof to 

establish the following: (a) 20-ride adult commutation fares on 
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the basis of 20 times 65 per cent of the one-way fares, subject 

to a minimum fare of ~4.00; (b) 20-ride school fares on the basis 

of 50 per cent of the one-way fare, subject to a minimum fare of 

$4.00. The 20-ride books would be valid during the calendar 

month in which sold and during the next succeeding calendar month. 

Public hearing was :~ld on this application in Long Beach on 

June 6, 1955, before Commissioner Hardy and Examiner Cline. 

Pursuan~ ~o an understanding at this hearing applicant filed an 

amendment. to Application No. 36581 on June 14, 1955. This amend­

ment amends the original application in three respects: (1) In 

lieu of the proposed 20-ride school commute fares which,were. based 

on twenty times 50 per cent of the proposed one-way fares, subject 

to a minimum 20-ride fare of $4.00, applicant proposes to publish 

20-ride school fares based on twenty times the cost per ride of 

the 40-ride school £are~ presently published, subject to a minimum 

20-ride fare of $2.00. (2) Applicant requests authority to 

eliminate the fare pOints of West Los Angeles und Westwood Village 

from its Local Passenger Tariff No. L-442-C, Cnl. P.U.C. No. 1020, 

and from its Local Passenger Tariff No. L-427-A, Cal. P.U.C. No. 924, 

and its Interdivision and Joint Passenger Tariff No. 428-B, Cal. 

P.U.C. No. 935. Applicant states that said two fare points should 

have been canceled from said tarif£s when applicant discontinued 

service between Santa Monica and San Fernando, in accordance with 

Decision No. 50596 of the Public Utilities Commission o£ 

Sept~mber 28 1 1954, in Application No. 35475. (3) In order to 

avoid ~he nece~s1ty of seeking any deviations from ~he long- and 

short-haul clause so that the fares proposed may be put into effect, 

applicant amended its application by changing the proposed one-way 

fare between E1 Segundo and Long Beach from 75 cents to 70 cents 

and the proposed round-trip fare between E1 Segundo and Long Beach 

from $1.50 to $1.30 and between Santa r~onica and Long Beach from 

$1.90 to $1.80. 
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Oral argument on Applications Nos. 36532 and 365$1 was 

held before the Commission en banc and Examiner Cline on Tuesday, 

June 21, 1955, at which time these matters were taken under 

submission. 

Although only Applications Nos. 34362 and 34363 were 

consolidated for hearingl all thQ above matters are consolidated 

for decision. 

The following tabulat.ions of estimated results 0,( 

operations of Pacific Greyhound Lines under present and prOl?Osed 

fares for local services between San Francisco and points in 

Marin County and Sonoma County for the 12-month period ending 

Jw.e 30, 1956, are taken from Exhibits Nos. R-4, R-10, and Flt-13 

in evidence in Applications Nos. 34362 and 34363. 

Present Fares 

Marin Coun~ Sonoma County 
Commlssion Commission 

Revenue 
Applicant Engineer Applicant Engineer 

Passenger $1,360,100 $1,383,500 $344>300 $349 700 Other 2J~~OO 2212QO 111~OO 11:~OO Total $1,384, 00 ~1,407,40~ $355 , 00 $361,00 ' 
OEeratin~ E~enses 

Equip. aintenance 
$ and Garage 192,400 $ 176,500 $ 67;200 $ 62,500 Transportation 895,200 875,500 155,400 154,900 Station 95,;00 95,500 46,400 46,200 Traffic 40,;00 47,000 12;300 10;,800 

Insurance and Safety 97,200 90,100 25,400 24,000 
Admin. and Ge~era1 125,400 119,500 29,000 27,700 
Depreciation 103,200 . 67,900 20:,700 15,400 Operating Taxes Jml lM~~~ 3~.2gg J:ll Oper. Rents (net) dao-cr) Total ~l ' ) , , ~!,"I~:-

Operating Income $ "fi, 500) $ (305,300) $(28,600) $ (9.100) Income faxes 
Net Income • - - - -Rate Base $ 942 , 900 $ , $42,700 $177,800 $16;,000 ttate or tteturn - - - -OEeratins ~at:l..o 122.5% 114.6% 108.0% 102.5% Bus Miles Operated 2,721,900 2,731,087 852,300 S~.3,g16, 

(tted Figure) 
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Comm ssion 

Revenue 
~assenger 
Other 

Total 

Applicant Engineer 

0Eerating EMienses 
quipment ainte­

nance and Garage 
Transportation 
Station 
Tra£tic 
Insurance and Safety 
Admin. and General 
Depreciation 

$1,575,;00 
2~.900 

$1, 59 ,400 

$ 184,700 
872,200 
100,400 
46,000 
94,800 

122,700 

Operating Taxes 
Operating Rents 

Total 

10:3,000 
~ 100 

(nett!, ;l§g) 
~erating Income 
ncome Taxes 

Net Income 
Rate Base 
Rate of Return 
0teratin, Ratio 

After axes} 
Bus M1les 

$ (§9,200) 

$ 942,900 

104.3% 
2,643,000 

$1,592,100 
2~,~00 $1,61,00 

$ 173 1300 
848,000 
100,400 
47,000 
88,400 

119,;00 
67,900 
7~) 
~ 

(Red Figure) 

Sonoma County 
CommIsslon 

Applicant Engineer 

$ 67,200 
15;,400 
46,600 
12,200 
2;,400 
29,000 
20,700 
3~~Q 

~~) ~3 4, 0 
$ (~2;900) 

... 
$177,800 

106.3% 
852,300 

$36;,200 
11,300 

Jj76,SOO 

~ 62,500 
1;4,900 

46 600 
10;800 
24,000 
27,700 
l.$,400 
3~,6gg 

$31~;6oo) 

Applicant made a detailed study of the supervision of 

transportation expenses of the Marin operations and bases its 

estimate upon this study. The Commission staff witness teatified 

~hat he had an analysis made of DiviSion ; personnel costs and 

in order to arrive at Marin costs, ~ore than 50 per cent of the 

expenses would have had to be alloeated on various bases. In 

his opinion a sounder method to use in arriving at the supervision 

of transportation expense for the ~,~arin operations was to allocate 

the system costs on a per driver basis. By using this method he 
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arrived at a cost of 2.23 cents per mile for the Marin operations 

and 1.4$ cents per mile for the Sonoma operations. These costs 

compare with .91 cents per mile for the system, which reflects 

the fact that much more supervision is re~uire~ in the local 

operations than in the main-line operations. The method used 

by applicant resulted ina cost of supervision per bu! mile 

which was about 1.0 cent per bus mile higher than that used by 

the Commission staff. The cost per bus mile for supervision 

expense for other carriers providing similar service is comparable 

to the estimates developed by the Commission staff. In our 

opinion the method used by the Commi~Qion staff results in a 

more reasonable allocation of supervision of transportation 

expense and, hence, the Commission stafr estimates will be adopted 

in the Marin and. Sonoma procee~ings. 

The Commission staff estimates will be revise~ to 

reflect the additional costs resulting because applicant obtains 

its tires and tub~s from two rather than one supplier. 

In computing depreCiation, the Commission staff used 

a 10 per cent salvage on transit type equipment u~ed in this 
. 

service. The Commission staff witness state~ that the 10 per cent 

salvage was based on tre fact that the transit buses sold by 

~pplicant during 1952, 195; and 1954 were on an average about 

13 years old and had an average salvage of about $3,000. He 

stated that although applicant has a large number of buses for 

sale, there is both a foreign and a domestic market for the diesel 

transit equipment of applicant. The salvage used by the Commission 

staff appears to be reasonable. 
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In previous rate cases involving the Marin and Sonoma 

County operations" real-estate taxes applicable to the 7th Street 

Station have bee~n allocated upon the same basis as revenues, 

salary expenses (other than baggage) and depreciation; namely, 

upon the basis of bus trips. In the present proceeding the staff 

assumed that since the amount of salaries of the baggage and 

express department constitutes 49 per cent of the total salaries 

at the 7th Street Station, the total real-estate taxes should 

be reduced 49 per cen,t and the balance remaining then allocated 

to the local operations on the baSis. of the number o£ bus trips. 

Applicant made no such deduction .for the baggage and express 

department. The record does not show that the actual space 

occupied by the baggage and express department corresponds to 

the salaries paid to employees in th~t department, nor does the 

record support the 10 per cent estimate made by counsel for 

applicant. In the absence of further evidence in this connection 

the Commission will make an appropriate reduction for the 

baggage and express department. 

Income taxes should be computed at the average rate 

applicable to total California intrastate operations rather than 

at the rate applicable to the net earnings before taxes on the 

local operations. 

Except to the extent that adjustments have been made 

as reviewed above, the CommiSSion staf! estimates are hereby 

adopted. The following tabulation shows the estimated operating 

results at present and proposed rate5 during the year ending 

June 30, 1956, for the Marin and Sonoma operations of applicant, 
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after making th e adjustments set forth in the foregoing para-

graphs. • ,"',' .,. ~ '....:~: 'I :.", '., 

Present Fares'" Proposed Fares 
Marin Co. Sonoma Co. Marin Co. Sonoma Co • 

?evenue 
Passenger' 
Otl'e r 

Total 

O.:E,erating ~enses ' , 
~quipment~intenance 

and 'Garage' ,$ 177~800' $ 63::,100:" 
Transportation $75,;00 154,900 
Station' 95:,500:. 46-,.200-
Traffic 47 ,000 10' ,SOO 
:nsurance and Safety 90,100· 24,000 

. ' .. .., ·1 ',...,', ;"', , \ '\ '".' .. , . ..' ., '.,' ~. 

',p, ,-

.1,\ ' 

$- ,,1.74,600:, .. $63;100 
" , 84'S'; 000" ., '154 ~ 900 

100 ,.400- ,I 4.6, 6,00 
'47 ,000" 10, SOO 

$$,400 24,000 
119 , 500 27,700 Admin. and General 119,500 27,700 

~epreciation 68,600 15~500, 
Operating Taxes 152;200 35,400 

,68,600 ", , 15 1 500 

l;~. 200' J:l00 C:oerating Rents L1Q,2,QO) (~) 
Total $1,613,900 $371,100 

~perating Incane 
_neome Taxes 
~et Ineome 
Rate Base 

$ (~O§,506) $(10.100) 
... ' -' 

$ (208~OO) *(10,100) 
$ 84~o6' ~165, O~, 

( ! 3Q6) " ) 
$1) 5 ,400" ')7 , 

, .. 

$'" . 22',600' $ 4,500 
, 10 ,-600 ' 2 ,100 

~ ,.12, oocr ~ 2,400 
$, $42, 700,$165 ,000 

1.42% 1.45% !tate of tteturn 
0leratin~ Ratio 

After axes) 
Bus MIles' 

114.$%' 102.$'%'"' 99~3 % 99.4 % 
2,731,0$7:" S43, $16··· ,2,6,71 1 Oe:7: $4.3 ,$16 

,(Red. Figure) 

'., "h,.·, ...... . 

(b) Position of Protestants 
", h":"', .... 

The protestant l-larin County Federation o!'~C'ommuter Clubs 

has stated its position as follows: 
... 

(1) The need for a rate increa~e should be ba'sed on existing 

conditions rather than a forec~st of future changes in revenues 

and expenses. 

(2) Applicant is earning an adequate return" on its total 

California int.rast.at.e operations and should not be g1 ven any rate 
" 

increase .,which would enlarge its present rate of return • 
. , 

• .' I 

(3) The allocation fonnula used by the applieant and the 

Commission st&~f in computing th~ costs allocable to California 

intrastate operations is~ot' a va1id'on~~"'-
Since the claims of th.e protestant Marin County Federation ·'''1 

.' \', I ,... / 

of Commuter Clubs perta 1n to' 'the total' 'C"Qllf'orn1a 1ntrast'~ite / 
'" 

operations or applicant th.eY' will be oon's1dered in the' Be'o't-ion of th1:J. . 

opinion whioh reviews suoh operations. This protestant has made no 

clatm that the Marin and Sonoma local operations, standing by 
.. 8-
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applications. The Superintendent of Transportation of applicant 

was questioned regarding certain matters pertaining to the Marin 

and Sonoma County local service by the counsel for the Commission 

stafr and by the representatives of the protestants, but the 

testimony thus adduced does not show the need for any adjustment 

in service at this time. 

Peninsula ,Operations 
La) FinanCial Matters 

The estimated results of operations of Pacific Greyhound 

Lines under present and proposed fares for Peninsula local service 

for the l2-month period ending June 30 1 1956, appear in Exhibits 9, 

15 and lS in evidence in Application No. ;65;2. The table below 

is a tabulation of these results of operations, adjusted as required 

by the testimony appearing on pages 4$3 and 4$6-4$$ of the transcri~ 

Revenue 
Passenger 
Other 

Total 

ODerat1ng ~enses 
Equipment~inte­
nance and Garage 
Transportation 
Station 
Traffic 
Insurance and Safety 
Admin. and General 
Depreciation 
Operating Taxes 
Operating Rents 

Total 
Ad.iustment# 

!J:otal 
Operating Income 
Income Taxes 
Net Income 
Rate Base 
Rate of Return 
0reratin, Ratio 

After axes) 
Bus Miles Operated 

Peninsula Service 
Present Fares Proposed Fares 

Commission Commission 
Applicant Engineer Applicant Engineer 

$ 2l7,$00 $ 213,100 ~ 214,900 $ ~11 000 
$69,000 $57,700 $53,200 849:900 
254,600 248,100 256,$00 251,300 
66,400 72,200 66,400 72,200 

14$,600. 131,900 146,400 130,700 
147,900 146,600 145,100 146,600 
241,800 182,700 24l,800 182,700 
20~:$00 l~$:~OO 211:100 204:~00 

$Z1f}~1*gg) $2,~i§,fgg) '~2,£t~,lgg) ~z,6~g,t§g) 
~""II""IiI"":r'-~-,o:o 20 ,000 - 1 600 
!2,135,bOO $21050,100 ~2,117,400 ,4,4 
$ (oo,Io:cr) $ 103,000 $ 120,800 358,800 

400 6 '100 18 ~~g' 
- ," 5, 75, 

$1,726,400 1,77$,500 1,726,400 1,77S
l

500 
3 .24~ ) .2% ~.~7% 

103.2% '97.3%* 97.1% 92.7 ~ 
4,233,900 4,315,200 4,150,000 4,250,000 

(Red F'igur e ) 

# Adjustment due to additional miles to be operated on Peninsula. 
* Includes additional miles to be operated on Peninsula. 
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In making its e3timate of revenue under proposed far~s 

the Commission staff computed diminution as 20 per cent of the 

percentage of the proposed fare increase whereas the applicant 

computed such diminution on the basis of 25 per cent of the 

percentage.of' the proposed fare increase. Although the 25 per 

cent factor has been used in many instances by the Commission 

staff in other passenger rate cases, the staff was of' the opinion 

that a lower percentage factor should be used in computing resu1t3 

of the j~eninsula operations for the following reasons: (1) The 

percentage increase in proposed fares is higher than in many 

applications for fare increase, and where the percentage of fare 

increase is high ~he percentage diminution factor is usuallf 

lower. (2) Even if' the proposed fare increase be granted, appli,­

cant's Peninsula fares will still be considerably below the fares 

of Southern Pacific, and so there should not be much diversion 

of· traffic to the Southern Pacific. (3) The extremely congested 

condition of the Peninsula highways will discourage diversion of 

traffic from appl~cant's buses to passenger cars. As the 

justification for ~he use or a reauced diminution factor appears 

to be sound, the Cor~ission staff estimates of revenue under 

the proposed rates ~ill be adopted. 

Applicant based its estimate of supervision of trans­

portation expense in the Peninsula service on a special study of 

the actual expenses involved. The Commission staff assigned 

supervision cost to the Peninsula service on a driver prorate 

baSis. In our opinion, for the reAsono :3e'c .forth in our d.1scuss10n 

of supervision of t.rc.nsportB. tion ex<,en:les in conn.ection with the 

lviorin County end 50noma. Coun·ty services, the estimate devolol:>ed by 

the Commission statt reflocts a more reasonable allocation ot super­

vision of transportation eosts on the Peninsula serv1ce and such 
estimate is hereby adopted 1n th1s proceeding. 
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The Commission staff estimate of tire and tube expense 

will be increased by $6,900 to reflect the additional expense 

resulting from the two tire and tube contracts based on prices 

in effect after February, 1955. 

The Commission staff witness used a bus mile prorate 

formula for the purpose of assigning workmen's compensation 

insurance and fire and theft insurance. The workmen's compen­

sation insurance expense could have been based directly on 

salaries and ~ages paid in the Peninsula service as was done 

by applicant. Fire and theft insurance could have been assigned 

to the Peninsula operations based directly on the buses and. 

other facilities used in those operations. Such a direct 

allocation of workmen's compensation insurance expense and fire 

and the£t insurance in our opinion would be a ~ore reliable 

allocation of these expenses. The staff witness' estimate for 

workmen's compensation insurance will be increased $1,600 and 

his estimate for fire and theft insurance will be increased 

$3,600 to bring these est1mates to the level of applicant's estimates. 

The applicant allocated depreciation on station 

structures and on improvements to station leasehold properties 

on the basis of the number of bus trips serving the stations. 

Depreciation on garage structures and on improvements to garage 

leasehold properties was allocated by applicant to the Peninsula 

operations on the basis of direct maintenance and servicing of 

revenue equipment used in the Peninsula operations. 

The Commission staff allocated ,0 per cent of 

depreciation expense on station structures and leasehold 

properties to the baggage and expre3s department. None of this 

portion of the depreciation expense was allocated to the 
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Peninsula operations. The remaining depreciation expense on 

station structures and leasehold properties was allocated to the 

Peninsula operation on the basis of the number of buses serving 

the stations. The record shows that less than SO per cent but 

more than 5 per cent of the station facilities are devoted to 

the baggage and express department. The Commission will allocate 

an appropriate portion of the depreciation expense to the baggage 

and express department and the remaining portion will be allo­

cated to the Peninsula operation in accordance with the method 

used by the Commi~sion staft. An appropriate adjustment will be 

made in the staft estimate. 

The Commission staff allocated depreciation expense of 

garage structures and leasehold properties by relating equipment 

maintenance and expense for the Peninsula operation to system-wide 

equipment maintenance and expense. An allocation of garage 

depreciation based on actual repair and servicing expenses at 

the garages on equipment used in the Peninsula operation should 

be more reliable than a system prorate of system garage depreciation. 

The Commission staff estimate will be adjus~eQ ~o reflect an amount 

for depreciation for garage structures and leasehold properties 

computed in accordance with the method used by applicant. 

Applicant assigned real-estate taxes to the Peninsula 

service on the same basis as it assigned depreeiation on structures 

and leasehold properties. The Commission staff did likewise. 

The Commission will adjus~ the Commission staff estimate for 

real-estate taxes to reflect an allocation of raal-astate taxes· 

made on the s~e basis the Commission has outlined in this order 

for allocating depreciation on structures and leasehold properties. 
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Applicant based'its allocation of other taxes on a 

consideration of taxes actually applicable to the Peninsula 

operation, whereas the Commission statt allocatea these taxes on 

a system pro rata basis • The San Francjg co City seat tax on the 

Peninsula buses alone would exceed the Commission staff allocation 

of other taxes to the Penin~ula operation. The applicant'S esti­

mate of other taxes will be adopted by the Commission in this 

proceeding. 

The Commission staff added an estimated SO,OOO miles 

for the rate year after its cost study was completed, and estimated 

$13,600, or 27.2 cents per bus mile, as the cost of this service. 

Applicant claims that much of this service would be operated in 

the peak and that the" cost would be at least 40 cents per bus 

mile .. 

The record, however, does not show that these additional 

miles are primarily peak miles. The 27.2 cents per mile is the 

average out-of-pocket expense for bus miles operated in the 

Peninsula service. In the absence of evidence to the contrary, 

it Will be assumed that the 50,000 additional miles are average 

miles and not miles operated during the peak. No adjustment 

will be made in the stat.f est1ma te .for th,ase additional miles 

other than to add·$200 to Peninsula expense by reason of the 

exclusion of the 50,000 additional miles from computations in 

which a bus mile prorate was used. 

Income taxes will be computed at the average rate 

applicable to total California intrastate operations. 

In computing expenses, 9)144 additional miles annually 

have been added by rea.son of the requirement that "M" route. 

express buses be operated· during the a.m. and p.m .. peak periods •. 
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The entire record herein has been reviewed and, except 

as modi!1ea by reason of the adjustments discussed above, the 

estimates of the Commission staff witness are adopted. The 

tabulation which follows sets forth the operating results for the 

Peninsula operation during the rate year ending June 30~ 1956
1 

at present and proposed rates after making the adjustments consid­
ered above. 

Revenue 
Passenger 
Other 

Total 

Operating Expenses 
Equipment lVJ.aintenance and Garage '.' 
Transportation 
Station 
Traffic 
Insurance and Safety 
Administrative and General 
Depreciation 
Operating Taxes 
Operating Rents 

Total 
Adjustment# 

Total 

O'Peratira: Income 
Income axes 
Net Income 
Rate Base 
Rate of Return 
Operating Ratio After Taxes 
Bus Miles* 

Peninsula 
Present Fares Proposed Pares 

$2,093,600 
~rfOO $211;00 

$ 220 7000 
855,SOO 
248,100 
727200 

137;100 
141,600 
184,600 
218:rO 

$2)d~~) gg) 
20,000 

$2,077,60'0' 
$ 

$2,341;700 
~f'~OO $2,4: 00 

$ 217,900 
848 1 000 
251,300 
72,200 

135,; 900 
141,600 
184 ,600 

22g:r i2J~~ ,8W 
. l~!gOO 

iZ,07 ,100 

, 
1,77$,,500 

9.$7% 
92.7 % 

4,250,000 
(Red Figure) 

# Adjustment due to additional miles to be operated on 
Peninsula (Present Fares 73 ,200 - Proposed Fares 50 ,000). 

* Includes additional miles to be operated on Peninsula. 

Ib) POSition of San Mateo-Burlingame Transit 

The admini~tretion manager and copartner of Sa.n l~Iateo­

Burlingame Transit testified in support of the proposed increase 

in fares. He pOinted out the,t Greyhound' s 5~cent fare is directly 
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competitive with the 15- and 20-cent zone fares which the 

Commission authorized San Mateo-Burlingame Transit to put into 

effect in August of 1954. He also stated that a public relations 

problem has developed for his company by reason of the fact that 

a commuter) living in t~'le Hillsdale area approximately 2-1/2 

miles from the Greyhound depot in San Mateo, pays 20 cents to 

ride on a bus of San Mateo-Burlingame Transit from his home to 

the Greyhound depot and then pays only 17 cents to ride on the 

Greyhound bus from San Mateo to San Francisco, a distance of 

22 miles, if he uses all his commute tickets. 

(c) Position of Commuters 

A commuter fran San !vJ.ateo appeared at the hearing and 

testified in opposition to the granting of any increase in fares 

to applicant. He was particularly concerned with a change in 

scheduling, effective April 24, 1955, which has resulted in his 

being unable to obtain a seat on the bus in the morning at Third 

Avenue and Humboldt Street, San Mateo. The schedule has been 

rearranged so that only three "G" route buses operate through this 

bus stop between the hours of 7 a.m. and 8 a.m. instead of the 

fo~ buses which previously operated through this bus stop during 

this period of time. This Witness stated that if the service 

were satisfactory he would be willing to pay increased fares as 

he felt the company is entitled to some increases. 

The manager of Apparel City appeared as a witness and 

testified in support of the reinstatement of service at Oakdale 

and Alemany. Since the completion of the freeway, applicant's 

buses no longer make a stop in this area. 
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Id) Service Matters 

An associate transportation engineer prepared a report 

ora service and equipment of applicant in the San Francisco­

Peninsula operation which was introduced into evidence as Exhibit 

No. 13. This witness submitted the following recommendations 

respecting applicant's Feninsula service for Commission considera­

tion: 

(l) That ~he practice of violating Rule~ 8.01 and 8.04 

of General Order No. 9$ be discontinued. 

(2) That an additional a.m. and p.m. commute bus be operated 

on the "M" route. 

(3) That a more suitable bus stop be located at the San 

Francisco Airpcrt, preferably at the main entrance, and that the 

location of tIe company's agent be adequately signed so that 

passengers will know where to purchase tickets. 

(4) That the "G" route operate over Bayshore Boulevard 

between A~y and Third Streets. 

(5) That the company give consideration to re-establishing 

the schedules that left San Franciseo at $:30 ,a.m. for Half Moon 

Bay and left Half Moon Bay at 3:35 p.m. for San Francisco. 

(6) That the company operate more closely to schedule 
times. 

(7) That the electric clocks at the Seventh Street depot, 

San Francisco, be adjusted and synchronized so as accurately to 

indicate the time. 

(e) That rr.M" route express buses be operated during the 

a.m. and p.m. peak commute periods • 

. (9) That the company give conSideration to the establishment 

or a more efficient fare collection SYst~ and make a $tu~ to 
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determine the feasibility of reducing the number of fare points 

between San Jose and San Francisco. 

(10) ThAt a standard of service be es~ablished so that the 

load factor in any 30-minute peak commute period shall not exceed 

105 per cent on any Bay~hor6 Highway route, shall not exceed 

110 per cent on the ~" route, and shall not exceed 120 per cent 

on the "N"-"O" route .. 

(11) That all local service be under the supervision of tbe 

same regional manager. 

follows: 

Rules 8.01 and 8.04 of' General Oreer No. 98 read as 

"a .01. When to be carried. 'v~hen all seats 
are occupied, standing passenger~ shall be 
carried, if such passengers elect:, for a 
distance not to exceed 25 miles, subject to 
the prOVisions of this part. 

liS .04. Number to be carried. The: number 
of standing passengers that may be carried 
in anyone vehicle shall not exc'~ed the num­
ber that can be accommodated rl?,at~cnably a.nd 
safely, without crowding. n 

Exhibit No. 13 shows that passengGr traffic checks made 

by the Commission staff in January and February of 1955 have 

revealed 1nstance! where applicant has vj,olated the above pro­

visions of General Order No. ge by passing up persons who could 

have been carried as standees. Applicant is hereby placed on 

notice that it should either accept standees as provided in 

Rules 8.01 and 8.04 of General Order No. 9$ or provide additional 

service so that no passengers will be left at the bus terminals 

or stops for an unreasonable length of time. 

The Commission will not at this time order the applicant 

to operate an additional a.m. an:! p.m. eommut~ bus on the "M" 

route. After the fares authorized in this dec1sion have been in 

effect for a reasonable period of time" new traffic checks sho'uld 
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be made by both applicant and the Commi55ion 5ta££ to dete~ine 

whether additional service is still required. The traffic checks 

should be made in Daly City at the intersection of Hillside Road 

and Mission Street, as well· as elsewhere, to determine the 

adequa.ey of the servie e on the ''M'' route, as Paci.fic Greyhound 

Lines is not relieved from the rs~ponsibility of .furnishing 

adequate service in this area by reason of' the operations of the 

San Francisco Municipal Railway. 

The recommendation of the Commission staff that appli­

cant's bus stop at the San Francisco International Airport be 

relocated and that its agency at the airport be adequately signed 

were not opposed by appli~ant. The recommendations, however, 

should be made the subject matter of an appropriate proceeding in 

whieh the managing board of the San Francisco ~1rport and the 

operators of the limousine service to and .from the airport, as 

well as any other interested parties, are given appropriate 

notiee, so that the decision of this Commission can be based on a 

full and complete record. 

Prior to the completion of the freeway along Potrero 

Avenue and Bayshore Boulevard in San FranciSco, applicant served 

the area along Bayshore Boulevard·between Third and Army Streets • .. 
Upon completion of the f'reeway, tre bus stops in this area were 

eliminated. In order to satisfy the complaints which have arisen 

as a result of the elimination of these stops, the Commission has 

recommended that the "G" route buses make the stops at the same 

locations as t'orme rly were made. This change in the "Cft route will 

add possibly as much as 10 minutes to its. schedule of service. 

However, many of the persons who may be inconvenienced by the 

change in route may be able to sele.et an~ther' route which uses the 

freeway. Applicant will be ordered to modify the "G" route in 
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accordance with the Commission staff recommendation on an experi­

mental basis ~~d report the results of this change to the 

Commission .. 

Th~ record shows that there has been little request for 

resumption of the schedules leaving San Francisco at g:30 a.m., 

arriving Half Moon Bay at 9:30 a.m.; and leaving Half Moon Bay at 

3:35 p.m. J arriving San Francioco at 4:40 p.m. Public convenience 

and necessity do not require the resumption of these schedules. 

Exhibit No. 13 showed that the buses were not always on 

time. This Commission is fully aware of the difficulty involved 

in meeting schedules in the heavy traffic on the routes between 

San Francisco and Peninsula points. However~ the applicant 

should make every effort to see that its buses operate on schedule. 

The record shows that applicant's clocks at the Seventh 

Street Station are automatically adjusted every hour and are 

synchronized at the present time. Nothing further need be done 

to meet the recommendation of the Commission staff witness 

respecting the clocks at the Seventh Street Station. 

Exhibit No. 13 shows that there are sufficient passengers 

on boerd the "l~Tf route buses at San Bruno who wish to go to Tenth 

and ~-tission Streets or the Seventh Street Station in San Francisco 

to justify at 1 east three a .m. and three p.m. peak buses operating 

nexpress n between El Camino Real and San Bruno Avenue> San Bruno, 

on the one hand, anj San FranCisco, on the other hand. The route 

of the "M" express buses from San Bruno should be San Bruno Avenue 

to Bayshore Freeway, thence via Bayshore Freeway to San Francisco. 

The same route could be followed on the return. Such operation 

would result in a saving of O.S mile between San Bruno and San 

Francisco and would reduce the running time by approximately 
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15 minutes per schedule. However, as the express buses would have 

to originate in the morning and terminate in the evening at San 

Mateo instead of San Bruno, 9,144 additional miles would be 

operated annually as a result of the ~" route express bus 

operation. Applicant will be ordered to institute three a.m. and 

three p.m. peak "M" route express buses between San Bruno and 

San Francisco originating and terminating at San M~teo in accord­

ance With the recommendation of the Commission staff witness. 

In computing expenses l 9,144 additional miles per year will be 

allowed applicant in its Peninsula and total California intrastate 

operations. Applicant Will be expected to augment this express 

service ~henever the demand makes such an increase in service 
necessary_ 

The Commission st.-aff Exhibit No. 13 states that the 

applicantTs present method of collecting cash appears to need 

~provement. Repair and maintenance costs for the slot-type fare 

box used in the Peninsula service amounts to approximately $9.4$ 

per year per fare box, whereas the repair and maintenance costs 

for the typE) of fare box used in the San Diego-San YSidro operation 

amounts to ~)2.2S per year per fare box. Also, better on-time 

performance results from the use of the type of fare box 'now used 

in applicant's San Diego-San Ysidro operution. In accordance with 

the recommendation of the Commission staff Witness, applicant will 

be required to make a study to determine the feasibility of 

reducing the number of fare points between San Jose and San 

Francisco and establishment of a more efficient fare collection 

system in the Peninsula operation and make a report of the results 

thereof to this Commission. 
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Counsel f~r the applicant pointed out in his oral argument 

that one of the purposes of a load standard is to prevent people 

from standing for too long a period o£ time. Counsel for the 

Commission staff in his oral Argumont stated that one of the 

purposes of prescribing a !oad standard is to furnish ~ yardstick 

wh~reby members of the public as well as the bus company operator 

can know with some reasonabae degree of accuracy when and where 

the service has proved to be deficient as well as furnish a guide 

as to how much additional service or perhaps how much less service 

is required. The recommerdations of the Commission staff res­

pecting load standards in the Peninsula service were based on 

counts taken at maximum load points. Counsel for applicant 

asserted that load standards should be established on the basis 

either of an on-end-off StUdyl origin-and-de~tination study, or a 

cordon count which will show not only how many passengers are 

standing but also how lone they are standing. 

The Commission staff' wi tX'lieSS was of the opinion tha. t tho 

load standard ~hou1d be made more restrictive on Pacific Greyhound 

Lines than on other carriers because the Greyhound drivers will 

not carry more than twelve standees. .The more restrictive load 

standard of 105 per cent will require sufficient service so that 

it will be unnecessary for applic~nt to carry more than 12 standees. 

In our opinion, load standards are desirable but they 

should not be established without further study being made by 

applicant. Applicant Will be directed to make a study of its opera­

tions in the Peninsula and ~Iarin and Sonoma County services and submit 

a report th~r.~o.t' together with its recommendations respecting the 

adequacy of buses in relation to traffic volume and the load 

standards which should be established after further hearings are 

held in these proceedings. 
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The following tabulation of estimated results of operation 

of Pacific Greyhound Lines under present and proposed fares for 

the Long Beach-Santa l~Ionica service for the 12-month period ending 

June )0, 1956, are taken from Exhibits 9, 11 and 12 in evidence 

in Application No. 36581. 

Present Fares Pro)2osed Fares 
Commission commission 

Revenue 
A:e:elieant Engineer Al2E1ic9.nt Engineer 

J5assenger $129,400 $129,800 $160 , 200 $162 ,700 
Other $13j~fgg j i 600 ji700 ~i600 Total 913 ,460 ~16 ;900 $1,300 

0ierating ~enses 
quipment~1nt~nance 

$ 20;700 ~ ;0,300 $ 20;700 $ )0,300 and Garage 
Transportation 62,600 62,900 62,600 62,900 Station 26,100 22,650 27 , 800 24,)00 Traffic 8,200 5,100 8 100 5 100 
Insurance and Safety 11,200 lO,150 11;200 10:150 Admin. and General l2,300 12,100 12,300 12,100 Depreciation 25,200 l,400 25,200 l,400 
Operating Taxes l6,loo 14,200 17 1100 1;,200 
Operating Rents 600 200 600 ~OO Total $18',000 ~IS~,3~ iI~5/)~ $16I,50 
OEerati~ Income $ 0;9,200) $(~212~) $(~IZOO) $ 4,;50 Income axes 1~0~0 Net Income - $ 3,3 0 Rate Base $162,300 $ ;0,400 ~162,;OO 3°6400 
~ate or Return 1. .a~ 61erating Ratio 

137.5% 119.4% 113 .2~ 98 .. 0 % Arter Taxes) 
Bus ~iIes 0Eerated 325,600 326,000 325,600 326,000 

(Red Figure) 

Applicant based its estimates of results of operation of 

the tong Beach-Santa Monica service on the aS5umption that its 

application :for authority to operate so-called "extra-sized" buses 

would be granted and that eight fully depreciated transit-type 

buses would be replaced by eight recently purchased "extra-sized" 

buses. The Commission stafr witness based his estimates on the 

assumption that the fully depreciated buses would bo continued 
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in operation. The primary differences in the est~ates for the 

forecast year result from the different maintenance and deprecia­

tion expenses applicable to the eight fully depreciated buses 

and the eight Tfextra-3ized" new buses and. the inclusion by 

applicant of the cost of the eight new buses in its rate base. 

On October 18, 1955 1 the Commission issued Decision 

No. 52106, in Applicotion No. 353l5, authorizing applic~t to use 

the "extra-sized" buses in the Long Beach-Sa.nta l'~onica service. 

The estimates of applicant, other than for depreciation expense, 

opera.ting income, operating ratio and rate base~ will be adopted 

as the es~imates which will more accurately reflect the results 

of operation of the Long Beach-Santa Monica service for the 

forecast year. The staff's method of computing depreciation 

expense heretofore discussed will be applied to reduce the estimated 

depreciation expense from ~25, 200 to ;1~16, 900. Under present fares 

the estimated operating loss'Will be reduced fran $49,900 to 

$41,600 and the operating ratio from 137.5 per cent to 131.3 per 

cent. Under proposed fares the estimated operating loss will be 

reduced from $21,700 to $13,400 and the operating ratio from 

113.2 per cent to 10S.2 per cent. 

Counsel for applicant in his oral argument referred to 

the tabulation of 122 stops appearing on the time table of appli­

cant's Long Beach-Santa Monica service to show that this service 

is substantially equivalent te a streetcar operation and is 

dissimilar to other operations of applicant in the Los Angeles 

metropolitan area. For that reason he urges the Commission to 

regard this operation as being in a class by itself, wholly 

dissociated from any other operation of applicant. He pointed 

out that well over 80 per cent or tre revenues from this operat:i.on 

come from cash fares as distinguished from commutation fares. 
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In order for the operating losses to be substantially r£lduced ,. 

applicant is requesting authority to charge a higher cash fare on 

this operation than the ba5ic statewide fare of 2-1/2 cents per 

mile for the first 25 miles. 

The Commission staff witness in his exhibit set out 

e5~imates basea on an alternate f~re structure which would provide 

an increase in commute fares but no increase in the cash fare so 

that there would be no deviation from theuni£orm cash fare structure 

which ha~ been established by the Commission for this applicant. 

The representative of the City of Long Beach, in his brief 

which was filed prior to oral argument in this matter, pointed out 

that the Long Beach-Santa Monica operation as to mileage and . . 

revenue is less than .~ o£ l per cent ot applicant'S s,ystem-w1de 

operation and less than 1 per cent of applicant's California opera­

tion. He contends that the losses incurred by this small fraction of 

applicant's operation can be of no serious consequence to applicant. 

He asserts that applicant ha~ failed to prove fino.ncial 

d.istress eitl:e r for its system or its Calif0:t:'nia operatione which 

will justify the proposed .fare increases. He states that applicant's 

proposal to deviate from the uniform cash fare structure is without 

precedent and is unjustified and that the proposed increases in 

commute fares are exorbitant and will cause f1nancial distress 

to the small group of patrons dependent upon applicant T s servic 95. 

No patrons of the Long Beach-Santa r.~onic3. servic e entered 

an appearance or gave testimony at the hearing. 

California Intrast~te Oper~tions 

The estimated results of the California intrastate opera­

tions of Pacific Greyhound Lines under present and proposed fares 

for the year ending June 30, 1956, are shown on Exhibits R-7, 

R-9, R-10 and R-14 in evidence in Applications Nos. 34362 and 
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.. 
34363. The estimates in the toll owing tabulations are taken from 

these. exhibits. 

Pre,sent Fares Proposed Fares 
-Commission Commission 

Revenue 
Passenger 
Special 
Baggage 
Mail 
Express 
Newspa.per 

Applicant Engineer Applicant Engineer 

Mi5C. - Parcel and 
Baggage Storage 

Other Misc. Station 
Guaranteed Route 
Other 

Total 

$20,154,400 
778,600 

7,100 
62,300 

1,066,000 
l37,100 

2l,300 
273,100 
103,100 

1'L 200 
~22,62a,200 

$20,040 , 500 
967,400 

6,900 
SS,200 

l,063,lOO 
l39,oOO 

34 500 
340:700 
1311700 

13,200 
~22,$2;,200 

OEera~1ns-Expenses 
EqU1p. Ma1n.an~ varage $ 3,;27,900 $ 3,4S0,;00 
Transportation 9,01;,;00 $,690,800 
Station 3,022,lOO 2,972,900 
Traffic 83;,200 820,800 
Insurance and Safety 1,11;,700 1,028,700 
Adminis. and General 1,658,300 1,$SO,400 
Depreciation 2,100,900 1,516,600 
Operating Taxes 2'~4l 700 2121~ ~OO 
Operating Rents ( 37i200) (!2 ~ OQ) 

Total lJP23 1 79,40~ $22,'O'!, 00 
Adjustment for Addition-

20,000 
$22,034,lOO 

al Miles on Peninsula 
~---~ .... Total $23,379#400 

Operating Income . $ (759.2bg) 
Increase in Operating 

$ 791,100 ~(159,200) $ 79~lOO 

Income Onder Proposed 
tares 

App!ication No. 34362 - Marin 
Application No. 34363 - Sonoma 
Application No. J653Z - Peninsula 
Application No. 36;81 - Long B~ach-Santa MOnica 

Total O~erating Income 

242,300 
$,700 

1$6,900 
2$1 200 

Under roposed Fares 
Income Taxes _ 
Net Income ~ (1$9 J 200) 
Estimated Rate Base ~1;,960,~OO 
Estima~ed "Rate or Return _ 
Operating Ratio after Taxes 103.4% 

$(296,106) 
j 344,600 -
~ 446,500 -
,15,483,900 ~~ge~500 

2.8S%. -
98.0 % Not shown 

(Red Figure) 

231.100 
l4,600 

255,SOO 
30,250 

$1,322,850 
6~lt300 f 6 1,550 

%Il5 ,463 , 90~ 
4.4.7zD 

96.9 % 

In making their estimates of revenue for the forecast year, 

both the applicant and the Commission staff witnesses eliminated the 

effect o! the Continental Bus Lines strike and the charter contract 

with the U. S. Immigration Department for the transportation of 
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Mexican Nationals on revenues during the year 1954 and then forecast 

a downtrend in traffic. 

The Marin·County Federation of Commuter Clubs urged that 

the actual operating results for the year 1954 without adjustment 

for these two sources or additional revenue should be used as a 

basis for determining applicant'S need for rate relief. It was 

asserted that although applicant may ~ot be the reCipient of 

extraordinary revenue by reason of a Continental Bus Line strike 

and a charter contract with the U. S.Imm1gration. Department during 

the forthcoming year, applicant may receive additional revenues or 

make savings in expenses by reason of factors that are unknown at 

the present time. This COmmiSSion, however, neither makes rates 

on the basis of past operating results alone nor on the basis of 

past operating results adjusted for unknown factors. The estimates 

of l~ture operations which will be used in establishing the fares 

heroin will be based on past operating results adjusted for factors 

which reasonably can be anticipated to affect the operations of 

applicant in the future. 

At the time the Commission staff made its estimates of 

revenues, revenues through February) 1955 , were available, and at 

the time applicant made its estimates, revenues through the first 

three months of 1955 were available. The revenues for the first 

two months and the first three months of 1955 were lower than for 

the corresponding periods in 1954. However, at the hearing it was 

shown that the revenue for the five months ending May 31, 1955, 

was slightly higher than the five months ending May 311 1954. 

Neither the Continental Bus Lines strike nor the contract with the 

U. S. Immigration Department had any effect on revenues for the 

first five months of 1954. 

Both the applieant and the Commission staff, in making 
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their estimates of revenues, gave consideration to revenue and 

mileage in other periods as well ,as to the months in 1955 for which 

information was available and the corresponding months in 1954. 

The Commission is of the opinion, however, after considering the 

entire record, that the California intrastate revenue estimates 

should be adjusted to reflect a level trend rather than a declining 

trend of traffic. The necessary adjustmente will also be made in 

the estimates of expenses which are affected by the volume of 

traffic. 

The record shows that the Commission staff estimates 

included certain interstate mail and guaranteed route revenue not 

applicable to California intra~tate operations. The appropriate 

adjustments will be made in the CommiSSion ,staff estimates. 

The COmmission staff allocated miscellaneous station 

revenues on the basis of the number of passengers using the 

stations. In our opinion such allocation does not give effect to 

the'probable greater use of station facilities made by the long­

line passenger than by the commuter. The Commission staft estimate 

of miscellaneous station revenues Will be allocated on the same 

basis as station expenses were allocated, and the appropriate 

adjustment will be made. 

The applicant and the Commi'ssion statf allocated expenses 

out of the system to total California~ough use of a ratio developed 

from bus miles, passenger ~iles, number of passengers and passenger 

revenue. In the allocation ot expenses from total California to 

California intrastate, the ratio was based on passenger miles, the 

number of passengers and passenger revenue. Bus miles were not 

used in this latter allocation as the same buses handle both intra­

state and interstate passengers. 

The counsel for the Marin County Federa'tion of Commuter 
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Clubs contended that the only factor which should be used in making 

these allocations of expenses is passenger miles. In order to 

give effect, however, to the 50-called "vacant seat liability" which 

occurs to the greatest extent in short-haul operations, and to the 

higher costs which result from the operation of short haul, frequent 

stop service, it is necessary also to include the factors other 

than passenger miles, which have been listed above. 

For the purpose of developing the basic data to be used 

in ~king the allocation of expenses, applicant made a "ticket lift" 

check during a one-week period in October of 1953. Applicant based 

its estimates solely on the results of this one test check because 

it felt the earlier test checks which had been made were unreliable 

by reason of changes in the fare structure which had taken place 

subsequent to these earlier checks. The earlier test checks were 

made as follows: 

December of 1946, one day; 
June of 1948, three days; 
March of 1949, one day; 
August of 1949, one day; 
May of 1950, one day; 
January of 1953, one day. 

The Commission staff Witness testified that he not only 

used the data derived from the October, 1953, test check, but that 

he also gave some weight to the data developed through the earlier 

tests. The method used by the CommiSSion staff witness gives some 

weight to the heavy summertime traffic and, in our opinion, more 

nearly reflects applicant's average experience throughout the whole 
year. 

In previous proceedings in which applicantts California 

intrastate operating results have been under conside~ation, the 

COmmission has allocated vehicle weight and registration fees and 

valuation license tees paid to the State of California on the basis 

of the standard allocation formula. In this proceeding the staft 
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has developed a different method of allocation. The staff has esti­

mated the number of buses required to operate the intrastate passen­

ger mileage and has allocated to intrastate operations the fees on 

such number of buses and to so-called "over-all~ interstate opera­

tions the remainder of such fees. In our opinion it is unrealistie 

to allocate these fees on a basis which would give the applicant an 

incentive either to use diffE~rent buses for intrastate and interstate 

passengers or to require interstate passengers to transfer to another 

bu~ at the State line. These rees Will oe allocated between 

California intrastate and California interstate operations on the 

same basis as has been approved by this Commission in former 

proceedings. 

The Commission staff estimate of tire and tube expense 

will be adjusted to reflect the revised costs under applicant's 

contracts both with Firestone and Goodyear. 

Applieant maintains rocords from whieh it is possible to 

determine the maintenance expense on each of the various classes 

of buses operated in its service and which of the various classes 

of buses are operated over designated intrastate and interstate 

routes. In allocating maintenance expenses, applicant has assigned 

such expenses in accordance with the maintenance expense applicable 

to the particular type of bus which is used in the operation under 

consideration. 

Applicant regularly assigns its newer equipment to its 

long-line or interstate service and its older equipment to the intra­

state or so-called secondary service. The actual out-of-pocket 

maintenance expense increases substantially with the age of the 

equipment with the result that under the method used by applicant and 

formerly used by the CommiSSion staff the maintenance per bus mile is 
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considerably higher in the intrastnte operation than in the interstate 
operation. 

Tho Commi~sion staff witness pointed out that this method 

results in much of the maintenance on the buses which is being 

accumulated during operation in interstate service being charged to 

intrastate operations because most of the repairs are actually made 

after the bus has been transferred to the intrastate service. In 

order to allocate maint,enance expense more appropriately to the 

service in which the buses are operating when the maintenance accumu­

lates rather than to the service in which the buses are operating 

when the repairs are actually made 1 the Commission staff has developed 

a new method of allocation under which all maintenance expense on 

main-line buses is averaged and then assigned to the various opera­

tions in accordance with the bus miles operated. The method used 

by the Commission staff will be adopted by the Commission in these 

proceedings. 

Applicant computed depreciation on its Scenicruisers on 

the basis of an eleven-year life and the depreciation on the rest of 

its equipment on the basis of a nine-year life. In those instances 

where the nine-year life was used, depreciation was computed at the 

rate of 14 per cent per year for the first five years and at a 

reduced rate for the remaining four years. An allowance'of 4 per cent 

was made for salvage. 

The Commission staff in its studies introduced at the 

original hearing on Applications Nos. 34362 and 34363 used a ten­

year life in computing depreciation. In the studies introduced on 

the rehearing of these two applications and in the studies introdu~ed 

in the other proceedings herein, the Co~ission staff has adopted the 

remaining life theory of depreciation. The service lives of the 
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buses which ~re less than five years old were estimated to be ten 

ycar~ and the service lives of the buses which were five years old 

or older were estimated to be twelve years. Salvage was estimated at 

5 per cent for main-line buses and 10 per cent for transit type buses. 

This me'thod of computing depreciation has resulted in a heavier 

depreci.ation charge being made during the first five years of the 

lives of the buses when they are driven a greater number of miles 

per year and a smaller depreciation charge during the remaining 

seven years when the annual mileage is lower. It has tended to 

equalize the depreciation charge per bus mile throughout the entire 

life of the equipment. 

Applicant has criticized the remaining life method adopted 

by the Commission staff on the grounds that it creates uncertainty 

in rate proceedings. The applicant points out that 'it will never 

know in advance what remaining life will be adopted in a rate pro­

ceeding. However, the number of years of life a certain piece or 

class of equipment is going to have is uncertain and should be sub­

ject to adjustment in the light of the best information available 

a~ ~he tlme the matter comes under the consideration of this 

Commission. The method of determining depreciation used by the 

Commission staff is flexible and appears to be in accord with the . 
actual experience of the applicant. The depreciation estimAteS of 

the Commission stafr Will be adopted in this proceeding. 

After consideration of the records in the various proceed­

ings herein the Commission will adopt the Commission staff estimates 

of California intrastate operating results under present and proposed 

fares for the rate year ending June 30, 1956, revised to reflect 
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the adjustments reviewed in the preceding paragraphs. The revised 

e3t~ates are set forth in the following tabulation and hereby 

'adopted ~s reasonable ~3timate3 for ths purpose or the docision 

Revenue 
Passenger 
Special Bus 
Baggage 
Mail 
Express 
Newspaper 
Miscellaneous -

Parcel and Baggage Storage 
Other Miscellaneous Station 
Guaranteed Route 
Other 

Total 

O~erating Expenses 
Equ.ipment Maintenance and Garage 
Transportation 
Station 
Traffic 
Insurance and Safety 
Administrative and General 
Depreciation 
Operating Taxes 
Operating Rents 

Total 
Adjustment for Additional Miles 

on Peninsula 
Total 

Operating Income 
Increase in Operating Income 
Under Proposea Fares 

Application ~o. 34362, Marin 
Application No. )4)6), Sonoma 
Application No. 36532, Peninsula 
Application No. 365$1, Long Beach-
Sant a. Moni ca 

Total Operating Income Under 
Proposed. Fares 

IneomQ Taxes 
Net Income 
Estimated Rate Base 
Estimated Rate of Return 
O~erati~atio after Taxes 

California 
Intrastate Operations 

Present Proposed 
Fares Fares 

$20,726,600 
967,400 

6,900 
62,300 

1,063 1 100 
139,000 

27 200 
268;500 
l03,100 
11.200 

$~232"",""':z:!j~71"~)W 

$ 3,634,700 
8,845,800 
3,006,100 

820,$00 
1,045,400 
1,;80,400 
1,;l6,600 

21~~~ ~ ) 
$,,2,4 ) 

20 000 
$22,441:S0:Q 

$ 935,800 $ 935,SOO 

231,100 
14,600 

255,600 

2$,200 

(Red Figure) 
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Conclusion 

Pacific Greyhound Lines' commuters in the Bay area and 

on the tong Beach-Santa Monica line -ror several years have 'been 

enjoying lower commute fares than the commuters patronizing other 

California carriers. Such tares have been made possible by the 

previously favorable over-all California intrastate operating results 

01" applicant. An analysiS 01" the est~ated operating rosults 

reviewed above discloses that existing tare levels no long~r will 

provide a sufficient margin between revenues and expenses on 

California traftic. In these circumstances and 1n the l1Sht of the 
" 

indicated revenues and expenses for the com~uto services under 

considerat10n herein J it is evident that the present commute taros 

are insufficient and that these commute serv1ces must necessar1ly be 

./ 

suojecteCl to higher -rares. In most caSelS the tares proposed by / 

applicant for the shorter commute operations have been shown to be 

necessary to sustain the service and are fully justif1ed by the 

record. I'iowever J for the longer commute operatiOns and some of the ...... 

shorter eomml,),'te operations the proposed increases are so substantial 
\ 

that they h,,"'io not been justified in full and such proposed fares 

will be mod!f1ed accordingly. The commute fares and 'the school 

fares set forth in Appendices AJ Band C attached hereto are 

hereby found to 'oe just1f1ed and will be authorized. 

The commute fares authorized here1n compare favorably \ 

with commute fare s of other pa,ss,enger stages. Appendix D sets 

to~th for comparison selected present J proposed and authorized 

commute fares 01" applicant and selected fares of other representative 

passenger stages between po1nts of comparable m1leages. 

Paeifie Greyhound Lines was directed by DeCision No. $07$7, 

issued November 4, 19S4J to undertake an aggressive business 

promot10n program for the Marin-Sonoma operations and to report 

to the Commission within ninety days. The report which was filed 

April 7J 1955J shows that, in its advertising and sales promotion 

-34-
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campaign in Marin County, Greybound s~ent $,,857.41 in addition 
. 

to 1t~ regular advort131ng expenditure3. In Q rurther erfort to 
. \ . ~". 

develop .additional tratfic Greyhound assigned to the Marin operation 

nine new diesel transit buses purchased at a delivered cost or 

~23,000.·eaoh, plus taxes. An analysis of the revenues in the 

Marin County operations tor the three-month period, December 1, 

1954,' to February 28, 19$$, showed an increa:se o£ $16,,328.27 over 

the comp~rable three-month period, December 1, 1953. to February 28, 

1954. ~he total revenues inoluding those resulting from the tare 

~creQses authorized by said Decision No. 507$7. and any that might 

have resulted trom the promotion program fell tar short of covertng 

the operating losses 1n the Marin service. 

The Comm1ss10n est~tes that the 1ncreased tares 

authorized herein tor the Marin County service will increase 

operating income by $193,100 and will result in an operating loss 

of $1$,400 and an operating ratio or 101.0 per cent in this service. 

In tbe Sonoma County serv1ce the authorized tares will increase 

operating income by $12,$00 and will result in net income atter 

taxes or $1,300, a rate ot return of 0.79 per cent, and an 

operating ratio ot 99~7 per cent. 

The authorized tares fn the Peninsula service will 

increase operating income by $157,200 and will produce a net income' 

after taxes or $12$,700, a rate of return or 7.07 per oent, and an 
,I' • 

operating ratio of 94.53. per cent. 

Various ractors account tor the unfavorable operating . , , 

results 1n Ma.rin County as compared with the Peninsula even thougb 

the Marin rates ~e ,higher" than those in the Peninsula service. In 

the rirst plac~Marin commute tares must provide tor apprOXimatelY) 

2i- cents per passenger per, trip to'r Golden Gate Bridge tolls whicb.\ . .,' '.. \, 1/ 
must be paid by Greyho,und, wh~reas, no such tolls are paid 

, , , / 
in the Peninsula service. Also. "the" otf-peak tro.tt1c is / 

relatively lighter 1n the Mar~~unty than in the Peninsula 
-35-
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service. Further.more, on the Peninsula the Southern Pacific Company \ 

handles the bulk of the heavy commute traffic during the morning 

and evening peak periods. Greyhound has no such public carrier , 

competitor in Marin County to help handle the heavy peak traffic. 

This results in a more uneven distribution ot traffic througnout 

the entire day in the Marin County service and a less efficient 

utilization of manpower and equipment than in the Peninsula service. 

The Commission has carefully considered applicant's 

req~est to 1ncrease the one-way and round-trip tares in the 

Long Beach-S~ta Monica service. The present basic scale of one-

i 
\ 

\, 

way and round-trip tares for this service was authorized by ;' 

Decision No. 4578$, issued May 29, 19$1> which establi~bed a 

uniform scale ot rates tor applicant throughout its state-w1de 

interCity service. We do not consider it appropriate to modify 

such basic scale of rates on a piecemeal bas1s, as requested by 

applicant, in this proceeding. Such proposed increased tares, on 

th1s record,. have not been just 1fied and, will not 'be authorized. 

The authorized tares in the Long Beach-Santa Monica 

service will proeuce $4,800 additional operating income, a net 

operating loss of $,36,800, and an operating ratio of 126.7 'per cent. 

In summary the estimated total 1ncrease of $367,600 in ;' 

operating 1ncome resulting trom all the authorized increased fares 

will r03ult in an est1me.ted net income after taxes from California 

intrastate operations of $680~lOO .. a rate of return ot 4 • .39 per cent, / 

and an operating ratio of 97.1 per cent. 

We hereby turther find that a~11cant should bc authorized 

to eliminate the fare points of ~est Los Angeles and Westwood 

Village from its local passenger tariffs and its Interd1vis1on and 

JOint Passenger Tariff No. 428-8, Cal. P.U.C. No. 93$. 

We hcreby ~urtner tind that public conven1ence and 

necessity requ1re (1) that applicant on an experimental bao1s 
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operate its "Gil route buses over Eayshore Boulevard between Third 

and Army Streets" in San Francisco" making bus stops at the same 

locations as formerly, and (2) that applicant operate daily except 

Saturdays, Sundays an~ holidays, at least three a.m. and three p.m. 

"Mil route express buses between San Bruno and San Francisco" 

originating and terminating at San Mateo. 

The Comm,1:ssion w1ll also require applicant to mako the 

service studios which have been considered and discussed 1n the 

foregoing opinion tor the purpose of develop1ng information which 

'mIly be the 'oasis for:' turth.er improvements in service .. 

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

Based upon the evidence or record and upon the conclusions 

and findings set forth 1nthe preceding opinion, 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED as follows: 

1. That Pacj~ic Greyhound Lines, the applicant herein" be and 

it i~ hereby authorizod toesta.b11sh, on not less than five days' 

notice to the Commission nnd the publiC, 20-r1de commutation and 

20-ride school fares 'as set forth in Appendices A, B, and C. 

attached hereto and Xll6.de a"part hereor~ aX'ld changes in torms of 

tickets and governing rules, to the extent applicable" as proposed 

in Applications Nos. 34S62 and 34363~ as amended~ Application 

No. 36$32 and Application NQ~ :36S81~ as nmended' tiled in these 

proceedings, and to cancel Local Passenger Tariff No. L-4$$-A, 

Cal. P.U.C. No. 1026 .. Local Passenger Tariff No. L-4S6-A Cal. F.U.C. 

No. 1025, Local Passenger Tariff No. L-4$7-A, Cal. P.U.C. No. 1027 .. 
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Local Passenger Tariff No. 299, C.?C. No. 669, Local Passenger' 

Tariff No. D-84, C.R.C. No. 53?, and Local Passenger Tar1ff No. 301, .. , 

C.R.C. No. 670, concur;ently w1th the effectiveness of the 20-ride 
. . 

commutation fares and the 20-ride school fares authorized herein. 

2. That applicant be and it is hereby authorized to el~nate 

the fare points of West Los Angeles and ~e3twood Village from its 

local passenger t~r1tfe and from its Interd1vision and Joint 

Passenger Tar1ff No. 428-B,. Cal. P.U.C •.. No .. 935 .. 

3. That in all other respects Applications Nos. 34362, as 

amended, 3436.3, as amended, 365.32, and 36581, as amended, be and 
J" they are hereby denied. 

4. That the Quthority herein granted ehall expire unle~s 

exerc1sed within siXty days after the effective date of this order. 
" 

$. That applicant be and it is hereby directed to poet and 

maintain in'its vehicles and depots a notice of the increased 
. ,. 

comm~tat1on and school rares here1n authorized. Such notice shall 

be posted not less than five days pr10r to the effective date of 

such tares and shall remain posted for a period of not less than 

thirty days. 

6. That applicant on an experimental basis operate 1ts "G" 
route buses over Bayshore Boulevard between Third and Army Streets 

in,San'Francisco, making bus stops at the sam& 10cat10ns as bus 

stops wero made p~ior to the U3e o~ the Bayshore Freeway, and w1thin 

ninety days after the effective date of this order that applicant 

(1) file an appropriate descript10n or the rerouting required hereby, 

"whereupon the COmmission without further hearing will issue a 

supplemental order herein appropriately modifying Appendix A of 

Dec1sion No. 479071 or (2) file an original and twelve copies of a 
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study in support of the discontinuance of the exper1mental 

operat1on, whereupon the Comm1ss1on may w1thout further hearing 

order the discontinuance of this ,experimental operation or it may 

g1ve the matter further considerat1on 1n the further hear1ngs 

herein. 

7. That app11cant operate da1ly except Saturdays, Sundays 

and b.ol'days at least three a.m. and three p.m. "M" route express 

buses between San Bruno and Sgn Francisco originating and terminating 

at San Mateo. 

8. That app11cant within thirty days after the effective 

date of this order file w1th tnis Commission copies ot revised 

time tables showing the changes in routing and schedules required 

by paragraphs numbered 6 and 7 of this order. 

9. ~hat applicant shall make a study to determine the 

teasib11ity Or reducing the number of fare pOints L~ the Peninsula 

service and establishing a more, etf1cient cash-tare collection 

system in this service, and w1thin ninety days after the etfective 

date or th1s order applicant shall tile an orig1nal and twelve 

copies of a report or the results of such study with this 

Commission, and serve copies of such report u~on all parties or 

record herein. 

10. 'That applicant shall make a study or its Peninsula and 

Marin and Sonoma County services for the purpose of determining 

the adequacy of buses in relation to traffic volume and the 

appropriate load standards which should be established in these 

services, and applicant shall within ninety days from the effective 

date of this order rile an orig~al and twelve copies of a report 

thereot together with recommendations respecting the adcqu~oy of 

buses and the load standards which should be established and serve 

copies thereof upon all p~ties of record 1n this proceeding. 
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11. ~hat upon the tiling of the roporta required or applicant 

in paragraphs numbered 9 and 10 above further hearings in these 

matters shall be held before Commissioner Dooley and Exa~er Cline, 

or suCh other Commissioner or Examiner as may be designated by the 

Commission, at a time and place hereafter to be set. 

The ettect1ve date of this order shall be twenty days 

after the date hereof. 

I..- Dated at _...-:;§e=-... P'ran,;;;,;;;;;;;;,..cl8od;;;.;;;;;;. __ ' C al1.t'Orn1a, th13 

of __ 1_, 7 ...... ]-./l ..... ~ ....... - .. ~o."..;/~_ 
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APPENDIX "A" 

Statement of 20-Ride Commutation Fares 
Authorized for Pacific Greyhound Lines 
Marin-Sonoma C9mrt1es Operations 

Between 
San Francisco 

and 

MQt1n CQuoty Po1n.ts 
Marin Bridgehead 
Fort Baker Gate 
Mar,in City 
Manzanita 
Sausalito 

Tamalpa1s: Valley Jet.) 
A1Jnonte ) 
Righ ,School . ) 

/, 
; . 

Authorized 
20~R1de 

, , Fares 

$ 6.30 

~cust Avenue ) 
?arkAvenue ) $ 8~So 
Mill Valley ) 
A.lto ) 
T 1 bur on Wye ) 
Tamal~ais Valley ) 

Greenwood Beach 
Corte Madera Road 
Corte Madera 
3alt~ore Avenue 
:arkspur 
Cr:-eenbrae 

':~buron 
3elvedere 
';a11fornia Park 
B:r.calle 
Kentfield , 
Kentfield Corners 

Sonoma County PQints 
?etaluma 

Ely Road Jet. 
Penngrove 
Cotati 

-r 
) 
) ! $ 9·00 
) 
) 
) 

) 
) 
) $10.00 
) 
) 
) 

$1;.2; 

) 
) $17.'75 
) 

j 

Vi 

Between 
San Francisco 

and 

Authorized 
20-R1de 
Fares 

Marin County Points 
Ross .. ) 
Sao. Anselmo 
F.airfax 
Manor 

) 
)$10.00 
) 

San Rafael ) 

St. Vincent School) 
De Witt ) 
Ignacio ) 
Novato )$12.2; 
Burdell ) 
San Antonio Road ) 
Sonome-Marin Line ) 

D1es Ranch )$ 9.00 
Muir Woods Jct. ) 

Alpine Lodge 
:Mountain Home 

)$10.00 
) 

Stinson Beaeh 
Bolinas 

Woodacre 
San Geronimo 
Lagunitas 
Pt. Reyes Station 
Invernoss 

$12.60 
.1,.30 

$12.00 
12.7; 
13.,0 
17.7; 
19.00 

Sonoma County Points 
Wilfred ) 
Bellevue ~venue)$20.00 
Santa Rosa ) 

Between POints Within Marin 
~ty Where on~-W8Y Fare Is 

$0.2 
.30 .3; 
)'·0 .4; 
.;0 

$4.50 
,.);.0 
6.30 
7.20 
8.10 
9.00 
9.90 

....... ,'-

." 
Note: Commute tares from or to intermediate pOints not 

prov1ded for shall be the fare from or to the next 
more distant point tor whieh a fare is named. 
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APPENDIX "B" 
Page 2 of 2 

.' ," 

Statement of 20-R1de Commutation Fares Authorized for Pac1£1~ 
Greyhound Lines Pen1nsula ana Hal! Moon Bay Operations, 
exclus1ve of operations to ,and from San Franc1sco: , 

Between Points A.uthorized Between Points Authorized 
Where One-Way 20-R1de Where One-Way 20-Ride 
F!2!'os Is 

ft .20 
.2, 
.30 

:.3', 
.40 

.1+5 

.50 

.. ;5' 

.. 60 

.. 65' 

.70 

.75 

.80 

.85 

.90 

~r~s F2ie I!l ~res 
) .. 95 '-£".00 
) $ Ior.oo 
) 1.00 8.50 

4.5'0 1.0, ) 9.00 1.10 ) 

5.00 
1.1; 9.50 

) 
5.50 ) 1.20 10.00 
5,.75 

6~00 

6.25 

6.50 

6.75 
7.00 

7.25 

7.50 

Note: Commute fares from or to intermediate 
pOints not provided for shall be the 
fare from or to the next more distant 
point tor which a fare is named. 
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APPENDIX "C" 

Statement of 20-R1de Adult Commutation Fares 
and 20-R1de School Fares Authorized for 
Pacific Greyhound Lines' Long Beach-Santa 
Monica Ope~ations 

Adult ,O-Ride Commutation Fa~es 

Betwoen: : : :Harbor City: . . 
: Long : Wilm1ng-: San :(San Pedro : South : 

· · · · :and .: Be~S;h . ton :PedrQ : J~t~2 . Lom~ t~: tomi ta : . . 
$ $ $ $ $ $ 

Wilmington @ @ @ 
West Wilm.ingtoll >+.00 ... 
San Pedro 4.50 @ @ @ 
Harbor City 

(SaIl Pedro Jct.) - @ 
South Lomita >+.50 @ @ 
Torrance - >+.00 @ @ 
Redondo Beacb. - ,.20 5.20 1,.. ;0 4.00 
Santa Monica 12.35 

@ commutation fares between points canceled. Regular 
one-way tares will apply. 

Adult GO-Ride Commutation Fares 

-

-@ 
>+.00 

:_=<=:~~-~L:==:::::::::::B~e~tw~e~e~n~~:~~~~~:~w~e~s~t~~RlC~d~o~ndho~:~Hle~rm~o~sa=~~ : and . .,; Torrance :Torrance: Bqach : Beach 

West Tor!"ance 
Redondo Beach 
Hermosa Beach 
Manhattan Beach 
Santa MO::l1ca 

$ 
@ 
@ 

4.00 
4.00 
.9.10 

$ $ 

@ 

7.l5 
@ Commutation tares between pOints canceled. 

Regular one-way fares will apply. 

2Q-R1de School Fares 

$ 

-6.50 

:--- Between : Long: San :South : • 
: __ ~9un~a==::::::::==~~:z>~:~B~e~8~ch~·~.lP~e~dr~9~:~t~Q~m~1it~e-LJt~cmrn.l1t~~~:~T~o~~~r~?nruc~eL; 

Wilmington 
South Lom1ta 
Lom:t ta 
Torrance 
Redondo Beach 

$ 
2.00 
2.50 
3.00 
3.40 
40 .. ,0 

$ 

2.00 
2.00 

$ $ $ 

2.00 
2.00 

2.00 2.00 
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Page 1 of 3 
Com~ar~soh of C03t per Ride Under Present, Proposed and Herein Authorized Commute 
Rates-of Pacific Greyhound Lines and Present Commute Rates of Key System Transit 
Lines Ll-fetropolitan Coach _LiDes. _Qi bson_L:l.n_es_~nd Peerless stages. 

Herein 
Present Proposed Authorized 

Carrier and 

Sausalito 
South Lomita 

Cost Cost Cost per ~ 
per Ride@ Poer Ride@ Ride@./ 

Pacific (.reyhound Lines 
facific Greyhound Lines 
I-acific Greyhound Lines 
Gibson Lines 
Key Syst~m Transit Lines 

Between 

San Francisco 
Long Beach 
San Francisco 
Sacramento 
San Francisco 

Peerless stages San Jose 

South San Francisco 
Rio Linda 
Oakland 
(12th & Broadway) 

Los G~s --- -

Miles 

9.5 
10.0 
11.0 
9.7 

9.7 
10.9 

Pacific Greyhound Lines Long Beach San Pedro 1~.0 
Pacific Greyhound Lines San Francisco Mill Valley 15.3 
Gibson Lines Sacramento Sylvan Corner 15.0 
Key System Transit Lines San Francisco Richmond 15.3 
Metropolitan Coach Lines Los Angeles E1 Monte 15.25 
Peerless Stages San Jose Irvington 14.9 

rac1flc Greyhound Lines Santa Monica Redondo Beach 18.0 
I acific Greyhound Lines San Francisco San Anselmo 20.9 
Pacific Creyhound Lines San Francisco Montara 21.0 
Gi bson Lines Sacramento Orangevale 21.0 
Key System Transit Lines San Francisco San Leandro (Davis St.) 19.0 
Metropolitan Coach Lines Los Angeles Sunland 20.5 
Peerless stages Oakl_and Alv~radQ 20.'+ 

.27) 

.15 

.198 

.3166 

.43* 

.28 

.12 

.3125 

.30 

.5'05* 

.425# 

.42lt 

.21 

.375 

.297 

.~16 

.505* 

.585# 
____ ".584-_____ 

.315 

.2275 

.20 

.227r; , 

.45 

.3575 

.511-

.3575 

* Authorized by Decision No. 5183'" issued August 16, 1955 in Application No. 36980. 
# Authorized by Decision no. 52002 issued September 27, -1955 and Decision No. 52053 

issued October 11, 1955 in Application No. 36869. 
@ In the Greyhound Peninsula service the ~sent cost per ride 1s based on an ~ 

estimated average use 01' 10.1 rides per 12-ride comnmto ticket. In all other "­
cases tho cost per ride is baRed on full use. All applicable bridge tolls are )' 
included in those costs per ride. 

.315 

.225 

.20 

.225 
·425 

.3575 

.50 

.2875 

, 
V 
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Comparison of Cost per Ride Under present, Proposed and Herein Authorized Commute 
Rates of Pacific Greyhound Lines and Present Commute Rates of Key System Transit 
Lines~ RetrolJolit91L Coach Lin~s. Gil.sQI} _Line~and Peerless Stages. 

Carrier 

P8~ific Greyhound 
Facifi~ Greyhound 
Gibson Lines 
Key System Transit 

Lines 
Lines 

Lines 

Metropoli tan Coach Lines 

Between 

San Francisco 
San Francisco 
Sacramento 
San Francisco 

Long Beach 

and 

Manor 
Belmont 
Represa 
Hayward 

(Pinedale Court) 
Whittier 

(Norwalk Blvd.) 

Miles 

23.5 
25. 
25. 
24.9 

25.2 

Present 
Cost 

I!el' Ride@ 

.375 

.2178 

.50 

.58* 

.64# 

Peerless StagQs Oakland OVer a cker__ __ __ __ _25'.1 _ .696 

Pacific Greyhound Lines 
Pacific (reyhound Lines 
Pacific ~reyhound Lines 
Gibson Lines 
Metropolitan Coach Lines 

San Francisco 
San Francisco 
San Francisco 
Marysville 
Los Angeles 

Redwood City 
Ha If, Moon Bay 
Woodacre 
Oroville \-lye 
Fullerton (Spadra 
Rd. & Brea Blvd.) 

28.0 
28. 
28. 
28. 
27.9') 

.2525 

.297 

.475 

.56 

.695# 

r eerless StaJ':es Oakland Mission 28.. ?r;2 

Pacific Greyhound Lines San Francisco Lagunitas 31.9 .55 
Pacific Greyhound Lines San Francisco Menlo Park 32. .2921 
Gibson Lines Sacramento Nicolaus 32. .6~ 
Metropolitan Coach Lines Los Angeles Bolsa ChiCG 31.65 .8o~# 
Peerless stages San Jose Santa Cruz 31.8 .848 

Proposed 
Cost 

per Rid?-~ 

.5'4 

.L:'225 

.455 

.455 

.6?5" 

, .765-
.52 

* Authorized by Decision No. 5l83~ issued August 16, 1955 in Application No. 36980. 
# Authorized by Decision No. 52002 issued September 27, 19,5 and Decision No. 52053 

issued October 11, 1955 in ApplIcation No. 36869. 
@ In the Greyhound Peninsula service the prosent cost per r ide is based on an 

estimated average use or 10.1 rides per 12-ride commute ticket. In all other 
cases the cost per ride 1s based on full UBO. All awlicable bl'idge tolls aI's 

included in these costs per ride. 

Herein 
Authorized 

") 

Cost per 
Ride@ 

.50 

.3125 

.32') 

.325 

.60 

," ,.675 
.35' 

) I/" 

.j 
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Comparison of Cost per Ride Under Present, Proposed and Herein Authorized Commute 
Rates-of Pacific Greyhound Lines and Present Commute Rates of Key System Transit 
Lines, Metropolitan Coach Lines, Gibson Lines and Peerles~ $tages. 

Herein 
Present Proposed Authorized 

Carrier Between and 
Cost Cost Cost per 

Miles ~er Ride@ l!er Rid€@ Ride@ 

3~. .3168 .5725 .362~ 
36. .50 .6175 

Paciftc Greyhound Lines San Francisco South Palo Alto 
racific Greyhound Lines l.ong Beach Santa Monica 
Gibson Lines Roseville Marysville 35. 

.6175 
.70 

3~.08 .855# Metropolitan Coach Lines Los Angeles Claremont (Alexander 
and Cucamonga) 

Peerless Stages Masonic Home Los Gatos 34.5 .904 

Pacific Greyhound Lines San Francisco Mt. View 
Pacific Greyhound Lines San Francisco Petaluma 
Gibson lines Sacramento Tudor 

40. .3564 
40.2 .6375 
40. .80 

,61?5 
,7878 

,Ito 
.7625 

Metropolitan Coach Lines Los Angeles Upland __________________________________________ ~(Ca~~~AveJ-) 40.2 .96511 

* Authorized by Decision No. 5183~ issued August 16, 195~ in Application No. 36980. 
# Authorized by Decision llo. ~2002 issued September 27, 195'5' and Decision No. 5205'3 

issued October 11, 1955 in Application No. 36869. 
~ In the Greyhound Peninsula service the present cost par ride is based on an 

estimated average use of 10.1 rides per 12-ride commute ticket. In all other 
cases the cost per ride is based on rull use. A1l applicable bridge tolls are 
included in these costs per ride. 

" i 

/ 

.. / 
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APPENDIX liE" 

APPEARANCES 
" , 

Applications Nos. 34362 and 34363. 

Douglas Brookman, and Allan P. Matthew and Gerald H. Trautman, 
for Pacific Greyho"md Lines, app11cant. 

Phillips, Avakian & Johnston by Spurgeon Avak1~n, for Marin 
County Federation of Commuter Clubs, and T. D. HArdcastle, 
for Novato Commuters' Club, protestants. 

Delger Trowbr1dge,:·.for San Rafael Chamber of Commerce, Dion R. 
Holm and PaUlL. Beck tor City and County of San Francisco, 
and Richard B. M§xweli, Assistant City Attorney, for City 
of Santa:'Ros~, interested parties • 

. " 

J. T. Phelps, J, F. Donovan, J, ~, Pearson and J. K. Gibson, 
for the Commission staff. 

'-A'pp11cation" No. 36532. 
" , 

Allan P. Matthew and., GerAld H. TrQ.utman of McCutcheon, Thomas, 
Matthew, Griffiths and Greene, and Douglas Brookman, for 

'Pacific G~.eYhound: Lines, applicant. 

Paul A. McCarthy, .tor City of Belmont, protestant. 

Raymond A.s Withers'; '-for San Mateo-Burlingame Transit, and Dion 
R. Holm and P~Vl Beck, for the City and County of San 
FranCiSCO, interested parties. . 

J. T. Phelps, for the Commission staff. 

Application No. 36581. 

Douglas Brookman, for Pacific Greyhound Lines, applicant. 

Henry B. Jordan, for Bureau of Franchise and Public Utilities, 
Clty of Long Eeach, interested party. 

J. T. Phelps and J9~t, PearsQA, for the Commission staff. 


